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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR 
WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN AND SPHERE OF 

INFLUENCE AMENDMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Section  15097  of  the  California  Environmental Quality  Act  (CEQA)  requires  that  all  State  and  local 

agencies establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency whenever 

approval involves the adoption of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

The mitigation monitoring program  (MMP) contained herein  is  intended  to satisfy  the requirements of 

CEQA as it relates to the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) and Sphere of Influence Amendment EIR. 

This  MMP  is  intended  to  be  used  by  City  Staff  and  mitigation  monitoring  personnel  to  ensure 

compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in 

this MMP were developed in the Draft EIR prepared for the proposed project. 

The  Final  EIR  for  the  proposed  project  presents  a  detailed  set  of mitigation measures  applicable  to 

implementation  of  the  West  Roseville  Specific  Plan.  In  addition,  the  EIR  includes  program‐level 

mitigation measures for the Remainder Area (the area outside of the West Plan that is only the subject of 

a sphere of influence amendment at this time). The mitigation measures were initially developed during 

preparation of the Draft EIR (September 15, 2003) and, in some cases, were refined during preparation of 

the Final EIR (January 9, 2004). 

The  intent  of  the MMP  is  to  ensure  the  effective  implementation  and  enforcement  of  all  adopted 

mitigation measures. The MMP will provide for monitoring of construction activities, as necessary, and 

in‐the‐field identification and resolution of environmental concerns. 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Compliance 

The  City  of  Roseville  will  coordinate  monitoring  activities  and  document  the  implementation  of 

mitigation measures.  The  table  below  identifies  the mitigation measures,  the monitoring  actions,  the 

implementing  entities,  the  responsible  parties  for  monitoring  actions,  and  the  timing  of  mitigation 

actions. The entity identified as having implementing responsibility has the primary duty to execute the 

mitigation  measure.  For  mitigation  measures  relating  to  the WRSP,  “the  applicants”  shall  refer  to 

Westpark Associates and Signature Properties. For mitigation measures relating to the Remainder Area, 
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“the  applicants”  shall  refer  to  any  entity  that  seeks  entitlements  for  development  of  a  project  in  the 

Remainder Area.  In some  instances  this may  require contracting  for specialized consultant services.  In 

instances  where  the  implementing  responsibility  is  shared  between  the  City  and  Construction 

Contractors, the City would be responsible for ensuring that mitigation requirements are implemented. 

Field Monitoring of Mitigation Measures 

Prior  to  the  issuance  of  grading  and  building  permits, while  detailed  development  plans  are  being 

prepared  for  approval  by  City  staff,  City  staff  will  be  responsible  for  ensuring  compliance  with 

mitigation monitoring applicable to the project design phase. 

During construction and following the project, the City’s Public Works Department will assign inspectors 

who will be responsible  for monitoring  the  implementation of  the mitigation measures. The  inspectors 

will  report  to  the  City’s  Public Works Department  and will  be  thoroughly  familiar with mitigation 

measures  in  the  MMP.  In  addition,  the  inspectors  will  be  familiar  with  construction  contract 

requirements,  schedules,  standard  construction practices,  and mitigation  techniques. The City will  be 

responsible for onsite, day‐to‐day monitoring of construction activities, reviewing construction plans and 

equipment staging/access plans to ensure conformance with adopted mitigation measures. The City will 

also have the authority to enforce mitigation measures by suspending particular construction activities. 

Once construction has been completed, the City will monitor the project as necessary. 

If any mitigation measures are not being implemented, the City may pursue corrective action. Penalties 

that may be applied include, but are not limited to, the following: (1) a written notification and request 

for compliance;  (2) withholding of permits;  (3) administrative  fines;  (4) a stop‐work order;  (5) criminal 

prosecution  and/or  administrative  fines;  (6)  forfeiture  of  security  bonds  or  other  guarantees; 

(7) revocation of permits or other entitlements. 

Changes to Mitigation Measures 

Any  substantive change  in  the monitoring plan made by City  staff  shall be  reported  in writing  to  the 

Planning Department. Modifications to the mitigation measures may be made by City staff subject to one 

of the following findings, documented by evidence included in the record: 

  a.  The mitigation measure  included  in  the Final EIR and  the Mitigation Monitoring Program  is no 
longer required because the significant environmental impact identified in the Final EIR has been 
found not to exist, or to occur at a level which makes the impact less than significant as a result of 
changes in the project, changes in conditions of the environment, or other factors. 

OR 
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  b.  The  modified  or  substitute  mitigation  measure  to  be  included  in  the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program provides a level of environmental protection equal to or greater than that afforded by the 
mitigation measure  included  in  the Final EIR and  the Mitigation Monitoring Program; and  the 
modified  or  substitute  mitigation  measures  do  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  the 
environment  in  addition  to  or  greater  than  those  which  were  considered  by  the  responsible 
hearing bodies in their decisions on the Final EIR and the proposed project; and the modified or 
substitute  mitigation  measures  are  feasible,  and  the  City,  through  measures  included  in  the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program or other City procedures, can ensure their implementation. 

Findings  and  related  documentation  supporting  the  findings  involving  modifications  to  mitigation 

measures  shall be maintained  in  the project  file with  the Mitigation Monitoring Program and  shall be 

made available to the public upon request. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program 

The  table  presented  on  the  following  pages  provides  the MMP  for  the  proposed  project.  The MMP 

identifies (1) an explanation of each impact by issue area, summarized as an impact statement; (2) the full 

text of  the statement mitigation measure(s) applicable  to each  impact statement;  (3)  the method and/or 

process by which the mitigation measure will be implemented; (4) the timing of implementation of each 

mitigation  measure;  and  (5)  the  party  responsible  for  ensuring  implementation  of  each  mitigation 

measure.1 

                                                           
1 Under  “Reviewing  Party,”  the  term  “Applicant”  or  “Landowner”  refers  to West  Roseville Development  Company,  Inc.  (formerly 
Signature Properties) and 1600 Placer Investors, Inc. (as managed by Westpark Associates). 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

4.1 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Impact 4.1-1: WRSP Area    
Potential incompatibility 
of internal land uses. 

MM 4.1-1: Deed Disclosure  
In order to reduce conflicting issues between sensitive receptors and 
agricultural uses, residential units within 500 feet of the orchard or any 
other active agricultural use shall be provided with a deed disclosure or 
similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding the proximity 
and nature of neighboring agricultural uses. This disclosure shall be 
applied at the tentative map stage to the affected properties. A 
written disclosure shall be supplied to the property purchaser or renter 
by the vendor prior to the completion of the purchase or rental 
agreement. The text of the disclosure language shall be approved by 
the City Attorney. 
To ensure that residents are made aware of other land uses in 
proximity to their respective neighborhoods, the developers shall also 
provide through deed disclosure or other similar notice approved by 
the City Attorney; the temporary truck route to the PGWWTP and 
Roseville Energy Park, use of recycled water, proximity to the 
PGWWTP, proximity to the potential Roseville Energy Park, proximity 
to parks and schools that may generate noise and light, and proximity 
to overhead power lines. 
To further mitigate noise and lighting impacts, MM 4.5-1, MM 4.5-5, 
MM 4.5-6, MM 4.5-8, MM 4.13-1(a) and MM 4.13-1(b) from Section 
4.5 (Noise) and Section 4.13 (Aesthetics and Visual Quality) would be 
required to mitigate Impact 4.1-1. Refer to the Noise and Aesthetics 
and Visual Quality sections below for a discussion of these mitigation 
measures. 

At the time of the approval of 
the first small lot tentative 
map, the applicant shall 
provide deed disclosures 
which shall be incorporated 
into the final map and 
thereafter into any deed for 
residential lots within 500 feet 
of active agricultural uses 
applied at the tentative map 
stage to the affected 
properties. 

Prior to sale of the 
property to 
homeowner. 

City Attorney and the 
Planning Director will 
ensure that mitigation 
measures are 
implemented 

 Remainder Area 
Potential land use compatibility impacts 

   

 MM 4.1-2: Policies to Minimize Agricultural Impacts  
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall minimize conflicts between residential and agricultural uses. 
Measures to ensure compatibility could include (1) deed disclosure 
regarding the proximity and nature of neighboring agricultural uses for 
future residential units within 500 feet of any active agricultural use, (2) 
minimum 50-foot setbacks from residential structures and agricultural 
uses, (3) negative easements, and/or (4) other equally effective 
measures. 
To further mitigate noise and lighting impacts, MM 4.5-2 (Construction 
noise policies), MM 4.5-4 (Commercial noise policies), MM 4.5-7 (School 
noise policies), MM 4.5-9 (Park noise policies), and MM 4.13-2 (Light 
and glare policies) would be required to mitigate Impact 4.1-1. Refer 
to the Noise and Aesthetics and Visual Quality sections below for a 
discussion of these mitigation measures. 

Impacts would be reduced 
throughThe Applicant shall 
include site-specific design 
measures, such as setbacks, 
landscape buffers, building 
orientation, and appropriate 
design features, required 
through the specific plan and 
environmental review process 
required before development 
in the Remainder Area is 
allowed to move forward. 

Specific Plans would 
be required prior to 
approval of 
annexation, deed 
disclosures would be 
required at the 
tentative map stage 

The Planning Director 
shall ensure that uses are 
compatible. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall respond to nuisance 
complaints. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

Impact 4.1-2: WRSP Area    
Potential incompatibility 
with existing agricultural 
and other land uses in 
the remainder area, the 
County, and the City of 
Roseville. 

Refer to MM 4.1-1: Deed Disclosure 

MM 4.1-3: Provide 50-foot Setback 
Agricultural land is located north of the WRSP (Fiddyment Ranch 
property). Residential uses shall be separated by a minimum 50-foot 
buffer from living structures on Parcels F-13 and F-14 abutting existing 
agricultural lands in the northeast corner of the Fiddyment property. 
The buffer could include roads, landscape corridors, and rear yard 
setbacks. 

 
Setbacks The Applicant shall 
show the required buffer on 
the Tentative map for lots F-
13 and F-14. 

 
Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

 
Public Works Director 
and Planning Director 
shall ensure that the 50-
foot setback is identified 
on the map. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.1-2: Policies to Minimize Agricultural Impacts    

Impact 4.1-4: WRSP Area    
Conversion of 
agricultural land to 
developed uses. 

MM 4.1-4: Provide Conservation Easement  
The development in the WRSP Area shall minimize loss of agricultural 
land. This shall be achieved through off-site acquisition of conservation 
easement(s) prior to approval of the 500th building permit. 

The applicants shall be 
required to acquire off-site 
conservation easements to be 
maintained in perpetuity 
consistent with any applicable 
Clean Water Act 404 permits 
or agreements with the 
California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

The conservation 
easement(s) shall be 
acquired prior to 
approval of the 
500th building 
permit a Signature 
property. 

The Public Works 
Director, the Planning 
Director, and the 
Community Development 
Department 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall ensure 
that the conservation 
easement is in place 
prior to proceeding past 
approval of the 500th 
building permit. 

4.2 Population, Employment and Housing 

Impact 4.2-2: Remainder Area    
Provision of affordable 
housing 

MM 4.2-1: Affordable Housing Program 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall demonstrate that 10 percent of the exact dwelling unit 
counts would be reserved for very low–, low-, and middle-income 
levels. 
Consistent with City policy, at the time specific development is proposed 
within the Remainder Area, a minimum of 10 percent of the exact 
dwelling unit counts shall be reserved for very low–, low-, and middle-
income levels. 

Prior to annexation of the 
Remainder Area, Specific 
Plans and corresponding 
Development Agreements will 
be required that include 
affordable units consistent 
with City policy. 

Prior to annexation Planning Director and 
Economic and Community 
Services Director shall 
review specific plans and 
development agreements 
to ensure consistency with 
the City’s affordable 
housing goals. 

Impact 4.2-3: WRSP Area    
Displacement of existing 
housing. 

MM 4.2-2: Relocation Assistance 
The City shall provide relocation assistance and make all of the 
payments required by Chapter 16 (Commencing with Section 7260) of 
Division 7 of Title 1 of the Government Code, including the making of 
such payments financed by the federal government. 

The City shall provide 
relocation assistance 
concurrent with property 
acquisition. 

Prior to construction The City Attorney shall 
ensure that relocation 
assistance and payments 
are made in compliance 
with Federal and state 
law. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 Remainder Area    

 Refer to MM 4.2-2: Relocation Assistance    

4.3 Transportation and Circulation 

Impact 4.3-1: SOI Area    
Increased traffic on City 
of Roseville roadways. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.3-1 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.3-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-1, which is 
provided below. 

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.3-2(a–d): Fair Share Policies for Improvements in the CIP at the 

Following City Intersections 
 Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks 
 Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road 
 Foothills Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard 
 Fiddyment Road/Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

As new Specific Plans and/or development proposals are approved in 
the WRSP Area, the CIP shall be revised to include the following 
improvements to be funded by new development through payment of 
traffic mitigation fees. 
(a) Intersection of Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks Boulevard: Add 3rd 

eastbound and westbound through lanes to the intersection of 
Diamond Creek and Blue Oaks Boulevard (requires widening of 
Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks to west of Diamond 
Creek). This mitigation measure would result in LOS C. 

(b) Intersection of Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road: Add 2nd 
northbound left-turn lane, add 2nd southbound left-turn lane, to the 
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road. This mitigation 
measure would result in LOS D. 

(c) Intersection of Foothills/Blue Oaks Boulevard: Add 3rd southbound 
through lane, add 3rd northbound left-turn lane and add 4th 
westbound through lane to the intersection of Foothills Boulevard 
and Blue Oaks Boulevard. This mitigation measure would result in 
LOS D. 

(d) Intersection of Fiddyment Road/Pleasant Grove Boulevard: Add 3rd 
southbound and 3rd northbound through lanes. This mitigation 
measure would result in LOS C. 

The Development Agreements 
between Applicants and the 
City require the city to update 
the CIP and the Applicants to 
pay fair share fees. 

In accordance with 
Development 
Agreements, the 
traffic mitigation 
fees shall be paid 
on a pro-rata basis 
prior to the issuance 
of any building 
permit. 

City of Roseville Public 
Works Director shall 
ensure that the mitigation 
measures are 
implemented. 
The Public Works 
Director will oversee the 
CIP and ensure that 
improvements are 
implemented in a timely 
fashion. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 The WRSP would develop over a period of years. Therefore the 
impacts to these intersections would occur over a long period of time. As 
with other improvements in the 2020 CIP, the City will monitor traffic 
conditions and determine when specific improvements are needed. The 
City of Roseville’s traffic impact fees shall be revised to include the 
WRSP. The applicants shall contribute the WRSP’s fair share of the cost 
of these improvements through payment of the updated traffic impact 
fees at the time of building permits. 
Construction of the above intersection improvements would result in 
temporary increases in construction noise and dust, as well as the 
potential loss of or degradation to biological and cultural resources, 
and increased urban runoff. The exact impacts cannot be determined at 
this time because the roadway design has not been determined. When 
the City updates the CIP to include these improvements, the area of 
disturbance will be evaluated for such impacts, as required by CEQA. In 
addition, impacts on air quality, noise and water quality will need to be 
evaluated. Because the intersections to be improved are within the City, 
the potential for impacts on biological and cultural resources is likely to 
be insubstantial, and could be mitigated with measures similar to those 
identified in this EIR. Impacts related to erosion, noise and air emissions 
would be temporary, and typically are mitigable during construction. 

The Community Development 
Department Environmental 
Coordinator would ensure that 
appropriate environmental 
review of any City roadway 
projects occurs prior to 
construction. 
The Environmental Utilities 
National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination (NPDES) 
Coordinator shall ensure that 
measures are implemented to 
reduce impacts. 

Prior to approval of 
updated CIP. 

Public Works Director, 
Environmental 
Coordinator and NPDES 
Coordinator will ensure 
that measures are 
incorporated, and 
improvements 
implemented 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.3-1(a–f): Pay Fair Share of Improvements in the CIP Including 

Improvements to the Following City Intersections 
 Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks Boulevard 
 Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road 
 Foothills Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard 
 Woodcreek Oaks/Blue Oaks Boulevard 
 Sierra Gardens/Douglas Road 
 Watt Avenue/Baseline Road 

The following roadway improvements would be necessary to achieve 
acceptable service levels under the 2020 Plus SOI Amendment scenario. 
(a) Intersection of Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks Boulevard: Add 3rd 

eastbound and westbound through lanes to the intersection of 
Diamond Creek and Blue Oaks Boulevard (requires widening of 
Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks to west of Diamond 
Creek) and restripe southbound approach to one southbound 
left/through/right lane and one southbound left-only lane. This 
mitigation measure would result in LOS C. 

(b) Intersection of Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road: Add 2nd southbound 
left-turn lane and 2nd northbound left-turn lane, add 3rd southbound 
through lane and add 3rd northbound through lane to the 
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road. This mitigation 
measure would result in LOS D. 

(c) Intersection of Foothills Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard: Add 3rd 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific Plans 
and environmental review will 
be required to more 
specifically identify potential 
transportation impacts and 
improvements. 
The applicants shall enter into 
agreement(s) with the City of 
Roseville to make a fair share 
contribution towards the 
preparation of required 
improvements. Documentation 
of the agreement shall be 
submitted to the Public Works 
Director prior to issuance of 
final occupancy clearance. 

Prior to annexation. 
Payment of fees in 
accordance with 
agreement(s). 
The traffic mitigation 
fees shall be paid 
on a pro-rata basis 
prior to issuance of 
any building permits. 

The Planning Director 
and Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
specific plans are 
prepared that 
adequately identify 
needed transportation 
infrastructure to serve the 
Remainder Area. The 
Public Works Director 
shall ensure that any 
projects within the 
Remainder Area fund 
their portion of the 
improvements. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

southbound through, add 3rd northbound left-turn lane, and 4th 
westbound through lane to the intersection of Foothills Boulevard 
and Blue Oaks Boulevard. This mitigation measure would result in 
LOS D. 

(d) Intersection of Woodcreek Oaks/Blue Oaks Boulevard: Add 2nd 
northbound left-turn lane and 2nd southbound left-turn lane to the 
intersection of Woodcreek Oaks and Blue Oaks Boulevard. This 
mitigation measure would result in LOS C 

(e) Intersection of Sierra Gardens/Douglas Boulevard: Add westbound 
right turn only lane to the intersection of Sierra Gardens and 
Douglas Boulevard. This mitigation measure would result in LOS C. 

(f) Intersection of Watt Avenue/Baseline Road: Add 3rd northbound 
and add 3rd southbound through lane. This mitigation measure 
would result in LOS D. 

The SOI Amendment Area would develop over a period of years. 
Therefore, the impacts on these intersections would occur over a period 
of time. As with other improvements in the 2020 CIP, the City will 
monitor traffic conditions and determine when specific improvements 
are needed. The City of Roseville’s traffic impact fees should be revised 
to include the SOI Amendment Area. Specific Plans and/or 
development proposals shall provide for fair share contributions of the 
cost of the improvement through the updated traffic impact fees. 
As discussed above, construction of intersection improvements could 
have impacts on biological and cultural resources, air quality, water 
quality, and noise levels. These impacts will be evaluated as part of the 
CIP update to incorporate the adopted mitigation. Such impacts are not 
anticipated to be substantial as they would occur in an urban area 
and/or would be temporary. 

Impact 4.3-3: SOI Area    

Increased traffic on 
Placer County roadways. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.3-3 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.3-3, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-3, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-3, which is 
provided below. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.3-3(a–c): Construct Identified Roadway Improvements on Placer 

County Roadways and Limit Access to Phillip Road 
(a) Walerga Road: Widen Walerga Road between Baseline Road 

and PFE road from four to six lanes. Based on Placer County’s 
roadway segment capacities, this mitigation measure would result in 
LOS C or better conditions. 

(b) Watt Avenue: Widen Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and 
PFE Road from four to six lanes. Based on Placer County’s roadway 
segment capacities, this mitigation measure would result in LOS C or 
better conditions on this segment of Watt Avenue. 

(c) Phillip Road: Blue Oaks Boulevard shall not be opened to through 
traffic between Realigned Phillip Road and West Side Drive until a 
north/south connection is constructed from West Side Drive to 
Baseline Road. 

By limiting through traffic on Blue Oaks Boulevard from Phillip Road to 
West Side Drive until an additional north/south connection is available, 
the City will ensure that volumes on the portion of Phillip Road in the 
County will meet County standards for rural roadways. 
Implementation of MM 4.3-3 (a) through (c) would reduce these impacts 
to a less-than-significant level; however, these improvements lie 
outside the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville. Placer County can 
implement the suggested mitigation measures, but may choose not to. If 
the improvements are not made, levels of service would remain as 
shown in Table 4.3-21 (page 4.3-68 of the Final EIR) and Table 4.3-22 
(page 4.3-85 of the Final EIR). The City of Roseville will monitor traffic 
volumes and coordinate with the County to consider and implement 
additional operational measures/restrictions if needed as the plan 
develops. 

The City and Placer County 
shall implement a regional 
traffic fee to fund the 
identified improvements. 
Applicants within the WRSP 
will be required to contribute 
to the regional fee to fund a 
portion of the improvements 
per the Development 
Agreements. Placer County 
will be responsible for 
overseeing the improvements. 

Payment of fees by 
the applicants at the 
time of building 
permits issuance. 

Placer County Public 
Works Director and the 
City Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
the regional traffic fee 
program is implemented, 
the fees collected, and 
the improvements 
implemented. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.3-4(a–g): Construct Identified Improvements on Placer County 

Roadways 
Placer County should construct the following roadway improvements: 
(a) Fiddyment Road: Widen Fiddyment Road between the North 

Roseville City limit and Sunset Boulevard from two to four lanes. 
Based on Placer County’s roadway segment capacities, this 
mitigation measure would result in LOS A. 

(b) Walerga Road: Widen Walerga Road between Baseline Road 
and PFE road from four to six lanes. Based on Placer County’s 
roadway segment capacities, this mitigation measure would result in 
LOS C or better conditions. 

(c) Watt Avenue: Widen Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and 
PFE Road from four to six lanes. Based on Placer County’s roadway 
segment capacities, this mitigation measure would result in LOS C or 
better conditions on this segment of Watt Avenue. 

(d) Phillip Road: Improve Phillip Road outside of the WRSP to Placer 
County Rural Collection Standards. This includes wider cross-section 
and potentially paved shoulders. 

(e) Intersection of Watt Avenue/PFE Road: Widen Watt Avenue to six 
lanes through the intersection, which would provide LOS C at this 
intersection. 

(f) Intersection of Watt Avenue/Baseline Road: Add 3rd northbound 
and add 3rd southbound lane. This would result in LOS D at this 
intersection or better. 

(g) Intersection of Pleasant Grove Drive/Baseline Road/Riego Road: 
Add a northbound right-turn lane. This would result in LOS D. 

Implementation of these measures would reduce these impacts to a less-
than-significant level; however, the specified improvements lie outside 
the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville. Placer County can implement 
these suggested mitigation measures, but may choose not to. If the 
improvements are not made, levels of service would remain as shown in 
Table 4.3-21 (page 4.3-68 of the Final EIR) and Table 4.3-22 
(page 4.3-85 of the Final EIR). 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans,,  development of 
Specific Plan policies will be 
required. 
The City and Placer County 
shall implement a regional 
traffic fee to fund the 
identified improvements. 
Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
required to pay the regional 
traffic fee prior to issuance of 
building permits to fund a 
portion of the improvements. 

Prior to annexation. 
Payment of fees by 
the applicants at the 
time of building 
permits issuance. 

Placer County Public 
Works Director and the 
City Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
the regional traffic fee 
program is implemented, 
the fees collected, and 
the improvements 
implemented. 

Impact 4.3-7: SOI Area    
Increased demand for 
bicycle facilities. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.3-7 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

A The applicant for the 
Remainder Area shall prepare 
and submit a Bicycle Master 
Plan shall be submitted with 
building plans. 

Prior to construction 
of bike trails. 

Transit and Bikeways 
Division Manager would 
review Bicycle Master 
Plan and ensure that the 
building plans include 
adequate bikeway 
facilities. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.3-7: Provide Appropriate Bicycle Network With Future Specific 

Plan Submittal 
Any Specific Plan and/or development proposals in the Remainder 
Area shall include a bicycle circulation plan that identifies Class I and II 
bicycle paths throughout the proposal area, and connects those bike 
paths to the City’s network so that bicyclists can safely travel from home 
to schools, parks, open space areas, and employment areas. Class I 
bike paths shall connect with Baseline Road and the Class I bike paths in 
the WRSP. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area, the 
applicant shall be required to 
prepare and submit Specific 
Plans and environmental 
review which specifically 
identify potential bicycle 
impacts and improvements. 

Prior to construction. Transit and Bikeways 
Division Manager would 
ensure that the Specific 
Plans include adequate 
bikeway facilities. 

Impact 4.3-8: SOI Area    
Transit access and 
circulation. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.3-8 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.3-8, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-8, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.3-8, which is 
provided below. 

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.3-8: Pay Fair Share of Additional Transit Services 

The WRSP shall contribute their fair share towards the capital and 
operating costs for expanded transit services to the WRSP area. The 
amount of transit services needed would be identified in an updated 
Short Range Transit Plan and an updated Long Range Transit Master 
Plan. 

The Applicant shall make a 
fair share contribution towards 
the expansion of transit 
services in accordance with the 
Development Agreements. 

Agreements shall be 
executed prior to 
first building permit 
with timing of 
contributions 
identified. 

City of Roseville City 
Attorney shall ensure that 
the agreements are 
implemented. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.3-9: Transit Services Policies 

Any Specific Plan and/or development proposals in the Remainder 
Area shall contribute their fair share towards the capital and operating 
costs for expanded transit services to the project area. The amount of 
transit services needed would be identified in an updated Short Range 
Transit Plan and an updated Long Range Transit Master Plan prepared 
for projects in the Remainder Area. 

The applicant shall enter into 
an agreement with the City of 
Roseville to make a fair share 
contribution towards the 
expansion of transit services. 
Agreements shall be executed 
prior to issuance of the first 
building permit with 
agreements identifying timing 
of contributions. 

Agreements shall be 
executed prior to 
first building permit 
with timing of 
contributions 
identified. 

City of Roseville City 
Attorney shall ensure that 
the agreements are 
implemented. 

4.4 Air Quality 

Impact 4.4-1: SOI Area    

Fugitive dust and PM10 
from grading and 
trenching activities. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.4-1 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.4-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-1, which is 
provided below. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.4-1: Dust Control 

After review and approval by the PCAPCD, the developer, if required, 
shall apply approved chemical soil stabilizers according to 
manufacturers specifications, to all inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours). 
Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces to 15 miles per hour or 
less. 
Creation of a dust control plan. 
No open burning of vegetation during project construction. 
Reestablishment of ground cover as soon as possible after construction. 
Suspension of grading activities when winds exceed 25 mph. 
These mitigation measures could result in impacts to water quality. 
Please refer to the Best Management Practices discussed in Section 4.8, 
Hydrology, Water Quality and Groundwater, for a description of how 
impacts on water quality will be minimized through erosion control 
measures. 

The applicants shall submit 
construction management 
plans as part of the Grading 
Permit application. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
grading plans for inclusion of 
these measures prior to 
issuance of grading permits. 
The City Code Enforcement 
Officer shall respond to 
complaints. 

Prior to issuance of 
Grading Permits. 

Director of Public Works 
shall ensure that dust 
control measures are 
implemented. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.4-2: Dust Control Policies 

Specific plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall require dust control measures that are adequate to reduce 
PM10 emissions below PCAPCD thresholds. Such measures could include 
hydro seeding, covering trucks, reducing traffic speed, prohibiting open 
burning, or other effective measures. 

The construction management 
plan shall be included with 
grading permits. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion of these 
measures prior to issuance of 
grading permits. The City 
Code Enforcement Officer 
shall respond to complaints. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

Director of Public Works 
shall ensure that dust 
control measures are 
implemented. 

Impact 4.4-2: SOI Area    

Construction emissions. The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.4-2 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.4-2, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-2, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-2, which is 
provided below. 
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 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.4-3: Reduction of Construction Emissions 

The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive 
inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty 
off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that will be used an 
aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. District 
personnel, with assistance from the California Air Resources Board, will 
conduct initial Visible Emission Evaluations of all heavy-duty equipment 
on the inventory list. 
 An enforcement plan shall be established by the contractor in 

conjunction with the air district to weekly evaluate project-related 
on-and-off- road heavy-duty vehicle engine emission opacities, using 
standards as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Sections 2180–2194. An Environmental Coordinator, CARB-certified 
to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely 
evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road 
equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators 
of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be 
notified and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours. 

 Contractors shall provide a plan for approval by the PCAPCD 
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road 
vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, 
leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet 
average 30 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate 
reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late 
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, 
engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other 
options as they become available. 

 Minimize idling time to 10 minutes. 
 Use low sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment, if feasible. 
 Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel 

generators rather than temporary power generators. 
 Use low emission on-site stationary equipment. 

The applicants shall provide 
this information as general 
notes on the grading plans. 
The Public Works Director 
shall review plans for inclusion 
of this measure prior to 
issuance of building permits. 
The City Code Enforcement 
Officer shall respond to 
complaints. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

The Public Works 
Director and Code 
Enforcement Officer shall 
ensure that the dust 
control measures are 
implemented. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.4-4: Reduction of Construction Emissions 

Specific plans and/or development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall require emission control measures during construction. Such 
measures, which shall be developed in consultation with the PCAPCD, 
may include use of heavy-duty off-road equipment included in the 
inventory powered by CARB certified off-road engines, or other 
measures to reduce particulate matter and nitrogen oxide emissions 
through the use of emulsified diesel fuel and/or particulate matter 
traps. 

The construction management 
plan shall be included with 
building plans. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion of these 
measures prior to issuance of 
grading and building permits. 
The City Code Enforcement 
Officer shall respond to 
complaints. 

Include in Specific 
Plan. 

The Public Works 
Director and Code 
Enforcement Officer shall 
ensure that the dust 
control measures are 
implemented. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

Impact 4.4-3: SOI Area    

Operational emissions. The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.4-3 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.4-3, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-3, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.4-3, which is 
provided below. 

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.4-5: Reduction of Operational Emissions 

Each developer will need to reach an agreement with the Placer Air 
Quality District concurrent with any subdivision or design review permit 
on air quality mitigation measures. Measures that could be implemented 
in order to reduce vehicle emissions and other operational emissions 
could include the followingFollowing receipt of an application for a 
Tentative Map (excluding the large lot subdivision map) or Design 
Review Permit, the City will forward an early consultation notice to the 
Placer County Air Quality District (PCAQD). Where the PCAQD 
provides comments on a specific development proposal, the City shall 
work with PCAQD and the developer to incorporate any measures 
recommended by the PCAQD into the project. Where the PCAQD does 
not provide comment on a specific development proposal, the City shall 
incorporate measures that reduce vehicle emissions and operational 
emissions from the proposed development. These measures will be 
implemented through project design, conditions of approval, noticing 
and disclosure statements, or through the City’s plan check and 
inspection processes. The following is a listing of potential measures that 
could be implemented for the purpose of reducing vehicle and 
operational emissions: 
Measures Applied to Tentative Maps and Design Review Permits 
 Provide tree plantings that meet or exceed the requirements of the 

City’s Community Design Guidelines to provide shading of buildings 
and parking lots. (Design and COA—Planning) 

 Landscape with native drought-resistant plants (ground covers, 
shrubs, and trees) with particular consideration of plantings that are 
not reliant on gas powered landscape maintenance equipment. 
(Design and COA—Planning) 

 Require all flat roofs on non-residential structures to have a white or 
silver cap sheet to reduce energy demand. (COA—Planning) 

 Provide conductive/inductive electric vehicle charging stations and 
signage prohibiting parking for non-electric vehicles within 
designated spaces within non-residential developments. (Design and 
COA—Planning) 

 Configure parking to minimize traffic interference. (Design and 
COA—Planning) 

 Provide vanpool parking only spaces to accommodate vanpools in 

Conditions imposed on each 
small lot tentative map and/or 
design review permit. 

At the time of 
approval of final 
map. 

Refer to responsible 
entity following each 
bulleted item in the text 
of the mitigation 
measure. 
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employment areas (e.g., community commercial, business-
professional, and industrial uses). (Design and COA—Planning) 

 Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools in 
employment areas (e.g., community commercial, business-
professional, and industrial areas). (Design and COA—Planning) 

 All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 
110/208-volt power outlet for every two-dock doors. Signs shall be 
posted stating “Diesel trucks are prohibited from idling more than 
five minutes and trucks requiring auxiliary power shall connect to the 
110/208-volt outlets to run auxiliary equipment.” (Design and 
COA—Planning) 

 Provide all day vehicle parking lots and secured bicycle storage 
near rail stations, transit stops, and freeway access points. (Design 
and COA—Planning) 

 Develop the Class I, II, and III bikeway system within the plan as 
identified within the WRSP. (Design and COA—Planning, Public 
Works) 

 Develop the Village Center consistent with the WRSP policies that 
encourage pedestrian travel over use of the automobile. (Design 
and COA—Planning, Public Works) 

 Design streets to maximize pedestrian access to transit stops. (Design 
and COA—Planning, Public Works) 

 Require site design to maximize access to transit lines, to 
accommodate bus travel, and to provide lighted shelters at transit 
access points. (Design and COA—Planning, Public Works) 

 Develop the plan consistent with the higher residential densities 
provided around the Village Center, transportation nodes, and 
transit corridors. (Design and COA—Planning, Public Works) 

 Wood burning or pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-
family developments. Only natural gas or propane fired fireplace 
appliances are permitted. (COA, PC—Building) 

Measures for Detached Single-Family Residences 
 Require electrical outlets to be installed on the exterior walls of both 

the front and back of residences or all commercial buildings to 
promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment. 
(COA, BP, PC—Planning, Building) 

 Require installation of a gas outlet in the rear of residential 
buildings for use of outdoor cooking appliances, such as gas burning 
barbeques. (BP-PC—Building) 

 Require installation of gas outlets with ceramic logs in any proposed 
fireplaces, including outdoor recreational fireplaces or pits. (BP-
PC—Building) 

 Require installation of low nitrogen oxide (NOx), hot water heaters. 
(beyond District Rule 246 requirements). (BP-PC—Building) 

 Require HVAC units be equipped with PremAir catalyst system (or 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

another similar system) if available and economically feasible. The 
PremAir system is considered feasible if the additional cost is less 
than 10 percent of the base HVAC unit cost. (BP-PC—Building) 

 Provide notice to homebuyers of the option to install electric vehicle 
charging raceways in residential garages. (NDS—Building) 

 Provide notice to homebuyers of incentive and rebate programs 
available through Roseville Electric or other providers that 
encourage the purchase of electric landscape maintenance 
equipment. (NDS—Building) 

 Require wood burning devices to meet U.S. EPA Phase II certification. 
(BP-PC—Building) 

In lieu of each individual project implementing their own off-site 
mitigation program, an applicant may choose to pay an equivalent 
amount of money into the District’s Air Quality Mitigation Fund. The 
District provides monetary incentives to sources of air pollutant emissions 
that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the 
emission reductions are real, quantifiable, and implement provisions of 
the 1994 State Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program 
has been implemented by a number of projects in Placer County. To the 
extent feasible, the implementation of any programs resulting from the 
WRSP in lieu of fees should be used in close proximity to the WRSP and 
the City of Roseville. 
 COA—Conditions of Approval 
 BP—Building Permit 
 PC—Plan Check 
 NDS—Noticing and Disclosure Statements 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.4-6: Operational Emissions Policies 

Specific plans and/or development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall include measures to reduce operational emissions. Such measures 
may include, but would not be limited to transit and pedestrian-oriented 
facilities (e.g., park and ride lots, bus stops), bike trails and facilities, 
energy-saving measures in buildings, as well as the measures described 
in MM 4.4-5, above. Appropriate measures shall be selected in 
consultation with the City and PCAPCD. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area would be 
required to submit proposed 
air quality mitigation 
measures to the Placer County 
Air Pollution Control District 
during the design review 
process. 

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 

The applicants shall be 
responsible for 
submitting specific plans 
prior to annexation. 
The Planning Director, 
Environmental 
Coordinator, and Public 
Works Director shall 
ensure that air quality 
measures are included 
and implemented as 
conditions of approval at 
the design review stage. 

Impact 4.4-4: SOI Area    
Exposure of sensitive 
receptors to 
unacceptable TAC levels. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.4-4 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area for Impact 4.4-4, 
which is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area for 
Impact 4.4-4, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area for 
Impact 4.4-4, which is 
provided below. 
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 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.4-7: Maintain TAC Inventory and CAP 

Industrial users proposed within the WRSP will be required to submit a 
Permit to Operate to the PCAPCD. The District will review the use and if 
a proposed industrial project would cause the combined emissions of 
TACs to exceed the risk standard of 10 in one million at residences or 
public uses (e.g., schools, park), additional modeling and/or 
environmental review would be required to demonstrate emissions from 
that use or other uses in the WRSP Area would be reduced so that the 
standard is not exceeded. For example, an applicant could propose to 
retrofit an existing operation in order to lower the total TAC emissions 
in the WRSP. 

The applicant shall submit a 
Permit to Operate to the 
Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District during the 
design review process. 

Prior to issuance of a 
certificate of 
occupancy. 

The Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District 
shall review proposals 
and notify the Planning 
Director should a 
proposed use exceed the 
TAC threshold. The 
Planning Director and 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall 
determine if additional 
environmental review is 
required prior to 
approval of the use and 
ensure that measures are 
implemented to reduce 
exposure to TACs. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.4-7: Maintain TAC Inventory and CAP above Refer to the discussion for the 

WRSP Area for Impact 4.4-4, 
which is provided above. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area for 
Impact 4.4-4, which 
is provided above. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area for 
Impact 4.4-4, which is 
provided above. 

4.5 Noise 

Impact 4.5-1: SOI Area    

Short-term noise 
generated by 
construction activity. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.5-1 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.5-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-1, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-1, which is 
provided below. 
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 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.5-1: Construction noise reduction 

As discussed under Impact 4.5-1, compliance with the City’s Noise 
Ordinance would result in a less-than-significant impact for construction 
noise. However, the following measures are recommended to further 
reduce the effects of construction noise on residents. 
Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas 
shall be located a minimum of 150 feet from occupied residences, 
where feasible. 
Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling 
apparatus and drill rigs, if sensitive receptors are located nearby. 
These measures would reduce the amount of noise at residences by 
placing stationary sources of noise far enough from residences that the 
noise generated would not be disturbing, particularly during the 
daytime, when construction activities would occur. In addition, they 
would assist in reducing the potential for noise disturbances and 
potential noise-related complaints. 

The applicants shall be 
required to include these 
measures on their building 
plans. The Chief Building 
Inspector shall review the 
plans for inclusion of these 
measures prior to issuance of 
building permits. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector shall 
respond to complaints. 

Prior to approval of 
building permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.5-2: Construction noise policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions that require equipment 
warm-up areas, water tanks and equipment storage areas be located 
a minimum of 150 feet from occupied residences, if feasible, and that 
noise measures (such as sound control curtains) be used in well-drilling. 

These measures shall be 
included on building plans. 
The Chief Building Inspector 
shall review plans for inclusion 
of these measures prior to 
issuance of building permits. 
The Code Enforcement 
Inspector shall respond to 
complaints. 

Prior to approval of 
building permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

Impact 4.5-2: SOI Area    
Commercial noise 
sources. 

The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.5-2 for the WRSP 
Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.5-2, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-2, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-2, which is 
provided below. 
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 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.5-3: Commercial noise control 

For all commercial uses within 150 feet of residential uses, implement 
the following or equally effective measures: 
(a) For commercial loading docks and on-site truck circulation areas 

that are planned to be within 150 feet of sensitive receptors 
(including backyards), the following measures shall be 
implemented: 
(1) Loading docks and on-site truck circulation routes shall be 

designed to ensure that noise levels do not exceed 70 dB Lmax 
or 50 dB hourly Leq at the nearest residence. An acoustic 
analysis shall demonstrate that the loading area design, 
including any noise attenuation features (e.g., covering, sound 
walls, orientation) would be adequate to achieve this standard; 

 and, 
(2) Deliveries shall generally be limited to the hours between 

7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M. 
(b) For all commercial buildings, roof-top HVAC shall be oriented 

away from residential areas and systems shall not produce noise 
levels that exceed 50 dB at a distance of 25 feet. In addition, 
roof-top parapets shall block line-of-sight from noise-sensitive uses 
to HVAC equipment. 

(c) Setbacks or enhanced barriers (e.g., 8 feet tall) as needed to 
achieve City standards. 

An acoustical analysis shall be conducted to demonstrate that City noise 
standards would be achieved by these measures. Additional measures 
shall be implemented, if needed, to meet the standards. 

The applicants shall submit 
site-specific acoustical 
analyses to the Chief Building 
Inspector for review. This 
condition shall be included in 
the use permit. 

Prior to approval of 
Building Permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.5-4: Commercial noise policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions that require that 
commercial areas located adjacent to residential area are designed to 
meet City noise standards through the use of setbacks, barriers, and 
other measures. Particular attention shall be given to loading docks, on-
site truck circulation, and HVAC equipment. To the extent feasible, 
specific plans and/or development proposals for the remainder area 
shall locate commercial uses at least 1,500 feet from residences. 

The applicants shall include 
the appropriate policies 
and/or conditions in the 
Specific Plan to ensure 
operational noise levels meet 
City noise standards. Prior to 
approval of Development 
Permits, site-specific acoustical 
analyses shall be submitted to 
the Chief Building Inspector 
for review. 

Specific Plan 
required prior to 
annexation. In 
addition, site-
specific noise 
analyses required 
prior to approval of 
development 
permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 
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Impact 4.5-3: SOI Area    
Industrial noise. MM 4.5-5: Industrial facilities noise controls 

Prior to approval of a building permit, any proposal for an industrial or 
light industrial use shall demonstrate through an acoustical analysis that 
noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor will not exceed City 
standards. The noise standards may be achieved through a combination 
of setbacks, soundwalls or other barriers, and other noise control 
techniques such as silencers on exhaust stacks and ventilation openings, 
enclosures around noisy equipment, and orienting noisy equipment or 
processing facilities away from noise-sensitive receivers. 

Applicants shall submit site-
specific acoustical analyses to 
the Chief Building Inspector 
for review. 

Prior to approval of 
Building Permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

 WRSP Area    
 Refer to MM 4.5-5: Industrial facilities noise controls    

 Remainder Area    

 None required. N/A N/A N/A 

Impact 4.5-4: SOI Area    

Noise from school 
related activities. 

None required. N/A N/A N/A 

 WRSP Area    

 None required. N/A N/A N/A 

 Remainder Area    

 None required. N/A N/A N/A 

Impact 4.5-5: SOI Area    
Citywide park noise. The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.5-5 for the WRSP 

Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.5-5, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-5, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-5, which is 
provided below. 



21

WRSP F ina l  E IR Mit igat ion Moni tor ing Program 

Wes t  Ro s ev i l l e  Sp e c i f i c  P l a n   and  SO I  Amendmen t  Ar e a  E IR  

Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.5-6: Attenuate park noise 

(a) The proposed soccer fields located in the northern portion of the 
proposed regional sports complex park shall be enclosed or 
shielded through the use of berms or barriers. A minimum of an 8 
dB to 10 dB reduction in noise can be achieved through the site 
design or through the use of walls and berms. This type of reduction 
of noise levels is expected to result in compliance with the City of 
Roseville daytime noise level standards. In addition, the City of 
Roseville Parks Department allows parks to be open until 11:00 
P.M. 

(b) The Garden Bandstand shall be shielded from residential uses by 
berms or other barriers, or amplification at musical events shall be 
limited to maximum noise levels of 80 dB Lmax at the property line 
of the property where the event is held. Amplified events shall be 
prohibited if it cannot be demonstrated that this standard can be 
met. In addition, amplified music shall be allowed only between the 
hours of 8:00 A.M. and 10:30 P.M. on Sunday through Thursday and 
between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 11:00 P.M. on Fridays and 
Saturdays. 

Acoustical analyses shall be 
submitted to the Community 
Development Department 
Environmental Coordinator for 
review at the time specific 
parks are proposed to 
identify appropriate site-
specific noise attenuation 
measures. The Parks Director 
shall ensure that the noise 
control measures are 
implemented in the park 
design. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

The Parks Director shall 
ensure that appropriate 
noise control measures 
are reflected in the 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.5-7: Park noise policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions that ensure that park noise 
meets City standards, as demonstrated by appropriate acoustical 
analyses. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 

Prior to annexation. Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address noise issues.City 
Planning and/or Building 
Agency 

Impact 4.5-8: SOI Area    
On-site traffic noise. The mitigation measure(s) identified for Impact 4.5-8 for the WRSP 

Area and/or the Remainder Area would also apply to development of 
the entire SOI Area. 

Refer to the discussion for the 
WRSP Area and Remainder 
Area for Impact 4.5-8, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the 
discussion for the 
WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-8, which 
is provided below. 

Refer to the discussion 
for the WRSP Area and 
Remainder Area for 
Impact 4.5-8, which is 
provided below. 
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 WRSP Area    
 MM 4.5-8: On-site traffic noise attenuation 

The project developer shall demonstrate through an acoustical study 
that residences along roadways will be subject to noise levels consistent 
with the City’s standards. The standards could be achieved through a 
combination of setbacks, soundwalls or other barriers, building 
orientation or other measures. An acoustical analysis shall be required 
to demonstrate that these measures will result in acceptable noise levels. 

Applicants shall submit site-
specific acoustical analyses to 
the Chief Building Inspector 
for review. 

Prior to approval of 
building permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate noise 
control measures are 
reflected in the building 
plans. The Building 
Official shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
Noise Ordinance 
regulations. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.5-10: On-site traffic noise policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions that require that 
residential development adjacent to roadways will be subject to traffic 
noise levels that fall within City standards. The standards could be 
achieved through a combination of setbacks, soundwalls or other 
barriers, building orientation or other measures. An acoustical analysis 
shall be required to demonstrate that these measures will result in 
acceptable noise levels. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 

Prior to approval of 
an annexation. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address noise issues. 

4.7 Biological Resources 

Impact 4.7-1: WRSP Area    
Loss of federally 
protected wetlands and 
“other waters” of the 
United States. 

MM 4.7-1: Ensure no net loss of wetlands 
Consistent with the Clean Water Act, the WRSP shall achieve no net loss 
of wetlands. As used here, ‘no net loss of wetlands” shall account for all 
wetlands impacted by the project, both directly (e.g., filled or drained) 
and indirectly (e.g., subjected to polluted and accelerated runoff, or 
damage caused by human or domestic animal access). No net loss may 
be achieved through on-site avoidance where practicable and 
desirable, on-site wetland construction where practicable and 
desirable, and/or off-site wetland construction, off-site wetland 
restoration, and off-site acquisition where approved by the permitting 
agencies. Restoration of wetland habitats is preferred to wetland 
creation because creation of wetlands introduces wetlands to an area 
historically upland in nature, whereas restoration re-establishes 
topographic and hydrologic conditions to a landscape that historically 
contained wetlands but has undergone land conversion. The benefit of 
the restoration approach, as opposed to wetland creation, is that 
because of the historic hydrologic footprint it is evident that the soils 

The applicants shall obtain 
appropriate permits from the 
Corps and USFWS to ensure 
that there is no net loss of 
wetlands. The Applicants shall 
prepare annual reports on the 
status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these responses to USFWS. 
The Applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS to 
modify as necessary any 
mitigation plans in an effort to 
attain mitigation success. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit. 

The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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contain a restrictive layer which assists in the ponding of seasonal 
surface water. 
The Clean Water Act Section 404 permit process (including a Section 7 
Consultation under the Federal Endangered Species Act) is the standard 
method for developing mitigation for projects that affect wetlands and 
vernal pool species such as special-status plants, vernal pool 
crustaceans, and western spadefoots. Through this process, project 
applicants will be required to acquire the necessary permits and 
approvals to implement their proposed project while remaining in 
compliance with the Clean Water Act and the Federal Endangered 
Species Act. Mitigation, as outlined below in Table 4.7-3 (page 4.7-65 
of the Final EIR), would consist of a combination of the preservation of 
on-site vernal pool habitat and the acquisition of off-site property with 
existing vernal pool habitat for preservation. 
Additionally, mitigation shall include off-site creation and/or restoration 
of vernal pool habitat, and/or participation in a mitigation credit 
program from a wetlands mitigation bank approved by the Corps and 
the USFWS. These banks would collect a fee that is based upon the 
mitigation obligation of the client. That fee would then be used to 
create, enhance, or preserve vernal pool habitat at an established 
mitigation bank. The credits shall be in direct proportion to vernal pool 
losses on the property, as determined by a wetland or habitat 
delineation. The project applicants have identified appropriate off-site 
mitigation as shown in Figure 4.7-4 (page 4.7-35 of the Final EIR). 
These areas include restoration of 43.75 acres at Yankee Slough and 
East Sheridan in Southwestern Placer County. This restoration will be a 
component of the compensation required for impacts to on-site habitat 
within the WRSP. The restoration of vernal pools on the Yankee Slough 
property will not result in artificial habitat being created. Although 
degraded due to agricultural practices, the habitat can be mapped 
through the use of current aerial photos taken during the wet season, 
which assist in the identification of remnant pools. In addition, historical 
aerial photos taken of the site prior to the intensive agricultural 
practices show evidence of the hydrological footprint of the area and 
can be used as the baseline for the restoration effort. 
In the mitigation of vernal pools that would be filled or otherwise 
disturbed, the landowners shall use harvested inoculum (i.e., the top few 
inches of soil containing the seed bank and vernal pool crustacean cysts) 
from on-site vernal pools. Topsoil from vernal pools contains both the 
seed bank for the plant species that occur in that individual pool and 
the vernal pool crustacean cysts (eggs) for those species that occur 
there. Removal of topsoil from harvested vernal pools shall comply with 
the most recent Corps and USFWS guidelines at the time of construction, 
or consist of removal of the top 2 inches of soil, following by the next 
4 inches of soil, and placement of these layers in constructed vernal 
pools in reverse order (e.g., first the 4 inches followed by the 2 inches) 
to approximately reconstruct the natural soil horizon. 
Following the filing by the project applicant of its Clean Water Act 
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Section 404 application with the Corps, the Corps initiated its Section 7 
(Endangered Species Act) consultation with the USFWS in November 
2002. During this consultation process, the project applicant and the 
USFWS and the CDFG have focused on a number of alternative 
properties providing off-site mitigation for the wetland and Swainson’s 
hawk habitat impacts resulting from the WRSP Area (refer to 
Figure 4.7-4 on page 4.7-35 of the Final EIR). As a result of this a 
Wetland Impact Mitigation Plan has been developed, to mitigate for 
the loss of wetland habitat, and identify proposed off-site mitigation 
efforts. 
The results of this Plan mandate that the applicant must obtain a 
California Department of Fish and Game 1603 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement and/or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Section 404 
Permit prior to final approval of grading and site construction plans. 
Although only a small portion of the site is subject to Corps jurisdiction 
(e.g., water’s of the U.S.), the potential direct indirect impacts to vernal 
pool and wetland habitat from grading necessitates the restriction of 
the issuance of any grading permit to after the completion of the 1603 
and 404 permitting process. While the final conditions of the permits 
will be determined through coordination with these agencies, at a 
minimum the following actions shall be performed: 
(A) Impacted wetland habitat (including vernal pools) that cannot be 

avoided, shall be replaced per a mitigation plan approved by the 
Corps and CDFG. Acreages listed in Table 4.7-3 shall be adhered 
to, and supplemented if additional impacts occur (e.g., in the 
Improvement Areas) 

(B) Restoration shall be performed by a qualified wetland 
revegetation specialist and shall be conducted only on sites where 
soils, hydrology, and microclimate conditions are suitable for each 
wetland habitat type. First priority shall be given to areas that are 
adjacent to existing patches of native habitat, including the Yankee 
Slough. 

(C) A wetland and vernal pool restoration/revegetation plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified specialist to include all measures for the 
revegetation and maintenance of on and/or off-site habitat, 
wheather preserved or created. The plan shall include the 
following: 
(1) The details and procedures required to prepare the restoration 

site for construction or planting (i.e., grading, soil preparations, 
soil stocking, etc.), including the need for a supplemental 
irrigation system, if any. 

(2) The methods and procedures for the installation of the soil and 
plant materials. 

(3) Guidelines for the maintenance of the mitigation site(s) shall be 
developed during the establishment phase of the restoration 
areas. The maintenance program shall contain guidelines for 
the control of nonnative plant species, the maintenance of any 
irrigation system or hydrology (if necessary). 
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(4) The restoration plan shall provide for monitoring, acceptable to 
the permitting State and federal agency(s), to evaluate the 
growth of the developing habitat and/or vegetation. Specific 
goals for the restored habitat shall be defined by quantitative 
and qualitative characteristics of similar habitats and plants 
(e.g., density, cover, species composition, structural 
development). The monitoring effort shall include an evaluation 
of not only the habitat installed, but the use of it by wildlife. 
Monitoring reports of the mitigation site shall be reviewed by 
the permitting State and federal agency(s). 

(5) Contingency plans and appropriate remedial measures shall 
also be outlined in the plan should the restoration efforts fail to 
meet designated success criteria and goals. 

Additionally, the CWA 404 application for this project includes 
measures designed to ensure the long-term viability of the preserved 
wetlands. These measures include creation of contiguous connections 
with off-site preserve areas, the installation of high quality fencing 
around open space preserve areas with signage describing the 
sensitivity of the habitat, and the implementation of an Operation and 
Management Plan with a financing mechanism to monitor the health of 
the preserve habitat, and to remediate any disturbance to the 
preserve. An annual report describing the monitoring activities and 
condition of the preserve will be prepared by the preserve steward 
and submitted to the resource agencies. 
As a result of the implementation of this plan, as outlined in 
Table 4.7-3, and associated measures detailed above, the project 
applicant would incur no further obligation for surveys, salvage 
notification, or seedbank salvage for areas covered by the Plan other 
than those surveys indicated under MM 4.7-14 and MM 4.7-15. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.7-2: Wetlands protection policies 

Prior to the adoption of any Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area wetland delineations shall be 
conducted, and, if wetlands are present, the project achieves no net loss 
of wetlands. As used here, ‘no net loss of wetlands” shall account for all 
wetlands impacted by the project, both directly (e.g., filled or drained) 
and indirectly (e.g., subjected to polluted and accelerated runoff, or 
damage caused by human or domestic animal access). No net loss could 
be achieved through on-site avoidance where practicable and 
desirable, on-site wetland construction where practicable and 
desirable, and/or off-site wetland construction, or off-site wetland 
restoration, and off-site acquisition where approved by the permitting 
agencies. 
Where appropriate, the plans shall specify that special-status plant 
surveys be conducted for species that have a high probability to occur 
within areas of potential impacts (e.g., big-scale balsamroot and Hispid 
bird’s beak), such that, if found, no net loss of special-status plants 
occur, and that landowners use harvested inoculum (i.e., the top few 
inches of soil containing the seed bank and vernal pool crustacean cysts) 
from on-site vernal pools in constructed wetlands. Additionally, if 
wetland habitat would be impacted methods listed to ensure no net loss 
of wetlands, as detailed in MM 4.7-1, would be applicable, and 
required. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
The applicants shall obtain 
appropriate permits from the 
Corps and USFWS to ensure 
that there is no net loss of 
wetlands. The applicants shall 
prepare annual reports on the 
status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these reports to USFWS. The 
applicants shall coordinate 
with USFWS to modify as 
necessary any mitigation plans 
in an effort to attain 
mitigation success. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address vegetation and 
wildlife issues. 
The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 

Impact 4.7-2: WRSP Area    
Loss of federally listed 
vernal pool crustaceans 
and their habitat. 

Refer to MM 4.7-1: Ensure no net loss of wetlands The applicants shall obtain 
appropriate permits from the 
Corps and USFWS to ensure 
that there is no net loss of 
wetlands. The applicants shall 
prepare annual reports on the 
status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these reports to USFWS. The 
applicants shall coordinate 
with USFWS to modify as 
necessary any mitigation plans 
in an effort to attain 
mitigation success. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit. 

The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
The City shall provide 
yearly reports 
documenting the status 
and compliance with the 
Operations and 
Maintenance Plan to the 
USFWS. 
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 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.7-2: Wetlands protection policies 

MM 4.7-3: Vernal pool crustacean policies 
Prior to the adoption of any Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area a delineation of all potential vernal 
pool crustacean habitat and appropriate surveys shall be performed. 
Surveys for vernal pool crustaceans shall follow the January 19, 1995 
(or more recent version, if available) USFWS Guidelines for Surveys of 
the Endangered Conservancy Fairy Shrimp, Longhorn Fairy Shrimp, 
Riverside Fairy Shrimp, Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp, and the 
Threatened Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp to determine the extent of the 
potential habitat that is present in the proposed development area. For 
those areas of potential habitat that are determined not to be occupied 
by federally listed vernal pool crustaceans, no further mitigation would 
be required. If federally listed vernal pool crustaceans are determined 
to occupy potential habitat that could be developed, MM 4.7-1 shall 
be implemented. Alternatively, the project applicant may assume that 
all potential vernal pool crustacean habitat is occupied and implement 
MM 4.7-1. In implementing MM 4.7-1, it shall be demonstrated in the 
project-level environmental document that the mitigation strategy would 
ensure no net loss of vernal pool crustacean habitat. 

 
The applicants shall conduct 
appropriate biological species 
delineation and surveys in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species. The applicants 
shall obtain appropriate 
permits from the Corps and 
USFWS to ensure that there is 
no net loss of wetlands. The 
applicants shall prepare 
annual reports on the status 
and success of mitigation and 
shall submit these reports to 
USFWS. The applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS to 
modify as necessary any 
mitigation plans in an effort to 
attain mitigation success. 

 
Prior to approval of 
specific plans and 
environmental 
review. 

 
Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address vegetation and 
wildlife issues. 
The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 

Impact 4.7-3: WRSP Area    
Loss of rare plant 
populations. 

Refer to MM 4.7-1: Ensure no net loss of wetlands The applicants shall obtain 
appropriate permits from the 
Corps and USFWS to ensure 
that there is no net loss of 
wetlands. The applicants shall 
prepare annual reports on the 
status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these reports to USFWS. The 
applicants shall coordinate 
with USFWS to modify as 
necessary any mitigation plans 
in an effort to attain 
mitigation success. 

Prior to approval of 
grading permit. 

The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.7-2: Wetlands protection policies    
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Impact 4.7-4: WRSP Area    
Loss or degradation of 
habitat for Western 
Spadefoot, a special-
status species. 

Refer to MM 4.7-1: Ensure no net loss of wetlands 
MM 4.7-4: Relocate individual western spadefoots 
The location of pools that are occupied by western spadefoot shall be 
determined through surveys conducted during the appropriate season 
(generally February), by a qualified biologist. Those pools that are 
found to support western spadefoot shall be avoided if feasible. If 
avoidance is not feasible, then the CDFG shall be consulted to approve 
an adult or larval western spadefoots, or western spadefoot egg 
masses capture and relocation plan. Although there are no set protocol 
for this type of activity, the capture and relocation of reptile and 
amphibian species from areas that will be destroyed to areas of 
unoccupied suitable habitat is a fairly standard part of both USFWS 
and CDFG procedure for mitigating loss of population. When done in 
combination with habitat restoration and preservation, the procedure is 
known to be successful in preserving displaced populations. This 
measure would mandate that to the extent feasible, western 
spadefoots, which are displaced from pools that are destroyed during 
construction, would be relocated to protected areas of suitable habitat, 
thereby reducing impacts on western spadefoots to less-than-significant 
levels. MM 4.7-1, which requires no net loss of wetlands, would further 
reduce impacts on this species by, protecting or restoring its preferred 
breeding habitat (vernal pools and seasonal wetlands). 

 
Appropriate biological 
species delineation and 
surveys shall be conducted in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species prior to 
approval of the grading 
permit. 
If necessary, a spadefoot 
capture and relocation plan 
shall be prepared in 
consultation with CDFG. 
The applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS to 
modify as necessary any 
mitigation plans in an effort to 
attain mitigation success. 

 
Prior to approval of 
the grading permit. 

 
The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.7-2: Wetlands protection policies 

MM 4.7-5: Spadefoot protection policies 
Prior to the adoption of any Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area CDFG approved protocol surveys 
shall be conducted, if necessary, to determine the presence or absence 
of pools occupied by western spadefoot. These surveys shall be 
conducted during the appropriate season (generally February), by a 
qualified biologist. If western spadefoot is found during surveys, the 
Specific Plan and/or development plan shall provide a plan and/or 
policies to protect this species. The plan and/or policies shall provide 
for avoidance of those pools that are found to support western 
spadefoot wherever feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, then the 
CDFG shall be consulted to approve an adult or larval western 
spadefoots, or western spadefoot egg masses capture and relocation 
plan. In addition, MM 4.7-2, which would result in no net loss of 
wetlands would assist in the preservation of vernal pool and seasonal 
wetland habitat that this species requires for breeding. This measure 
would ensure the survival of western spadefoots that are displaced 
from pools that are destroyed during construction by relocating them to 
protected areas of suitable habitat. 

 
Appropriate biological 
species delineation and 
surveys shall be conducted in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species prior to 
approval of the grading 
permit. 
If necessary, a spadefoot 
capture and relocation plan 
shall be prepared in 
consultation with CDFG. 
The applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS to 
modify as necessary any 
mitigation plans in an effort to 
attain mitigation success. 

 
Prior to approval of 
the grading permit. 

 
The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that onsite wetlands are 
preserved and 
maintained consistent 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 



29

WRSP F ina l  E IR Mit igat ion Moni tor ing Program 

Wes t  Ro s ev i l l e  Sp e c i f i c  P l a n   and  SO I  Amendmen t  Ar e a  E IR  

Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

Impact 4.7-5: WRSP Area    
Disruption of Swainson’s 
Hawk, Burrowing Owl, 
and other legally 
protected raptors. 

MM 4.7-6: Avoid nesting sites 
To ensure that fully protected bird and raptor species are not injured or 
disturbed by construction in the vicinity of nesting habitat, the project 
applicant shall implement the following measures: 
(a) When feasible, all tree removal shall occur between August 30 and 

February 15 to avoid the breeding season of any raptor species 
that could be using the area, and to discourage hawks from nesting 
in the vicinity of an upcoming construction area. This period may be 
modified with the authorization of the DFG; or 

(b) Prior to the beginning of mass grading, including grading for major 
infrastructure improvements, during the period between February 
15 and August 30, all trees and potential burrowing owl habitat 
within 350 feet of any grading or earthmoving activity shall be 
surveyed for active raptor nests or burrows by a qualified biologist 
no more than 30 days prior to disturbance. If active raptor nests or 
burrows are found, and the site is within 350 feet of potential 
construction activity, a fence shall be erected around the tree or 
burrow(s) at a distance of up to 350 feet, depending on the 
species, from the edge of the canopy to prevent construction 
disturbance and intrusions on the nest area. The appropriate buffer 
shall be determined by the City in consultation with CDFG. 

(c) No construction vehicles shall be permitted within restricted areas 
(i.e., raptor protection zones), unless directly related to the 
management or protection of the legally protected species. 

(d) In the event that a nest is abandoned, despite efforts to minimize 
disturbance, and if the nestlings are still alive, the developer shall 
contact CDFG and, subject to CDFG approval, fund the recovery 
and hacking (controlled release of captive reared young) of the 
nestling(s). 

(e) If a legally protected species nest is located in a tree designated 
for removal, the removal shall be deferred until after August 30th, 
or until the adults and young of the year are no longer dependent 
on the nest site as determined by a qualified biologist. 

(f) The project applicant, in consultation with the CDFG, shall conduct a 
pre-construction survey within the phases of the project site that are 
scheduled for construction activities. The survey shall be conducted 
by a qualified biologist to determine if burrowing owls are 
occupying the project site. The survey shall be conducted no more 
than three weeks prior to grading of the project site. 

If the above survey does not identify burrowing owls on the project site, 
then no further mitigation would be required. However, should 
burrowing owls be found on the project site, the following measures 
shall be required. 
(g) The applicant shall avoid all potential burrowing owl burrows that 

may be disturbed by project construction during the breeding 

Results of preconstruction 
surveys shall be submitted to 
the Chief Building Inspector 
prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit. Applicable 
construction restrictions shall 
be reflected within building 
plans. The applicants shall 
prepare annual reports on the 
status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these reports to USFWS and 
CDFG. The applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS and 
CDFG to modify as necessary 
any mitigation plans in an 
effort to attain mitigation 
success. 

Prior to approval of 
grading and 
building permits. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate 
measures are reflected 
in the grading permit 
and/or building plans. 
The Building Official 
shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. The 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall 
oversee open space 
areas for compliance 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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season between February 15 and August 30 (the period when nest 
burrows are typically occupied by adults with eggs or young). 
Avoidance shall include the establishment of a 350-foot diameter 
nondisturbance buffer zone around any occupied burrows. The 
buffer zone shall be delineated by highly visible temporary 
construction fencing. Disturbance of any occupied burrows shall only 
occur outside of the breeding season (August 30 through February 
15). 

(h) Based on approval by the CDFG, preconstruction and nonbreeding 
season exclusion measures may be implemented to preclude 
burrowing owl occupation of the project site prior to project-
related disturbance (such as grading). Burrowing owls may be 
passively excluded from burrows in the construction area by 
placing one-way doors in the burrows according to current CDFG 
protocol. The one-way doors must be in place for a minimum of 
three days. All burrows that may be occupied by burrowing owls, 
regardless of whether they exhibit signs of occupation, must be 
cleared. Burrows that have been cleared through the use of the 
one-way doors shall then be closed or backfilled to prevent owls 
from entering the burrow. The one-way doors shall not be used 
more than two weeks before construction to ensure that owls do not 
recolonize the area of construction. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.7-7: Nest protection policies 

Prior to the adoption of any Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area a plan and/or policies shall be 
developed and enacted to ensure that fully protected and raptor 
species are not injured or disturbed by construction in the vicinity of 
nesting habitat. The plan and or policies shall include the measures set 
forth above in MM 4.7-6. 

The applicants shall conduct 
appropriate biological species 
delineation and surveys in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species. The applicants 
shall obtain appropriate 
permits from the USFWS and 
CDFG to ensure that impacts 
are reduced. The applicants 
shall prepare annual reports 
on the status and success of 
mitigation and shall submit 
these reports to USFWS and 
CDFG. The applicants shall 
coordinate with USFWS and 
CDFG to modify as necessary 
any mitigation plans in an 
effort to attain mitigation 
success. 

Raptor protection 
plans and/or 
policies shall be 
approved prior to 
the issuance of a 
grading permit. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate 
measures are reflected 
in the grading permit 
and/or building plans. 
The Building Official 
shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. The 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall 
oversee open space 
areas for compliance 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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Impact 4.7-6: WRSP Area    
Loss of grassland 
habitat. 

MM 4.7-8: Off-site and on-site preservation of grassland habitat 
 CDFG recommends that projects that will result in the loss of 

potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk (which includes 
grasslands and certain agricultural croplands such as alfalfa) within 
10 miles of an active nest site provide mitigation for that loss. To the 
extent feasible, strategies for preserving on-site grasslands as 
raptor and migratory bird foraging habitat will be addressed in the 
O&M Plan prepared pursuant to the Section 404 Permit. Some of 
these strategies could include, but are not necessarily limited to, 
grazing for grassland management, monitoring for biological values, 
and adaptive management. Mitigation for Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat would concurrently mitigate for loss of habitat for 
a number of other wildlife species in the region such as burrowing 
owl, red-tailed hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and 
loggerhead shrike among many others. 

Based upon consultation with CDFG, a Swainson’s Hawk Grassland 
Habitat Mitigation Plan has been developed to mitigate for the loss of 
grassland foraging habitat. Areas within Yankee Sough and other as of 
yet an undermined southern Placer County site (possibly Reason Farms) 
would be preserved (refer to Figure 4.7-4 on page 4.7-35 of the Final 
EIR). Up to 400 acres of the 878.743 additional Off-site Conservation 
Easement acres are proposed to be located at Reason Farms. 
Acquisition of the preservation acreages in two areas near Sheridan in 
southwestern Placer County detailed in Table 4.7-4 (page 4.7-72 of 
the Final EIR) and Figure 4.7-4 would reduce impacts due to loss of 
grasslands to less than significant. 
All subsequent land acquisition proposals to fulfill the remaining 
878.743 acres of habitat needed for offsite conservation are 
determined by the City to be suitable habitat for the intended purposes 
as presented in the FEIR and are located, to the extent feasible, within 
the Phase 1 area of Placer Legacy, the Placer County NCCP/HCP 
effort. In making this determination, the City would consider the site 
location, current land uses, current and potential future surrounding land 
uses, the ability of the site to be incorporated into a large conservation 
strategy, whether the site would be acquired by easement or fee title, 
and a proposed management strategy (including a funding mechanism 
for necessary operation and maintenance, in perpetuity). This process 
will include consultation between the City of Roseville as the Lead 
Agency, the California Department of Fish and Game, and such other 
governmental agencies as the City believes are needed to assure the 
additional property meets the habitat requirements outlined in the FEIR. 
Additionally, land obtained for these purposes will be considered for 
transfer to a future JPA as part of the larger Placer County NCCP/HCP 
or other recognized non-profit conservation organization in consultation 
with the Department of Fish and Game. 

The Swainson’s Hawk 
grassland habitat mitigation 
program shall be implemented 
by the project applicants. 

Prior to approval of 
the grading permit 
for each phase of 
the Project. 

The Chief Building 
Inspector shall ensure 
that appropriate 
measures are reflected 
in the grading permit 
and/or building plans. 
The Building Official 
shall ensure that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. The 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall 
oversee open space 
areas for compliance 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.7-9: Swainson’s hawk habitat policies 

Prior to the adoption of any Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area, the applicant shall conduct 
additional environmental review and implement measures to protect 
Swainson’s hawk habitat at a ratio commensurate with the habitat area 
to be lost due to proposed development. 

The applicants shall conduct 
appropriate biological species 
delineation and surveys in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species. The applicants 
shall obtain appropriate 
permits from the Corps, 
USFWS, and CDFG, as 
appropriate, to ensure that 
impacts are reduced. The 
applicants shall prepare 
annual reports on the status 
and success of mitigation and 
submit them to the USFWS 
and CDFG. The applicants 
shall coordinate with USFWS 
to modify as necessary any 
mitigation plans in an effort to 
attain mitigation success. 

Prior to approval of 
annexation. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address vegetation and 
wildlife issues. 
The City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that mitigation measures 
are implemented. 
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Impact 4.7-7: WRSP Area    
Substantial interference 
with the movement of 
resident and migratory 
wildlife species. 

MM 4.7-10: Stream protection policies 
To protect the sensitive habitat within the riparian area, and its 
potential use by wildlife as movement corridors, the project applicant 
shall provide for the protection of stream corridors on the WRSP Area 
from disturbance due to construction or obstruction (e.g., fill, culverts) 
through compliance with Section 1600 of the CDFG Code (Section 
1600). Compliance with Section 1600 requires that the applicant enter 
into a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement prior to 
conducting any construction activities within a stream corridor (as 
defined in Section 1600), which sets forth mitigation measures that the 
applicant must implement. These measures shall include, but not be 
limited to, the use of either bridges or culverts that are large enough 
that wildlife have enough space to pass through these road crossings 
without having to travel over the road surface, the implementation of 
bank stabilization measures, and/or restoration and revegetation of 
stream corridor habitat that has been damaged due to the project’s 
construction. Furthermore, the recreational trails and garden area shall 
be lined by post and rail fence and signage would be used to direct 
trail and garden users to stay within the designated trail corridor or 
garden area. The trails and garden would also be closed after dark 
and no exterior lighting shall be used. Lastly, the implementation of 
MM 4.7-1, and MM 4.7-8, which would provide for the conservation of 
on-site open space and riparian areas around Pleasant Grove and 
Kaseberg Creeks. 
Refer to MM 4.13-1(d) below for avoiding light spill over into riparian 
habitat. 
Refer to MM 4.7-13(d) below for shielding of adjacent lighting away 
from riparian areas. 

The applicants shall enter into 
a Section 1600 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement with 
CDFG. The City’s NPDES 
Coordinator shall ensure 
measures are included in the 
project to reduce water 
quality impacts. 

Prior to approval of 
grading permits. 

The City of Roseville’s 
NPDES Coordinator shall 
ensure that water quality 
measures are 
implemented and the 
City’s Environmental 
Coordinator as preserve 
manager shall ensure 
that activities are 
consistent with the Open 
Space Operation and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.7-11: Stream protection policies 

To protect the sensitive habitat within the riparian area, and its 
potential use by wildlife as movement corridors, project-related 
activities would be prohibited within a buffer zone adjoining the 
riparian area a minimum of 50 horizontal feet from the edge of the 
riparian vegetation or active channel, whichever is greatest. Buffers are 
established and managed to reduce the impact of adjacent land use. 
The design of a buffer serves several important functions: it preserves 
the stream’s natural characteristics, protects water quality, and 
improves habitat for plants and animals on land and in the water. Any 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area that involve the alteration or development of areas within the 50 
foot riparian buffer areas shall demonstrate how the stream corridors, 
and the wildlife that use them, will be protected from disturbance due 
to construction or obstruction (e.g., fill, culverts), passive recreation, or 
other activities that would otherwise restrict or prevent the unobstructed 
movement of wildlife through them. This shall be demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the CDFG or other jurisdictional bodies. Those plans or 
proposals shall require use of either bridges or culverts that are large 
enough that wildlife have enough space to pass through these road 
crossings without having travel over the road surface. Additionally 
future development within the Remainder Area would be required to 
maintain the stream corridors in perpetuity via a conservation easement 
or other deed restriction. The conservation easement shall stipulate 
permitted uses within this area, as well as provide a maintenance and 
enhancement plan that would list, among other maintenance and 
enhancement plans, the details, responsible parties, funding mechanisms, 
and schedule. Alternately, this measure may be implemented by 
obtaining a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the 
CDFG prior to any construction activities within stream corridors. 
Specific measures would be developed during discussions with the 
CDFG, but may include using bridges instead of culverts, erosion control 
and bank stabilization measures, and/or restoration of stream corridor 
habitat that has been damaged due to the projects construction. 
Refer to MM 4.7-13(d) below for shielding of adjacent lighting away 
from riparian areas. 
Refer to MM 4.13-1(d) below for avoiding light spill over into riparian 
habitat. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
The applicants shall be 
required to obtain the 
appropriate streambed 
alteration permits as 
necessary. 

Prior to approval of 
annexation. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines adequately 
address vegetation and 
wildlife issues. 
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Impact 4.7-8: WRSP Area    
Loss of oak trees of 
greater than 6 inches 
DBH 

The applicants will be required to meet the requirements of the City’s 
Tree Preservation Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance. Tree replacement 
can be accomplished through planting of new trees on an inch for inch 
basis using the required number of fifteen (15) gallon sized native oak 
trees, or by paying an in-lieu mitigation fee that is based on the 
required number of fifteen gallon sized trees, in either the Native Oak 
Tree Propagation Fund or the Nonnative Tree Fund as described in 
Section 19.66.070 Oak Tree Planting and Replacement Program. At 
this time, the applicant is proposing to plant native oak trees onsite 
along a 45.6 area adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. 

The applicants will be 
required to obtain Tree 
Permits that will more 
specifically outline the trees to 
be removed and the 
mitigation measures. 

The Tree Permit 
application would 
be required prior to 
issuance of a 
Grading Permit. 

The Applicants will be 
responsible for planting 
replacement trees 
and/or contributing an 
in-lieu fee consistent with 
the Tree Permits. The 
Planning Director will 
oversee the Tree Permit 
and mitigation program 
to ensure that the 
measures are 
implemented. 

Impact 4.7-9: WRSP Area    
Loss of riparian habitat. MM 4.7-12: Sensitive habitat buffer zones 

The applicant shall avoid and preserve riparian vegetation within SOI 
Amendment Area to the extent feasible. Native streamside vegetation 
occurring in the riparian zone shall be protected and retained to filter 
groundwater runoff. In addition, a 50-foot buffer shall be established 
from the edge of the riparian vegetation or top of the bank, whichever 
is greatest, and, if necessary, enhanced by plantings of native species 
within the project site adjacent to the drainage. Essential infrastructure 
including maintenance road access and utilities may occur within the 
riparian buffer area. Buffers are established and managed to reduce 
the impact of adjacent land use. The design of a buffer serves several 
important functions: it preserves the stream’s natural characteristics, 
protects water quality, and improves habitat for plants and animals on 
land and in the water. Project design would strive to site any drainage 
crossings in areas where riparian trees and other riparian vegetation 
are least dense. Additionally the stream corridors identified as 
wetlands mitigation areas shall be conserved in perpetuity via a 
conservation easement or other deed restriction. The conservation 
easement shall stipulate permitted uses within this area, as well as 
provide a maintenance and enhancement plan that would list, among 
other maintenance and enhancement plans, the details, responsible 
parties, funding mechanisms, and schedule. If impacts to riparian 
vegetation do occur as a result of the project, they shall be minimized 
to the extent feasible through the use of BMPs, and mitigated for at a 
ratio acceptable to the CDFG. 

The applicants shall design the 
project to avoid and preserve 
riparian vegetation. 

Prior to 
construction.Prior to 
issuance of the first 
grading permit 
and/or prior to the 
movement of earth 
moving equipment to 
the site, the 
applicant shall 
identify sensitive 
habitat buffer zones 
and construction 
protocols. 

The Public Works 
Director and Planning 
Director shall ensure that 
the 50-foot setback is 
maintained. The 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall ensure 
that the project is 
consistent with the Open 
Space Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 
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 MM 4.7-13: Riparian habitat policies 
To protect riparian vegetation within the SOI Amendment Area, the 
following policies shall be implemented: 
(a) The project applicant shall provide for temporary fencing along the 

top of the bank during construction of those areas of the proposed 
project site adjacent to riparian habitat to discourage access to the 
riparian habitat by humans and pets. 

(b) The project applicant shall provide for permanent fencing and/or a 
landscape barrier to discourage access to the riparian habitat by 
humans and pets. The fencing and/or landscape barrier shall be 
placed at the top of the bank of the creeks along those portions of 
the site adjacent to riparian habitat. The proposed recreation trail 
shall be on the project site side of the fence/landscape barrier. The 
fencing and/or landscape barrier shall be constructed of wood or 
other natural materials and shall allow for the viewing of the 
riparian habitat while discouraging access. 

(c) Interpretive signs and displays shall be posted along the border of 
the riparian area to educate the public and route access away 
from sensitive areas. These informative signs will be posted at 
intervals of not less than 500 feet along the border with 
information regarding the objectives of creek and riparian habitat 
protection. Signs should also include information regarding the 
importance of restricting access to the riparian area by household 
pets. Such signs will be made of wood or similar natural material, 
and be maintained by the applicant. 

(d) Lighting adjacent to riparian buffers should be shielded away from 
the riparian areas. 

Implementation of MM 4.7-13 would reduce project impacts to riparian 
habitat to a less-than-significant level by ensuring the protection of 
riparian resources from encroachment or disturbance due to the 
increased number of pets and humans in the proposed project site. 

The applicants shall design the 
project to avoid and preserve 
riparian vegetation. 

Temporary fencing 
shall be 
implemented prior to 
approval of grading 
permit. Permanent 
measures shall be 
shown on 
improvement plans 
and approved at 
the time of final 
small lot map. 

The Public Works 
Director shall ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
building plans and that 
construction contractors 
comply with the 
measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations and the 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall ensure 
that the applicants 
comply with the Open 
Space Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.7-13: Riparian habitat policies and MM 4.7-12: Buffer 

zones and barriers 
Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 

Prior to approval of 
annexation. 

Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines and 
environmental documents 
adequately address 
riparian issues. 
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Impact 4.7-10: WRSP Area    
Loss of biological 
resources due to 
construction of off-site 
infrastructure. 

Refer to MM 4.7-1: Ensure no net loss of wetlands; MM 4.7-4: Relocate 
individual western spadefoots; MM 4.7-6: Avoid nesting sites; MM 4.7-8: 
Off-site and on-site preservation of grassland habitat; and, MM 4.7-10: 
Stream protection policies 
MM 4.7-14: Conduct appropriate surveys 
Prior to construction of any off-site infrastructure, a qualified biologist 
shall perform general (detailed) and, if necessary, focused biological 
surveys of any undisturbed areas that would be affected by 
infrastructure development. Because infrastructure for the proposed 
project would be located in road rights-of-way, or undeveloped land 
similar to the project site, the biological resources that would be 
expected to occur would not differ substantially from those identified in 
this EIR. If it is determined that wetland resources or sensitive species 
would be impacted, MM 4.7-1, MM 4.7-4, MM 4.7-6, MM 4.7-8, and 
MM 4.7-10 shall be implemented, as appropriate to the resource. 

 
 
 
 
Appropriate biological 
surveys, environmental review, 
and appropriate permits shall 
be conducted in accordance 
with applicable rules and 
regulations governing the 
protection of listed species. 

 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
grading permit. 

 
 
 
 
The Director of Public 
Works and the 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall ensure 
that the appropriate 
environmental review 
and permits are 
obtained and measures 
implemented to reduce 
impacts associated with 
off-site infrastructure. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.7-2: Wetlands protection policies; MM 4.7-3: Vernal pool 

crustacean policies; MM 4.7-5: Spadefoot protection policies; MM 4.7-7: 
Nest protection policies; MM 4.7-9: Swainson’s hawk habitat policies; 
and, MM 4.7-11: Stream protection policies 
MM 4.7-15: Off-site survey policies 
Prior to construction of any off-site infrastructure for Specific Plans 
and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area, the City 
shall require that appropriate biological surveys have been conducted, 
and mitigation implemented. The surveys shall be performed, as 
needed, and within any undisturbed areas that would be affected by 
infrastructure development. Because infrastructure for the Remainder 
Area would be located in road rights-of-way, or undeveloped land 
similar to the project site, the biological resources that would be 
expected to occur would not differ substantially from those identified in 
this EIR. Therefore, if such resources are found, MM 4.7-2, MM 4.7-3, 
MM 4.7-5, MM 4.7-7, MM 4.7-9, and MM 4.7-11 shall be 
implemented, as appropriate to the resource. 

 
 
 
 
Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
Appropriate biological 
surveys shall be conducted in 
accordance with applicable 
rules and regulations 
governing the protection of 
listed species. 

 
 
 
 
Prior to approval of 
annexation. 
 
 
 
Prior to approval of 
grading permit. 

 
 
 
 
Applicants within the 
Remainder Area will be 
responsible for 
preparation of specific 
plans, design guidelines, 
and environmental 
review. The Planning 
Director will ensure the 
specific plans and design 
guidelines and 
environmental documents 
adequately address 
riparian issues. 
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4.8 Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.8-1: WRSP Area    
Disturb, damage or 
destroy unidentified 
subsurface 
archaeological resources 
during project 
construction. 

MM 4.8-1: Cease Work and Consult with Qualified Archaeologist 
Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, any amount of 
bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be 
encountered during any subsurface development activities, work shall 
be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the City of Roseville shall 
be immediately notified. At that time, the City shall coordinate any 
necessary investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as 
needed to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations. Possible management recommendations for important 
resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed 
necessary for the protection of the cultural resources. In addition, 
pursuant to section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and 
section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the 
discovery of human remains, the County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, 
guidelines of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 

This condition shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion and permits 
of specifications prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

Prior to approval of 
grading permit 
and/or improvement 
plans. 

The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.8-2: Include Policies and Conditions That Require Proper Handling 

of Resources 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions that require proper 
handling of any subsurface cultural resources unearthed during project 
construction. The policies and/or conditions shall provide that, if any 
cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone 
or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains, are 
encountered during any development activities, work shall be 
suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the City of Roseville shall be 
immediately notified. At that time, the City shall coordinate any 
necessary investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as 
needed to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique 
archeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment 
sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures and 
mitigation will be made available. Possible management 
recommendations for important resources could include resource 
avoidance or data recovery excavations. The contractor shall implement 
any measures deemed necessary by the archeologists for the protection 
of the cultural resources. In addition, pursuant to section 5097.98 of the 
State Public Resources Code, and section 7050.5 of the State Health 
and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of human remains, the 
County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are 
determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

This condition shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion of 
specifications prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

Prior to approval of 
grading or building 
permits.Prior to 
approval of 
annexation.  

The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. 

 MM 4.8-3: Conduct Archeological Surveys 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area, shall identify known and/or potential archaeological sites, based 
on field surveys of the area proposed for development conducted by a 
qualified archaeologist as part of the specific plan environmental 
review process. If significant resources or significant archaeological sites 
are present, the Specific Plan and/or development proposal shall 
designate the area surrounding the site as open space, as feasible. If 
retention of such resources is not feasible, recordation of the sites shall 
be required, along with treatment as is recommended by the 
archaeologist after consultation with SHPO and, if the find is prehistoric, 
the Native American Heritage Council. 

Archaeological surveys shal 
be conducted prior to 
approval of any Specific Plan 
or development proposal. 

Prior to approval of 
grading or building 
permits. 

The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate surveys are 
conducted. The SHPO 
and NAHC shall be 
consulted as 
appropriate. 
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Impact 4.8-2: WRSP Area    
Removal of historically 
significant properties 
and/or loss of historic 
integrity of such 
resources. 

MM 4.8-4 (a): Retain Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex 
The WRSP calls for the preservation of the integrity of the Fiddyment 
Ranch Complex (the main ranch house and associated outbuildings) as a 
historical resource within the Regional Soccer Complex. To ensure its 
preservation the retention of the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex is 
included as a mitigation measure. 
Before planning of the park site, the City will evaluate buildings and 
structures as significant resources and treated in accordance with the 
Secretary of Interior Standards for Preserving, Rehabilitating and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings, which ensure that any renovation is 
compatible with historic properties. 
OR 

Plans for the Regional Soccer 
complex shall reflect the 
preservation of Fiddyment 
Ranch Main Complex. 
The City Parks and Recreation 
Department proposes to retain 
the Fiddyment Ranch Main 
Complex as part of the City-
wide sports complex.  

Prior to approval of 
specific park plans 
for the Fiddyment 
Ranch Complex. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall ensure that 
the ranch complex 
resources are preserved 
and mitigation measures 
are implemented. 

 MM 4.8-4 (b): Retain Portions of the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex 
If any future specific proposals propose altering or removing any part 
of the existing Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex (e.g., removing 
buildings), the project applicant shall record the resource prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit by the City (see also MM 4.8-5) and 
shall be required to consult with an architectural historian prior to 
removal of any buildings within the complex. 

An architectural historian shall 
be consulted before the 
removal of any buildings 
within the Fiddyment Ranch 
Main Complex and a record 
of any historically significant 
resource shall be prepared in 
compliance with the National 
Parks Service standards. 

Prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall ensure that 
the ranch complex 
resources are preserved 
and mitigation measures 
are implemented. 

 MM 4.8-5: Record Historically Significant Resources 
For any historically significant resource, including the Fiddyment Ranch 
Main Complex, the record of the building shall be prepared by the 
Project Applicant prior to issuance of a demolition permit. In addition, 
the record shall comply with the National Parks Service standards 
[Historical American Building Surveys (HABS)]. A copy of the record 
shall be deposited with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
(SHPO). The appropriate level of recordation shall be determined in 
consultation with SHPO. Recordation shall include: 
 The development of site-specific history and appropriate contextual 

information regarding the historic resource; in addition to archival 
research and comparative studies, this task could involve limited oral 
history collection; 

 Accurate mapping of the resource, scaled to indicate size and 
proportion of each structure; 

 Architectural descriptions; 
 Photodocumentation in both still and video formats; and, 
 Recordation of measured architectural drawings. 

A record of any historically 
significant resource shall be 
prepared in compliance with 
the National Parks Service 
standards. 

Prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall ensure that 
the mitigation measures 
are implemented. 
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 MM 4.8-6: Rehabilitate and Reuse Historically Significant Properties 
Prior to approval of reuse and/or alteration if the Fiddyment Ranch 
Complex, an architectural historian shall review the proposal and 
provide recommendations to assure that the integrity of the complex is 
retained. If adaptive reuse of the buildings is an option, the exterior of 
the historic properties should be rehabilitated and adaptively reused in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (U.S. 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1992 [Standards]. 
Finish materials, casework, and trim on the interior should be restored 
and/or reused where feasible. 

An architectural historian shall 
be consulted before the reuse 
and/or alteration of any 
buildings within the Fiddyment 
Ranch Main Complex. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall ensure that 
the mitigation measures 
are implemented. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.8-7: Include Policies to Survey Structures Over 45 Years of Age 

The project applicant(s) for Specific Plans and/or other development 
proposals for the Remainder Area shall document the age of all 
structures or buildings within the area proposed for development 
(including areas proposed to remain in open space). If any buildings or 
structures are over 45 years of age, a qualified architectural historian 
or similar professional shall assess their historic significance. If feasible, 
historically significant structures, buildings or complexes shall be 
retained in their present location. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
The historical significance of 
structures determined to be 
over 45 years of age shall be 
assessed by a qualified 
architectural historian (or 
similar profession). 

Prior to approval of 
annexation. 

The Planning Director will 
ensure the specific plans 
and design guidelines 
and environmental 
documents adequately 
address historic 
structures. 

 MM 4.8-8: Properly Record Any Identified Historical Resources 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall require that, if any historically significant resource is 
identified, the project applicants shall be required to prepare a record 
of the building in compliance with National Parks Service standards 
[Historical American Building Surveys (HABS)]. A copy of the record 
shall be deposited with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
(SHPO). The appropriate level of recordation shall be determined in 
consultation with SHPO. Recordation shall include: 
 The development of site-specific history and appropriate contextual 

information regarding the historic resource; in addition to archival 
research and comparative studies, this task could involve limited oral 
history collection; 

 Accurate mapping of the resource, scaled to indicate size and 
proportion of each structure; 

 Architectural descriptions; and, 
 Photodocumentation in both still and video formats. 
 Recordation of measured architectural drawings 

A record of any historically 
significant resource shall be 
prepared in compliance with 
the National Parks Service 
standards. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit. 

The Planning Director will 
ensure the specific plans 
and design guidelines 
and environmental 
documents adequately 
address riparian 
issueshistoric resources. 
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 MM 4.8-9: Include Policies that Require Rehabilitation and Reuse of 
Historically Significant Properties 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies or conditions of project approval requiring 
the exteriors of historic properties that will be adaptively reused, to be 
rehabilitated and reused in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service, 1992 [Standards]. In addition, finish materials, casework, and 
trim on the interior should be restored and/or reused where feasible. 

Specific plans or other 
development proposals shall 
include policies that require 
rehabilitation and reuse of 
historically significant 
properties. 

Prior to approval of 
specific plan or 
other development 
proposal. 

The Planning Director 
shall review all proposals 
for the rehabilitation and 
reuse of historically 
significant properties. 

Impact 4.8-3: WRSP Area    
Disturb unknown 
paleontological resources 
during site preparation. 

MM 4.8-10: Cease Work Until Review Conducted by Qualified 
Paleontologist and Recommendations Implemented 
Should any evidence of paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) be 
encountered during grading or excavation, work shall be suspended 
within 100 feet of the find, and the City of Roseville shall be 
immediately notified. At that time, the City shall coordinate any 
necessary investigation of the site with a qualified paleontologist to 
assess the resource and provide proper management recommendations. 
Possible management recommendations for important resources could 
include resource avoidance or data recovery excavations. The 
contractor shall implement any measures deemed necessary by the 
paleontologist for the protection of the paleontological resources. 

This condition shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans and 
permits. The Public Works 
Director shall review plans for 
inclusion of specifications prior 
to the issuance of building 
permits. 

During construction, 
as a condition of 
Grading and 
Building Permits. 

The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations.  

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.8-11: Include Policies in Specific Plans to Ensure the Proper 

Handling of Paleontological Resources 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies and/or conditions of approval that require 
the proper handling should any evidence of paleontological resources 
(e.g., fossils) be encountered during grading or excavation. If any 
paleontological resources are identified during project construction, 
work shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the City of 
Roseville shall be immediately notified. At that time, the City shall 
coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with a qualified 
paleontologist to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations. Possible management recommendations for important 
resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed 
necessary by the paleontologist for the protection of the 
paleontological resources. 

This condition shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans and 
permits. The Public Works 
Director shall review plans for 
inclusion of specifications to 
protect paleontological 
resources prior to the issuance 
of building permits. 

During construction, 
as a condition of 
Grading and 
Building Permits. 

The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. 
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Impact 4.8-4: WRSP Area    
Damage or destroy 
historic or prehistoric 
resources during 
construction of off-site 
infrastructure. 

Refer to MM 4.8-1: Cease Work and Consult with Qualified 
Archaeologist; MM 4.8-5: Record Historically Significant Resources; 
MM 4.8-6: Rehabilitate and Reuse Historically Significant Properties; and, 
MM 4.8-10: Cease Work Until Review Conducted by Qualified 
Paleontologist and Recommendations Implemented; 
MM 4.8-12: Conduct Appropriate Studies 
Prior to undertaking construction of off-site infrastructure, the City shall 
determine whether cultural resource surveys have been undertaken for 
any areas to be disturbed during construction. If surveys were 
conducted, the City shall document that any identified resources were 
treated as recommended in the studies. If no studies or surveys were 
conducted, the City shall ensure that a qualified archaeologist conducts 
the appropriate level of study. If resources are found, the study 
recommendations shall be implemented to ensure that the resources are 
avoided, protected, and/or recorded, as appropriate. 

 
 
 
 
 
Cultural resource surveys shall 
be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist and any 
resulting recommendations to 
protect resources shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion of 
specifications prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

 
 
 
 
 
During construction, 
as a condition of 
Grading and 
Building Permits. 

 
 
 
 
 
The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. The 
Environmental 
Coordinator shall 
oversee open space 
areas for compliance 
with the Operations and 
Maintenance Plan. The 
Parks and Recreation 
Director shall ensure that 
measures to protect and 
mitigate historic 
resources are 
implemented for any 
historic structures within 
parks property. 
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 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.8-2: Include Policies and Conditions That Require Proper 

Handling of Resources; MM 4.8-7: Include Policies to Survey Structures 
Over 45 Years of Age; MM 4.8-8: Properly Record Any Identified 
Historical Resources; and, MM 4.8-11: Include Policies in Specific Plans to 
Ensure the Proper Handling of Paleontological Resources 
MM 4.8-13: Conduct Appropriate Studies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall require that prior to undertaking construction of off-site 
infrastructure, the City shall ensure that cultural resource surveys are 
completed for any areas to be disturbed during construction. If surveys 
were conducted, the City shall document that any identified resources 
were treated as recommended in the studies. If no studies or surveys 
were conducted, the City shall ensure that a qualified archaeologist 
conducts the appropriate level of study. If resources are found, the 
study recommendations shall be implemented to ensure that the 
resources are avoided, protected, and/or recorded, as appropriate. 

 
 
 
 
 
Cultural resource surveys shall 
be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist and any 
resulting recommendations to 
protect resources shall be 
reflected in all construction 
and building plans. The Public 
Works Director shall review 
plans for inclusion of 
specifications prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

 
 
 
 
 
During construction, 
as a condition of 
Grading and 
Building Permits. 

 
 
 
 
 
The Public Works 
Director will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
grading permit and/or 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations.  

4.9 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Impact 4.9-2: Remainder Area    
Increased demand for 
hazardous materials 
incident emergency 
response. 

Refer to MM 4.10-3: Construct New Stations as Needed (Public Services) 
below. 

   

Impact 4.9-5: WRSP Area    
Soil or groundwater 
contamination related to 
past uses. 

MM 4.9-1: Identify and Remediate Soil Contamination 
Prior to site development in the WRSP Area, recommended testing and 
remediation identified in the Phase I ESA shall be performed and 
existing groundwater wells shall be properly closed. 
If evidence of soil contamination is encountered in previously 
unidentified locations in the WRSP Area, work shall cease until the area 
can be tested, and, if necessary, remediated. Remediation activities 
could include removal of contaminated soil and/or on-site treatment. As 
part of this process, the City shall ensure that any necessary 
investigation and/or remediation activities conducted in the WRSP Area 
are coordinated with the Roseville Fire Department, Placer County 
Division of Environmental Health, and, if needed, other appropriate 
state and/or local agencies. Once a site is remediated, construction 
may continue. The City shall also continue to update its records 
concerning contamination or hazards that could be present at facilities 
or sites adjacent to WRSP Area, and take necessary action to ensure 
that the health and safety of the public is protected. 

The applicants shall ensure 
that recommended testing and 
remediation identified in the 
Phase I ESA will be performed 
and existing groundwater 
wells shall be properly closed. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit. 

The Fire Marshall shall 
ensure that the mitigation 
measures are 
implemented. 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.9-2: Soil Contamination Policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include a Phase I ESA and require that recommended testing 
and remediation identified in the Phase I ESA be performed. 
Specific Plan and/or development proposal policies or conditions shall 
require that, if evidence of soil contamination is encountered in 
previously unidentified locations in the Remainder Area to be 
developed, work shall cease until the area can be tested, and, if 
necessary, remediated. As part of this process, the City shall ensure that 
any necessary investigation and/or remediation activities conducted in 
the Remainder Area are coordinated with the Roseville Fire 
Department, Placer County Division of Environmental Health, and, if 
needed, other appropriate state and/or local agencies. Once a site is 
remediated, construction may continue. The City shall also continue to 
update its records concerning contamination or hazards that could be 
present at facilities or sites adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area, and 
take necessary action to ensure that the health and safety of the public 
is protected. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, the applicants shall 
ensure that a Phase I ESA has 
been conducted and 
recommended testing and 
remediation identified in the 
Phase I ESA is performed. 

Phase I ESA shall be 
required prior to 
annexation. 
Recommended 
testing and 
remediation shall be 
performed prior to 
issuance of a 
building permit. 

The Planning Director will 
ensure the specific plans 
and design guidelines 
and environmental 
documents adequately 
address riparian 
issuespotential soil 
contamination issues. 

Impact 4.9-8: WRSP Area    
Temporary truck route 
for transportation of 
hazardous materials 
through the WRSP area. 

MM 4.9-3: Temporary Truck Route Notification 
Residents purchasing homes along Hayden Parkway and Bob Doyle 
Drive shall be notified that Hayden Parkway and Bob Doyle Drive will 
be used as a temporary truck route to transport potentially hazardous 
materials to the PGWWTP, and potentially the Roseville Energy Park 
until the extensions of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Phillip Road are 
constructed. In addition, signage shall be installed along Hayden 
Parkway and Bob Doyle Drive notifying residents and visitors that these 
roadways are used as a temporary truck route. 

The applicants shall install the 
appropriate signage along 
Hayden Parkway and Bob 
Doyle Drive notifying residents 
and visitors that these 
roadways are being used as 
a temporary truck route. 

Prior to and during 
issuance of building 
permit. 

The Public Works 
Director and Fire 
Marshall shall ensure that 
the mitigation measures 
are implemented. In 
addition, the City 
Attorney shall ensure that 
deed discloser 
statements or other 
appropriate mechanisms 
notify residents of the 
temporary truck route. 

Impact 4.9-9: WRSP Area    

Siting of a school within 
on-fourth mile of the 
handling or 
transportation of 
hazardous materials. 

None required. The school district will need to 
conduct additional site specific 
environmental review to 
ensure that impacts are less 
than significant. 

N/A N/A 
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4.10 Public Services 

Impact 4.10-1: WRSP Area    
Increased demand for 
police protection 
services. 

MM 4.10-1(a): Increase Number of Police Officers in the Roseville 
Police Department 
Police Department staffing to serve the WRSP shall be increased to 
meet General Plan standards. Based on the projected population 
increase of approximately 20,810 residents in the WRSP Area, 
additional officers would be required to serve the new population. The 
City would fund these positions through increased general revenues 
generated by new development and the City’s General Fund. 

The City shall increase police 
staffing at the Roseville Police 
Department consistent with 
City policy. 

Public facilities fees 
will be collected at 
the time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Finance Director and 
the Police Chief shall 
ensure that staffing 
levels are adequately 
maintained. 

 MM 4.10-1(b): Expand the Roseville Police Department Headquarters 
An expansion of the Police Headquarters or potentially a satellite 
facility in the WRSP would likely be needed at buildout of the WRSP to 
accommodate the additional Department staff required by 
MM 4.10-1(a). The current size of Police Headquarters is insufficient to 
accommodate a large increase in police staff. The City would fund the 
expansion through increased general revenues generated by new 
development through the Capital Facilities Fee collected at the Building 
Permit stage. Planning and environmental review would be required for 
the development of an additional station or the expansion of the 
existing station. Depending on its design, size, and location, the 
expansion of the existing station or the construction of new law 
enforcement facilities could lead to increased air emissions, noise, and 
traffic, as well as loss or degradation of biological habitat, cultural 
resources, water quality, or other potentially significant environmental 
impacts. Impacts would be addressed on a project-specific basis prior 
to approval of construction. 

The City shall expand the 
Roseville Police Department 
Headquarters on an as 
needed basis. 

Public facilities fees 
will be collected at 
the time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Police Chief will 
monitor the need for new 
facilities. 

 MM 4.10-1(c): Expand the Voice Radio Communication System and 
Data Radio Systems 
The voice radio communication system and data radio system shall be 
expanded, including possibly an additional antenna tower, to provide 
adequate radio service to the WRSP Area. The City would fund the 
expansion through increased developer contributions generated by new 
development and the City’s General Fund. 

The City shall expand its voice 
radio communication system 
and data radio system. 

Public facilities fees 
will be collected at 
the time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Police Chief and the 
Fire Chief will monitor 
the communication system 
and upgrade as 
necessary 
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 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.10-2: Law Enforcement Policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall provide for Police Department staffing and facilities at levels 
consistent with General Plan standards that would extend law 
enforcement into the area to be developed at levels needed to provide 
adequate public safety, and at ratios consistent with the City as a 
whole. The City would fund these positions through increased general 
revenues generated by developer fee contributions and the City’s 
General Fund. Planning and environmental review would be required 
for the development of an additional station or the expansion of 
existing stations. Depending on its design, size, and location, the 
expansion of existing stations or the construction of new law 
enforcement facilities could lead to increased air emissions, noise, and 
traffic, as well as loss or degradation of biological habitat, cultural 
resources and water quality, or other potentially significant 
environmental impacts. Impacts would be addressed on a project-
specific basis prior to approval of construction. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 

Fees will be 
collected at the time 
of Building Permit 
issuance. 

The Finance Director and 
the Police Chief shall 
ensure that staffing 
levels are adequately 
maintained. 

Impact 4.10-2: Remainder Area    
Increased demand on 
fire protection services. 

MM 4.10-3: Construct New Stations as Needed 
The Roseville Fire Department shall closely monitor the response times 
within any new development area and provide for new stations as 
needed. Timing the construction and staffing of the new fire stations 
shall be consistent with Fire Department Standards of Response 
Coverage Study. Potentially significant environmental impacts 
associated with construction of new fire stations will be addressed in a 
project-specific basis prior to approval of construction. 

Construction and staffing of 
any new fire stations shall be 
consistent with Fire 
Department Standards of 
Response Coverage Study. 

Fees will be 
collected at the time 
of Building Permit 
issuance. 

The Fire Chief shall 
monitor response times 
and ensure that stations 
are adequately situated 
to meet the needs of the 
community. 

 MM 4.10-4: Demonstrate Adequate Response Time or Provisions 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall strive to meet the RFD’s response time standard. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 

Fees will be 
collected at the time 
of Building Permit 
issuance. 

The Fire Chief shall 
monitor response times 
and ensure that 
adequate fire service is 
provided. 

 MM 4.10-5: Identify Appropriate Fire Station Locations 
Prior to any development or Specific Plan approval for the Remainder 
Area, the Roseville Fire Department shall determine whether response 
times within the Remainder Area could be met with existing stations 
and/or stations shown in the West Roseville Specific Plan. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
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 MM 4.10-6: Adopt Fire Prevention and Suppression Policies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall either include specific policies or condition development to 
include the following: 
 A 30-foot-wide mowed or graded fire break maintained at the 

perimeter of all Open Space areas. 
 All fences at the perimeter of Open Space Preserve Areas 

constructed of noncombustible materials, except that wood posts 
may be used in post-and-cable barriers adjacent to landscape 
corridors and street edges. 

 The Roseville Fire Department shall maintain a fire management 
plan that includes the maintenance of fire breaks and periodic fuel 
reduction. 

Fire Prevention and 
Suppression Policies shall be 
adopted. 

Prior to annexation. The Fire Chief shall 
review development 
proposals and ensure 
that adequate provisions 
are provided 

Impact 4.10-3: Remainder Area    
Increased demand for 
schools. 

MM 4.10-7: Designate School Sites 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall designate school sites needed to serve that plan’s student 
population, unless the appropriate school district confirms in writing that 
other existing and planned schools would have adequate capacity. 
Potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the 
construction of new school facilities or the physical alteration of existing 
school facilities would be addressed on a project-specific basis at the 
time of construction or alteration. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, new school sites shall be 
designated to adequately 
serve development in the 
Remainder Area’s student 
population consistent with City 
Policy. 

Prior to annexation. The Planning Director 
shall ensure that new 
school sites are 
designated in any 
Specific Plan or other 
development proposal, 
as appropriate. 

Impact 4.10-4: Remainder Area    
Insufficient schools for 
CUSD students in 
proximity to the SOI 
amendment area. 

MM 4.10-8: School Transportation Policies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area in the Center Unified School District should encourage an 
appropriate mechanism for transporting students to schools outside the 
SOI Amendment Area, in coordination with CUSD. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, school transportation 
policies should be developed 
in coordination with CUSD. 

Prior to annexation. Applicants within the 
Remainder Area, tThe 
Planning Director, and 
Public Works Director 
shall ensure that student 
transportation issues are 
addressed in specific 
plans and design 
guidelines. 
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Impact 4.10-5: WRSP Area    
Increased demand on 
library services. 

MM 4.10-9: Provide Library Branches, as Needed 
Pursuant to General Plan policy FB-4, library branches or components 
shall be expanded and/or constructed to serve the additional 20,810 
residents in the WRSP. At the time of building permits, the capital 
facilities fee would be collected, a portion of which could fund the 
expansion of existing or construction of new library facilities. Special 
attention shall be paid to the locations of existing and planned library 
facilities, and their proximity to existing and future residents. Potentially 
significant adverse environmental impacts associated with construction 
of new library facilities or the expansion of existing facilities would be 
addressed on a project-specific basis at the time of construction or 
alteration. 

Library branches or 
components shall be 
expanded and/or constructed 
to serve the additional 
residents in the WRSP. 

Public Facility Fees 
will be collected at 
the time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Parks, Recreation, 
and Library Director 
shall ensure that 
adequate library 
services are provided to 
meet the needs of the 
community 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.10-10: Library Facilities Policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall provide for library branches and/or components to be 
expanded and/or constructed to serve the additional residents in the 
Remainder Area. Developers shall pay a fair share fee to the City for 
the expansion of existing facilities or construction of new library 
facilities. Special attention shall be paid to the locations of existing and 
planned library facilities, and their proximity to existing and future 
residents. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development 
preparation of Specific Plan 
policies and Design Guidelines 
will be required. 

Public Facilities Fees 
will be collected at 
the time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Parks, Recreation, 
and Library Director 
shall ensure that 
adequate library 
services are provided to 
meet the needs of the 
community. 

4.11 Public Utilities 

Impact 4.11-1: Remainder Area    
Availability of water 
supplies to meet demand 
in wet years. 

MM 4.11-1: Secure adequate water supply for wet and dry years 
Specific plans and/or development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall identify a source of surface water supply sufficient to serve 
Remainder Area development. At this time, it is anticipated that the 
source would be the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project. Prior 
to the City’s approval of any plan for the Remainder Area, the 
applicant shall demonstrate that the Sacramento River Water 
Reliability Project has been subjected to environmental review, 
approved and funded, and that its construction will be completed by 
the time that the water is needed for Remainder Area development. 
The applicant shall contribute a fair share toward the funding of the 
diversion project. 
As an alternative, an applicant may secure another source of surface 
water. Such a source would need to be legally available and sufficient 
to meet the demand of the project, consistent with the Water Forum 
Agreement and City policies and California Water Code Section 
10910 et seq. and Government Code Section 66473.7 subject to a 
completed environmental review, approved by the agency with 
jurisdiction over the source, and funded. 

The applicants shall identify a 
source of water that meets the 
demands of the project. 
The applicant shall 
demonstrate that water is 
available to meet demands of 
the project and contribute a 
fair share toward the funding 
of the Sacramento River 
Water Reliability Project. 

Prior to approval of 
development 
entitlements. Fair 
share payments will 
be collected at the 
time of building 
permit issuance. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
review any development 
proposals within the 
Remainder Area to 
ensure adequate water 
supplies are available 
before development 
moves forward. 
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Impact 4-11.2: WRSP Area    
Availability of water 
supplies to meet demand 
in dry years. 

MM 4.11-2: Reduced groundwater extraction of agricultural land 
during dry years 
As a condition of approval of any Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP 
Area, and to supplement assured supplies, the City shall ensure that 
groundwater in the amount of 2,848 AF/year is available for use in the 
WRSP Area in dry years by reducing groundwater extraction at 
Reason Farms. 

The City shall ensure that the 
volume of groundwater being 
extracted from Reason Farms 
is reduced by at least 2,848 
AF/yr or more so that enough 
groundwater is available for 
use in the WRSP Area in dry 
years. 

Prior to approval of 
any tentative tract 
map. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
monitor surface and 
groundwater supplies to 
ensure that there are 
adequate supplies, and 
reduce groundwater 
extraction at Reason 
Farms as needed for dry 
years. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.11-1: Secure adequate water supply for wet and dry 

years 
   

Impact 4-11.3: Remainder Area    
Capacity of water 
treatment system to meet 
potable demand. 

MM 4.11-3: Expand treatment plant capacity 
Prior to City approval of any proposed development projects in the 
Remainder Area, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of 
the Roseville Environmental Utilities Director that the Sacramento River 
Water Reliability Project water treatment facilities or substantially 
equivalent facilities approved by the City Council will provide the 
project with sufficient potable water by the time construction of the 
project is to begin. The development application for the project shall 
include a mechanism to fund the project’s pro rata share of the 
construction costs of the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project 
water treatment facilities or alternative approved facilities. 

The applicants shall 
demonstrate that the project 
will be provided with sufficient 
potable water by the time 
construction of the project is to 
begin. Refer also to 
MM 4.11-1. 

Prior to approval of 
entitlements. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
review development 
proposals and ensure 
that sufficient water 
treatment capacity 
exists. 

Impact 4.11-4: Remainder Area    
Extension of existing 
potable water 
distribution system. 

MM 4.11-4: Potable water storage facility policies 
Prior to approval of a Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP Area, the 
maximum amount of potable water storage needed to serve the 
Remainder Area shall be identified, taking into consideration WRSP 
Area demand, existing storage capacity, and planned phasing of 
WRSP Area development. The City shall ensure that a sufficient amount 
of land has been set aside at the proposed location for the WRSP Area 
storage facilities to allow for expansion that could accommodate 
Remainder Area storage needs. Either the booster pumping facility shall 
be designed to allow for possible expansion or, prior to Tentative Tract 
Map approval for the Remainder Area, an alternate site for the 
storage facility shall be identified within the Remainder Area. If an 
alternate site is selected, it would be subjected to environmental review 
and designated on preliminary land use plans. In addition, the size of 
the water line that would convey water to the tank(s) at an alternate 
site under low-demand condition shall be determined and evaluated. 

The City shall identify the 
maximum amount of potable 
water storage needed to 
serve the Remainder Area. 
Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
Plan review for the WRSP 
booster pumping facility shall 
include provisions for 
expansion to accommodate 
the Remainder Area. 

Prior to approval of 
tentative tract map. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
ensure that adequate 
water storage is planned 
for. 
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Impact 4.11-7: WRSP Area    
Construction or 
expansion of wastewater 
treatment facilities. 

MM 4.11-5: Treatment plant capacity 
Prior to obtaining building permits for development that would cause 
total wastewater flows from the WRSP Area to exceed 1.1 mgd, the 
applicants shall demonstrate that the PGWWTP will be expanded to 
22.4 mgd. This includes obtaining all necessary permits to discharge the 
treated flow. The applicant shall also demonstrate that the timing of the 
plant expansion will be adequate to serve the WRSP Area without 
impeding other planned development assumed in the Wastewater 
Master Plan. Further, the applicants shall implement all relevant 
mitigation measures identified in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. A list 
of mitigation measures applicable to this project area found in 
Appendix V of the EIR. 

The applicants shall 
demonstrate that the 
PGWWTP will be expanded. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit that 
would cause total 
wastewater flows to 
exceed 1.1 mgd. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
monitor the capacity of 
the PGWWTP and 
ensure that expansion 
occurs in advance of the 
need. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.11-6: Treatment plant expansion policies 

Any proposal for development in the Remainder Area shall require that 
adequate treatment capacity at the PGWWTP be demonstrated and 
evaluated in an environmental document that tiers from this EIR in order 
to provide a project-level analysis. The environmental document shall 
be the responsibility of the applicant. Permits to discharge the treated 
flows shall also be obtained prior to the granting of any occupancy 
within the Remainder Area. Further, all relevant mitigation measures 
identified in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR shall be implemented. A 
list of mitigation measures applicable to this project area found in 
Appendix V of this EIR. 

The applicants shall 
demonstrate that the 
PGWWTP will be expanded. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit that 
would cause total 
wastewater flows to 
exceed 1.1 mgd. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
monitor the capacity of 
the PGWWTP and 
ensure that expansion 
occurs in advance of the 
need. 

Impact 4.11-8: WRSP Area    
Increased wastewater 
discharge regulated by 
the RWQCB. 

Refer to MM 4.11-5: Treatment plant capacity    

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.11-6: Treatment plant expansion policies    
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Impact 4.11-9: WRSP Area    
Increased demand for 
solid waste services at 
the landfill. 

MM 4.11-7: Expand the WRSL landfill 
Development in the WRSP Area and Remainder Area shall pay 
collection fees to the City of Roseville, a portion of which shall be used 
to service bonds necessary to fund landfill expansion. As a member of 
the WPWMA, the City of Roseville can support expansion of the 
landfill, as needed; however, the City cannot compel the WPWMA to 
expand the landfill. 
Expansion of the landfill would create environmental effects. Because 
plans for expansion of capacity beyond 2036 have not been 
developed, specific impacts cannot be identified at this time. 
Nonetheless, because of the expansion site’s proximity to the existing 
landfill, it can be anticipated that impacts of an expansion would be 
similar to those attributed to the currently planned expansion. First, 
there would be construction-related impacts, such as air pollutant 
emissions and noise from construction equipment and erosion. In 
addition, agricultural land and biological resources, potentially 
including wetlands and Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, could be lost. 
Once constructed, the landfill could create additional odors, traffic, 
operational air emissions (due to increased vehicle trips to the landfill), 
increased emissions of landfill gas and combustion flare emissions, litter, 
night lighting and changes in visual character, degradation of surface 
and groundwater quality, and geologic hazards. These impacts would 
be similar to those of the existing landfill, and, where significant, could 
be reduced by implementation of mitigation measures already required 
of the landfill and the permitting process. However, there could be 
impacts, such as the loss of biological and agricultural resources, that 
would remain significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 

The City shall support the 
WPWMA efforts to expand 
the Western Regional 
Sanitary Landfill. 

As needed. As a member of the 
WPWMA, the City of 
Roseville shall encourage 
expansion of the WRSL. 

 MM 4.11-8: Greenwaste receptacles 
All residences shall be provided with one 90-gallon greenwaste 
receptacle. 

Appropriate greenwaste 
policies shall be implemented 
by the City. 

Containers will be 
provided at the time 
of occupancy. 

The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
ensure that the green 
waste program is 
implemented. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.11-7: Expand the WRSL landfill 

MM 4.11-9: Greenwaste policies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall require that all residences be provided with greenwaste 
containers. 

 
Appropriate greenwaste 
policies shall be implemented 
by the City and greenwaste 
containers provided to 
customers. 

 
Containers will be 
provided at the time 
of occupancy. 

 
The Environmental 
Utilities Director shall 
ensure that the green 
waste program is 
implemented 
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Impact 4-11.10: WRSP Area    
Increased demand for 
solid waste services at 
the MRF. 

MM 4.11-10: Increase MRF capacity 
Operations at the MRF could be expanded by increasing the number of 
processing lines. Like expansion of the landfill, increasing MRF capacity 
would be under the jurisdiction of the WPWMA. The WPWMA can and 
should increase the capacity of the MRF and the City should advocate 
that it do so. 
Specific impacts would need to be identified and evaluated by the 
WPWMA if it decided to further increase the capacity of the MRF. 

The City shall support the 
WPWMA efforts to expand 
Materials Recovery Facility at 
the Western Regional 
Sanitary Landfill. 

As needed. As a member of the 
WPWMA, the City of 
Roseville shall encourage 
expansion of the WRSL 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.11-10: Increase MRF capacity    

Impact 4.11-11: WRSP Area    
Construction debris 
demand for solid waste 
services. 

Refer to MM 4.11-7: Expand the WRSL landfill and MM 4.11-10: 
Increase MRF capacity 
MM 4.11-11: Divert construction debris 
The applicant shall ensure a 50 percent reduction in the development’s 
construction waste stream. In applicant’s contracts with construction 
contractors and their subcontractors, the applicant shall require that 
contractors reduce construction waste stream by 50 percent. The 
applicants shall further require that contractors and subcontractors 
submit records of diversion and disposal to the City’s Environmental 
Utilities Department in order to verify compliance with this requirement. 

 
 
The City shall condition 
projects and the applicants 
and their construction 
contractors shall ensure a 50 
percent reduction in the 
project’s construction waste 
stream as part of 
specifications in general 
construction and building 
plans. Proof of waste stream 
diversion shall be submitted to 
the Environmental Utilities 
Department. 

 
 
Prior to issuance of 
building permit 

 
 
The Environmental 
Utilities Director and the 
Public Works Director 
will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in all 
general construction and 
building plans. The 
Building Official shall 
ensure that construction 
contractors comply with 
the measures. The Code 
Enforcement Inspector 
shall enforce the City’s 
regulations. 

 Remainder Area    
 Refer to MM 4.11-7: Expand the WRSL landfill and MM 4.11-10: 

Increase MRF capacity 

MM 4.11-12: Construction debris policies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall provide for diversion and recycling of construction debris. 

 
 
Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific Plans 
or other development 
proposals shall provide for 
diversion and recycling of 
construction debris. 

 
 
Identification of 
measures as part of 
the specific plan 
process. 

 
 
The Environmental 
Utilities Director and the 
Public Works Director 
will ensure that 
appropriate measures 
are reflected in the 
specific plans. 
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Impact 4.11-12: Remainder Area    
Increased demand for 
electricity. 

MM 4.11-13: Electric facilities policies  
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall identify a substation or substations and appropriately sized 
transmission lines, as determined by the City. Roseville Electric shall 
monitor electrical use in the Sphere of Influence area, and construct 
these facilities as needed. At the time specific development is proposed 
within the Remainder Area, additional environmental review would be 
required which analyzes electrical facilities. Any proposal for 
development in the Remainder Area shall demonstrate that these 
facilities will be available to serve the proposed development prior to 
occupation. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines will be required. 
The City shall ensure that 
appropriately sized electric 
facilities are available to 
serve the project. 

Prior to annexation. The Director of Roseville 
Electric will review 
development proposals 
and ensure that there is 
adequate utility service. 

4.12 Hydrology, Water Quality and Groundwater 

Impact 4.12-1: Remainder Area    

Changes in the rate of 
stormwater runoff (peak 
flows) through the 
development of new 
impervious surfaces. 

MM 4.12-1: Prepare site-specific drainage study 
If a larger detention basin near the main branch of Curry Creek is used 
for the Remainder Area, and includes flows for the WRSP Area, 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall prepare a site-specific drainage study. The study shall 
identify appropriate sizing and location to ensure that Remainder Area 
flows, in combination with flows generated in the WRSP Area, can be 
accommodated in the larger basin. The study shall also be used to 
identify features that will limit peak flow runoff from the areas drained 
to Curry Creek to pre-development levels per the PCFCWCD SWMM 
and City standards. The study shall also be used to demonstrate the 
larger basin will not cause or exacerbate downstream flooding 
conditions. 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area, shall include a site-specific drainage study prepared in 
accordance with PCFCWCD SWMM and City of Roseville standards to 
identify on-site storm drainage features that will limit peak flow runoff 
from the area that drains to Curry Creek to pre-development levels, 
provided it can be demonstrated that such features will not cause or 
exacerbate flooding conditions in the SOI Amendment Area or at 
downstream locations outside the SOI Amendment Area. The drainage 
study shall be submitted to the PCFCWCD and City Roseville for 
review. If a basin in the Remainder Area is used to store flows 
generated by sheds C-WP7 and C-WP8 in the WRSP Area, in addition 
to Remainder Area-generated flows, the drainage study shall ensure 
that sufficient capacity is provided to manage total flows into the basin. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, the applicants shall 
prepare drainage studies. 

Prior to annexation 
as part of the 
specific plan 
process. Payment of 
the Regional 
Drainage Fee at the 
time of Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Director of Public 
Works shall ensure that 
drainage issues are 
adequately addressed. 
The Environmental 
Utilities Director and 
NPDES Coordinator will 
review proposals to 
ensure adequate water 
quality measures are 
implemented. 
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Impact 4.12-2: WRSP Area    
Increase in the amount of 
surface runoff, which 
would exceed the 
capacity of existing 
storm drainage systems 
and increase the 
potential for downstream 
flooding. 

MM 4.12-2: Pay fair-share of Roseville regional stormwater retention 
facility improvements  
The City shall collect the Pleasant Grove Drainage fee from the 
applicants prior to the approval of each building permit, which would 
cover the cost of retention for that development’s portion of the 
Roseville regional retention basin at Reason Farms. 

The City shall collect the 
Pleasant Grove Drainage fee 
from applicants. 

Prior to Building 
Permit Issuance. 

The Public Works 
Director shall monitor 
and ensure that the 
Pleasant Grove 
drainage fee is 
collected. 

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.12-3: Retention Policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall demonstrate, through the preparation of technical 
engineering studies, that the increased volume of stormwater runoff 
from the SOI Amendment Area, which includes the WRSP Area, can be 
accommodated in the approved regional stormwater retention facility. 
The results of the study shall be submitted to the City of Roseville Public 
Works Department for review and concurrence. The facility shall be 
expanded as necessary, funded through fair-share contributions by 
project developers. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area, technical 
engineering studies of 
regional stormwater retention 
facilities shall be prepared by 
the applicants. 

Prior to annexation. The Public Works 
Director shall monitor 
and ensure that 
drainage measures are 
implemented. 

Impact 4.12-3: Remainder Area    
Placement of fill or 
structures in 100-year 
floodplain could affect 
water surface elevations, 
which could increase the 
risk of flooding. 

MM 4.12-4: Floodplain Policies 
Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall identify the 100-year floodplain for each location that could 
be affected by fill placement or installation of structures to ensure 
water surface elevations estimated in the Master Drainage Study would 
not be measurably increased. If measurable increases are identified, 
redesign or relocation of the fill or structures shall be considered. In 
addition, the recalculated water surface elevations shall be used to 
determine what improvements, if any, are necessary to provide 
adequate mitigation so that off-site risk of flooding is not increased as 
a result of Remainder Area development, in combination with the WRSP 
Area development. Those improvements shall be required to be 
constructed as a condition of approval of the proposed development. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area, the 
applicants shall prepare 
drainage studies that identify 
the 100-year floodplan. 

Prior to annexation. The Public Works 
Director shall monitor 
and ensure that 
drainage measures are 
implemented. 

Impact 4.12-6: WSRP Area    
Groundwater use during 
dry years. 

Refer to MM 4.12-2: Pay fair-share of Roseville regional stormwater 
retention facility improvements 
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4.13 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Impact 4.13-2: WRSP Area    
New sources of light and 
glare. 

MM 4.13-1(a): Restrict High-Watt Light Usage and Hours for Park 
Facilities 
In order to reduce the effects of nighttime illumination from 
development associated with the WRSP, high-powered floodlights will 
be discouraged for recreational or other facilities within the WRSP. In 
addition, such lights shall not be used later than 11:00 p.m. if located 
within 300 feet of residences. The developers shall be required to 
disclose to all adjacent residential areas that a regional park is located 
nearby that will contain outdoor lighting. 

The City shall implement 
policies to reduce the nuisance 
effects of nighttime/daytime 
and/or high-intensity 
illumination from the project. 

Prior to Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall review the 
proposed park plans 
and ensure that nighttime 
lighting is directed away 
from residences and 
open space corridors. 

 MM 4.13-1(b): Site High-Intensity Lighting so as to Minimize Nuisance 
High-Intensity light producing uses, such as stadiums and ball fields, 
within the WRSP Area shall be located and oriented to minimize visual 
impacts on adjacent residential areas located within 300 feet. Lighting 
for stadiums and ball fields should be shielded and designed to 
distribute light in the most effective and efficient manner, using the 
minimum amount of light to achieve the necessary illumination for the 
use, as defined by suggested lighting standards for competitive play. 
The developers shall be required to disclose to all adjacent residential 
areas that regional park/school uses are located nearby that will 
contain outdoor lighting. 

The City shall implement 
policies to reduce the nuisance 
effects of nighttime/daytime 
and/or high-intensity 
illumination from the project. 

Prior to Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Parks and Recreation 
Director shall review the 
proposed park plans 
and ensure that nighttime 
lighting is directed away 
from residences and 
open space corridors. 

 MM 4.13-1(c): Use Low-Glare Materials for New Development 
In order to reduce the effects of daytime glare from development of 
commercial, office, and industrial uses within the WRSP, building 
developers shall make use, when feasible, of low-glare materials. 

The applicants shall ensure 
that development proposals 
are consistent with the 
mitigation and the WRSP 
Design Guidelines. 

Prior to Building 
Permit issuance. 

The Planning Director 
shall review plans to 
ensure consistency with 
the mitigation measures 
and the specific plan and 
design guidelines to 
reduce light and glare 
impacts.City 

 MM 4.13-1(d): Avoid Light Spill Over Into Riparian Habitat 
Outdoor lighting shall be placed, designed, and directed so as to avoid 
light spill over into the riparian habitat of Pleasant Grove or Curry 
Creek and Open Space Preserve Areas. 

The applicants shall ensure 
that development proposals 
are consistent with the 
mitigation and the WRSP 
Design Guidelines. 

Prior to the Tentative 
Map, or as part of 
the Design Review 
Permit process. 

The Planning Director 
shall review plans to 
ensure consistency with 
the mitigation measures 
and the specific plan and 
design guidelines to 
reduce light and glare 
impacts. 
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Table 1 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Impact Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party  

 Remainder Area    
 MM 4.13-2: Light and Glare Policies 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder 
Area shall include policies or conditions of project approval that reduce 
the effects of nighttime illumination and glare from the Remainder Area. 
The Specific Plans and/or development proposals shall include policies 
and/or conditions that require that lighting for stadiums and ball fields 
be shielded and designed to distribute light in the most effective and 
efficient manner, using the minimum amount of light to achieve the 
necessary illumination for the use, and that hours of operation be 
limited to avoid nuisances. In addition, these policies and/or conditions 
should ensure that outdoor lighting does not spill over into creeks or 
open space preserves, and that low-glare materials are used on office, 
commercial and industrial buildings. 

Prior to annexation within the 
Remainder Area Specific 
Plans, development of Specific 
Plan policies and Design 
Guidelines, and environmental 
review will be required to 
more specifically identify 
impacts and mitigation 
measures. 

Measures would be 
identified at the time 
Specific Plans and 
Design Guidelines 
are prepared for 
the Remainder Area. 

The Planning Director 
shall review plans to 
ensure consistency with 
the mitigation measures 
and the specific plan and 
design guidelines to 
reduce light and glare 
impacts. 

 



























































FIGURE 2-5

10659-00

Not to Scale
Regional Sports Park

Source: HLA City of Roseville





FIGURE 2-6

10659-00

Not to Scale
Fiddyment Park

Source: HLA City of Roseville











































FIGURE 2-12a

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 1000'
Off-Site Improvements (1 of 2)

Source: Wood ROgers City of Roseville





FIGURE 2-12b

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 1000'
Off-Site Improvements (2 of 2)

Source: Wood ROgers City of Roseville















































































































































































































































































FIGURE 4.3-1

10659-00

Not to Scale
Existing Arterial/Collector Roadway System

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-2

10659-00

Not to Scale
Existing Daily Traffic Volumes

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-3

10659-00

Not to Scale
Existing Transit Routes

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-4

10659-00

Not to Scale
Existing Bikeways

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-5

10659-00

Not to Scale
Truck Routes

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-6

10659-00

Not to Scale
Existing Railroad Facilities

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-8

10659-00

Not to Scale
Daily Traffic Volumes under 2020 No Project Conditions

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-9

10659-00

Not to Scale
Daily Traffic Volumes under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.3-10

10659-00

Not to Scale
Daily Traffic Volumes under 2020 Plus West Roseville Specific Plan

Source: DKS Associates City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.7-2

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 2100'
On-Site Wetland Mitigation Plan

Source: ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2003 City of Roseville
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FIGURE 4.7-3

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 12,000'
Swainson's Hawk Nesting & Foraging Map

Source: ECORP Consulting, Inc. City of Roseville
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Not to ScaleFIGURE 4.7-4

10659-00

Potential Off-Site Mitigation Property Locations in Western Placer County

Source: ECORP Consulting, Inc., 2003 City of Roseville
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4.11 PUBLIC UTILITIES 

4.11.1 Introduction 

This section describes utilities that will be required by the proposed project: potable water supply, 

recycled water, wastewater collection and treatment, solid waste disposal, electricity and natural gas, and 

telephone and cable services. 

The following issues regarding public utilities were raised in response to the NOP (refer to Appendix B): 

■ Availability of existing and planned surface water and groundwater supplies 

■ Use of groundwater and effects on water levels 

■ Energy efficiency and conservation measures, as well as alternative forms of energy 

■ Effects of increased solid waste on the capacity of the regional landfill and Materials Recovery 
Facility 

■ Increase in construction-related solid waste 

■ Increase in litter 

■ Disposal of sewage sludge resulting from increased demand for wastewater treatment 

■ Financial costs associated with the provision of utilities 

These issues are addressed in this section, with two exceptions. Litter is not addressed beyond the extent 

to which it is part of the total stream of solid waste that would be collected and sent to the regional 

landfill. As stated in Section 131(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, economic effects of a project shall not be 

treated as a significant effect on the environment; therefore, financial costs are not addressed in this EIR. 

However, they are being developed as part of the WRSP Financing Plan to ensure that all required 

utilities will be provided to support the proposed development. 

As discussed in the introduction to Chapter 4 of this EIR, Environmental Analysis, the WRSP described 

in the NOP is different from the WRSP proposed at this time. The changes to the WRSP would not 

substantially affect the analysis of public utilities because the number of residential units would remain 

at 8,430 units, and only minor changes were made to commercial and other uses. 
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WATER 

The water supply analysis is based on data presented in several technical studies developed for the 

proposed project, including 

■ Technical Memorandum 1—Evaluation of Water System Capacity Water Demands (Montgomery 
Watson Harza [MWH], February 26, 2002) 

■ Technical Memorandum Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor Revision (MWH, November 6, 2002) 

■ Technical Memorandum 3 – Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas (MWH, December 4,2001) 

■ Technical Memorandum 7—Water Supply Strategy (MWH, April 10, 2003) 

■ 2002 Urban Water Management Plan (City of Roseville) 

■ Master Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Wood Rodgers, May 2003) 

■ Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (HydroScience Engineers, Inc., May 21, 
2003) 

■ Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan (MWH, June 2003) 

The Groundwater Impact Analysis is provided in Appendix M, Technical Memorandum Task 1 

(November 6, 2002) and Technical Memorandum 7 are provided in Appendix R, and Technical 

Memorandum 1 (February 26, 2002) is provided in Appendix Z of this EIR. All other documents and 

technical references cited in the footnotes are available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 

311 Vernon Street, Roseville, California. 

The impact analysis in this section examines water supply and demand in the context of development 

projected in the City’s General Plan and its attendant water demand using General Plan buildout 

(without the proposed project) as the baseline to ensure that the analysis incorporates a worst case 

scenario of competing water demands.  

4.11.2 Environmental Setting 

 Existing Supplies 

The City of Roseville has three existing sources of water supply: surface water, recycled water for 

landscaping, and, in dry years or emergency situations only, groundwater. Supply characteristics for 

each of these three sources are described below. Additional information on recycled water is included in 

Subsection 4.11.3 (Recycled Water) immediately following this section. Detailed information regarding 

groundwater resources is presented in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water). 
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Sur face  Wate r  

Folsom Lake has been the primary source of water for the City of Roseville since 1971. Through the 

Folsom Lake intake, Roseville receives untreated surface water from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

(USBR) and the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). The untreated surface water is delivered to the 

City’s Barton Road Water Treatment Plant. Roseville maintains interties with PCWA, San Juan Water 

District (SJWD), the California American Water Company, and the Citrus Heights Water District. 

Interties are connections between existing distribution systems that can be used to deliver water between 

districts in the event of water treatment plant or conveyance system disruptions.261 

As illustrated in Table 4.11-1, the City of Roseville has three surface water contract entitlements for 

diversions from the American River totaling 62,800 acre-feet per year (AF/year): a 32,000 AF/year 

contract with the USBR for a Central Valley Project (CVP) supply from Folsom Lake; a 10,000 AF/year 

contract with the PCWA with options for an additional 20,000 AF/year supplied from the Middle Fork 

[American River] Project (MFP); and an 800-AF/year contract with the SJWD for use of a portion of 

SJWD’s PCWA contract water supply during normal/wet years (also provided from the MFP).262 

 
Table 4.11-1 City of Roseville American River Water Contracts 

Contracted Supply Water Supply Source Contract Amount (AF/year) 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) 32,000 

Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) 30,000 

San Juan Water District (SJWD) 800 

Total Contracted Supplies 62,800 

Available Supplies: Normal/Wet Years1 55,700 

Available Supplies: Critically Dry Years1 39,800 
NOTES: 
1. Water Forum Agreement Maximum Surface Water Diversion limits the total amount available to the City, regardless of contracted amount. 
SOURCE: City of Roseville 2003 

 

The City of Roseville is a signatory to the Water Forum Agreement (WFA), which provides a framework 

for future surface water and groundwater supplies in the region through the year 2030. The WFA 

specifies maximum allowable surface water diversions based on unimpaired flows into Folsom Lake 

with diversions by the City restricted in normal/wet and in dry years, with the objective of supporting 

environmental needs in the Lower American River. Although water contract entitlements total 62,800 

AF/year, under the WFA, the maximum American River surface water diversion by the City in 

normal/wet years is limited to 55,700 AF/year. The unused difference, which totals 7,100 AF/year, is 

                                                           
261 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, p. 17 
262 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, p. 3 



4.11-4 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

released down the American River, where it ultimately flows into the Sacramento River. The City could 

divert this water from the Sacramento River through the proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project once this project is completed (refer to Impact 4.11-1 for additional information regarding the 

Sacramento River Water Reliability Project). However, in critically dry years, the maximum diversion 

from the American River is limited to 39,800 AF/year. In below average to dry years, the City may divert 

an amount between 55,700 and 39,800 AF/year from the American River based on unimpaired flow into 

Folsom Lake.263 The Forum categorized water years into three types: 1) Normal or Wet Years, 2) Drier 

Years, and 3) Driest Years. These hydrologic year types are defined as follows: 

■ Normal or Wet Years: When the projected March through November Unimpaired Inflow to 
Folsom Reservoir is greater than 950,000 AF; 

■ Drier Years: When the projected March through November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom 
Reservoir is between 950,000 AF and 400,000 AF; and, 

■ Driest Years: When the projected March through November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom 
Reservoir is less than 400,000 AF. 

In accord with the City’s WFA, the City is working with PCWA on a re-operation plan of PCWAs Middle 

Fork Project (MFP) to allow up to 20,000 AF/yr of raw water to be released down the American River for 

environmental offsets resulting from increased water supply demands over 1995 baseline diversions 

(19,800 AF to 39,800 AF). The environmental offsets could come from two sources, either a combination 

of the remaining contractual supply (7,100 AF) plus re-operation of the MFP reservoirs (12,900 AF); or the 

full amount (20,000 AF) from re-operation of the MFP. Release of re-operation water would occur when 

the City is limited in its diversions from Folsom Lake during drier and driest years. 

Recyc led  Wate r  Supply  

Recycled water refers to wastewater treatment plant effluent that has received a level of treatment that 

meets the State requirements for direct nonpotable re-use (for example, irrigation of landscaping). 

Treated wastewater from the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP), located on Dry Creek 

near the Union Pacific Railroad Yard in Roseville, produces recycled water for limited use for some 

landscape medians, some parks, and golf courses within the City limits. Refer to Subsection 4.11.3, 

immediately following this Water Supply discussion, for additional information regarding recycled 

water supply, including current delivery amounts and planned improvements. 

                                                           
263 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, p. 3 
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Groundwater  Supply  

The use of groundwater is part of the City of Roseville’s current water supply planning, but it is only 

used for short-term supply during dry years (e.g., during drought conditions in 1991). The City’s WFA 

includes the extraction of up to 6,600 AF/year of groundwater during the drier and driest WFA 

hydrologic years. In addition, 800 AF/year would be required to support the loss of surface water no 

longer available from SJWD during dry years.264 The City has four wells that are maintained primarily 

for backup water supply, and additional wells are planned to improve reliability. The City participates in 

a regional groundwater management plan with PCWA.265 Refer to Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water 

Quality and Ground Water) for additional information regarding groundwater resources and the PCWA 

groundwater management plan. 

 Future Water Supplies 

Sur face  Wate r  

The SJWD has an existing contract entitlement with PCWA to obtain up to 25,000 AF/year of water for 

use within Placer County and a long-term wheeling agreement266 with USBR for accessing the water 

through Folsom Lake. Certain conditions of that contract allow a portion of that entitlement to be 

delivered to the SOI Amendment Area. Currently, SJWD is utilizing 48 percent of the contractual supply 

(12,000 AF/yr) and anticipates an additional 26 percent of the contractual supply (6,500 AF/yr) will be 

required to meet build out demands of the Granite Bay Area. This leaves 26 percent of the contractual 

supply (6,500 AF/yr). As established in a Memorandum of Understanding dated June 13, 2003, between 

SJWD and the City of Roseville, the SJWD has agreed to provide up to 3,200 AF/year of additional 

untreated surface water to the City from its existing entitlement.267 The 3,200 AF/yr of water to be 

transferred to the City from SJWD represents 13 percent of the SJWD’s PCWA water supply (25,000 

AF/yr). Accounting for the existing 800 AF/yr of water already transferred from SJWD to the City and 

this new supply (3,200 AF/yr), SJWD would still have 10% or (2,500 AF/yr) of their PCWA contractual 

supply available. Further, the agreements between the City and SJWD require these water transfers 

comply with the District’s commitments outlined in SJWD’s Water Forum Agreement. This means that 

the 4,000 AF/yr transferred to the City is only available during wet years. During dry years, the City must 

utilize alternative water supplies. The 3,200 AF/yr of water is not included in the totals in Table 4.11-1 

                                                           
264 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p. 1-1 
265 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, pp. 7–8 
266 “Wheeling” is the circumstance where one entity conveys or transfers water through another entity’s facility. A wheeling rate is the 
charge imposed by the conveying agency for the transfer of the water. A wheeling agreement refers to the terms and conditions whereby 
the water is transferred. 
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because it is not part of the City’s current contracted amount. Under the terms of the MOU, the 3,200 

AF/yr would become available when the agreement between Roseville and SJWD is executed (upon 

completion of environmental review for the WRSP). 

Recyc led  Wate r  

The Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP), located on the west side of Phillip Road, 

south of the planned extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard (refer to Figure 2-3 [West Roseville Specific Plan 

Land Use Plan] in Chapter 2 [Project Description]), will produce recycled water in addition to recycled 

water produced by the DCWWTP. The PGWWTP is anticipated to be operational by winter 2003. This 

EIR uses the term “Roseville regional recycled water facilities” to refer to recycled water from the 

DCWWTP and the PGWWTP. Refer to Subsection 4.11.3, immediately following this section, for 

additional information regarding recycled water from the PGWWTP. 

Aqui fe r  S to rage  and Recovery  (ASR)  P rogram 

The City is evaluating the feasibility of developing an Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) program. 

Under such a program, surface water would be injected into the aquifer in wet years for storage, and 

then the City’s backup groundwater wells would pump the stored water in dry years. The City is 

developing a demonstration project at the Diamond Creek well, which is under construction, to evaluate 

the feasibility of using planned wells for injection and storage of treated water. 

 Current and Projected Water Demand 

The City’s Urban Water Management Plan (WWMP) provides data, assumptions, and conclusions 

regarding water demand in the City of Roseville. The 2002 UWMP, which was prepared in accordance 

with California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.5, was adopted by City Council Resolution No. 02-315 on 

July 31, 2002, identifies current and projected water supply and demand in 5-year increments for a 20-

year period ending in 2020 based on General Plan buildout. Because the SOI Amendment Area is outside 

the City limits, water demands for the WRSP Area and Remainder Area were not included in the 2002 

UWMP. Subsequent to adoption of the 2002 UWMP, the City began to consider delivery of water service 

to urban growth areas outside the City limits, such as the SOI Amendment Area. As part of that effort, 

the City re-evaluated previous water demand factors to determine whether existing estimates of water 

demand reflect actual water use and the extent to which supply could meet citywide demand in addition 

to the demand associated with the SOI Amendment. The following discussion includes background 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
267 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, p. 6 
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information about supply and reliability of existing supplies and summarizes the conclusions of studies 

performed in 2003 that resulted in adjustments to existing and future water demand estimates. 

Supply  and Re l iab i l i ty  o f  Po tab le  Wate r  Suppl ies  

The City of Roseville currently supplies surface water for municipal and industrial (M&I) uses. This 

requires firm surface water contract amounts to ensure that proper supplies are maintained for the 

residents and businesses relying on this supply of water. The estimates in the UWMP show that in 

average precipitation years the City of Roseville has sufficient water to meet its customers’ needs through 

2020 (without the proposed SOI Amendment). This is based on a continued commitment to regional 

planning for water supplies, ongoing conservation efforts, and additional recycled water supplies for 

landscaping being developed. In times of drought and water shortage, the urban demand is expected to 

decrease as a result of increased conservation awareness and regulations. Water available from surface 

water supplies would be supplemented with groundwater. It is expected that if supply were to be 

reduced due to shortage, consistent with reductions identified in the WFA, existing surface water supply 

coupled with conservation and groundwater use would be sufficient to meet citywide demands.268 

The City’s water system is completely “on-demand,” as is typical of many urban water systems. During 

normal years, water supplies from Folsom Lake are sufficient to meet the contractual obligations, and the 

City has sufficient quantities, either directly from USBR or wheeled through Folsom Lake from PCWA, to 

meet the needs of the community. During times of drought, however, water allocations may be reduced, 

resulting in restrictions being imposed on all water used within the City. 

The City’s USBR contract requires supply cutbacks under certain conditions. Due to local water supply 

shortages, Roseville’s water supply was reduced in 1991, 1992, 1994, and 2001. These cutbacks 

necessitated the use of an exercised water option with PCWA to reduce projected shortfalls.269 During 

three of those four years, the PCWA water was conveyed through USBR facilities under single-year 

wheeling contracts. With the future reliance on PCWA water wheeled (or conveyed) through the USBR 

Folsom Lake facilities to meet the base demand within the City service area, a long-term contract that 

would provide for conveying PCWA water through USBR facilities (“wheeling contract”) is being 

sought. The City is currently developing an environmental document to support approval and signature 

of the negotiated agreement. 

                                                           
268 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, p. 15 
269 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, p. 15 
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Based on over 70 years of historical hydrology (and WFA restrictions), the 55,700 AF/year contract 

surface water supply is assumed to be available to the City in about 83 percent of the years. In about 17 

percent of the years, less than 54,900 AF/year to a minimum of 39,800 AF/year of surface water would be 

available per the WFA. As discussed previously, the City is working with PCWA on a re-operation plan 

of PCWA’s Middle Fork Project to allow up to 20,000 AF/yr of raw water to be released down the 

American River. Release of re-operation water would occur when the City is limited in its diversions 

from Folsom Lake during drier and driest years. Thus, in drought years, supplemental supplies 

potentially totaling up to 15,900 AF/year (the difference between the average/wet year supply and the 

dry year supply) is needed to make up for the dry-year and critically dry-year deficiencies. The City’s 

current strategy for providing supplemental water during dry years consists of the following: 3,000 

AF/year of recycled water supplies (for nonpotable, landscaping use), development of up to 6,600 

AF/year of sustainable270 groundwater supplies, 800 AF/year of groundwater to replace SJWD’s PCWA 

contract water, and, during severe drought, the implementation of up to 5,500 AF/year of additional 

conservation efforts (including rationing), which represents a 10 percent reduction in water use.271 

Water Shortage Contingency Plan 

Based on current water supplies and projected supply availability, the City does not anticipate having 

more than a 20 percent shortage over a three-year consecutive dry-year period.272 However, as part of the 

UWMP, the City has considered probabilities of shortages and outages that could affect water supply. 

This Water Shortage Contingency Plan notes that long-duration shortages are handled through 

implementation of a drought contingency plan, and short-term disruptions are addressed through use of 

existing system storage and interties with adjacent jurisdictions. In the event these supplies are not 

sufficient or available to meet short-term needs, groundwater can be used to supplement the required 

demand. 

The City of Roseville has implemented various strategies and plans to minimize the use of potable water 

in order to operate effectively under drought conditions. In 1991, the City developed and adopted the 

Roseville Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Plan. Under this plan, the City has authority to 

declare water shortage conditions and implement drought-related mitigation measures. The City can 

initiate this process by declaring the drought stage (Stage One through Stage Five) and imposing the 

appropriate and corresponding drought response measures. For example, Stage One prohibits washing 

                                                           
270 A “sustainable” groundwater supply is defined as the amount of groundwater that can be extracted over the long term without 
depletion or overdraft of the aquifer. 
271 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, pp. 3–4 
272 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, p. 16 
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of streets, driveways, sidewalks, and parking lots and places restrictions on boat and vehicle washing 

and serving water in restaurants. In the third consecutive dry year, or in the event of a major system 

failure, the City would continue a Stage One shortage response or move into a Stage Two water shortage 

response. Under Stage Two, the Stage One restrictions would apply, along with additional landscape 

irrigation restrictions. Stage Three, Four, and Five drought restrictions could be utilized in a similar 

manner depending on severity of the drought and anticipated shortage. Conservation measures to be 

taken in Stages One through Five are specified in the City Municipal Code Chapter 14.09, and cover 

supply shortages of up to 50%. 

In summary, the City would initiate demand reduction measures as established, based on the drought 

stage, to meet the supply commitments made in the WFA.273 City groundwater wells can also be 

activated to supplement surface water during droughts when necessary, but not in lieu of a Stage Two 

drought determination based on water supply availability. 

Water Conservation 

The Water and Energy Conservation Component of the City of Roseville General Plan encourages 

resource conservation and protection, and the City provides an information program to encourage 

conservation. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations is the implementation tool for conservation 

efforts required by water system policies. The Code establishes water-conservation standards for new 

development, including low-flow showerheads and low-flush toilets. All non-residential and multi-

family landscaping must also comply with Roseville Water Efficient Landscape Requirements. Water 

conservation requirements are specified in Chapter 14.09 of the Roseville Municipal Code. 

As a USBR contractor, the City is required to develop and maintain a conservation plan pursuant to the 

Central Valley Project Improvement Act of 1992. In addition, as noted above, the City is a member and 

signatory to the WFA, which includes water conservation requirements. Water conservation measures 

are also required as part of the UWMP. The City of Roseville has developed a water conservation 

program in conjunction with the USBR and WFA participants that complies with requirements of the 

UWMP Act. This program includes 14 water Demand Management Measures (DMMs). These DMMs 

address audits, retrofits, leak detection and repair, metering/commodity rates, rebate programs, public 

information and education programs, commercial/industrial/institutional water conservation, and water 

waste prohibitions.274 

                                                           
273 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, p. 11 
274 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, pp. 19–28 
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Updated  Po tab le  Wate r  Demand Es t imates  

Previous water supply planning in the City has been based on projected unit water demands, total water 

demand, and maximum day and peak hour demand factors provided in the General Plan Update Water 

System Study prepared by Spink in August 1993 (the “Spink study”). The City has been collecting and 

evaluating water meter data since 2001/02. The recent meter data indicate the unit water demand factors 

in the Spink study likely overestimate current and projected City water use. This is believed to be 

principally the result of the effect of the implementation of water conservation measures in post-1992 

home construction. The data show a reduction in actual water use relative to the estimates used in the 

1993 Spink study in every land use category except Business Professional, Railroad Yard, and Public. The 

data in the residential categories show up to a 25 percent decrease in every category except in one of the 

High-Density categories and one of the Low-Density categories. In the latter two categories, the decreases 

in the estimated unit water demand factors still exceed 10 percent. Significant decreases in the Industrial 

categories could be attributed to water conservation and greater weighting of economic considerations 

used in the design of industrial processes requiring water. The increase in the Business Professional 

category could be the result of more medical offices with a higher average water use than typical 

professional buildings.275 

Revised unit water demand factors were developed through statistical analysis of the 1993 Spink study, 

meter data collected by the City of Roseville (as noted above), and unit demand data from Sacramento 

County water purveyors (which reflects Sacramento Area Water Forum land use/demand assumptions), 

Sacramento Water Agency Zone 40, PCWA Zone 1, and other Central Valley cities for each land use 

category group. The statistical comparison of unit water demand factors were then used to recalculate 

the unit water demand factors that were, in turn, used to estimate projected demands in the existing City 

of Roseville.276 The adjusted estimates of existing and future water demand include a reliability factor to 

reflect the inherent uncertainty of such estimates, thereby insuring that the City can adequately meet 

delivery commitments and that service to existing and future customers would not be compromised as a 

result of the adjusted demand.277 Refer to Technical Memorandum Task 1 included in Appendix R in this 

EIR for additional information regarding the development of revised unit water demand factors. Meter 

data will continue to be collected and analyzed to confirm the unit demand factors for the purposes of 

estimating existing and future water demands within the City and the SOI Amendment Area.278 

                                                           
275 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor Revision, November 6, 2002, p. 2 
276 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor Revision, November 6, 2002, pp. 2–5 
277 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor Revision, November 6, 2002, p. 1 
278 MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, p. 6 
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Table 4.11-2 presents land use categories and total existing and buildout water demand for the City 

based on the revised unit water demand factors. The projected water demands include that portion of the 

City served with supplies contracted from the SJWD (i.e., Doctor’s Ranch [NRSP Phase 3] and the 

Foothills Business Park). As illustrated in Table 4.11-2, the estimated existing citywide demand is 32,799 

AF/year, and the estimated water demand (at buildout) of the General Plan is 51,621 AF/year. Neither 

existing nor future demand estimates includes the use of recycled water. 

 
Table 4.11-2 City of Roseville Revised Unit Water Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan 

Buildout Water Demand (Without Project) 

Land Use Category Revised Demand Factor 
Estimated Existing Demand 

in City (AF/year) 
Estimated Demand at General Plan Buildout 

(without WRSP and SOI Amendment) (AF/year) 

LDR (<3.5 DU/ac) 728 gpd/DU 4,943 5,903 

LDR (3.5 to 5.0 DU/ac) 600 gpd/DU 8,222 13,524 

LMDR (>5.0 to 6.0 DU/ac) 521 gpd/DU 2,880 3,301 

LMDR (>6.0 to 8.0 DU/ac) 430 gpd/DU 1,594 2,030 

MDR (>8.0 to 12.0 DU/ac) 323 gpd/DU 401 761 

HDR (>12.0 to 16.0 DU/ac) 288 gpd/DU 32 115 

HDR (>16.0 DU/ac) 177 gpd/DU 1,347 1,948 

Commercial/Retail 2,598 gpd/ac 2,323 4,929 

Business Professional 2,598 gpd/ac 987 2,267 

Light Industrial 2,598 gpd/ac 858 4,120 

Industrial 2,562 gpd/ac 1,599 3,002 

Railroad Yard 109 gpd/ac 87 72 

Elementary Schools 3,454 gpd/ac 648 573 

High Schools 4,068 gpd/ac 408 597 

Public (Fire Station, etc.) 1,780 gpd/ac 1,199 1,290 

Park/Recreation 2,988 gpd /ac 4,628 6,176 

Open Space/Major right-of-way — — — 

Vacant/Unassigned — — — 

 Subtotal 32,156 50,608 

 System Losses (2%) 643 1,012 

Total 32,799 51,620 
NOTES: 
ac = acre AF/year = acre-feet per year LDR = low density residential LMDR = low medium density residential 
DU = dwelling unit gpd = gallons per day MDR = medium density residential HDR = high-density residential 
SOURCE: MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, Table 1; MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor 

Revision, November 6, 2002, Table 6 

 

As noted above, the new data indicate current estimates of existing and buildout citywide water demand 

are lower than the demand projected in the 1993 Spink study. Based on the revised unit demand factors 

the difference between existing and future surface average/wet year water supplies (55,700 AF/year) and 

the estimated water demand at General Plan buildout (51,620 AF/year) (not including the SOI 

Amendment area) is a surplus of 4,080 AF/year. 
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Using the revised unit demand factors, the City has decided that up to 4,080 AF/year of the excess City 

supply could be made available to the SOI Amendment Area, of which 2,316 AF/year would be made 

available to the WRSP. The City will need to update the UWMP to reflect adjusted demand projections 

that reflect the revised demand factors. 

Recyc led  Wate r  Demand 

Existing City recycled water use (demand) is approximately 1,458 AF/year, which is supplied from the 

DCWWTP. The recycled supply from the DCWWTP is sufficient to meet demand through year 2005. 

Refer to Subsection 4.11.3, immediately following this Water Supply discussion, for additional 

information regarding recycled water. 

Groundwate r  Demand 

The City relies predominantly on surface water to meet potable water demand, as indicated above. 

Groundwater is extracted by the City for reliability in dry years or for short-term emergencies when 

other supplies are not available. Groundwater was last used during drought conditions in 1991.279 Refer 

to Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water) for additional discussion of groundwater 

resources. 

 Existing Water Treatment and Distribution Infrastructure 

Wate r  T rea tment  

The City of Roseville operates a 60-million-gallons-per-day (mgd) water treatment plant (WTP) on Barton 

Road near Folsom Lake in the Granite Bay community. Untreated surface water from Folsom Lake is 

conveyed from a USBR intake through an 84-inch pipeline to a USBR pumping plant, which has a 

capacity of 96 mgd for Roseville contracted supplies.280 After pumping, which is only necessary when 

lake levels drop below 404 feet, water is conveyed through an 84-inch pipeline to the “Hinkle Y” where 

flows to SJWD and Roseville are split. Roseville untreated water flows through a short segment of 60-

inch pipeline, then into parallel 60-inch and 48-inch pipelines owned by the City of Roseville to the WTP. 

The USBR pump station is designed to deliver 258 mgd at a lake surface level of 392 feet of which 96 mgd 

is allocated to Roseville. When the lake elevation is higher than 392 feet, the added head (or water 

                                                           
279 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002, pp. 7–8 
280 Wood Rodgers, Master Water Study for the West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), June 2003, 
Section 4.0 
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pressure) results in water flowing more efficiently and additional physical delivery capacity would be 

available. Constraints would then be limited to contractual agreements, if any. 

Future average day treatment demand, based on the estimated citywide demand of 51,621 AF/year at 

buildout of the General Plan (without the proposed project) is projected to be approximately 46.09 mgd. 

The average daily treatment demand incorporates the revised unit water demand factors and does not 

assume the use of recycled water. The maximum daily demand, which reflects a peaking factor of 2.0, is 

estimated to be 92.18 mgd; however, the actual amount of treated water would be 88.93 mgd because 

recycled water used by existing customers (1,458 AF/year) would not require treatment at the Barton 

Road WTP or conveyance from Folsom Lake. 

The existing Barton Road WTP capacity is 60 mgd and experienced peak demands of 49.5 mgd in July 

2002. The treatment plant site has been master planned to an overall capacity of 100 mgd. The current 

plan is for plant expansions to be completed in two phases: an expansion to 75 mgd, which is expected to 

be completed in mid-2006, and an expansion to 100 mgd, which is expected to be completed in mid-

2010.281 An EIR was prepared for the WTP expansion to 100 mgd (the Roseville Water Treatment Plant 

Expansion and 60-Inch Pipeline Project EIR [“WTPE EIR”] [SCH #1998012011]). The WTPE EIR addressed 

implementation of a Water Plant Master Plan for the phased process to expand plant capacity of 60 mgd 

to 75 mgd, and, ultimately to 100 mgd to meet ultimate demand at General Plan buildout. The WTPE EIR 

included a project level evaluation for plant expansion from 48 to 60 mgd. It also included a program-

level analysis for expansion up to 100 mgd. The program-level analysis, to the extent possible, addressed 

a series of actions leading to full implementation of the full master plan capacity, including the 

construction and expansion of treatment facilities, storage reservoirs, conveyance pipelines, and pump 

stations. The EIR was certified in 1999. A Supplement to the certified EIR was prepared to address the 

construction and operation of a 6 mgd clearwell reservoir and related facilities. The Supplement was 

certified in March 2003. 

S to rage  and Dis t r ibu t ion  

Potable Water 

On-Site Systems 

The SOI Amendment Area is largely undeveloped, with the exception of the Fiddyment Ranch complex 

and the Corin residence in the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP and several residences in the 

                                                           
281 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, p. 13 
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Remainder Area. Other than groundwater wells that serve existing landowners, there is no developed 

potable water distribution system in the SOI Amendment Area. 

The SOI Amendment Area is within the PCWA Zone No.5. This service zone was established by PCWA 

exclusively as an agricultural zone, and commitments of water by PCWA for agricultural use cannot be 

transferred to any other use. The conversion of land within Zone 5 from agricultural use to urban use 

requires that the land be detached from Zone 5 by the PCWA and attached to the City of Roseville 

service area.282 

Off-Site Systems 

Treated water storage is required citywide to manage flow fluctuations on a daily basis and to maintain 

sufficient storage to address emergency needs such as main breaks and fire fighting demands. The water 

distribution system currently includes 22 million gallons (mg) of storage and is projected to need a total 

of 48 mg of storage by 2020. The additional 26 mg of storage are planned for the northeast Roseville tank 

site (5 mg), Stoneridge Zone 2 (3 mg), the Barton Road WTP (6 mg), and North Industrial tank site (12 

mg).283 

Existing potable water distribution facilities are located east of the WRSP Area in the Del Webb and 

North Roseville Specific Plan developments. These lines, which range in diameter from 6 inches to 24 

inches, are in existing roadway alignments, but do not extend west to Fiddyment Road at the WRSP Area 

boundary. Major water mains in the Del Webb development include a 24-inch main in Blue Oaks 

Boulevard, a 24-inch main in Del Webb Boulevard, and a 16-inch main in Pleasant Grove Boulevard. 

Major water lines in the North Roseville Specific Plan include a 24-inch main in Baseline Road.284 

In general, the existing City potable water distribution system meets the City’s maximum daily demand 

criterion of 6 feet per second (fps) for transmission main velocity (i.e., the rate at which water flows 

through the pipelines) and the City’s water pressure criterion of 50 pounds per square inch (psi). There 

are a few locations where these criteria are not met, but the discrepancies are minimal and do not 

adversely affect water service to customers. 

                                                           
282 Placer County Water Agency, “Placer County Water Agency Comments in Response to the NOP of an EIR for the Proposed West 
Roseville Specific Plan,” letter from Einer L. Maisch, Director of Strategic Affairs, to Kathy Pease, Roseville Planning Department, August 
29, 2002 
283 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, pp. 13–14 
284 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, 
Figure 2-1 
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Under General Plan buildout conditions (without the SOI Amendment), a few areas within the City are 

projected to approach or exceed the 6 fps velocity criterion: Cirby Way from Rocky Ridge Drive to 

Parkview Drive, Roseville Parkway from Harding Boulevard to Reserve Drive, and Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard at Foothills Boulevard. Water pressure decreases would affect Zone 1 services on Eureka Road 

and Douglas Boulevard along the boundary of Zone 2 and within the Creekside development area. At 

these locations, the system would be expected to experience a drop of approximately 3 to 5 psi during 

maximum daily conditions and approximately 5 to 9 psi during peak hour conditions. The City is 

continuing to evaluate options for identifying what, if any, improvements would be needed to address 

distribution system issues in these areas. Possible improvements could include installing parallel 

pipelines or in-line booster pumps. 

Recycled water distribution systems are described in Subsection 4.11.3, immediately following this Water 

Supply discussion. 

4.11.3 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal 

There are no federal regulations related to water supply that pertain to the proposed project. 

 State 

Wate r  Supply  Assessments  

The California Water Code Section 10910 et seq. and Public Resources Code 21151.9 require that water 

availability be evaluated in a “Water Supply Assessment” prior to approval of certain large development 

projects and that detailed information regarding the assessment be included in the EIR for that project. 

Water  Supply  Suf f i c iency  Condi t ion  and Ver i f i ca t ion  

California Government Code section 66473.7 (enacted by SB 221 and SB 610 in 2001) requires that a 

condition of approval be imposed on any tentative subdivision map for a residential subdivision of 500 

or more units mandating that a “sufficient water supply” be available to serve the subdivision in 

addition to existing and planned future water uses. A public water system that proposes to serve the 

subdivision must submit to the relevant local government agency a water supply verification evaluating 

whether such a sufficient water supply exists, based on substantial evidence. Absent demonstration in 

the verification that a sufficient water supply exists, a final subdivision map cannot be issued for the 

project, and the subdivision cannot be built. 
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The Water Supply Assessment for the proposed project, indicating compliance with SB 221, is provided 

in Appendix S of this document. 

S ta te  Dr ink ing  Wate r  Qual i ty  Regula t ions  

The State Department of Health Services establishes “primary” and “secondary” Domestic Water Quality 

Standards for drinking water supplied by public water systems such as the City. The standards are 

required by state law to meet or exceed standards adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The concentrations of specified constituents are limited to maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) and are 

established on a constituent basis for bacteriological contaminants (such as coliform), organic chemicals 

(such as benzene), inorganic chemicals (such as total dissolved solids), and radioactivity (such as gross 

alpha particle activity). Primary standards are set at levels necessary to protect public health and may not 

be exceeded. Secondary standards are based on aesthetic criteria such as taste and odor and are 

composed of (1) recommended limits that may be exceeded but are not recommended to be exceeded; (2) 

upper limits that may be exceeded for a limited duration with prior DHS approval; and (3) short term 

limits that may not be exceeded. 

Public water systems also must obtain a domestic water supply permit from DHS that must be amended 

to reflect changes to the water supply system. The City has obtained such a permit. 

Urban Wate r  Management  P lann ing Ac t  (Ca l i fo rn ia  Wate r  Code ,  
D iv is ion  6  Par t  2 .6 ,  Sec t ion  10610 e t  seq . )  

The Urban Water Management Planning Act was developed due to concerns for potential water supply 

shortages throughout the State of California. It requires information on water supply reliability and 

water use efficiency measures. Urban water suppliers are required, as part of the Act, to develop and 

implement Urban Water Management Plans to describe their efforts to promote efficient use and 

management of water resources. 

Water  Conserva t ion  P ro jec t s  Ac t  

The State of California’s requirements for water conservation are codified in the Water Conservation 

Projects Act of 1985 (Water Code Sections 11950-11954), as reflected below: 

11952. (a) It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this chapter to encourage local agencies and private 
enterprise to implement potential water conservation and reclamation projects… 

Other  Appl i cab le  Regula t ions  

In addition, other statutes that address water supplies include the California Environmental Quality Act 

(Public Resources Code Section 21151.9), the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization 
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Act of 2000 (Government Code Section 56668(k)), and Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code 

Section 6532.5). 

 Local 

Wate r  Forum Agreement  

The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) is the result of the efforts of a diverse group of community leaders 

formed in 1994 to formulate principles for a regional solution to future water supply needs. Participants 

in the Water Forum have developed two coequal objectives: 

■ Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned 
development to the year 2030 

■ Preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the Lower American River 

Water Forum stakeholders have developed an integrated package of actions that will meet the two co-

equal objectives mentioned above. Each element of the package is necessary for a regional solution to 

work. There are seven elements: 

 1. Increased Surface Water Diversions 

 2. Actions to Meet Customers’ Needs While Reducing Diversion Impacts on the Lower American 
River in Drier Years 

 3. An Improved Pattern of Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir 

 4. Lower American River Habitat Management Element, which also Addresses Recreation in the 
Lower American River 

 5. Water Conservation Element 

 6. Groundwater Management Element 

 7. Water Forum Successor Effort 

Purveyor Specific Agreements (PSA) have been developed that describe in detail how each of the seven 

elements will be implemented by the respective purveyors, such as the City of Roseville, PCWA, and 

SJWD. These PSAs are compiled into a Memorandum of Understanding that each stakeholder’s 

authorizing body has executed. In return for signing the final Water Forum agreement, water purveyors 

receive regional support for water supply projects, including site-specific infrastructure development. 

In January 1999, the Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning published the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the WFA. The WFA EIR addresses the impacts and mitigation 

measures that the area stakeholders would need to comply with in order to implement the water supply 
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program outlined in the WFA. The Final EIR for the WFA was certified on November 23, 1999. The 

findings of that EIR, and the accompanying Water Forum Action Plan, outlined a program whereby 

water delivery could be supplied to area stakeholders through the year 2030, provided that a permanent 

pumping plant is constructed at Auburn and the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project diversion 

facilities are constructed. The WFA EIR is hereby incorporated by reference into this EIR. The full WFA 

EIR is available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, California. 

Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  

General Plan 

The City of Roseville General Plan includes several policies relating to water supply and distribution. 

Refer to Appendix C for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. 

Urban Water Management Plan 

The City has prepared and adopted an Urban Water Management Plan. The purpose of this plan has 

been previously described in this section. As indicated in that discussion, water demand associated with 

the SOI Amendment Area is not included in the plan, and the City will need to update the UWMP to 

reflect adjusted demand projections caused by the revised demand factors. A copy of the 2002 UWMP is 

available for review at the City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Department), 2005 Hilltop Circle, 

Roseville, California. 

Water Master Plan 

The City of Roseville has developed minimum operating goals for the planning of backbone potable 

water facilities. These criteria are used to ensure that subsequent distribution systems are not undersized 

when designed and constructed. Distribution systems must also be sized to provide adequate fire flows 

at minimum residual pressures that meet or exceed flows specified by the Insurance Services Office, Inc. 

(ISO) and Roseville Fire Department. 

City Improvement Standards 

Section 8 of the City’s Improvement Standards (1993) provides engineering design criteria of the 

domestic water system that would serve the proposed SOI Amendment Area. The standards identify 

relevant regulations, professional standards (e.g., American Water Works Association), water supply 
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quality, operating pressures, required fire flows, transmission system design, and distribution system 

sizing and location.285 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The water supply for the WRSP Area would consist of a combination of sources for wet and dry year 

scenarios. Nonpotable (recycled) water will be used for irrigation purposes in both wet and dry years. 

Potable water for the WRSP would be obtained from the City’s existing contracts with PCWA and the 

USBR, as well as a new contract for 3,200 acre feet per year from the SJWD. 

Water will be distributed within the WRSP Area via a looping system that parallels collector and arterial 

roadways on a transmission main grid. The transmission and distribution system consists of 12-inch to 

24-inch diameter mains. Four groundwater supply wells are planned to ensure water supply service 

during shortages and in emergency situations. 

Placer County Water Agency 

The Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) was created in 1957 by a special Act of the State Legislature 

(“Placer County Water Agency Act”). This Act gives the PCWA Countywide authority with powers 

associated with water. The boundary of the PCWA encompasses over 1,400 square miles, all of which is 

located in Placer County. The PCWA is also designated as a local agency and an independent “special 

district” encompassing all of Placer County.286 In addition to providing untreated surface water to the 

City of Roseville, the PCWA is also the lead agency for the West Placer Groundwater Management Plan, 

which is described in more detail in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water). 

4.11.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

Wate r  Supply  Assumpt ions  

Water Demand 

Water demand for the proposed project was developed using the revised demand factors listed in 

Table 4.11-3 and applying those factors to the proposed land uses. The water demand data for the project 

were calculated by MWH and reviewed by City of Roseville staff in conjunction with the preparation of 

this EIR. Assumptions and conclusions of the water demand analysis are presented in Technical 

                                                           
285 City of Roseville, Improvement Standards, 1993, pp. WA-1 to WA-7 
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Memorandum 1—Evaluation of Water System Capacity Water Demands (MWH, February 26, 2002) and 

in Technical Memorandum Task 1—Unit Water Demand Factor Revision (MWH, November 6, 2002). The 

availability of existing water supplies and water supply strategy to meet projected demands, in 

combination with existing and future City commitments, was analyzed by MWH and presented in 

Technical Memorandum 7—Water Supply Strategy (MWH, April 10, 2003), which serves as the basis for 

the project-specific water supply analysis presented in this section and the cumulative analysis in 

Chapter 5. Both technical memoranda are included in Appendix M in this EIR. 

 
Table 4.11-3 Estimated Water Demand 

Land Use Category 
West Roseville Specific Plan 

(AF/year) Remainder Area (AF/year) 
SOI Amendment Area Total 

(AF/year) 

LDR (<3.5 DU/ac) 1,523 — 1,523 

LDR (3.5 to 5.0 DU/ac) 2,339 3,402 5,741 

LMDR (>5.0 to 6.0 DU/ac) 228 — 228 

LMDR (>6.0 to 8.0 DU/ac) 214 356 570 

MDR (>8.0 to 12.0 DU/ac) 157 — 157 

HDR (>12.0 to 16.0 DU/ac) 229 — 229 

HDR (>16.0 DU/ac) 211 323 534 

Commercial/Retail 95 207 302 

Business Professional 57 146 203 

Light Industrial 258 — 258 

Industrial 98 — 98 

Elementary Schools 211 267 478 

High Schools 242 — 242 

Public (Fire Station, etc.) — — — 

Park/Recreation 1,042 623 1,665 

Open Space/Major right-of-way — — — 

Subtotal 6,904 5,324 12,228 

System Losses (2%) 138 107 245 

Total 7,042 5,431 12,473 
SOURCE: Compiled from MWH, Technical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, April 10, 2003, Table 1 

 

Water Supply 

City Environmental Utilities staff and MWH initiated a preliminary evaluation of potential water supply 

alternatives for the SOI Amendment Area in February 2002. The results of the evaluation were reported 

to the Roseville City Council. The preliminary evaluation identified a range of water supply alternatives 

that could provide the City with the ability to ensure long-term, reliable water supplies to the SOI 

Amendment Area while maintaining service to its existing and planned future customers within the 

current City limits. Based on the results, City Council directed staff to more fully develop and evaluate 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
286 Placer County Water Agency, Draft West Groundwater Management Plan, June 23, 1998, p. 7 
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the most promising alternatives and to identify a recommended course of action. In November 2002, 

Environmental Utilities staff and MWH completed a water supply strategy identifying a portfolio of 

water supply sources that could meet the projected water demands of the SOI Amendment Area under 

any hydrologic conditions. The two Technical memoranda included in Appendix R in this EIR, which are 

summarized throughout this analysis, provide additional detail regarding the development of the 

proposed water supply strategy for the SOI Amendment Area. 

The extent to which the identified sources of water can serve the SOI Amendment Area is evaluated in 

this Section. Sources that are already available or planned to be developed by the City and assumed in 

the analysis are: surplus water (4,080 AF/year) the City has determined can be made available to the 

WRSP and Remainder Area from existing supplies as a result of updated City buildout water demand 

estimates; 3,200 AF/year SJWD allocation of PCWA water under contract; and available recycled water 

for landscaping from the PGWWTP (2,638 AF/year), and during dry years, groundwater. The proposed 

Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is a possible source of water supply for the City, but is not 

considered assured, because it has not been designed, funded and is subject to later CEQA/NEPA review. 

Furthermore, because it would be a multi-jurisdictional project, funded by and providing water to a 

number of agencies, the City could not, by itself, ensure that the diversion would be built. 

Impacts of Water Use 

The environmental effects of using these sources of water are also evaluated in this EIR as indicated 

below. 

Impacts of San Juan Water Distr ict  (SJWD) Surface Water Contract Allocation 

The 3,200 AF/year SJWD source of supply is a portion of an existing PCWA surface water supply of 

25,000 AF/year that would be made available through an agreement between Roseville and SJWD. The 

3,200 AF/yr of water to be used within the WRSP Area was analyzed under the 2030 scenarios evaluated 

in the Water Forum EIR (Water Forum Environmental Impact Report, dated July 20, 1999), as discussed 

in Section 5.5 (CEQA Considerations, Cumulative Impacts). The 25,000 AF/yr (which includes the 3,200 

AF) of PCWA water contracted to SJWD was anticipated to be diverted in both the wet and dry year 

scenarios. 

Recycled Water 

Recycled water is proposed to serve landscaping needs along roadways and medians, commercial, office, 

industrial, parks, schools, and multi-family land uses within the SOI Amendment Area. The potential 

environmental effects of supplying recycled water to the WRSP and Remainder Area for landscape 
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irrigation are discussed in Subsection 4.11.3 (Recycled Water) following this Water Supply section. It 

should be noted that the total recycled water assumed for the SOI Amendment Area (2,638 AF/year) is 

less than that assumed in the recycled water analysis (2,839 AF/year). The 2,638 AF/year quantity was an 

estimate included in the water supply studies prepared by MWH and is considered worst-case from an 

available water supply perspective. The 2,839 AF/year quantity was an estimate included in the Hydro-

Science Engineers Recycled Water Study for the WRSP and is considered worst-case from a recycled 

water treatment and conveyance capacity perspective. 

Water Made Available Through Revised Unit  Water Demand Factors (Surplus Water 
from Exist ing Supplies) 

The only environmental effect of the reduced unit water demand factors and associated adjustments to 

buildout demand projections is that it could induce growth that would not otherwise have a source of 

water, such as the proposed project. The effects of making water available to the WRSP and Remainder 

Area are fully evaluated in this EIR. 

Dry-Year Groundwater Supply Impact Analysis 

Impact 4.12-6 in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water) discusses the potential 

physical effects on groundwater resources that could result when groundwater is used in dry years to 

supplement water supplies for the WRSP. Assumptions used in the groundwater impact analysis were 

presented in the Groundwater Impact Report prepared by MWH and provided in Appendix M of this 

document. These assumptions are more fully explained in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and 

Ground Water). 

Sacramento River Water Reliabil i ty Project 

Up to 7,100 AF/year of surface water from the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is required for 

development of the Remainder Area. Additional information about this project is provided in 

Impact 4.11-1. The potential environmental effects of the 7,100 AF/year were not considered within the 

cumulative context of American and Sacramento river diversions evaluated in the WFA EIR but would 

be done as part of further environmental review of that project. Refer to Chapter 5, CEQA 

Considerations—Cumulative Impacts, for a further discussion of the assumptions and conclusions 

related to this diversion. 

Water  T rea tment  

A Master Water Study for the proposed project was prepared by Wood-Rodgers, Inc. to identify and 

adequately size proposed water infrastructure, including water treatment, storage, and distribution. The 
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Master Water Study, which evaluated the hydraulics of potable water supply infrastructure, considered 

the proposed land uses for the WRSP as well as the Remainder Area. The Master Water Study 

incorporated water demand information generated by MWH for the WRSP and water treatment plant 

capacity information developed by City Environmental Utilities staff. Wood-Rodgers used the Hydraulic 

Grade Available in the Raw Water Supply Pipeline report prepared by Boyle Engineering in 1996, in 

combination with the anticipated flow characteristics for the 100-mgd Barton WTP, to estimate design 

velocities and to identify necessary pipeline modifications to accommodate increased flows from Folsom 

Lake that would be conveyed to the Barton Road WTP for treatment. Additional details about pipeline 

assumptions are presented in the Water Master Plan. The results of the treatment capacity evaluation 

have been incorporated into the impact discussion. The Master Water Study is available for review at the 

City Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, California. 

Water  D is t r ibu t ion  and S to rage  

The analysis of potable water storage and distribution effects is based on a technical study prepared for 

the SOI Amendment Area (Master Water Study, May 2003, prepared by Wood-Rodgers), as discussed 

above. Peaking factors were used to simulate worst-case system-operating scenarios and to generate total 

potable water system demands for the WRSP and the Remainder Area. The Wood-Rodgers technical 

study used the City’s current design criteria and standards included in the City’s General Plan Update 

Water System Study for hydraulic modeling to determine pipe and water storage reservoir sizing, 

storage needs, and booster pumping facilities, and to determine impacts to the City’s existing potable 

water distribution system. For purposes of the technical study, it was assumed that maximum day 

demands would be supplied via connections to existing off-site infrastructure east of Fiddyment Road 

and that capacity to wheel a PCWA flow of 10 mgd287 to the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment 

would be maintained. The City H20MAP model was used with estimated demand allocations to the 

perimeter of the SOI Amendment Area to represent the additional demands of the WRSP and Remainder 

Area. Resulting pressures and hydraulic grades were estimated from the water model. 

Distribution systems must also be sized to provide adequate fire flows at minimum residential pressures 

that meet or exceed flows specified by the Insurance Services Officer (ISO) and Fire Department. Wood-

Rodgers contacted the Roseville Fire Marshal to verify fire flow demand requirements. Fire flow 

demands assumed 4,000 gpm for commercial sites, 4,500 gpm for schools, and 2,000 gpm for single-

                                                           
287 An agreement between PCWA and the City of Roseville requires that the City provide capacity in the 24-inch City water line in 
Baseline Road to maintain 10 mgd flow. This water is for use in Placer County south of Baseline Road and is not for City use. (Wood-
Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 31.) 
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family residential development maintained at a minimum-required 20 pounds per square inch (psi) 

residual system pressure at the flowing hydrant. 

Refer to Subsection 4.11.3, immediately following this discussion for information on recycled water 

distribution system assumptions and analysis. 

Remainder  Area  

Development of the Remainder Area is anticipated to generate a demand for water of 5,431 AF/year 

(refer to Table 4.11-3). As previously discussed and illustrated by Table 4.11-5, there would be a surplus 

of 1,764 AF/year from citywide and WRSP supply. This surplus would be made available to the 

Remainder Area. In addition, 1,112 AF/year of recycled water would be available to the Remainder Area, 

which includes that part of the 2,638 AF/year available to the entire SOI Amendment Area minus the 

1,526 AF/year available to the WRSP Area, for landscape irrigation. However, the combined supply 

would not meet total water demand in the Remainder Area while meeting demand associated with the 

WRSP and buildout under the General Plan. As shown in Table 4.11-5, the deficit demand would be 

2,555 AF/year. This is considered a significant impact. 

Compliance with applicable State and local plans and policies associated with water supply would be 

required; however, these would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would do either of the following: 

■ Require new or expanded water entitlements to serve the project 

■ Result in or require the construction or expansion of water treatment, conveyance, and/or storage 
facilities that would create significant environmental effects 

The impact significance determination for water entitlements and resources (first standard listed above) 

considers relevant County and City planning policies and agreements. Specifically, the Development 

Standards in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the SOI Amendment Area (Exhibit C in the 

MOU) assume that surface water will be used to meet water demands of the project. The Guiding 

Principles for development west of Roseville state that the new demand would be met through surface 

water, recycled water, and other off-sets. An implicit assumption in both the MOU and Guiding 

Principles is that groundwater would not be used to meet demand on a regular basis. Nonetheless, the 

City does rely on groundwater in drier and driest years when surface supplies are not available, as 
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discussed in the Environmental Setting. Thus, groundwater could be used. However, the MOU requires 

that groundwater impacts of the project will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level unless both the 

County and City agree that mitigation is infeasible and overriding considerations supported by 

substantial evidence in the record make the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts acceptable. If a 

new or substantially more severe impact occurs with respect to groundwater, the City will determine 

whether additional environmental documentation is necessary as required for compliance with Section 

15162 of the CEQA Guidelines. If additional environmental documentation is necessary, it will be 

completed prior to use of the groundwater. 

 Impacts 
 

IMPACT 4.11-1: AVAILABILITY OF WATER SUPPLIES TO MEET DEMAND IN WET YEARS. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Water Supply Assessment (SB 221 and 610) 
Urban Water Management Planning Act 
Water Conservation Projects Act 
Water Forum Agreement 
City of Roseville and Placer County General Plan Policies 
Urban Water Management Plan 
Water Master Plan/Design Standards 
PCWA 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required MM 4.11-1 (Secure adequate water supply) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant Significant and Unavoidable 
 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would include residential, commercial, business professional, 

light-industrial and industrial uses, and other land uses that would require water. Table 4.11-3 shows 

demand by land use type for the SOI Amendment Area. The total water demand for the SOI Amendment 

Area is estimated to be 12,473 AF/year. This amount includes the 7,042 AF/year needed for the WRSP and 

5,431 AF/year for the Remainder Area. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Table 4.11-4 presents demand data for development of the WRSP Area in combination with demand 

associated with City buildout. Development of the WRSP Area would result in the demand for 7,042 AF 

of water annually (refer to Table 4.11-3). When combined with General Plan buildout demand, the total 

demand would be 58,662 AF/year. 
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Table 4.11-4 Water Demand and Supply: West Roseville Specific Plan,  
Average/Wet Years (Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 Demand Supply 
Surplus (+) or 

Deficit (–) Mitigation 
Mitigation 
Amount 

Surplus or 
Deficit 

City of Roseville 51,620 55,7001 +4,080    

WRSP 7,042 4,7262 –2,316    

City plus WRSP 58,662 60,426  +1,764 None required N/A N/A 
NOTES: 
1. Water Forum Agreement (WFA) allocation for average wet years 
2. Recycled water = 1,526 AF/year; San Juan Water District = 3,200 AF/year 

As indicated in Table 4.11-4, two assured sources of water in average/wet years for the WRSP Area 

would be the SJWD supply (3,200 AF/year) and recycled water for landscape irrigation from PGWWTP 

(1,526 AF/year of the 2,638 AF/year available to the entire SOI Amendment Area). As previously 

discussed, the City has negotiated an MOU with SJWD for 3,200 AF/year during wet years. This SJWD 

allocation is consistent with the WFA, and would be funded by the project applicant. The WRSP includes 

infrastructure necessary to convey recycled water for landscape irrigation to the WRSP Area from 

regional facilities (refer to Impact 4.11-5 for more discussion of recycled water). Therefore, these two 

sources are available to the City under the WFA and can be feasibly obtained without affecting water 

supply for existing customers or buildout of the existing General Plan. 

As previously discussed and as shown in Table 4.11-4, City supply under the WFA (55,700 AF/year) 

would exceed demand associated with buildout of the current General Plan by 4,080 AF/year. The City 

would make 2,316 AF/year of the Citywide surplus available to the WRSP Area. When combined with 

the City’s WFA allocation, there would be a total supply of 60,426 AF/year resulting in a citywide surplus 

of 1,764 AF/year. Figure 4.11-1 (Proposed Water Supply Strategy for West Roseville Specific Plan) 

illustrates the sources of water that would be used for the WRSP. The water supply for the WRSP Area 

would consist of a combination of sources for wet and dry year scenarios. Nonpotable (recycled) water 

will be used for irrigation purposes in both wet and dry years. Potable water for the WRSP would be 

obtained from the City’s existing contracts with PCWA and the USBR, as well as a new contract for 3,200 

acre feet per year from the SJWD. 

In addition, compliance with State regulations such as the requirement of a Water Supply Assessment 

that would ensure compliance with SB 221 and 610, the Urban Water Management Planning Act, and the 

Water Conservation Projects Act would address potential impacts to water supply and distribution. 

Further, local regulations, such as the Water Forum Agreement, City of Roseville and Placer County 

General Plan Policies, the Urban Water Management Plan, the Water Master Plan/Design Standards, as 

well as compliance with the PCWA, include additional principles and policies associated with water 

supply needs. 
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Figure 4.11-1 Proposed Water Supply Strategy for West Roseville Specific Plan 
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Because City and WRSP water supply would be sufficient to meet buildout demand in wet years, and no 

new surface water (beyond the 3,200 AF/year SJWD contract) or groundwater supplies would be needed 

for development of the WRSP, this is considered a less-than-significant impact for the WRSP. 

 
Table 4.11-5 Water Demand and Supply: Remainder Area Average/Wet Years 

(Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 Demand Supply 
Surplus (+) or 

Deficit (–) Mitigation 
Mitigation 
Amount 

Surplus or 
Deficit 

City plus WRSP 58,662 60,426  +1,764    

Remainder Area 5,431 1,1121 –4,319    

City plus Total SOI 64,093 61,538 –2,555 MM 4.11-1: Secure Adequate Water 
Supply2 7,1003 +4,545 

NOTES: 
1. Recycled water = 1,112 AF/year 
2. This source is not assured because the City is not the only jurisdiction involved with its construction 
3. City of Roseville portion of Sacramento River Water Reliability Project 

 

Consistent with City development policies, groundwater could not be used to support development in 

wet/average years, so the shortfall would need to be met from other sources. Therefore, MM 4.11-1 

requires that water be obtained from the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project (or from another as-

yet-unidentified source) to provide enough water to serve the Remainder Area, in combination with the 

WRSP and General Plan buildout demand. MM 4.11-1 requires that the water supply must be secured 

prior to City adoption of any development approvals for the Remainder Area. With the exception of the 

proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability Project, no other potential sources of surface water supply 

have been identified for the Remainder Area to make up this deficit. 

If constructed, the proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability Project would divert, treat, and deliver 

water from the Sacramento River. This project could include the following diversion amounts: up to 

35,000 AF/year for the benefit of PCWA, up to 7,100 AF/year for the City of Roseville, up to 29,000 

AF/year for the Sacramento Suburban Water District (SSWD, a consolidation of the Northridge Water 

District and the Arcade Water District), and up to 58,000 AF/year for the City of Sacramento. The City 

could make a portion of the 7,100 AF/year supply available to the Remainder Area to supplement 

planned surface water supplies if the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is constructed. 

The PCWA, SSWD, and City of Sacramento diversions of Sacramento River supply were included in the 

hydrologic modeling in the WFA EIR for purposes of identifying potential cumulative flow-related 

environmental impacts for wet/average, drier, and driest years for year 2030.288 However, the 7,100 

                                                           
288 Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-1a 
and Section 4.1, Modeling Assumptions, Table 4.1-2 
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AF/year supply for the City of Roseville was not included in the flow modeling, and the site-specific 

environmental effects of construction and operating the diversion facilities from the American River (as 

fully discussed in Environmental Setting of Section 4.11.2), including components that would divert and 

convey the 7,100 AF/year for Roseville, were not evaluated in the programmatic WFA EIR because the 

specific locations, design, and operating characteristics of all facility components had not yet been 

identified at the time the WFA EIR was publicly circulated and certified. In 2002/03, feasibility and 

environmental studies were initiated by PCWA and USBR to evaluate the feasibility of diversion 

locations and potential environmental effects of operating the diversion. Three potential diversion 

locations on the Sacramento River have been identified: Elkhorn (near Elverta Road at River Mile 73.3), 

Sankey (near the confluence with the Natomas Cross Canal), and Feather River near Nicolaus.289 

Facilities that would be necessary to convey water from the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project to 

the City of Roseville for use in the Remainder Area would include a water treatment plant near the point 

of diversion, storage facilities, pump stations, and transmission lines. The final location of these facilities, 

including in-the-ground improvements connecting the diversion facility to City of Roseville water 

distribution lines, would depend on which design alternative is selected. To the extent that development 

of the Remainder Area would incrementally contribute to the increase in the amount of diversions from 

the Sacramento River and the need for construction and operation of the proposed water treatment plant 

and storage facilities at the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project and distribution system 

improvements, the surface water diversion to meet Remainder Area water demands could result in 

significant environmental impacts that have not yet been identified or mitigated. The impacts from 

development of these facilities could include short-term construction-related impacts such as 

construction equipment criteria air pollutant emissions, increased noise levels, disturbance of biological 

and/or cultural resources, and construction site runoff effects on water quality. Operational effects could 

include flow-related effects on aquatic and terrestrial resources, changes in visual elements along the 

river, noise from the treatment plant, impacts to recreation, and growth-inducement. Specific mitigation 

measures to address significant impacts related to the proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project, if any, have not been identified. 

The proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is not expected to be operational until at least 

2010, so this water may not be available should portions of the Remainder Area develop before 2010. It 

would be economically infeasible for the City to develop the 7,100-AF/year diversion and the necessary 

water treatment facility without participation of other local and federal sponsors. Because the ability to 

construct and operate the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is outside the jurisdiction and 

                                                           
289 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, informational brochure, 2003 
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authority of the City of Roseville, and the project has not been approved nor subject to environmental 

review under CEQA/NEPA, it cannot be considered an assured source of water for the Remainder Area 

at this time. 

A Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for a Draft Feasibility Report/EIR/EIS for the Sacramento River 

Water Reliability Project was published August 15, 2003. The current timeline for the Sacramento River 

Water Reliability Project indicates that the Draft EIR/EIS for the diversion project should be available in 

late 2004 or early 2005.290 

As no other source has been identified, the feasibility and environmental effects of using surface water 

other than the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project cannot be determined at this time. 

Because there is no assured source of water supply to meet future demand for the Remainder Area, this 

is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-2: AVAILABILITY OF WATER SUPPLIES TO MEET DEMAND IN DRY YEARS. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Water Supply Assessment (SB 221 and 610) 
Urban Water Management Planning Act 
Water Conservation Projects Act 
Water Forum Agreement 
City of Roseville and Placer County General Plan Policies 
Urban Water Management Plan 
Water Master Plan/Design Standards 
PCWA 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-2 Reduced groundwater 
extraction for dry years (WRSP) 

MM 4.11-1 (Secure adequate water 
supply) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant Significant and Unavoidable 

 

During dry years, in accordance with the WFA and consistent with City practice, water conservation 

measures would be required, which would reduce water demand in the SOI Amendment Area to 11,850 

AF/year (a reduction of approximately 623 AF/year compared to wet years, or five percent). For both wet 

and dry years, the project assumes a five percent reduction in water demand due to the use of water 

conservation measures. While the City assumes a ten percent reduction in water demand due to water 

conservation measures, this project assumes a lesser reduction because many structural water 
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conservation features have already been incorporated into the project design. The SOI Amendment Area 

water demand consists of 6,690 AF/year needed for the WRSP and 5,160 AF/year for the Remainder Area. 

At buildout of the General Plan, City dry year demand is estimated to be 46,120 AF/year, assuming a 

5,500 AF/year reduction due to conservation measures. 

As shown in Table 4.11-6, the City’s dry-year supplies would total 50,200 AF/year, which would exceed 

General Plan buildout demand by 4,080 AF/year. As outlined in the WFA MOU, this is expected to be the 

minimum amount of water that will be available to the City of Roseville. In years that have been 

categorized as dry years, additional surface water supplies will be available based on the ramping of the 

surface water supply as outlined in the WFA. The City has determined a portion of the supply could be 

made available to the SOI Amendment Area without adversely affecting other customers, assuming 

implementation of extraordinary water conservation measures (which are required in the City’s response 

to Stage Three through Stage Five drought conditions). 

 
Table 4.11-6 Water Demand and Supply: SOI Amendment Area, Dry Years  

(Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 Demand Supply 
Surplus (+) or 

Deficit (–) Mitigation 
Mitigation 
Amount 

Surplus or 
Deficit 

City of Roseville 46,1201 50,2002 +4,080    

SOI Amendment 11,8503 2,6384 -9,212    

City plus SOI Amendment 52,970 52,838 -5,132 MM 4.11-1: Secure Adequate 
Water Supply2 7,100 +1,968 

NOTES: 
1. Assumes 5,500 AF/year reduction in demand due to conservation measures, including rationing during severe drought (MWH TM 7, page 4). 
2. WFA surface water allocation for dry years=39,800 AF/year; recycled water=3,000 AF/year; groundwater=7,400 AF/year (MWH TM 7, page 3) 
3. Assumes 5 percent reduction in demand compared to wet years 
4. Recycled water = 1,526 AF/year; no water would be available from SJWD in dry years. 

 

The water supply sources for the SOI Amendment Area during the dry year conditions would differ 

from wet years. Figure 4.11-2 (Proposed Water Supply Strategy for SOI Amendment Area) illustrates the 

sources of supply for the SOI Amendment Area in dry years. The 3,200 AF/year SJWD water would not 

be available during dry years, but recycled water (2,638 AF/year) would be available for landscape 

irrigation. Even with the surplus of 4,080 AF/year and recycled water, an additional 5,132 AF/year of 

water would be needed in dry years for the SOI Amendment Area. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
290 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, informational brochure, 2003 



4.11-33

4.11  Publ ic  Ut i l i t ies  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

Figure 4.11-2  Proposed Water Supply Strategy for SOI Amendment Area 
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West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

During dry years, in accordance with the WFA and consistent with City practice, water conservation 

measures would be required in the WRSP Area. As reflected in Table 4.11-7, the estimated dry year 

WRSP Area demand would be 6,690 AF/year, which reflects conservation of 352 AF/year (or 5 percent). 

The combined demand of the WRSP and the City at General Plan buildout would be 52,810 AF/year. 

 
Table 4.11-7 Water Demand and Supply: West Roseville Specific Plan, Dry Years  

(Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 Demand Supply 
Surplus (+) or 

Deficit (–) Mitigation 
Mitigation 
Amount 

Surplus or 
Deficit 

City of Roseville 46,1201 50,2002 +4,080/ 
2,3165    

WRSP 6,6903 1,5264 –5,164    

City plus WRSP 52,810 51,726 –1,084/ 
–2,8485 

MM 4.11-2: Reduced groundwater 
extraction for dry years (WRSP) 2,8485 0 

NOTES: 
1. Assumes 5,500 AF/year reduction in demand due to conservation measures, including rationing during severe drought (MWH TM 7, page 4). 
2. WFA surface water allocation for dry years=39,800 AF/year; recycled water=3,000 AF/year; groundwater=7,400 AF/year (MWH TM 7, page 3) 
3. Assumes 5 percent reduction in demand compared to wet years 
4. Recycled water = 1,526 AF/year; no water would be available from SJWD in dry years. 
5. Only 2,316 AF/year of the 4,080 surplus would be made available to the WRSP; therefore, the total amount of additional supply that would need to be developed 

by the WRSP is 2,848 AF/year 

 

The City’s dry year supply is limited to 50,200 AF/year, which would exceed City demand (without the 

WRSP) by 4,080 AF/year. As discussed under Impact 4.11-1, the City has determined it can provide 2,316 

AF/year of the 4,080 AF/year of surplus water to the WRSP from existing City supplies. The 3,200 

AF/year SJWD water would not be available during dry years for the WRSP, but approximately 1,526 

AF/year of recycled water would be used for landscape irrigation. With the recycled water supply and 

water provided by the City, the total WRSP demand would still exceed supply by 2,848 AF/year (refer to 

Table 4.11-7). 

Groundwater could be used to supplement supplies for the WRSP Area during dry and driest years, 

consistent with existing City (and regional) practice. As illustrated by Table 4.11-7, if 2,848 AF/year of 

groundwater (in addition to the 7,400 AF/year of groundwater included in the City’s WFA dry-year 

supply) is used to make up the shortfall created by the WRSP, there would be sufficient water to meet the 

needs of both the City and the WRSP Area. Based on 70 years of historic data, which included the 1977 

drought of record, the results of hydrologic modeling suggest that groundwater would only be required 

in 12 of 70 years, or 17 percent of the time.291 

                                                           
291 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p. 5-1 
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The West Roseville Guiding Principles and City-County MOU Development Standards assume that new 

development west of the City of Roseville would only rely on surface water supplies unless it can be 

demonstrated that the use of groundwater can be mitigated to less-than significant level, if feasible. The 

use of groundwater in dry years, although infrequent and consistent with current City practice, would, 

therefore, represent expansion of an existing water resource. This is considered a significant impact. 

In addition, compliance with State regulations such as the requirement of a Water Supply Assessment 

that would ensure compliance with SB 221 and 610, the Urban Water Management Planning Act, and the 

Water Conservation Projects Act would address potential impacts to water supply and distribution. 

Further, local regulations, such as the Water Forum Agreement, City of Roseville and Placer County 

General Plan Policies, the Urban Water Management Plan, the Water Master Plan/Design Standards, as 

well as compliance with the PCWA, include additional principles and policies associated with water 

supply needs. 

Implementation of MM 4.11-2 would ensure that groundwater use would not result in a reduction in 

available supply by requiring that the aquifer be replenished and that hydrologic modeling be used to 

demonstrate that groundwater supply would not be affected by the WRSP. Two options for replenishing 

the groundwater aquifer have been identified by the City: (1) an in-lieu groundwater banking program 

accomplished by the reduction or non-use of groundwater used for agricultural lands currently irrigated 

with groundwater in the project vicinity (e.g., Reason Farms) in dry years or (2) an aquifer storage and 

recovery (ASR) program. 

For the WRSP, dry-year groundwater use mitigation would be accomplished by the City’s commitment 

to forego the extraction of up to 1,830 acre-feet per year from the Reason Farms property. The City is 

acquiring and has set aside funds for the 1,500-acre Reason Farms property located north and west of the 

SOI Amendment Area for a regional stormwater retention facility. Approximately 560 acres of Reason 

Farms will be taken out of production to accommodate this facility. The City could choose to take all or a 

portion of the remaining irrigated acreage (up to 940 additional acres) out of production as well. The City 

may then extract groundwater from the site for overlying uses, appropriate for municipal purposes, or 

“bank” it by choosing to forego extraction of all or a portion of its annual legal entitlement. The City’s 

commitment from the Reason Farms property in a dry year would fully offset the anticipated 

groundwater extraction under the City’s proposed water supply strategy for meeting WRSP dry-year 

water demands.293 (Refer to Impact 4.12-6 in Section 4.12 [Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water] 

                                                           
292 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft June 2003, pp. 5–7 
293 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft June 2003, pp. 6-1 
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for a detailed discussion of potential environmental impacts of groundwater use and fallowing/land 

retirement mitigation.) 

The City is currently investigating the feasibility of operating an aquifer storage recovery system (ASR). 

With the ASR system, surplus treated surface water would be injected into the subsurface aquifer 

through wells and stored during wet-weather years and during off-peak production periods. The stored 

water would then be withdrawn on an as-needed basis during dry years. The ultimate sources and mix 

of water supplies adopted in the overall water supply strategy would affect the requirements of, and 

potential need for, an ASR program. With an ASR program, it is anticipated that more water would be 

injected into the groundwater than would be withdrawn. The City is conducting a pilot program to 

determine the feasibility of an ASR program, but the results may not be available until late 2004, so it is 

assumed that the ASR program would not be available to serve the WRSP Area. Further, the ASR 

program would require an approved plan that identifies appropriate implementation measures, a 

mechanism to monitor effectiveness (which has not yet been developed), a well injection permit from the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, and appropriate environmental review under CEQA. 

Accordingly, this EIR does not rely on the use of an ASR system to mitigate the WRSP’s potential impacts 

to groundwater. 

With implementation of MM 4.11-2, this impact would be less than significant, because there would be 

no net reduction in the aquifer from dry-year groundwater extraction. 

Remainder  Area  

As indicated in Table 4.11-8, dry year water demand in the Remainder Area would be 5,160 AF/year, 

which includes a reduction of approximately 271 AF/year (or 5 percent) from the wet year demand to 

account for more stringent conservation efforts required during drought conditions as established in the 

City’s UWMP. The combined demand of the Remainder Area, the WRSP, and City General Plan buildout 

would be 57,970 AF/year, or 5,131 AF/year more than available supply (refer to Table 4.11-7). As 

discussed in Impact 4.11-1, the City has determined it can provide 1,764 AF/year of the 4,080 AF/year of 

surplus water to the Remainder Area from existing City supplies. In addition, approximately 1,112 

AF/year of recycled water for landscape irrigation would be available to the Remainder Area from 

regional facilities. With the recycled water supply, the total Remainder Area demand would still exceed 

supply by 4,048 AF/year. This is considered a significant impact. 

Compliance with applicable State and local plans and policies associated with water supply described 

above would be required; however, these would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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Implementation of MM 4.11-1 would require that, to meet City buildout and ensure there would be no 

net effect on supply, water would be obtained from the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project (also 

known as the Sacramento River Diversion Project). Because the Sacramento River project would be 

required for the Remainder Area in wet years (the majority of years), and it would be adequate to meet 

dry year demand as well, no other source of water is considered for dry years. 

 
Table 4.11-8 Water Demand and Supply: Remainder Area, Dry Years 

 (Acre-Feet Per Year) 

 Demand Supply 
Surplus (+) or 

Deficit (–) Mitigation 
Mitigation 
Amount Surplus or Deficit 

City plus WRSP 52,810 51,726 –1,0841/ 
–2,8482    

Remainder Area 5,1603 1,1124 –4,048    

City plus Total SOI 57,970 52,838 –5,1315/ 
–6,896 

MM 4.11-1: Secure 
Adequate Water Supply 7,1003 1,969/204 

NOTES: 
1. Only 1,764 AF/year of the 4,079 surplus would be made available to the Remainder Area so the amount of additional supply that would need to be developed by 

the Remainder Area is 5,132 
2. Only 2,316 AF/year of the 4,079 surplus would be made available to the WRSP, so the total amount of additional supply that would need to be developed by the 

WRSP is 2,848 AF/year 
3. Assumes 5 percent reduction compared to wet years 
4. Recycled water = 1,112 AF/year 
5. City of Roseville portion of Sacramento River Reliability Project 

 

If the proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is approved and constructed, it could supply 

up to 7,100 AF/year. to the City, which would be sufficient to meet Remainder Area demand. However, 

as discussed in Impact 4.11-1 for the Remainder Area, the diversion project has not been approved, so it 

is uncertain at this time whether and when it would be constructed. Therefore, this impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-3: CAPACITY OF WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM TO MEET POTABLE 

DEMAND. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Water Master Plan 
City Improvement Standards 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required MM 4.11-3 (Treatment plant capacity policies) 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant Significant and Unavoidable 

 

Water treatment for the City of Roseville is provided at the Barton Road WTP. The existing treatment 

plant has a capacity 60 mgd, and experienced peak demands of 49.5 mgd in July 2002. Two expansions to 

the Barton Road WTP are planned: an expansion to 75 mgd would be completed by mid-2006 and an 



4.11-39

4.11  Publ ic  Ut i l i t ies  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

expansion to 100 mgd would be completed by mid-2010. While the SOI Amendment demand of 8.78 mgd 

(17.56 mgd peak day demand) would exceed the existing capacity of the Barton Road Water Treatment 

Plant in combination with existing demands, the SOI Amendment Area would not be built out for 

decades. In fact, construction is not estimated to begin until 2004/2005 and occupancy within the WRSP 

portion is not likely to occur until after the first expansion to the Barton Road WTP is completed. 

Therefore, demand for water treatment must be considered in the context of existing entitlements and 

buildout of the City’s current General Plan. 

The Water Master Plan contains criteria used to ensure that subsequent water facility distribution 

systems are adequately designed and constructed. In addition, City improvement standards provides 

engineering design criteria of the domestic water system that would serve the proposed SOI Amendment 

Area. 

The WTP Master Plan-approved design capacity of 100 mgd at the Barton Road WTP is sufficient to meet 

buildout demand for areas within the existing City limits as demonstrated by the City’s Urban Water 

Master Plan, which shows that buildout demands are less than the 100 mgd of the planned plant 

capacity. Any water supply required beyond 100 mgd cannot be provided through Roseville facilities 

due to infrastructure and water supply constraints. Development of the entire SOI Amendment Area, in 

combination with other planned development in the City through buildout, would increase the demand 

for water treatment for potable uses to approximately 107.12 mgd at the Barton Road WTP.294 If the 

Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is constructed, which would include up to 10 mgd treatment 

capacity for Roseville, the total treatment demand for the Barton Road WTP could be maintained below 

the 100-mgd WTP master plan.  

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Development of the WRSP Area, in combination with other City demand for water treatment, would 

result in an average/wet year water treatment demand at the Barton Road WTP of approximately 99.41 

mgd.295 This would not exceed the planned 100-mgd capacity of the Barton Road WTP. In dry years, 

when water levels in Folsom Lake would be approaching 392 feet, the City’s diversions from Folsom 

Lake would be limited to 39,800 AF/year, and the 3,200 AF/year SJWD untreated surface supply would 

                                                           
294 Treatment demand developed by City of Roseville staff, as follows: City buildout water demand treatment (50,162 AF/year, which 
consists of City buildout water demand of 51,621 AF/year minus current recycled water use of 1,458 AF/year) + SOI surface water (9,835 
AF/year, which consists of 3,200 AF/year of SJWD supply plus 4,080 AF/year of surplus water made available to the SOI Amendment Area 
plus 2,555 AF/year required to meet the demands of the SOI Amendment Area and City buildout conditions) = 59,992 AF/year = 53.56 
mgd Average Day demand or 107.12 mgd Peak Day. 
295 Potable water treatment demand for the Barton Road WTP was estimated as follows: General Plan buildout potable demand 89.56 mgd 
+ WRSP potable demand 9.85 mgd = 99.41 mgd total potable peak demand for the City plus WRSP Area.  
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not be available to the WRSP Area, so the capacity of 96 mgd provided through the USBR pumping 

facility would not be a constraint. These deliveries, therefore, would not be included in the treatment 

demand total during dry years. In addition, conservation measures would be imposed for the City and 

WRSP Area. The combination of these factors would reduce the amount of water requiring treatment at 

the Barton Road WTP for buildout of the City’s General Plan and the WRSP to 71.06 mgd.296 This would 

be well below the 96-mgd pump capacity limit. Therefore, water treatment impacts for the WRSP would 

be less than significant. 

Remainder  Area  

If the Remainder Area was developed at levels similar to those proposed in the WRSP, at buildout, the 

Remainder Area would contribute to treatment demand. When considered with the City General Plan 

buildout and the WRSP Area demand, the need for treatment as a result of developing the Remainder 

Area would be approximately 107.12 mgd in wet years, which would exceed the WTP planned capacity 

of 100 mgd. This is a significant impact. In dry years, the potable treatment demand would be 71.06 mgd, 

which reflects reductions in surface water deliveries, as described for the WRSP, so capacity would not 

be exceeded. 

Water treatment for the Remainder Area could be provided by the City’s allotment of treatment capacity 

at the proposed Sacramento River Water Reliability Project. Implementation of MM 4.11-3 would ensure 

that sufficient treatment capacity is available prior to each phase of Remainder Area development 

without affecting existing City commitments, and that there is a mechanism to fund the Remainder 

Area’s contribution to the incremental demand for potable water treatment. However, this would not 

reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level because the diversion project has not been approved, 

and environmental documentation under CEQA has not been completed. Therefore, the impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable. 

                                                           
296 Dry-year treatment demand for the Barton Road WTP and USBR Folsom Pumping Plant Capacity were estimated as follows: City 
surface supply limited to 39,800 AF/year = 71.06 mgd maximum day treatment demand. 
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IMPACT 4.11-4: EXTENSION OF EXISTING POTABLE WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Water Master Plan 
City Improvement Standards 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required MM 4.11-4 (Potable water storage facility policies) 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water would be distributed within the WRSP Area via a looping system that parallels collector and 

arterial roadways on a transmission main grid. The transmission and distribution system consists of 12-

inch to 24-inch diameter mains. Four ground water supply wells are planned to ensure water supply 

service during shortages and in emergency situations.  

Development of the WRSP would result in a total average annual daily potable water demand of 

approximately 4,371 gpm.297 The results of the hydraulic modeling presented in the Master Water Study 

identified the necessary infrastructure improvements to serve proposed development in the WRSP Area 

while taking into consideration existing service and capacity limits. These components are described 

below. 

To connect the WRSP Area to the City’s existing potable water system, two major off-site water mains in 

the Del Webb development to the east of the WRSP Area would be extended west to Fiddyment Road. A 

24-inch connection would be made at the intersection of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Del Webb Boulevard. 

It would be extended along the Blue Oaks Boulevard west approximately 2,600 feet to Fiddyment Road, 

where a new 24-inch main to serve the WRSP Area would connect. An existing 24-inch main in Del Webb 

Boulevard would be extended approximately 1,100 feet west to Fiddyment Road, to connect with a new 

24-inch line in the WRSP Area. Two other points of connection (an existing 16-inch line in Pleasant Grove 

Road and an existing 24-inch line in Baseline Road) would not require extension because these lines 

already extend to Fiddyment Road.298 All water pipeline extensions would be installed in existing or 

planned roadways. 

                                                           
297 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 14 
298 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, 
Figures 2-1 and 6-1 
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Potential environmental effects that could occur as result of installation of these off-site improvements 

are addressed in Section 4.4 (Air Quality), Section 4.5 (Noise), Section 4.7 (Biological Resources), 

Section 4.8 (Cultural Resources), and Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality and Ground Water). 

The on-site potable water distribution system would be a looped system following the major arterial and 

collector street alignments. The sizes of major distribution mains would range from 12 inches to 24 

inches. Smaller distribution mains within subdivisions would consist primarily of 8-inch and 12-inch 

lines surrounding schools, commercial areas, and high-density residential uses. Figure 4.11-3 (West 

Roseville Specific Plan Water Distribution System, Storage Tanks, and Well Locations) shows the 

planned water system if it were built as a single phase.299 Phasing plans would be developed to ensure 

that looping of infrastructure is maintained during development of the WRSP Area and that fire flow and 

levels of service are maintained. 

The Master Water Plan identified that approximately 6.0 million gallons of treated water storage would be 

required to supply operational flow (2.47 million gallons), emergency flow (2.47 million gallons), and fire 

flow (1.08 million gallons) potable water demands. This amount assumes no emergency, operational, or 

fire flow storage capacity in the existing City system to serve the SOI Amendment Area.300 

To provide up to 6.0 million gallons of storage, a 5.1-acre parcel has been designated on the WRSP land 

use plan to accommodate two potable water tanks and a booster pump station. The parcel is located 

south of the PGWWTP west of Phillip Road (refer to Figure 4.11-3). The booster pump station would 

supply demands in excess of the WRSP maximum day demands.301 Refer to Section 4.13 (Aesthetics and 

Visual Resources) for a discussion of visual impacts related to the storage tanks. Construction-related air 

quality and noise effects of tank installation (as part of development of the WRSP) are addressed within 

the overall context of construction-related impacts in Impact 4.4-1 in Section 4.4 (Air Quality) and in 

Impact 4.5-1 in Section 4.5 (Noise). 

Four groundwater wells would be installed in the WRSP Area (two in Phase 1, one in Phase 3, and one in 

Phase 4). Preliminary locations are shown in Figure 4.11-3. These wells would be used to provide 

groundwater only in dry years or emergency events when surface water supplies are not sufficient to 

meet demand, as described in Impact 4.11-2. Chlorination and fluoridation would be provided at the 

wellhead. Refer to Impact 4.9-1 in Section 4.9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) for a discussion of  

                                                           
299 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 28 
and Figure 6-1 
300 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 25 
301 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 25 



FIGURE 4.11-3

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 2000'
West Roseville Specific Plan Water Distribution System,
Storage Tanks, and Well Locations
Source: West Roseville Specific Plan 2003 City of Roseville
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potential effects associated with treatment facilities. Potential impacts on groundwater resources are 

discussed in Impact 4.12-6 in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater). Construction-

related air quality and noise effects of well installation are addressed within the overall context of 

construction-related impacts in Impact 4.4-1 in Section 4.4 (Air Quality) and in Impact 4.5-1 in Section 4.5 

(Noise). 

With the added demand of the WRSP Area to the City system at General Plan buildout, pressures and 

water main velocities would be affected slightly. The addition of the WRSP Area under maximum day 

demand would not result in an exceedance of the City’s 6 feet per second (fps) maximum day velocity 

criterion, but it would cause the 6 fps criterion to be slightly exceeded for peak hour demand at the 

locations identified in the Environmental Setting. Water system pressures would also decrease during 

maximum day conditions by approximately 2 to 4 psi at a few locations. These locations would be 

affected under City General Plan buildout conditions even if the WRSP Area were not developed.302 City 

staff do not consider the minor increases in velocity and slight decreases in water pressure substantial 

and are continuing to evaluate what, if any, improvements are necessary to correct the existing condition, 

as noted in the Setting.303 Distribution system modifications, which would take into account the effect of 

WRSP demand, would be limited in extent and would be within existing roadway alignments and 

developed areas, which would not result in substantial construction-related air emissions or noise levels 

that would result in significant environmental effects. 

The Water Master Plan contains criteria used to ensure that subsequent water facility distribution 

systems are adequately designed and constructed. In addition, City improvement standards provides 

engineering design criteria of the domestic water system that would serve the proposed SOI Amendment 

Area. Prior to, or in conjunction with, approval of the tentative maps for the WRSP, the final design of 

the potable water distribution and storage facilities would require City approval. This would ensure that 

the facilities would be designed, located, and constructed in accordance with City standards; therefore, 

the impact would be less than significant. 

Remainder  Area  

If the Remainder Area was developed at densities and intensities similar to those proposed in the WRSP, 

this would result in a total average annual daily potable water demand of approximately 3,416 gpm.304 

                                                           
302 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, pp. 33–
38 
303 Ed Kriz, written notes, June 19, 2003 
304 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 14 



4.11-45

4.11  Publ ic  Ut i l i t ies  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

Additional potable water distribution pipelines, storage tanks, and wells for dry-year supply would be 

needed. It is assumed the Remainder Area would connect to the WRSP potable water supply 

infrastructure. The hydraulic modeling for the WRSP considered development of the Remainder Area in 

determining on-site pipeline diameters and flows, based on general land use assumptions, to ensure level 

of service criteria would be met. Therefore, development of the Remainder Area, in combination with the 

WRSP Area, is not expected to require upsizing of proposed major water mains in the WRSP Area to 

meet operational, emergency, or fire flow demands.305 It is assumed the on-site distribution system in the 

Remainder Area, which would consist of 12- to 24-inch lines, would connect to mains in Blue Oaks 

Boulevard, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and Baseline Road.306 Existing City infrastructure was not 

considered for impacts of Remainder Area water demands because the supply was assumed to come 

from the Sacramento River and, therefore, would not be conveyed through existing City facilities. 

The total storage demand for the Remainder Area is 4.0 million gallons (mg).307 This storage volume and 

associated booster pump capacity were accounted for in the siting and design of the potable water 

storage tanks on the five-acre parcel south of the PGWWTP. Options for increasing the amount of storage 

from the 6.0 mg required for the WRSP Area could include constructing larger tanks initially during 

development of the WRSP Area or adding new tanks to the WRSP Area. Additional booster pump 

capacity could be provided by designing the WRSP booster pump facility to allow for future expansion. 

Without such facilities, the amount of water needed to serve the operational, emergency, or fire flow 

demands of the Remainder Area may be insufficient. This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Implementation of MM 4.11-4 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 

appropriate tank sizing and booster pump capacity for the Remainder Area is incorporated into the 

siting and design of the proposed WRSP water storage facilities, or that an alternate site is identified in 

the Remainder Area and incorporated into any eventual tentative map. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.11-1 Secure adequate water supply for wet and dry years (Impact 4.11-1 and Impact 4.11-2 
— Remainder Area). 

Specific plans and/or development proposals for the Remainder Area shall 
identify a source of surface water supply sufficient to serve Remainder Area 
development. At this time, it is anticipated that the source would be the 

                                                           
305 Brett Williams, Wood Rodgers, Inc., personal communication, September 26, 2002 
306 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, Figure 
6-1 
307 Wood Rodgers Inc., Draft Water Master Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (Fiddyment Ranch/Westpark Properties), May 2003, p. 26 
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Sacramento River Water Reliability Project. Prior to the City’s approval of any 
plan for the Remainder Area, the applicant shall demonstrate that the 
Sacramento River Water Reliability Project has been subjected to 
environmental review, approved and funded, and that its construction will be 
completed by the time that the water is needed for Remainder Area 
development. The applicant shall contribute a fair share toward the funding of 
the diversion project. 

As an alternative, an applicant may secure another source of surface water. 
Such a source would need to be legally available and sufficient to meet the 
demand of the project, consistent with the Water Forum Agreement and City 
policies and California Water Code Section 10910 et seq. and Government Code 
Section 66473.7 subject to a completed environmental review, approved by the 
agency with jurisdiction over the source, and funded. 

MM 4.11-2  Reduced groundwater extraction of agricultural land during dry years (Impact 4.11-2 
— WRSP) 

As a condition of approval of any Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP Area, and 
to supplement assured supplies, the City shall ensure that groundwater in the 
amount of 2,848 AF/year is available for use in the WRSP Area in dry years by 
reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms. 

MM 4.11-3 Expand treatment plant capacity (Impact 4.11-3 — Remainder Area) 

Prior to City approval of any proposed development projects in the Remainder 
Area, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Roseville 
Environmental Utilities Director that the Sacramento River Water Reliability 
Project water treatment facilities or substantially equivalent facilities approved 
by the City Council will provide the project with sufficient potable water by 
the time construction of the project is to begin. The development application 
for the project shall include a mechanism to fund the project’s pro rata share of 
the construction costs of the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project water 
treatment facilities or alternative approved facilities. 

MM 4.11-4 Potable water storage facility policies (Impact 4.11-4 — Remainder Area) 

Prior to approval of a Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP Area, the maximum 
amount of potable water storage needed to serve the Remainder Area shall be 
identified, taking into consideration WRSP Area demand, existing storage 
capacity, and planned phasing of WRSP Area development. The City shall 
ensure that a sufficient amount of land has been set aside at the proposed 
location for the WRSP Area storage facilities to allow for expansion that could 
accommodate Remainder Area storage needs. Either the booster pumping 
facility shall be designed to allow for possible expansion or, prior to Tentative 
Tract Map approval for the Remainder Area, an alternate site for the storage 
facility shall be identified within the Remainder Area. If an alternate site is 
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selected, it would be subjected to environmental review and designated on 
preliminary land use plans. In addition, the size of the water line that would 
convey water to the tank(s) at an alternate site under low-demand condition 
shall be determined and evaluated. 

RECYCLED WATER 

The use of recycled water has been demonstrated to be an effective means for meeting the demand for 

new water caused by drought conditions and growth in California (Water Code Section 13555.2). 

4.11.5 Environmental Setting 

 Existing Recycled Water Supplies 

Treated wastewater from the Dry Creek WWTP (DCWWTP) located on Dry Creek near the Union Pacific 

Railroad Yard in Roseville produces recycled water for use within the City. Phase I of the City’s recycled 

water plan included providing recycled water from the existing DCWWTP and distribution system to 

Del Webb Specific Plan, Woodcreek Oaks Golf Course, Junction Boulevard Streetscapes, and Elliot Park. 

An existing recycled water pump system at the DCWWTP supplies this system. Phase II, which was 

completed in 2002, added a storage tank, pump station, and distribution pipeline to provide recycled 

water to the Diamond Oaks Golf Course, West Placer CFD No. 1, and several other customers. 

Current average annual wastewater flow to the DCWWTP is approximately 15 mgd.308 The recycled 

water distribution system operates under a Master Water Reclamation Permit (Order No.97-147) issued 

by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This permit outlines specific prohibitions on the 

use of recycled water in the City and places stringent water quality and treatment and disinfection 

standards on the City’s recycled water.309 The SOI Amendment Area is undeveloped and is not connected 

to the existing recycled water distribution system. 

 Planned Recycled Water Supplies 

Recyc led  Wate r  P lann ing  

Current and future recycled water planning efforts for the City of Roseville are described in the Recycled 

Water Distribution System Feasibility Study (April 2000). The study includes estimates of recycled water 

demands, describes recycled water distribution systems, and identifies features associated with the 

                                                           
308 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Table 5 
309 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, Appendix H (Recycled Water Distribution System Feasibility Study 
Excerpts), p. 1-1 



4.11-48 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

phased expansion of the system, including recycled water that will be generated by the PGWWTP when 

it becomes operational in fall/winter 2003. The Feasibility Study was prepared prior to consideration of 

the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. 

Phase III of the City’s recycled water plan, which is anticipated to be constructed by approximately 2005 

after completion of the PGWWTP, anticipates expanding the system further to the remaining customers 

identified in the Feasibility Study. The Phase III project assumes a cumulative total demand of 4,300 

AF/year. As part of the Phase III project, new and existing pipelines would convey recycled water from 

the PGWWTP to the storage tank constructed in Phase II. The Phase III project also identifies a new 20-

inch-diameter pipeline from the PGWWTP to pumping facilities in Fiddyment Road.310 Phase III would 

serve the remaining City of Roseville and regional partner customers. 

As stated above, the Feasibility Study did not consider the SOI Amendment Area. Since some of the 

customers identified in Phase III of the Feasibility Study are also in the SOI Amendment Area, 

reconciliation of existing City demands was necessary. The HydroScience Recycled Study for the WRSP311 

reconciled the existing City demands for Phase III to be 3,211 AF/year in lieu of the 4,300 AF/year 

presented in the Feasibility Study. 

Pleasant  Grove  Was tewate r  T rea tment  P lan t  

The PGWWTP is under construction on the west side of Phillip Road, south of the future extension of 

Blue Oaks Boulevard (refer to Figure 2-3 [West Roseville Specific Plan Land Use Plan] provided in 

Chapter 2 [Project Description]). The PGWWTP will provide tertiary-level treatment through the process 

of screening, grit removal, extended aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, chlorination, and 

dechlorination.312 The plant will provide full nitrification and will produce recycled water that meets Title 

22 regulations for full unrestricted use.313 The first phase of construction of the PGWWTP is anticipated to 

be operational by fall/winter 2003.314 The second phase is anticipated to be operational between 2010 and 

2012.315 The dates for construction of Phase 2 may be adjusted as necessary to meet the demands of new 

wastewater flows and changes in water quality regulations.316 The PGWWTP is anticipated to generate an 

                                                           
310 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, pp. 1–2 
311 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Tables 5 & 6 
312 Montgomery Watson, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan, May 1996, p. ES-21 
313 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
314 Art O’Brien, City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, January 28, 2003 
315 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
316 Montgomery Watson and ESA, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, May 1996, p. 2-47 
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annual average day supply of 5.1 mgd of recycled water in 2005, increasing to 10.8 mgd by 2020, for use 

in the City, before the SOI Amendment Area. 317 

The PGWWTP will require a separate Master Water Reclamation Permit from the RWQCB. The City 

prepared an “Engineering Report on the Production, Distribution, and Use of Recycled Water” in 

accordance with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations for the PGWWTP. The report, which was 

submitted to the Department of Health Services (DHS) and RWQCB for approval in 2000, identifies best 

management practices and measures to ensure that the PGWWTP recycled water plan is consistent with 

Title 22 regulations. 

Regional  Recyc led  Wate r  Fac i l i t i es  

When the PGWWTP becomes operational, recycled water from the PGWWTP and the existing DCWWTP 

will comprise the “regional recycled water facilities” that would produce recycled water for use in the 

City including the SOI Amendment Area if developed, and the City’s regional partners’ service areas. 

The percentage split in wastewater flows between the DCWWTP and the PGWWTP was established in 

the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan 1996 (WWMP). The estimated recycled 

water supply from both the DCWWTP and the PGWWTP before the contribution of wastewater flows 

from the SOI Amendment Area is summarized in Table 4.11-9. 

 
Table 4.11-9 Recycled Water Supply Available from Roseville Regional Facilities 

(Before SOI Amendment) 

Year 

Total Average Annual Supply from 
DCWWTP 

(Flows, in mgd) 

Total Average Annual Supply from 
PGWWTP 

(Flows, in mgd) 

Total Average Annual Recycled Water 
Supply 

(Flows, mgd) 

2002 10.1 5.1 15.2 

2005 12.1 5.6 17.7 

2010 11.1 9.2 20.3 

2015 12.2 10.2 22.4 

2020 13.0 10.8 23.8 

2030 14.3 11.9 26.2 
SOURCE: HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Tables 5 and 6 

 

 Recycled Water Demand 

C i ty  Demand 

Existing demand for recycled water use in the existing City limits is estimated to be approximately 1,458 

AF/year (1.3 mgd average day demand).318 The City’s recycled water model indicates that approximately 

                                                           
317 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan, May 21, 2003, Tables 8 and 9 
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700 gallons per minute (gpm) of additional constant flow into the recycled water tank at located at 

Woodcreek Oaks Golf Course is needed to meet the peak demand for the Phase III customers. This 700-

gpm supply is planned to come from the PGWWTP.319 

Also, the City’s Electric Utility, Roseville Electric, is currently planning a proposed energy facility 

consisting of a 150 MW power plant to be located on 40-acres of a 70-acre site located just north of the 

PGWWTP. This plant will use recycled water for cooling. An additional demand of 1,008 gpm of constant 

flow will be supplied by the PGWWTP to the proposed energy facility. 

4.11.6 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal 

There are no federal regulations with regard to recycled water that pertain to the SOI Amendment. 

 State 

DHS regulations require that recycled water must be conveyed in a totally separate distribution system 

from the potable water supply. Professional landscape maintenance contractors and City maintenance 

staff must maintain areas where recycled water will be used for irrigation. The City is responsible for 

implementing a cross-connection program to ensure that future potable services are not accidentally 

connected to the recycled water system and a public information program (including signage) is 

established to notify the public of the use and location of recycled water application. Regulatory 

considerations pertaining to the treatment of wastewater for reclamation purposes are described in 

Section 4.9, Hazardous Materials and Public Safety. 

The recycled water distribution system operates under a Master Water Reclamation Permit (Order No.97-

147) issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This permit outlines specific 

prohibitions on the use of recycled water in the City and places stringent water quality and treatment 

and disinfection standards on the City’s recycled water.320 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
318 Based on existing recycled water contracted deliveries to customers 
319 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p. 24 
320 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, Appendix H (Recycled Water Distribution System Feasibility Study 
Excerpts), p. 1-1 
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 Local 

It is the policy of the City of Roseville that where the use of recycled water is feasible, appropriate, and 

acceptable to all applicable regulatory agencies, the City will require an owner or customer to use 

recycled water in lieu of potable water where appropriate. Requirements for recycled water use are 

described in Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 14.17 and City of Roseville Rules and Regulations for the 

Use of Recycled Water. The Recycled Water Division of the Environmental Utilities Department manages 

recycled water use in the City of Roseville.321 

4.11.7 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

As discussed above in Regulatory Setting section of Section 4.11.2 (Water), recycled water from the 

PGWWTP is an assured source of supply that would be available to serve the SOI Amendment Area. 

This analysis of recycled water distribution system requirements was prepared by HydroScience 

Engineers, Inc., and incorporated into the impact discussion. The HydroScience Engineers, Inc. study is 

based on the City of Roseville Recycled Water Distribution System Feasibility Study (April 2000), design 

characteristics of the PGWWTP recycled water pump station; existing recycled water supply availability, 

including demand associated with the proposed Roseville Energy Park (if approved); water demand and 

supply data developed by MWH; site-specific irrigation factors and conditions; and proposed phasing of 

the development of WRSP Area and Remainder Area. Operational storage required to meet hourly peak 

recycled water flow rates was calculated using a 24-hour water balance. The water balance assumed the 

PGWWTP would first provide a supplementary constant supply of 700 gpm to the Woodcreek Oaks Golf 

Course recycled water tank. The analysis also assumed a constant supply of 1,008 gpm to the proposed 

energy facility (refer to Chapter 5 [CEQA Considerations—Cumulative Impacts], for additional 

information regarding this facility).322 

This analysis assumes that the PGWWTP would be the sole source of recycled water for the SOI 

Amendment Area. In estimating how much recycled water would be available to the SOI Amendment 

Area from the PGWWTP and how much surplus recycled water would be available for other uses, 

HydroScience redirected a percentage of flows from the existing DCWWTP to the new PGWWTP 

consistent with the WWMP and assumed a conservative wastewater generation rate of 200 gpd per 

                                                           
321 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, pp. 34–35 
322 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p. 24 
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equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). Then, the amount of recycled water generated by the SOI Amendment 

was calculated using the same generation factor (200 gpd/EDU) applied to the total residential EDUs 

(8,430 for the WRSP Area and a total of 15,453 for the SOI Amendment Area).323 Using only the 

residential EDUs from the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area conservatively estimates the recycled water 

supply from these areas. 

The distribution system was modeled using Cybernet version 5.0 and AutoCAD 2000. Pipeline 

alignments were assumed to be located in arterial roadways to provide a backbone distribution system. 

One storage reservoir and one pump station were modeled at the PGWWTP. The analysis of recycled 

water storage and distribution assumed the demands of both the WRSP Area and Remainder Area. The 

hydraulic model was run under peak hourly flow conditions. Minimum pipeline diameters were selected 

to achieve required pressure and velocity criteria.324 

It should be noted that the 2,638 AF/year of recycled water in the SOI Amendment Area assumed in the 

water supply analysis (Section 4.11.2, and Table 4.11-6) is less than the 2,839 AF/year demand of recycled 

water developed by HydroScience in the Recycled Water Study for the WRSP. The 2,638 AF/year 

quantity included in the water supply studies prepared by MWH is considered worst-case from an 

available water supply perspective since more potable water would need to be provided. The 2,839 

AF/year estimate included in the Hydro-Science Engineers Recycled Water Study for the WRSP is 

considered worst-case from a recycled water treatment and conveyance capacity perspective since more 

water would need to be treated and distributed. 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if the development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would 

■ Result in or require the construction or expansion of recycled water distribution and storage 
facilities that could create significant environmental effects 

                                                           
323 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p. 24 and Table 6 
324 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p.29 



4.11-53

4.11  Publ ic  Ut i l i t ies  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

 Impacts 

 
IMPACT 4.11-5: AVAILABILITY OF RECYCLED WATER TO MEET DEMAND AND 

INSTALLATION OF RECYCLED WATER INFRASTRUCTURE. 

Applicable Policies 
and Regulations: 

City of Roseville Municipal Code 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Reclamation Permit 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required None Required 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

Recyc led  Wate r  

Recycled water is a part of the overall water supply strategy for the SOI Amendment Area, as discussed 

in Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2. Recycled water from the PGWWTP would be used for landscape irrigation 

of parks, schools, publicly landscaped areas (i.e., roadway medians, paseos), and other landscaped areas 

in commercial, light industrial, industrial, and high-density residential uses within the SOI Amendment 

Area. The RWQCB Permit as well as the City of Roseville Municipal Code outline specific requirements 

and standards associated with the use of recycled water. 

The average annual recycled water demand for the SOI Amendment is estimated to be 2.53 mgd (2,638 

AF/year)325. The peak day demand is estimated to be 6.34 mgd. As the data in Table 4.11-10 indicate, the 

total average amount of recycled water available to the SOI Amendment Area (accounting for the 700 

gpm supplement to the Woodcreek Oaks recycled water tank and without the proposed energy facility) 

from the PGWWTP is 14.6 mgd (in 2030). The peak daily supply available to the SOI Amendment Area is 

12.8 mgd. The amount of recycled water would be sufficient to meet demand in the SOI Amendment 

Area, and there would be supply remaining at the PGWWTP for other City projects. On-site 

infrastructure for the recycled water system would consist of storage facilities and distribution lines. A 

location north of the PGWWTP, west of Phillip Road and south of Blue Oaks Boulevard has been 

identified for the recycled water storage tank and pump station. The tank would be sized to hold the 

estimated amount of storage required for the SOI Amendment Area, which would be 3.14 MG. 

Considering the constant supply of 1,008 gpm to the proposed energy facility, the tank would need to 

store 3.85 MG. The locations of recycled water lines in the WRSP Area have been identified and are 

illustrated by Figure 4.11-4 (West Roseville Specific Plan Recycled Water Distribution System and Storage  

                                                           
325 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Table 3 



FIGURE 4.11-4

10659-00

Scale: 1" = 2000'
West Roseville Specific Plan Recycled Water Distribution System
and Storage Facility
Source: West Roseville Specific Plan 2003 City of Roseville
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Facility). Although the specific locations of distribution pipelines in the Remainder Area have not been 

determined, it is anticipated they would be within roadway alignments. The recycled water pipelines 

that would be installed for Phase 4 of the WRSP would have capacity to supply the Remainder Areas. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

The WRSP plans for recycled water use in irrigating parks, schools, publicly landscaped areas (including 

roadway corridors and medians), and landscaping associated with commercial, business professional, 

light industrial, industrial, and multi-family land uses. The use of recycled water offsets potable water 

demand and is an important component of the overall WRSP water supply. A backbone of dedicated 

nonpotable water lines ranging from 6 to 24 inches in diameter will be constructed within street rights of 

way to serve the WRSP. The water supply strategy for the WRSP includes recycled water from the 

PGWWTP for irrigating parks, golf courses, schools, publicly landscaped areas (including streetscapes), 

and landscaping associated with commercial, industrial, and multi-family land uses. The annual average 

recycled water demand for the WRSP is estimated to be 1.56 mgd (1,717 AF/year), and the peak day 

demand would be 3.91 mgd. As illustrated by the data provided in Table 4.11-10, there would be 

adequate recycled water supply to meet both average annual and peak day demand for each phase of the 

WRSP, as well as excess annual average and peak day supply for other City projects. 

 
Table 4.11-10 WRSP/SOI Amendment Areas Recycled Water Supply Annual Average 

and Peak Day Demand Comparisons 

Year WRSP Phases 

Total Supply from 
PGWWTP—Existing 
City Plus WRSP/SOI 
Amendment (mgd) 

Supplement to 
Woodcreek Oaks Golf 

Course Recycled 
water Tank (mgd) 

Supply 
Available to 
WRSP/SOI 

Amendment 
Areas (mgd) 

WRSP/ 
SOI 

Demand 
(mgd) 

System 
Losses 
(mgd) 

Supply 
Available from 
PGWWTP for 
Other City 

Projects (mgd) 

Average Day Conditions 

2005 1 6.2 0.4 5.75 0.50 0.01 5.24 

2010 1,2 10.3 0.4 9.92 0.78 0.02 9.12 

2015 1,2,3 11.7 0.4 11.27 1.35 0.03 9.90 

2020 1,2,3,4 12.5 0.4 12.09 1.56 0.03 10.49 

 WRSP Total 12.5 0.4 12.09 1.56 0.03 10.49 

 Remainder Area Total    0.97   

2030 SOI Amendment Total 15.0 0.4 14.6 2.53 0.05 12.02 

Peak Day Conditions 

2005 1 5.7 1.0 4.7 1.25 0.03 3.4 

2010 1,2 9.5 1.0 8.5 1.96 0.04 6.5 

2015 1,2,3 10.7 1.0 9.7 3.37 0.07 6.3 

2020 1,2,3,4 11.5 1.0 10.5 3.91 0.08 6.5 

 WRSP Total 11.5 1.0 10.5 3.91 0.08 6.5 

 Remainder Area Total    2.43   

2030 SOI Amendment Total 13.8 1.0 12.8 6.34 0.13 6.33 
SOURCE: HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Tables 8 and 9 
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Results of the recycled water analysis indicate that 1.2 million gallons of recycled water storage would be 

needed to meet WRSP Area hourly peak flow demand.326 Considering the constant supply of 1,008 gpm 

to the proposed energy facility, the tank would need to store 1.70 MG. The recycled water storage facility 

would be installed north of the PGWWTP (south of Blue Oaks Boulevard and west of Phillip Road). A 

backbone system of dedicated recycled water lines (“purple pipe”) would be constructed throughout the 

WRSP Area. Figure 4.11-4 identifies the location of the recycled water storage tank and recycled water 

distribution system. Potential environmental effects that could occur as result of installation of the 

storage tank and distribution system improvements in the WRSP Area are addressed in Section 4.4 (Air 

Quality), Section 4.5 (Noise), Section 4.7 (Biological Resources), Section 4.8 (Hydrology and Water 

Quality), Section 4.12 (Cultural Resources), and Section 4.13 (Aesthetics and Visual Resources). Therefore, 

all other impacts of constructing the recycled water system in the WRSP Area are considered less than 

significant. 

For a discussion of the potential health effects related to the use of recycled water in areas accessible to 

the public, refer to Impact 4.9-7 in Section 4.9 (Hazardous Materials and Public Safety). 

Remainder  Area  

As discussed above, development of the Remainder Area could not occur until a Specific Plan was 

adopted and the portion planned for developed was annexed to the City. If the Remainder Area were 

developed at densities and intensities similar to those proposed in the WRSP, development of the 

Remainder Area would require recycled water and recycled water distribution infrastructure, as 

described for the WRSP, as part of the overall water supply strategy. The Remainder Area demand is 

reflected in the analysis of recycled water supply and demand for the SOI Amendment shown in 

Table 4.11-10. The results of the recycled water study indicate that there would be sufficient recycled 

water available for the development of the SOI Amendment (which includes the Remainder Area), and 

surplus recycled water would be available for other City projects. 

Similar to the WRSP, a recycled water distribution system would need to be installed in the Remainder 

Area and connected to the WRSP Area system and storage tank. The analysis of recycled water storage, 

and distribution assumed the projected demand of the Remainder Area.327 The hydraulic analysis for 

recycled water estimated that the additional storage demand for the Remainder Area would be 

approximately 1.92 MG. (The difference between the total storage needed for the SOI Amendment [3.14 

MG] and the WRSP [1.22 MG]). Considering the constant supply of 1,008 gpm to the proposed energy 

                                                           
326 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, Table 10 
327 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, pp. 33 to 34 
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facility, the tank would need to store 3.85 MG, an additional demand of 2.15 MG above the requirements 

of 1.7 MG. for the WRSP. As noted above, the storage tank and booster pump station proposed to be 

north of the PGWWTP and west of Phillip Road would be sized to include sufficient storage for the 

Remainder Area. Impacts related to recycled water storage and distribution are, therefore, considered 

less than significant. 

Potential environmental effects that could occur as result of installation of the storage tank and 

distribution system improvements in the Remainder Area are addressed in Section 4.4 (Air Quality), 

Section 4.5 (Noise), Section 4.7 (Biological Resources), Section 4.12 (Hydrology and Water Quality), 

Section 4.8 (Cultural Resources), and Section 4.13 (Aesthetics and Visual Resources). 

 Mitigation Measures 

None. 

WASTEWATER 

Information for this section was gathered from the following documents: 

■ Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan (May 1996) 

■ Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft EIR (May 1996) 

■ North Roseville Specific Plan Phase 3 DEIR (May 2000) 

■ Stoneridge Specific Plan EIR (December 3, 1997) 

■ Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas (Technical Memorandum 3)—West Roseville Specific Plan 
(March 26, 2003) 

■ Technical Memorandum No. 3 RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas (December 4, 2001) 

■ Project Memorandum, Capacity and Regulatory Compliance Assessment, Carollo Engineers (August 28, 
2003) 

All of the above listed documents are available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 311 

Vernon Street, Roseville, California. The Technical Memorandum 3 Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth 

Areas and the Project Memorandum, Capacity and Regulatory Compliance Assessment, Carollo Engineers are 

also included in Appendix R of this EIR, and sewer flow calculations (by manhole) are provided in 

Appendix I of this EIR. The analysis in this section is based on buildout of the Wastewater Master Plan 

Service Area. 
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4.11.8 Environmental Setting 

The SOI Amendment Area, described in detail in Chapter 2 (Project Description), is undeveloped with 

the exception of several residences, including the Fiddyment Ranch complex and a dog kennel business, 

which use septic systems for wastewater disposal (refer to Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2 [Project Description]). 

 Wastewater Treatment 

Wastewater from the City of Roseville is currently treated at the City-owned-and-operated Dry Creek 

Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP), formerly known as the Roseville Regional Wastewater 

Treatment Plant, which is located on Booth Road, along Dry Creek, in the southwest portion of the City. 

It is not anticipated that this plant would serve the SOI Amendment Area. 

The DCWWTP provides tertiary-level wastewater treatment through the process of screening, grit 

removal, primary clarification, aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, chlorination, and 

dechlorination; in addition, the DCWWTP provides full nitration. The current average daily flow 

(ADWF) is 15 million gallons per day (mgd), of which approximately 8 mgd come from the City of 

Roseville.328 The peak daily wet weather flow (PWWF) during the last 12 months was 22 mgd.329 The 

plant can discharge up to 18 mgd ADWF and 45 mgd PWWF into Dry Creek under an existing National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.330 

A second plant, the PGWWTP, is under construction on the west side of Phillip Road (refer to Figure 2-3 

in Chapter 2 [Project Description]). This plant will serve the northwest areas in the existing City of 

Roseville, the Stanford Ranch area of the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD), and the 

Sunset Industrial Area of Placer County. The PGWWTP is also anticipated to serve the SOI Amendment 

Area assuming the area is added to the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area. 

The PGWWTP will provide tertiary-level treatment through the process of screening, grit removal, 

extended aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, chlorination, and dechlorination.331 The plant will 

provide full nitrification and will produce recycled water that meets Title 22 regulations for full, 

unrestricted use.332 Due to the current and proposed levels of treatment, stabilized nonhazardous 

                                                           
328 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence to Kathy Pease, City of Roseville Planning Department, October 21, 
2002 
329 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
330 EIP Associates, Foothill Business Park Annexation DEIR, June 2000, p. 4.8-20 
331 Montgomery Watson, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan, May 1996, p. ES-21 
332 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
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biosolids (sewage sludge) are anticipated at the PGWWTP. These solids would be dewatered and 

transported to the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill for disposal.333 

The capacity of the PGWWTP is summarized in Table 4.11-11. The first phase of the PGWWTP is 

anticipated to be operational by Fall/Winter 2003.334 Phase 1 would provide a capacity of 12 mgd ADWF 

and 30 mgd PWWF.335 The plant is presently authorized to discharge that volume of treated effluent into 

Pleasant Grove Creek under NPDES Permit No. CA0084573, which was issued by the Central Valley 

Regional Water Quality Control Board on March 17, 2000.336 

 

Table 4.11-11 Summary of PGWWTP Capacity 
Criteria ADWF Flows (mgd) 

Capacity of First Phase of Construction 12 

Current NPDES Permitted Capacity 12 

Capacity needed to serve the Service Area considered in the 
Wastewater Master Plan EIR 20.7 

SOURCE: Montgomery Watson Harza, Technical Memorandum 3: RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth 
Areas, December 4, 2001, Page 3 of 11 

 

When the PGWWTP begins operation, approximately 5 to 6 mgd would be redirected from the 

DCWWTP. This would reduce the available capacity at PGWWTP to 6 to 7 mgd ADWF in 2003. 

The second phase of the PGWWTP is anticipated to be operational between 2010 and 2012.337 The dates 

for construction of Phase 2 may be adjusted, as necessary, to meet the demands of new wastewater flows 

and changes in water quality regulations.338 Phase 2 would increase plant capacity to 20.7 mgd ADWF, 

which is the anticipated demand for treatment at buildout of that portion of the Wastewater Treatment 

Service Area that flows to the PGWWTP.339 

Regional wastewater treatment demands and capacity have been previously addressed in an 

environmental impact report entitled Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (WWMP EIR), prepared by Environmental Science Associates in May 

1996 and hereby incorporated by reference. (Throughout this document, Roseville Regional Wastewater 

                                                           
333 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence to Kathy Pease, City of Roseville Planning Department, October 21, 
2002 
334 Art O’Brien, City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, August 28, 2003 
335 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
336 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
337 Kelye McKinney, P.E., City of Roseville, Personal Correspondence, June 10, 2002 
338 Montgomery Watson and ESA, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, May 1996, p. 2-47 
339 Montgomery Watson and ESA, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan, May 1996, p. ES-
22; and Montgomery Watson Harza, Technical Memorandum 3: RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas, December 4, 2001, p. 
3 of 11 
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Treatment Service Area Master Plan EIR is also referred to as the Wastewater Master Plan EIR.) The 

Wastewater Master Plan EIR evaluated two scenarios at an equal level of detail – a 54.4 mgd scenario, 

which assumed flows from the City of Lincoln would be accepted into the service area, and a 45.6 mgd 

scenario that assumed flows from the City of Lincoln would not beaccepted into the service area. Under 

the 54.4 mgd scenario, 29.5 mgd of flow was considered for treatment at PGWWTP. Under the 45.6 mgd 

scenario, 20.7 mgd was considered for treatment at PGWWTP. The maximum discharge from buildout of 

the Wastewater Treatment Service Area and the SOI Amendment Area is 24.7 mgd. Therefore, the 

environmental impacts resulting from the PGWWTP treating up to 29.5 mgd flow has already been fully 

analyzed. However, increases of treatment capacity beyond 20.7 mgd ADWF under the current NPDES 

permit requirements (NPDES No. CA0084573) would require additional area for the express purpose of 

accommodating MM 6-2 in the WWMP EIR.340 

 Wastewater Master Plan Service Area 

As noted above, a Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan (Wastewater Master Plan) 

was prepared by the City to address major wastewater treatment improvements that would serve 

buildout of the service area based on planning documents adopted by 1996. Only the northeast portion of 

the SOI Amendment Area is currently included in the service area, which is illustrated by Figure 4.11-5 

(West Roseville Specific Plan Existing Wastewater Treatment Plant Service Area). This area was 

previously called Phase 1 of the Villages at Blue Oaks (VBO) and is shown as Area 21 on Figure 3, 

Roseville Drainage Sub-Basins, in Section 1 of the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area 

Master Plan. The WWMP EIR considered that 1.1 mgd of the 20.7 mgd were generated from the VBO. 

 Wastewater Conveyance Infrastructure 

As part of the Pleasant Grove and Kaseberg Sewer Project, the City constructed a 78-inch trunk sewer 

line to convey regional flows to the PGWWTP. This pipe traverses a portion of the WRSP Area that was 

previously known as the Village at Blue Oaks. It was assumed in the design of the 78-inch pipe that the 

Village at Blue Oaks would connect to the trunk line. Connections to this pipe could be used to convey 

wastewater flows from that portion of the SOI Amendment Area that was included in the VBO area in 

the Roseville Regional Wastewater Master Plan Service Area. 

                                                           
340 Project Memorandum, Capacity and Regulatory Compliance Assessment, Carollo Engineers (August 28, 2003 
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Not to Scale
Existing Wastewater Treatment Plant Service Area

Source: Montgomery, Watson, Harza, Technical Memorandum City of Roseville
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4.11.9 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal and State 

The discharge of treated wastewater from the PGWWTP is subject to the federal and State regulatory 

requirements summarized below. 

NPDES Permi ts  

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system was established in the 

Clean Water Act to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters of the U.S. The 

discharge of wastewater to surface waters is prohibited unless an NPDES permit has been issued to allow 

that discharge. Each NPDES permit includes the following provisions: effluent and receiving water limits 

of allowable concentrations and/or mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge; prohibitions 

on discharges not specifically allowed under the permit; provisions that describe required actions by the 

discharger, including industrial pretreatment, pollution prevention, and self-monitoring activities; and 

other regulatory requirements. 

The wastewater discharge from the PGWWTP to Pleasant Grove Creek is regulated under a NPDES 

permit issued by the RWQCB. To obtain the permit, a Report of Waste Discharge (RWD) was prepared. 

The RWD includes information about the design and operation of the treatment plant (including the 

average and dry weather maximum flows for the plant), influent wastewater characteristics, and removal 

rates for specific water quality parameters. The NPDES permit and the Waste Discharge Requirements 

(WDR) are used to identify discharge prohibitions, effluent limitations, and monitoring and reporting 

requirements. 

The discharge prohibitions and limitations in the permit are designed to ensure the maintenance of 

public health and safety, protection of receiving water resources, and safeguarding of designated 

beneficial uses of water bodies. Discharge limitations in the PGWWTP permit define allowable effluent 

concentrations for flow, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended matter, residual chlorine, 

settleable matter, total coliform, oil and grease, and pH. Limitations also encompass mineralization and 

toxicity to aquatic life. The provisions provide stipulations for the disposal of solid materials, and 

limitations on impacts to receiving waters. The permit also specifies the sampling, monitoring, and 

reporting of requirements for compliance with waste discharge regulations. The monitoring program 

entails sampling influent, effluent, and the receiving water. The provisions of the NPDES permit and the 

WDR are enforceable through an order issued by the RWQCB or civil action. 
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Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 503 and Part 258, serves as the basis for the 

RWQCB requirements for biosolids disposal by land application or in a landfill. Title 27 of the California 

Code of Regulations and standards established by the RWQCB in a General Order for the disposal of 

biosolids regulate the disposal of biosolids. 

Title 40 of the CFR, Parts 405 through 471, contains the Federal Categorical Pretreatment Standards for 

the pretreatment of industrial wastes discharged to publicly owned treatment works such as the 

PGWWTP. 

Por te r -Co logne  Wate r  Qual i ty  Cont ro l  Ac t  

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act341 is California’s statutory authority for the protection of 

water quality. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, the State must adopt water quality policies, plans, and 

objectives that will provide protection to the State’s waters for the use and enjoyment of the people of 

California. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has authority and 

responsibility for establishing policy for water quality control issues for the State. Regional authority for 

planning, permitting, and enforcement is delegated to the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(RWQCB). The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act authorizes the SWRCB and RWQCB to issue 

NPDES permits containing waste discharge requirements, and to enforce these permits. SWRCB and 

RWQCB regulations implementing the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act are included in Title 27 

of the California Code of Regulations. 

 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Genera l  P lan  

The City of Roseville General Plan contains goals and policies that are designed to ensure that residents 

have adequate wastewater service. These policies can be found in Appendix C. 

Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Improvement  S tandards  

Section 9 of the City’s Improvement Standards (Sanitary Sewer Design) provides criteria for design of 

sewer systems. Compliance with these standards would reduce impacts related to wastewater 

conveyance by ensuring that wastewater collection and conveyance facilities are properly sized to 

convey the flows from development associated with the project. 

                                                           
341 California Water Code Section 13000 et seq. 
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Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Munic ipa l  Code  

Section 14 of the City’s Municipal Code contains regulations associated with sewer use, sewer rates and 

charges, and industrial wastewater. Chapter 14.26 prohibits discharge to a sanitary sewer of any 

pollutant or wastewater that would interfere with the operation or performance of the City’s wastewater 

collection or treatment facilities. 

4.11.10 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

For wastewater treatment, the demand for treatment was calculated for the WRSP Area and Remainder 

Area and compared to the capacity of the PGWWTP (see Table 4.11-12). The rates indicated by Table 

4.11-12 have been applied to the proposed land uses in the WRSP Are and assumed for the Remainder 

Area to estimate the quantity of wastewater to be treated at the PGWWTP.342,343,344 To determine the peak 

wet weather flow for treatment capacity, the Average Dry Weather flow (ADWF) is multiplied by the 

peaking factor of 2.5.345 

Because the Villages at Blue Oaks portion of the SOI Amendment Area was included in the total flows 

calculated for the Wastewater Treatment Service Area, the net increase in flows to the PGWWTP for the 

project is less than the flows generated by the entire SOI Amendment Area. The portion of the SOI 

Amendment Area currently within the Wastewater Treatment Service Area boundary (VBO) would 

generate 1.1 mgd ADWF. This amount is subtracted from total WRSP Area flows because it was already 

anticipated in the capacity of the PGWWTP considered in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would do any of the following: 

■ Result in or require the construction of or expansion of wastewater collection facilities that would 
create significant environmental effects 

                                                           
342 Montgomery Watson Harza, Technical Memorandum 3, RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas, December 4, 2001, p. 3 of 
11 
343 EIP Associates, Stoneridge Specific Plan EIR, December 3, 1997, p. 4.12-17 
344 EIP Associates, North Roseville Specific Plan Phase 3 DEIR, May 2000, p. 4,8-20 
345 Montgomery Watson Harza, Technical Memorandum 3, RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas, December 4, 2001, p. 3 of 
11 
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Table 4.11-12 Estimated Wastewater to be Treated at the Pleasant Grove 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (ADWF)8 

  
Total for WRSP 

Area (gpd)4 
Total for Remainder 

Area (gpd)4 
Total for SOI 
Area (gpd)4 

Park and Recreation 1,040 gpad2, 5 281,320 203,528 484,848 

Public/ Quasi-Public 1,040 gpad2 157,456 67,600 225,056 

Low Density Residential 260 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit2 1,258,920 1,376,960 2,635,880 

Low Density Residential 
(Active Adult) 260 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit2 184,600  184,600 

Medium Density Residential 260 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit2 276,640 161,200 437,840 

High-Density Residential 260 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit2 461,240 386,620 847,860 

Community Commercial 1,040 gpad2 33,904 70,304 104,208 

Commercial Mixed Use 260 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit2 
(residential) & 1,040 gpad7 (commercial) 23,525  23,525 

Business Professional 1,040 gpad7 20,384 51,480 71,864 

Light Industrial 1,040 gpad2 77,168  77,168 

Industrial 1,560 gpad2 53,508  53,508 

Total  2,828,665 2,317,692 5,146,357 
NOTES: 
1. Business Professional and Light Industrial are considered combined within the 49.5 acres 
2. Montgomery, Watson, Harza, Technical Memorandum 3, Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas, December 4, 2001, Page 3 of 11 
3. DU = dwelling units 
4. gpd = gallons per day 
5. gpad = gallons per acre per day 
6. Land uses, acres, and dwelling units provided by Signature Properties, Westpark Associates, 2002 
7. EIP Associates, Stoneridge Specific Plan EIR, December 3, 1997, Page 4.12-17. 
8. ADWF = average dry weather flow 
9. The following “worse case scenario” assumptions were made in the calculation of the wastewater flows from the Commercial Mixed-Use area: Assumed all high-

density residential for the 40 dwelling units at 22.4 DU/acre = 1.78 acres for residential. Commercial uses were assumed for the remaining 12.62.The 40 DU = 
10,400 gpd The 12.62 acres of commercial = 13,125 gpd 

 
■  Result in or require the construction of or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities that would 

create significant environmental effects 

■ Result in increase of wastewater discharge regulated by the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWCQB) 

■ Be served by a wastewater treatment provider that has inadequate capacity to serve the project in 
addition to serving its existing commitments 
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 Impacts 

 
IMPACT 4.11-6: CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION OF WASTEWATER COLLECTION 

FACILITIES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

City of Roseville Improvement Standards 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required None Required 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Currently, there is no wastewater collection infrastructure to collect and convey wastewater to the 

PGWWTP within the WRSP Area, with the exception of an existing City-owned 78-inch trunk sewer that 

is parallel to and south of Pleasant Grove Creek. Therefore, development of the WRSP would require 

installation of a wastewater collection and conveyance system. Wastewater flows from the WRSP Area 

would be directed to the PGWWTP by a network of pipes installed within street rights of way or 

easements. Sewer collection pipes would range in size from 8-inches to 33-inches. A portion of the WRSP 

Area would connect to an existing City-owned 78-inch diameter pipe just north of the intersection of Blue 

Oaks Boulevard at Fiddyment Road south of Pleasant Grove Creek. As a result of site topography, the 

sanitary sewer system would not require lift stations. A siphon would be required near the Pleasant 

Grove Creek crossing by Phillip Road in order to allow sewer lines to gain the necessary depth to cross 

the creek. The siphon will consist of a deeper pipe connected by underground structures with surface 

manholes. All sewer improvements would be consistent with the Regional Wastewater Master Plan. The 

wastewater collection infrastructure would be installed over time to coincide with development 

entitlements on the WRSP site and would be designed to accommodate buildout of the WRSP. 

Compliance with the City of Roseville improvement standards would ensure that the wastewater 

collection and conveyance facilities would be adequate to serve the proposed project.  

The ADWF for conveyance systems is determined by the unit generation rates for transmission presented 

in the WWMP. To determine the peak wet weather flow for conveyance in the collection system, the 

ADWF is multiplied by a peaking factor of 2.3. The actual pipe sizes that would convey the peak wet 

weather flow were identified in the Draft Preliminary Investigation of Wastewater System, West Roseville 

Specific Plan (March 26, 2003), by Morton and Pitalo, Inc 
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Because the PGWWTP is surrounded by the WRSP Area on three sides, most new wastewater 

conveyance infrastructure needed to serve the WRSP Area would be constructed within the WRSP Area 

itself. Outside of the WRSP Area, one manhole would be constructed in Blue Oaks Boulevard and 

another would be constructed in Phillip Road. A 24-inch pipe would be installed from the future Phillip 

Road west along the northern boundary of the PGWWTP. All wastewater from the WRSP Area would be 

delivered to the influent junction structure (IJS) at the northeast corner of the PGWWTP site. 

Figure 4.11-6 (West Roseville Specific Plan Wastewater Collection System) illustrates the location of 

wastewater (or sewer) lines, the direction of flow, and the PGWWTP site. 

Wastewater flows from the WRSP Area would be directed to PGWWTP by pipes installed within street 

rights of way or easements. Sewer collection pipes ranging in size from 18-inches to 42-inches would be 

installed as part of the WRSP. As shown in Appendix I, these pipes have been sized to accommodate the 

anticipated flows from both the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area.346 Manholes would be installed as 

necessary along the alignments. Due to the topography, the system can rely on gravity flows and would 

not require lift stations. To gain the necessary depth of the sewer lines to cross Pleasant Grove Creek, a 

siphon would be required near the creek crossing by Phillip Road. The siphon would consist of a deeper 

pipe connected by underground structures with surface manholes. 

The existing 78-inch pipeline was designed to accommodate flows from a portion of the WRSP 

previously proposed for a development known as the Villages at Blue Oaks. That development was 

assumed to generate transmission flows of 3.2 mgd, which would be 2.7 times greater than the flows 

anticipated from this portion of the proposed WRSP. Therefore, the connection of this portion of the 

WRSP Area, which is projected to produce a transmission flow of 1.19 mgd to the 78-inch trunk sewer, is 

not anticipated to result in an adverse effect on pipe capacity.347 To date, no other local connections to the 

78-inch pipe have been allowed.348 

Portions of the wastewater collection system installed during development of the WRSP Area would be 

oversized to accommodate wastewater flow from the Remainder Area. In addition, three manholes 

would be installed as part of the wastewater infrastructure for the WRSP Area that would serve as future 

connection points for the Remainder Area. These manholes would be located at the northwest boundary 

at Blue Oaks Boulevard, at the southern boundary in Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and at the western  

                                                           
346 Morton and Pitalo, Inc., Draft Preliminary Investigation of Wastewater System, West Roseville Specific Plan, September 3, 2002, Sewer 
Flow Calculations, Fiddyment Ranch, Sewer Flow Calculations, Westpark and Sewer Flow Calculations, Westpark—No MOU 
347 Morton and Pitalo, Inc., Draft Preliminary Investigation of Wastewater System, West Roseville Specific Plan, as revised January 31, 
2003, p. 1 
348 Art O’Brien, City of Roseville, Personal Communication, February 4, 2003 
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Source: West Roseville Specific Plan 2003 City of Roseville
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boundary of the southernmost portion of the WRSP Area (refer to Figure 4.11-6). Connection of the 

WRSP Area’s wastewater collection system to the PGWWTP is designed to occur at the influent junction 

structure (IJS) built as part of the PGWWTP. The IJS is located at the northeast corner of the PGWWTP 

property (refer to Figure 4.11-6). Two 36-inch diameter connection points (north invert and south invert) 

were provided at the influent junction structure for future trunk lines. As shown on Figure 4.11-6, the 

majority of flows from the WRSP Area would be routed to these connection points. If the determination 

is made that the existing IJS structure would not be able to accommodate the flows generated by the 

WRSP Area, additional junction structure(s) would be required. The installation of this structure(s) could 

take place at the time of construction of the WRSP wastewater conveyance pipes. 

As previously stated, the wastewater collection system would be constructed within the WRSP Area, 

with the exception of manholes in Blue Oaks Boulevard and Phillip Road and a 24-inch pipe aligned with 

the north boundary of the PGWWTP. The manholes would be installed within the existing right of way 

of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Phillip Road and, therefore, would not cause impacts to environmental 

resources such as biological and cultural resources that were not previously considered in the 

environmental documentation for the construction of Blue Oaks Boulevard. The manhole would be 

installed during the construction of the Blue Oaks extension, as part of the WRSP. 

In summary, the proposed wastewater collection and conveyance system, and the existing conveyance 

system to which the WRSP Area would connect, would be sized to serve both the anticipated wastewater 

flows generated by the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area. Also, these facilities will be constructed in 

public roads and right-of ways and the impacts of this construction activity are analyzed elsewhere in 

this EIR. Therefore, the impacts of constructing the WRSP wastewater collection system would be less 

than significant. 

Remainder  Area  

Because there are no specific land use plans for the Remainder Area, the line sizes and layout of the 

wastewater collection system are not currently known. The design of the system would comply with the 

City of Roseville Environmental Utility Department requirements. These requirements are found in 

Section 9, Sanitary Sewer Design, of the City of Roseville Improvement Standards, and would ensure that 

applicants in the Remainder Area demonstrate that the wastewater collection is adequate to 

accommodate flows generated by development. 

The Remainder Area is separated from the PGWWTP by the City’s property and a portion of the WRSP 

to the north and south. As previously discussed, infrastructure installed as part of the WRSP would be 
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oversized to convey wastewater flows from the Remainder Area to the PGWWTP. There would be no 

other off-site impacts due to construction of the wastewater infrastructure to serve the Remainder Area. 

Development in the Remainder Area must comply with City standards for wastewater conveyance and 

impacts from construction of any necessary improvements will be analyzed in the planning and 

environmental review for the Remainder Area. Also, the WRSP conveyance system is being designed to 

accommodate flows from the Remainder Area. As a result, the impact of constructing the wastewater 

collection system for the Remainder Area would be less than significant. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-7: CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION OF WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES.

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Chapter 14.26 of Municipal Code 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-5 (Treatment plant capacity) MM 4.11-6 (Treatment plant expansion 
policies) 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

As shown on Table 4.11-13, the SOI Amendment Area is projected to generate treatment flows of 5.1 mgd 

ADWF. Projected flows to the PGWWTP at buildout of the Wastewater Treatment Service Area 

considered in the WWMP EIR are 20.7 mgd ADWF.349 A portion of the flows from the WRSP Area (1.1 

mgd ADWF from the VBO) was included in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. Therefore, the SOI 

Amendment Area would generate a net increase of 4.0 mgd ADWF of wastewater over the amount 

planned in the Wastewater Master Plan and considered in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. The total 

capacity needed to treat wastewater flows, including both the WRSP Area and Remainder Area and 

other flows planned to be treated at the PGWWTP, would be 24.7 mgd ADWF (refer to Table 4.11-13).  

 
Table 4.11-13 Net Projected Flows to be Treated at PGWWTP For SOI Amendment Area 

 Projected Flows (mgd) 

Projected flows from SOI Amendment Area 5.1 

Flows from portion of SOI Amendment Area within current Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area –1.1 

Net increase of flows from SOI Amendment Area 4.0 

Projected flows to PGWWTP at buildout of current Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area 20.7 

Total capacity needed to treat wastewater flows from buildout of the current Master Plan Service Area and the SOI 
Amendment Area 24.7 

                                                           
349 Montgomery Watson and ESA, City of Roseville: Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan, May 1996, p. ES-
22; and Montgomery Watson Harza, Technical Memorandum 3: RE: Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth Areas, December 4, 2001, p. 
3 of 11 
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West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

As shown on Table 4.11-14, the WRSP Area is projected to generate 2.8 mgd ADWF of wastewater to be 

treated by the PGWWTP. The PGWWTP is currently planned to treat up to 20.7 mgd ADWF, based on 

demand for wastewater treatment from development in the existing Wastewater Treatment Service Area 

through buildout (assumed in 2020) and considered in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. One portion of 

the WRSP Area (VBO) that is within the existing boundary of the Wastewater Treatment Service Area 

was included in the Service Area in the WWMP EIR. That portion of the WRSP Area, at one time 

proposed as the Villages of Blue Oaks, was estimated to generate 1.1 mgd ADWF of wastewater that 

would be treated by the PGWWTP. Therefore, of the 2.8 mgd ADWF that would be generated by the 

WRSP Area, 1.1 mgd could be accommodated by the PGWWTP as currently planned and considered in 

the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. The PGWWTP was not anticipated to treat the remaining 1.7 mgd 

ADWF of WRSP Area wastewater and construction of additional treatment facilities is required. This is 

considered a significant impact. 

 
Table 4.11-14 Net Projected Flows to be Treated at PGWWTP for WRSP (ADWF) 

 Projected Flows 
(mgd) 

Projected flows from WRSP 2.8 

Flows from portion of WRSP within current Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area –1.1 

Net increase of flows from WRSP 1.7 

Projected flows to PGWWTP at buildout of current Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area 20.7 

Total capacity needed to treat wastewater flows from buildout of the current Master Plan Service Area and the WRSP 22.4 

 

As required by MM 4.11-5, wastewater treatment plant capacity must be expanded prior to developing 

residences and nonresidential uses that would cause total wastewater flows from the WRSP Area to 

exceed 1.1 mgd. The PGWWTP must be expanded such that it could treat 22.4 mgd, which is the amount 

needed to treat flows from the current Wastewater Treatment Service Area at buildout, plus the 1.7 mgd 

WRSP Area flows not assumed in the current Wastewater Master Plan. Increasing wastewater treatment 

capacity of the PGWWTP to accommodate the WRSP Area will require expansion of the treatment 

facilities. The expansion is proposed to occur on a 15- to 20-acre parcel located immediately adjacent to 

and south of the PGWWTP site. Because the plant would be expanded (rather than having a new plant 

constructed) it can be assumed that the operational impacts would be similar to those anticipated for the 

20.7 mgd of treatment capacity previously addressed in the EIR for the PGWWTP. With expansion of the 

PGWWTP, as required by MM 4.11-5, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
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Remainder  Area  

Flows from the Remainder Area are also proposed to be treated at the PGWWTP. The Remainder Area is 

projected to generate 2.3 mgd ADWF of wastewater to be treated (see Table 4.11-12). No portion of the 

Remainder Area is within the Wastewater Treatment Service Area considered in the WWMP EIR; 

therefore, the PGWWTP would need to be expanded to accept flows from development in the Remainder 

Area. This is considered a significant impact. 

MM 4.11-6 requires that Specific Plans and/or development plans in the Remainder Area demonstrate 

that the PGWWTP is able to accommodate the flows from the proposed development. Because the 

Remainder Area would be unlikely to develop without the WRSP Area, the total amount of wastewater 

that would need to be treated at the plant would be 24.7 mgd, which is the total capacity needed to treat 

wastewater flows from buildout of the Wastewater Treatment Service Area and the SOI Amendment 

Area. An expansion beyond 20.7 mgd would require additional land. 

The expansion is anticipated to occur on 15 to 20 acres of a property south of, and contiguous with, the 

PGWWTP site in the WRSP Area.  It would be designated Public/Quasi-Public uses (refer to Figure 2-3 in 

Section 2, [Project Description]) in anticipation of the need to expand the footprint of the PGWWTP. 

Additional modules of the PGWWTP could be constructed in this area in order to provide sufficient 

capacity to treat the wastewater flows in excess of the 20.7 mgd that can be accommodated within the 

existing PGWWTP site. As previously mentioned, impacts due to expansion of the PGWWTP are 

evaluated in the Regional Roseville Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan EIR. 

Expansion of the PGWWTP is expected to use the same type of wastewater treatment facilities and 

process during the operation of the plant and is assumed to use the same type of construction methods 

due to the similar topography of the two sites and the modular nature of the plant. 

With implementation of MM 4.11-6, the increased demand for wastewater treatment would be a less-

than-significant impact because treatment capacity would have to be demonstrated before issuance of 

development entitlements. 

Environmental Effects of Expanding the PGWWTP Pursuant to MM 4.11-5 

The Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 

93092079, dated May 1996) hereby incorporated by reference, determined that the following impacts 

from construction and operation of the PGWWTP may not be reduced to less-than-significant levels after 

application of recommended mitigation and would, therefore, remain significant: 

■ Loss of vernal pools/seasonal wetlands, and impacts to vernal pool special status species 
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■ Loss of oak trees along Pleasant Grove Creek from effluent discharge 

■ Loss of raptor habitat 

■ Odor and noise emissions at PGWWTP 

■ Increased criteria air pollutant emissions due to subsequent development 

With the exception of the loss of oak trees, these impacts would occur if the PGWWTP is expanded onto 

the 20-acre parcel to the south of the plant. 

Construction impacts would depend on whether the improvements needed to increase plant capacity 

could occur entirely within the existing footprint of the plant. If all the necessary changes were to occur 

internally there would be little disturbance to nearby residences and wildlife that are often associated 

with construction activities. If construction extended beyond the current plant footprint, temporary 

impacts could include noise, dust, emissions from construction vehicles, increased traffic congestion due 

to construction vehicles, potential disruption of utility lines, erosion, water quality degradation, 

disturbance to nesting raptors, and disturbance of unknown subsurface cultural resources (if grading or 

excavation were to occur). As evaluated in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR, the construction impacts of 

the expansion necessary to support the WRSP would be temporary and would be less than significant 

after mitigation, assuming that fewer than 10 acres are graded on a single day (to avoid exceeding air 

quality thresholds). 

Expanding the PGWWTP would also result in operational impacts. Depending on the extent to which the 

plant’s footprint changed, operational impacts would include contribution to downstream flooding due 

to increased stormwater runoff, increased urban contaminants in runoff, degradation of water quality in 

Pleasant Grove Creek, raw wastewater mingling with floodwaters, odor, noise from odor control fans, 

ingestion of recycled water by the public, contamination of groundwater and domestic water sources, 

increased mosquito populations, exposure to toxic air contaminants, increased sludge needing disposal 

at the landfill, and alteration of visual character. However, the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment 

Service Area Master Plan Environmental Impact Report found that these impacts would be less than 

significant, or could be reduced to less-than-significant levels, with mitigation identified in that EIR. 

There are two impacts associated with proposed project that could substantially increase the severity of 

impacts identified in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR—disposal of sludge at the Western Regional 

Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) and degradation of water quality in Pleasant Grove Creek due to increased 

discharge from the PGWWTP. This EIR analyzes the effects of disposing additional sludge at the WRSL 

as part of the total waste conveyed to the landfill (refer to Impact 4.11-9). Degradation of water quality is 

discussed in Impact 4.11-8, below. 
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The light industrial and industrial land uses proposed within the WRSP could produce wastewater flows 

that could affect water quality entering the PGWWTP. The City of Roseville Municipal Code, Industrial 

Waste Section (Chapter 14.26) contains the regulations for discharge of industrial wastewater into the 

municipal sewer system. Federal standards prevail if they are more stringent than those of the City. 

Compliance with these regulations would reduce the risk that wastewater flows from the WRSP Area 

also would harm the PGWWTP, cause the plant to operate less efficiently, and/or cause a violation of the 

NPDES permit. Considering the regulations and requirements for industrial wastewater, industrial 

wastewater flow into the PGWWTP would be a less-than-significant impact. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-8: INCREASED WASTEWATER DISCHARGE REGULATED BY THE RWQCB. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

NPDES Permit 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-5 (Treatment Plant Capacity) MM 4.11-6 (Treatment Plant Expansion 
Policies) 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Carollo Engineers350 has analyzed the environmental effects of an increased discharge at the PGWWTP. 

In this analysis, it was concluded that the water quality of the effluent would not be any less than the 

quality considered in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. The Wastewater Master Plan EIR evaluated two 

scenarios at an equal level of detail: a 54.4 mgd scenario, that assumed flows from the City of Lincoln 

would be accepted at PGWWTP, and a 45.6 mgd scenario, that assumed flows from the City of Lincoln 

would not be sent to the PGWWTP. Under the 54.4 mgd scenario, 29.5 mgd of flow was considered for 

treatment at PGWWTP and discharge into Pleasant Grove Creek and 24.9 mgd was considered for 

treatment at DCWWTP and discharge into Dry Creek. Because the City of Lincoln chose not to 

participate in the Wastewater Master Plan, the 45.6 mgd scenario was approved by the City of Roseville’s 

City Council. Therefore, the Wastewater Master Plan EIR considered wastewater discharge of up to 29.5 

mgd from the PGWWTP into Pleasant Grove Creek. Since the maximum discharge from buildout of the 

Wastewater Treatment Service Area and the SOI Amendment Area is 24.7 mgd, the water quality of the 

increased discharge would not be any different than that considered in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. 

Compliance with a NPDES permit would reduce impacts associated with an increased demand for 
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discharge of the treated effluent from the PGWWTP by ensuring that water quality standards are met. 

The proposed expansion(s) of the PGWWTP would require modifications to the plant’s NPDES permit. 

However, compliance with the modified NPDES permit would reduce water quality impacts associated 

with increased effluence discharges to a less-than-significant level. Chapter 14.26 prohibits discharge to a 

sanitary sewer of any pollutant or wastewater that would interfere with the operation or performance of 

the City’s wastewater collection or treatment facilities. 

Compliance with these standards would reduce impacts related to wastewater conveyance by ensuring 

that wastewater collection and conveyance facilities are properly sized to convey the flows from 

development associated with the project. Further, since the mitigation measures in the Wastewater 

Master Plan EIR will be implemented, as required by MM 4.11-5 and MM 4.11-6, the environmental 

effects of increased discharge are considered a less-than-significant impact. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.11-5 Treatment plant capacity (Impact 4.11-7 - WRSP) 

Prior to obtaining building permits for development that would cause total 
wastewater flows from the WRSP Area to exceed 1.1 mgd, the applicants shall 
demonstrate that the PGWWTP will be expanded to 22.4 mgd. This includes 
obtaining all necessary permits to discharge the treated flow. The applicant 
shall also demonstrate that the timing of the plant expansion will be adequate 
to serve the WRSP Area without impeding other planned development 
assumed in the Wastewater Master Plan. Further, the applicants shall 
implement all relevant mitigation measures identified in the Wastewater 
Master Plan EIR. A list of mitigation measures applicable to this project area 
found in Appendix V of this EIR. 

MM 4.11-6 Treatment plant expansion policies (Impact 4.11-7 - Remainder Area) 

Any proposal for development in the Remainder Area shall require that 
adequate treatment capacity at the PGWWTP be demonstrated and evaluated 
in an environmental document that tiers from this EIR in order to provide a 
project-level analysis. The environmental document shall be the responsibility 
of the applicant. Permits to discharge the treated flows shall also be obtained 
prior to the granting of any occupancy within the Remainder Area. Further, all 
relevant mitigation measures identified in the Wastewater Master Plan EIR 
shall be implemented. A list of mitigation measures applicable to this project 
area found in Appendix V of this EIR. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
350 Project Memorandum, Capacity and Regulatory Compliance Assessment, Carollo Engineers (August 28, 2003) 
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SOLID WASTE 

4.11.11 Environmental Setting 

Solid waste generated in the City of Roseville is collected and hauled by the City to the Western Regional 

Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) located on 320 acres at the southwest corner of Athens Road and Fiddyment 

Road, approximately one mile north of the project site. The landfill is owned by the Western Placer Waste 

Management Authority (WPWMA), which is comprised of the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, 

and Placer County. Madera Disposal, a private firm, operates the landfill under contract to the Authority. 

The City of Roseville has entered into a joint powers agreement (JPA) with these other agencies for solid 

waste management and operates under the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan. The City entered 

into a Flow Control Agreement with the WPWMA in 1992, which requires that all waste generated 

within the City limits be delivered to the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) for sorting and disposal at 

the landfill. Construction and demolition debris, however, can be sent outside the County for recycling 

or disposal. Collection of solid waste within the City is operated and managed by the City’s 

Environmental Utilities Department. Private firms normally handle temporary refuse collection and 

disposal such as for construction and demolition. 

According to the Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) of the City’s General Plan, the WRSL 

is a Class III nonhazardous landfill. WPWMA expanded the permitted capacity of the landfill to 

36,350,000 cubic yards in January 2003.351 The landfill has a remaining capacity of 14,011,000 tons, which 

is projected to be exhausted in 2036.352 The landfill is permitted for a maximum daily tonnage intake of 

1,900 tons per day.353 

According to the Environmental Utilities Department, the WRSL is presently adequately accommodating 

refuse generated by the City.354 Refuse fees are collected from residential, commercial, and industrial 

accounts to cover collection and disposal costs. 

In 2000, a total of 154,056 tons of solid waste was generated in the City of Roseville, but total waste 

disposal after all recycling efforts was reduced to 88,566 tons.355 Year 2000 showed a total of 38,595 tons of 

residential waste collection through City services.356 

                                                           
351 Thom Carmichael, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 15, 2003 
352 Will Dickinson, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, December 14, 2002 
353 Will Dickinson, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, December 14, 2002 
354 City of Roseville, Environmental Utilities Department, Engineering Division, Kelye McKinney, Senior Civil Engineer, Memorandum, 
June 7, 2002 
355 City of Roseville, Environmental Utilities Department, Engineering Division, Kelye McKinney, Senior Civil Engineer, Memorandum, 
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The remainder of the waste generated was from commercial, industrial, and construction materials 

collected by private firms. The SRRE planned for a MRF system to assist in reaching State-mandated 

recycling goals. The MRF, which opened in November 1995 at the WRSL, separates and recovers waste 

products for recycling, reuse, or conversion to energy resources. In 2001, the MRF diverted 48,965 tons of 

materials from landfill disposal. While the City does not currently operate a green waste collection 

program, leaves are collected from City streets through a seasonal collection program and delivered to 

the MRF composting operation.357 The City has budgeted to start a pilot green waste collection program 

in 2004 with 6,800 residential accounts that will receive green waste collection containers. The pilot 

program will service approximately 22% of the residential customer base. The City’s overall landfill 

diversion rate in 2000 was 45 percent.358 

While the landfill is permitted to accept up to 1,900 tons per day, the MRF is only able to process 

approximately 1,050 tons per day due to the limited size of the handling floor and the number of 

operating hours per day (12 hours Monday through Friday, with reduced hours on the weekend).359 

If more than 1,050 tons comes to the MRF in one day, the amount that cannot be processed is processed 

the next day.360 This is possible as less waste is generally accepted at the MRF on weekends (200-400 

tons/day).361 If materials come to the MRF that are normally recyclable, but cannot be recycled for 

whatever reason, the waste is disposed of at the landfill.362 The most common occurrence of this involves 

wood waste. If wood is attached to sheetrock, siding, or other materials that make the wood unsuitable 

for recycling, the waste is disposed of at the landfill.363 

In August 2003, new permits were issued to the WPWMA from the California Integrated Waste 

Management Board to expand the landfill and increase the MRF capacity. The landfill’s maximum daily 

intake capacity was increased to 1,900 tons/day, but the maximum number of permitted vehicle trips per 

day at the landfill remained at 624. The permitted MRF tonnage increased to 1,750 tons/day, with a peak 

daily number of vehicle trips at the MRF increased to 939. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
June 7, 2002 
356 City of Roseville, Environmental Utilities Department, Engineering Division, Kelye McKinney, Senior Civil Engineer, Memorandum, 
June 7, 2002 
357 City of Roseville, Solid Waste Utility, Environmental Utilities Department, Terry Bosik, personal communication, July 1, 2002 
358 City of Roseville, Solid Waste Utility, Environmental Utilities Department, Terry Bosik, personal communication, July 15, 2002 
359 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 17, 2003 
360 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 17, 2003 
361 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 17, 2003 
362 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 17, 2003 
363 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 17, 2003 



4.11-78 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

The WPWMA approved a Capacity Enhancement Project in May 2003 enabling staff to pursue 

improvements to the MRF operation such as extending its processing hours to 16 hours (two full shifts) 

and expanding the handling floor. These improvements will allow the MRF to handle the permitted 1,750 

tons/day on a daily basis, likely with no surplus materials carried over to the next day. 

4.11.12 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 258 (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

[RCRA, Subtitle D]) contains regulations for municipal solid waste landfills and requires states to 

implement their own permitting programs incorporating the federal landfill criteria. The federal 

regulations address the location, operation, design, groundwater monitoring, and closure of landfills. 

Federal requirements for disposal of biosolids are set forth in Title 40 Part 503 of the CFR. 

 State 

AB 939 

The federal regulations are implemented by the California Public Resource Code Sections 40000 et seq. 

(California Integrated Waste Management Act). The State agency charged with the permitting of solid 

waste facilities is the California Integrated Waste Management Board. 

Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) (Public Resources Code Section 41780) is designed to increase landfill life and 

conserve other resources through increased source reduction and recycling. AB 939 requires cities and 

counties to prepare Solid Waste Management Plans and Source Reduction and Recycling Elements to 

implement AB 939’s goals, which included diverting approximately 50 percent of solid waste from 

landfills and identifying programs to stimulate local recycling in manufacturing and the purchase of 

recycled products. 

 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  

The City’s SRRE was prepared to implement the state-mandated waste reduction goals specified in AB 

939. The City has not yet met AB 939’s 50 percent reduction goal for 2000. The City’s waste reduction for 
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2000 was 45 percent.364 To meet these goals, the SRRE specifies three methods: (1) source reduction, 

which is a net reduction in waste generation at the source; (2) recycling, which is a reuse of materials to 

produce new similar products or different products; and (3) composting, which is a process of biological 

decomposition of solid organic debris, such as leaves, grass clippings, and other organic material 

commonly found in the municipal waste stream to create useable material. The City met the AB 939 

reduction goals of 25 percent by 1995.365 AB 939 also requires the SRRE to project solid wastes generated 

within Roseville through 2005. 

The Roseville Flow Control Agreement between the City of Roseville and the WPWMA states that any 

waste generated within the City must go to the MRF for sorting and to the landfill for disposal. 

Temporary construction and demolition debris however, may be hauled to a landfill facility outside of 

Placer County. Any materials that are collected through recycling programs that are established by the 

City, such as the collection of green waste, must also be disposed of at the MRF. 

The SRRE, which is provided in the City of Roseville General Plan, includes goals and policies for solid 

waste disposal. Refer to Appendix C for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. 

 West Roseville Specific Plan 

The WRSP requires a 50 percent reduction in the development’s construction waste stream. Developers 

must submit records of diversion and disposal to the City’s Environmental Utilities Department in order 

to verify compliance with this requirement. 

The WRSP designates a site for a recycling collection/drop-off center on Phillip Road. The center would 

occupy a site of at least 150’ by 150’ and provide easy access for residents. The site will be paved and 

fenced, with appropriate signage. 

4.11.13 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

The analysis of solid waste service impacts are based upon consideration of the estimated amount of 

solid waste anticipated to be generated by the project. The following solid waste generation rates have 

been approved by the City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Department Western Placer Waste 

                                                           
364 City of Roseville, Solid Waste Utility, Environmental Utilities Department, Terry Bosik, personal communication, July 15, 2002 
365 City of Roseville, Comprehensive Land Use Element Update Project, page 4.16-1, February 1995 
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Management Authority (memorandum for EIP to City of Roseville and Western Placer Waste 

Management Authority, December 12, 2002): 

■ Residential: 2.7 lbs/resident/day 

■ Commercial: 1 lb/100 square feet/day 

■ Industrial: 1 lb/100 square feet/day 

These rates have been used to estimate the solid waste generation for the project, including the WRSP 

Area and the Remainder Area. The amount of waste generated is then compared to the annual and daily 

tonnage intake of the landfill and the MRF. Additional waste due to construction activities is addressed 

qualitatively. 

In order to determine how the project would affect the landfill, an estimate of the annual tonnage 

generated by the project was multiplied by twenty to thirty years, which represents the general estimate 

of the time that the project would be completed and occupied. The total tonnage estimated to be 

generated was then compared to the remaining landfill capacity. In addition, the total tonnage was 

compared to the amount of waste estimated to be received in two different years (2003 and 2035, which 

represents the least and greatest amount of solid waste that would be generated by the project, 

respectively) to estimate the number of years that the landfill’s lifespan would be shortened. 

Buildout of the landfill is based on information provided by the WPWMA, including the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report for the Capacity Enhancement Project 2002–2003 (January 2003). 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would do either of the following: 

■ Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the projects solid waste 
disposal needs 

■ Generate more solid waste than the MRF can handle on a daily basis, due to either processing or 
permitting constraints 
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 Impacts 

 
IMPACT 4.11-9 INCREASED DEMAND FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICES AT THE LANDFILL. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Assembly Bill 939 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-7 (Expand the landfill) 
and MM 4.11-8 (Greenwaste 
containers) 

MM 4.11-7 (Expand the landfill) and 
MM 4.11-9 (Waste reduction policies) 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable 

 

So l id  Was te/Landf i l l  

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would result in solid waste generated by residences, retail 

and commercial establishments, offices, industrial operations, schools, and recreational facilities. Using 

the factors cited above, a total of 29,446 tons/year of solid waste would be generated in the SOI 

Amendment Area (refer to Table 4.11-15, Table 4.11-16, Table 4.11-17, and Table 4.11-18).366 It should be 

noted that this estimate is conservative because the WRSP includes source-reduction measures, such as a 

recycling collection/drop-off center on Phillip Road and green waste containers for every residence as 

part of the project. These measures would divert green waste and recyclable materials from the landfill. 

In addition, implementation of AB 939 requires cities and counties to prepare Solid Waste Management 

Plans and Source Reduction and Recycling Elements that establish programs with the goal of diverting 

50 percent of solid waste from landfills. However, an estimate of the diversion is not provided at this 

time, nor taken into account in the impact analysis because reduction rate factors for recycling and green 

waste composting have not been established. 

At buildout of the City’s General Plan, based upon the California Integrated Waste Management Board 

generation rates, the City could generate approximately 153,177 tons per year of solid waste (refer to 

Table 4.11-19), assuming that existing and currently approved projects would generate waste at the same 

rate assumed for the SOI Amendment Area. Development of the SOI Amendment Area would increase 

City waste generation by approximately 19 percent over the amount anticipated under the current 

General Plan. This solid waste would be hauled to the WRSL and would require additional City of 

Roseville solid waste hauling services.  

                                                           
366 Thom Carmichael, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, written communication, February 10, 2003. Also, Western Placer 
Waste Management Authority, Capacity Enhancement Project 2002–2003 Draft Environmental Impact Report, January 9, 2003, Table 3-1 
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Table 4.11-15 Solid Waste Generation—Residential Uses 

Project Area 
Number of 
Households 

Average 
Number of 
Persons Per 
Household 

Total 
Residential 
Population 

Per Capita Daily 
Solid Waste 
Generation 
(lbs/day) 

Total Solid 
Waste 

Generation 
(lbs/day) 

Total Solid 
Waste 

Generation 
(tons/day) 

Total Solid 
Waste 

Generation 
(tons/year) 

West Roseville Specific Plan 
Area 7,720 2.53 19,532 2.7 52,736.4 26.3 9,624 

 710 1.8 1,278 2.7 3,450.6 1.7 630 

Bio-solid Sludge Generation   20,810 0.66 13,734.6 6.8 2,506 

Total WRSP 8,430  20,810  69,921.6 34.8 12,760 

Remainder Area 7,403 2.53 18,730 2.7 50,571.0 25.3 9,235 

Bio-solid Sludge Generation   18,730 0.66 12,361.8 6.18 2,256 

Total Remainder Area   18,730  62,932.8 31.5 11,491 

Total SOI Amendment Area2 15,833  39,540  132,854.4 66.3 24,251 
NOTES: 
Some numbers may not add up due to rounding. 
1. Age-restricted households. 
2. Numbers are calculated by adding WRSP and Remainder Areas together. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 
 
 

Table 4.11-16 Solid Waste Generation—Commercial Uses 

Project Area 
Square Feet of 

Commercial Uses 

Solid Waste 
Generation  

(lbs/100 sf/day) 
Total Solid Waste 

Generation (lbs/day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(tons/day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(tons/year) 

West Roseville Specific 
Plan Area 426,890 1 4,269 2.1 767 

Remainder Area 588,933 1 5,889 2.9 1,059 

SOI Amendment Area1 1,015,823  10,158 5.0 1,826 
NOTES: 
1. Numbers are calculated by adding WRSP and Remainder Areas together. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 
 
 

Table 4.11-17 Solid Waste Generation—Industrial/Business Professional Uses 

Project Area 

Square Feet of Industrial 
and Business 

Professional Uses 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(lbs/100 sf/day) 
Total Solid Waste 

Generation (lbs/day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(tons/day) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 
(tons/year) 

West Roseville Specific 
Plan Area 1,201,390 1 12,014 6.00 2,190 

Remainder Area 646,849 1 6,468 3.23 1,179 

SOI Amendment Area1 1,848,239  18,482 9.23 3,369 
NOTES: 
1. Numbers are calculated by adding WRSP and Remainder Areas together. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 4.11-18 Solid Waste Generation—All Uses 

Project Area Total Solid Waste Generation (lbs/day) 
Total Solid Waste Generation 

(tons/day) 
Total Solid Waste 

Generation (tons/year) 

West Roseville Specific Plan 
Area 86,205 42.9 15,717 

Remainder Area 75,290 37.6 13,729 

SOI Amendment Area 161,494 80.5 29,446 
NOTES: 
1. Numbers are calculated by adding Tables 4.11-17 and 4.11-19 together. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 
 

 
Table 4.11-19 City Of Roseville Solid Waste Buildout Of The General Plan 

Use 
Dwelling 

Units Population 
Square 
Footage Solid Waste Factor 

Solid Waste 
Generated 
(lbs/day) 

Solid Waste 
Generated 
(tons/day) 

Solid Waste 
Generated 
(tons/year) 

Residential 50480 127,714 — 2.7 lbs/day/person 344,827.80 172.41 62,931.07 

Commercial — — 17,334,500 1 lb/100 sf/day 173,345.00 86.67 31,635.46 

Industrial — — 19,775,100 1 lb/100 sf/day 197,751.00 98.88 36,089.56 

Business 
Professional — — 12,340,400 1 lb/100 sf/day 123,404.00 61.70 22,521.23 

Total 50480 127,714 49,450,000 — 839,327.80 419.66 153,177.32 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

The landfill has a remaining capacity of approximately 14 million tons. Currently, the landfill is projected 

to be able to accept waste until 2036. However, the final closure date could be affected by several factors, 

including regional growth rates, economic conditions, and the efficiency of waste recovery.367 Depending 

on when the SOI Amendment Area is built out, it would generate approximately 588,920 to 883,380 tons 

of solid waste (assuming 20 to 30 full years of waste generation prior to 2036). This waste would require 

4.2 to 6.3 percent of the landfill’s remaining capacity. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The WRSP requires a 50 percent reduction in the development’s construction waste stream. Developers 

must submit records of diversion and disposal to the City’s Environmental Utilities Department in order 

to verify compliance with this requirement. 

The WRSP designates a site for a recycling collection/drop-off center on Phillip Road. The center would 

occupy a site of at least 150´ by 150´ and provide easy access for residents. The site will be paved and 

fenced, with appropriate signage. 

                                                           
367 Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 Draft Environmental Impact Report, January 9, 
2003, p. 3-6 
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A total of approximately 15,717 tons per year of solid waste would be generated by development of the 

WRSP Area (refer to Table 4.11-18). As discussed above, the City would collect this solid waste and 

convey it to the WRSL. At buildout of the City’s General Plan, the WRSP would increase the amount of 

waste generated in the City by approximately 9.8 percent. 

As stated above, these figures are conservative because the WRSP requires additional source-reduction 

measures that would divert an unknown amount of waste. The WRSP would increase the amount of 

waste received by the WRSL over a twenty to thirty year period by approximately 314,340 to 471,510 

tons, or 2.2 to 3.4 percent of the remaining capacity. This increase in waste could shorten the lifetime of 

the landfill by as much as 1.75 years (based on the amount of waste projected to be received in 2003). 

Because the WRSP would substantially shorten the life of the landfill, the impact is considered 

significant. 

Greenwaste bins, which would be required by MM 4.11-8, would reduce the amount of waste by 1,335 

tons/yr resulting in a total generation of 14,382 tons per year. As discussed above, MM 4.11-7 would also 

reduce this impact by expanding landfill capacity; however, the City cannot guarantee landfill expansion 

beyond current plans. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Remainder Area 

A total of approximately 13,729 tons per year of solid waste would be generated by development of the 

Remainder Area (refer to Table 4.11-18). This would increase the amount of waste collected by the City at 

buildout of the General Plan by 7.5 percent. The Remainder Area would generate 274,580 to 411,870 tons 

of waste over a twenty to thirty year period, which would require approximately 2.0 to 2.9 percent of the 

remaining capacity of the landfill, and could shorten the life of the landfill by up to approximately 1.4 

years. This is considered a significant impact. 

MM 4.11-9 would reduce the amount of waste at the landfill by requiring that Specific Plans or other 

development plans in the Remainder Area provide greenwaste bins to residences. This mitigation would 

reduce landfill disposal by approximately 1,167 tons/year; however, because the total amount of solid 

waste to be landfilled would remain substantial, MM 4.11-7 would be required to further reduce this 

impact by expanding landfill capacity. As previously stated, the City cannot guarantee landfill expansion 

beyond current plans. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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IMPACT 4.11-10: INCREASED DEMAND FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICES AT THE MRF. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Assembly Bill 939 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-10 (Increase MRF 
Capacity) 

MM 4.11-10 (Increase MRF Capacity) 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable 

 

So l id  Was te/MRF 

On average, the MRF receives approximately 1,000 tons/per day368, which is below its capacity of 1,750 

tons/day. Current operation capacity limits its daily tonnage to approximately 1,050 tons; however, the 

WPWMA has approved plans to increase its physical capacity (including sorting lines, flooring, and 

operational hours) to process its permitted amount to 1,750 tons per day. 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would generate approximately 65 tons per day of solid waste 

that would require processing at the MRF. The WPWMA projects that by 2008 the MRF will be receiving 

a peak of 1,707 tons per day. The peak tonnage received at the MRF would continue to increase as 

growth occurs in the service area and would likely exceed 1,750 by 2009. If the 65 tons per day from the 

SOI Amendment Area is added to the 2008 peak tonnage at the MRF, the total of 1,772 would exceed 

both the existing and planned permit amounts by 2008. Over time, the increased waste from the SOI 

Amendment Area would exacerbate the need for additional MRF processing capacity. Implementation of 

AB 939 requires the establishment of goals of diverting 50 percent of solid waste from landfills, which 

helps reduce impacts associated with an increased demand for solid waste at the MRF. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development of the WRSP would produce approximately 36 tons per day of solid waste, which would 

be sent to the MRF for sorting. As discussed above, the MRF is projected to approach its peak tonnage 

capacity around 2008, not including WRSP Area waste. By 2009, the MRF will likely exceed 1,750 tons per 

day on peak days. The addition of waste from the WRSP Area would accelerate the rate at which the 

MRF could exceed its existing and planned capacity. This would be a significant impact. 

                                                           
368 Eric Oddo, Western Placer Waste Management Authority, personal communication, January 24, 2003. 
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MM 4.11-10 would increase the capacity of the MRF by adding additional processing lines. This could 

increase MRF capacity to approximately 2,400 tons per day, which would be adequate to process waste 

from the WRSP Area and from other development anticipated in WPWMA’s current plans. As a member 

of the WPWMA, the City can support increased capacity of the MRF; however, the City cannot compel 

the WPWMA to take such action. Furthermore, in order to undertake increased capacity, the WPWMA 

would need to conduct a CEQA review and obtain amendments to permits governing the MRF. For these 

reasons, whether and when the MRF will be expanded cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, this 

impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

Remainder Area 

Development of the Remainder Area is expected to produce approximately 29 tons per day of solid 

waste. As discussed above, when combined with waste from other planned development, the amount of 

waste to be processed could exceed existing and planned capacity at the MRF. This would be a 

significant impact. MM 4.11-10 would increase the capacity of the MRF. However, the City cannot 

guarantee that the MRF will be expanded, or when. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-11 CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS DEMAND FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICES. 

Applicable Policies 
and Regulations: 

Assembly Bill 939 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations:

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-7 (Expand the landfill), 
MM 4.11-10 (Increase MRF 
capacity), and MM 4.11-11 (Recycle 
Construction Debris) 

MM 4.11-7 (Expand the landfill), 
MM 4.11-10 (Increase MRF capacity), and 
MM 4.11-12 (Construction debris policies) 

Significance after Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable 

 

Cons t ruc t ion  Debr i s  

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed above, development of the WRSP Area would include removal of debris from the site and 

the construction of new buildings, which would generate construction debris that requires disposal. 

Construction and demolition activities can generate significant amounts of waste. As discussed in 

Impacts 4.11-8 and 4.11-9, solid waste generated by the WRSP would shorten the life of the landfill and 

exceed the processing capacity of the MRF. Construction debris would exacerbate these impacts. This is 

considered a significant impact. 
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Consistent with the requirements of AB 939, MM 4.11-11 requires that 50 percent of the construction 

debris from the WRSP be diverted from the landfill. Developers must submit all diversion and disposal 

records to the City’s Environmental Utilities Department to demonstrate that the 50 percent diversion 

requirement has been satisfied. MM 4.11-7 and MM 4.11-10 would increase the capacity of the landfill 

and MRF. Together, these measures would reduce impacts on WPWMA facilities. However, as discussed 

above, the City cannot guarantee implementation of MM 4.11-7 and MM 4.11-10. Therefore, this impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

Remainder Area 

As discussed above, construction and demolition activities generate construction debris in addition to the 

waste that would be generated on an annual basis once development is occupied. As discussed in 

Impact 4.11-8 and Impact 4.11-9, solid waste generated on an annual basis in the Remainder Area would 

shorten the life of the landfill and exceed the processing capacity of the MFR. Construction debris would 

exacerbate these impacts. This is considered a significant impact. MM 4.11-12 would reduce the amount 

of construction debris that requires processing at the MRF and/or landfilling by including construction 

debris recycling policies or conditions for development in the Remainder Area. Consistent with the 

requirements of AB 939, MM 4.11-7 and MM 4.11-10 would increase the capacity of the landfill and MRF. 

Together, these measures would reduce impacts on WPWMA facilities. However, as discussed above, the 

City cannot guarantee implementation of MM 4.11-7 and MM 4.11-10. Therefore, this impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.11-7 Expand the WRSL landfill (Impact 4.11-9 — WRSP and Remainder Area) 

Development in the WRSP Area and Remainder Area shall pay collection fees 
to the City of Roseville, a portion of which shall be used to service bonds 
necessary to fund landfill expansion on an adjacent property that is suitable for 
such a use. As a member of the WPWMA, the City of Roseville can support 
expansion of the landfill, as needed; however, the City cannot compel the 
WPWMA to expand the landfill. 

Expansion of the landfill would create environmental effects. Because plans for 
expansion of capacity beyond 2036 have not been developed, specific impacts 
cannot be identified at this time. Nonetheless, because of the expansion site’s 
proximity to the existing landfill, it can be anticipated that impacts of an 
expansion would be similar to those attributed to the currently planned 
expansion. First, there would be construction-related impacts, such as air 
pollutant emissions and noise from construction equipment and erosion. In 
addition, agricultural land and biological resources, potentially including 
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wetlands and Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, could be lost. Once 
constructed, the landfill could create additional odors, traffic, operational air 
emissions (due to increased vehicle trips to the landfill), increased emissions of 
landfill gas and combustion flare emissions, litter, night lighting and changes 
in visual character, degradation of surface and groundwater quality, and 
geologic hazards. These impacts would be similar to those of the existing 
landfill, and, where significant, could be reduced by implementation of 
mitigation measures already required of the landfill and the permitting 
process. However, there could be impacts, such as the loss of biological and 
agricultural resources, that would remain significant and unavoidable even 
after mitigation. 

MM 4.11-8 Greenwaste receptacles (Impact 4.11-9 — WRSP) 

All residences shall be provided with one 90-gallon greenwaste receptacle. 

MM 4.11-9 Greenwaste policies (Impact 4.11-9 — Remainder) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall require that all residences be provided with greenwaste containers. 

MM 4.11-10  Increase MRF capacity (Impact 4.11-10 — WRSP and Remainder Area) 

Operations at the MRF could be expanded by increasing the number of 
processing lines. Like expansion of the landfill, increasing MRF capacity 
would be under the jurisdiction of the WPWMA. The WPWMA can and 
should increase the capacity of the MRF and the City should advocate that it 
do so. 

Expansion of the MRF capacity would have environmental effects, such as 
construction noise, increases in vehicle traffic and emissions, and a shortened 
lifespan for the landfill (because more waste would be disposed of on a daily 
basis). Specific impacts would need to be identified and evaluated by the 
WPWMA if it decided to further increase the capacity of the MRF. 

MM 4.11-11 Divert construction debris (Impact 4.11-11 — WRSP) 

The applicant shall ensure a 50 percent reduction in the development’s 
construction waste stream. In Developer’s contracts with construction 
contractors and their subcontractors, the Developer shall require that 
contractors reduce construction waste stream by 50 percent. The Developer 
shall further require that contractors and subcontractors submit records of 
diversion and disposal to the City’s Environmental Utilities Department in 
order to verify compliance with this requirement. 
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MM 4.11-12 Construction debris policies (Impact 4.11-11 — Remainder) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall provide for diversion and recycling of construction debris. 

ELECTRICITY AND NATURAL GAS 

4.11.14 Environmental Setting 

 Electricity 

Supply  

The City purchases wholesale electrical power from both the Western Area Power Administration 

(WAPA), which is generated by the federal government’s Central Valley Project, and from other 

members of the Northern California Power Agency (NCPA), a joint powers agency, and distributes it 

through transmission and distribution lines. The City may purchase power from other members and 

entities. 

There are two potential public utility providers that could provide electricity to the SOI Amendment 

Area: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and the City of Roseville Electric Department (Roseville 

Electric). Roseville Electric provides electrical service to customers within the City limits, and is 

anticipated to be the service provider for the entire SOI Amendment Area. 

In 2000, the City’s annual electrical demand was approximately 243 mega-watts (MW).369 By the year 

2010, the City’s electrical demand is expected to rise to 296 MW (without the WRSP or SOI 

Amendment).370 The peak demand for electricity for the City in July 2002 was approximately 274 MW. 

This is the highest electricity demand in the City.371 That demand was filled by:372 

■ 20 MW from steam-injected combustion turbines 

■ 16 MW from simple-cycle combustion turbines 

■ 44 MW from Calaveras hydroelectric project 

■ 69 MW from Western Area Power Administration 

■ 20 MW from Seattle City Light 

                                                           
369 Roseville Electric website, Roseville Electric, 2000 Annual Report Quantum Leaps—The Electric System, www.rosevilleelectric.org, 

accessed August 24, 2002 
370 Phillip McAvoy, City of Roseville, written communication, March 31, 2003 
371 Phillip McAvoy, Energy Market Analyst, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
372 Mike Wardell, Risk Manager/Trader, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
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■ 11 MW from Geothermal Nos. 1 and 2 

■ 94 MW (remainder) from market purchases 

The City can remove 30 percent of its supply if the market price for energy drops to protect it against 

financial hardship.373 Revenue sources for the City’s utility system include electric rates and direct 

installation fees. These fees are collected as a condition of approval of development projects. 

The City currently encourages energy conservation by providing information regarding rebate programs 

for energy efficiency investments and educational programs for residents and businesses. In addition, 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires the use of energy-efficient appliances in all new 

development. 

Transmiss ion  

There are currently 21-kilovolt (kV) overhead lines along Fiddyment Road between Blue Oaks Boulevard 

and Baseline Road, and an extension of these lines to the east along the north side of Blue Oaks 

Boulevard toward Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard.374 There is also a 60-kV overhead line along Baseline 

Road. A 60-kV overhead line may be constructed along Fiddyment Road north of Blue Oaks 

Boulevard.375 Currently, there is a substation at the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road 

and a 12-kV line that connects PGWWTP.376 There is a 12-kV network serving the Del Webb Specific 

Plan area, and another 12-kV network serving the North Roseville Specific Plan Area (Phase 2).377 A 230-

kV electrical receiving station is located in the Remainder Area on the east side of Fiddyment Road, 

approximately 375 feet south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The northern boundary of the substation site 

is adjacent to an existing 425-foot wide transmission corridor that consists of above-ground 230-kV 

transmission lines that run east/west through the Remainder Area approximately 375 feet south of 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Buffer zones are provided around the facility. Figure 4.11-7 (West Roseville 

Specific Plan Electric Substation and 60 kV Power Line Easements) illustrates the location of proposed 60 

kV electrical line as well as alternative alignments for the 60 kV line. 

 Natural Gas 

PG&E, a privately owned and operated utility company, provides natural gas to the City of Roseville. 

PG&E currently has a 6-inch high-pressure plastic gas main located on the east side of Fiddyment Road.  

                                                           
373 Mike Wardell, Risk Manager/Trader, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
374 Kam Hung, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
375 City of Roseville, Draft West Roseville Specific Plan, April 2002, p. 6-13 
376 Kam Hung, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
377 Kam Hung, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 



FIGURE 4.11-7

10659-00

Not to Scale
West Roseville Specific Plan Electric Substation and 60kV Power Line Easements

Source: West Roseville Specific Plan 2003 City of Roseville
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There are also 6-inch high-pressure plastic gas lines located along the north side of Baseline Road and the 

south side of Blue Oaks Boulevard, both of which have stubs just west of Fiddyment Road in the SOI 

Amendment Area. According to PG&E, the average amount of natural gas consumed by a residential 

unit in the City of Roseville is approximately 150 cubic feet per day (cfd) per unit.378 

The City’s ongoing development review process includes a review and comment opportunity for 

privately owned utility companies, including PG&E, to allow for informed input from each utility 

company on all development proposals. The input facilitates a detailed review of all projects by service 

purveyors to assess the potential demands for utility services on a project-by-project basis. The ability of 

PG&E to provide its services concurrently with each project is evaluated during the development review 

process. Funding for gas service is collected through company billings and developer fees put toward the 

extension of infrastructure to new development. 

4.11.15 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulates the transmission and sale of electricity in interstate 

commerce, licenses hydroelectric projects, and oversees related environmental matters. 

 State 

In 1996, State legislation was enacted which restructured California’s electricity market. In accordance 

with Assembly Bill (AB) 1890, the generation of electricity is open to competition, but the transmission 

and distribution remain a regulated monopoly. The utilities are required to purchase all their electricity 

needs from the wholesale market. The goal of the legislation was to open the state’s energy market to 

competition, with the expectation that competition would drive down the cost of electricity. The 

legislation gave the customers of investor-owned utilities, such as PG&E, the ability to choose who 

provides their electric energy, much the same way they can choose long distance telephone companies. 

The State experienced a number of problems at the same time the electricity market was restructured. 

Many power plants were sold to privately owned, out-of-state energy companies. The demand for 

electricity grew faster than expected during the 1990s due to rapid growth in the State’s economy, the 

spread of computer technology, the lack of new power plants constructed since the mid 1980s, the lack of 

widespread conservation due to relatively low electricity costs to consumers, and the State’s population 

                                                           
378 Ed Wong, Senior Gas Distribution Engineer, PG&E, written communication, September 20, 2002 
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growth (a 13 percent increase between 1990 and 2000). The State produces only part of its electricity 

needs: For example, in 1999, California produced about 82 percent of the electricity it used.379 The rest 

must be bought from other western states. At the same time, the west, in particular the northwest, 

experienced dramatic growth, which reduced the amount of energy available from that area for use in 

California, which led to rolling blackouts and exorbitant electricity costs. 

Because most power plants in California are powered by natural gas, the cost of making electricity 

increased during this same time due to dramatic increases in the price of natural gas during 2000. In 

January 2001, some utilities, including PG&E, began to experience financial problems. 

T i t l e  20  and T i t l e  24 ,  Ca l i fo rn ia  Code  of  Regula t ions  (CCR)  

New buildings constructed in California must comply with the standards contained in Title 20, Energy 

Building Regulations, and Title 24, Energy Conservation Standards, of the CCR. Title 20 contains the 

regulations relating to power plant siting certification. Title 24 (AB 970) contains the energy efficiency 

standards for residential and nonresidential buildings based on a state mandate to reduce California’s 

energy demand. 

Warren-Alqu is t  Energy  Resources  Conserva t ion  and Deve lopment  Ac t  

The State Energy Commission regulates energy resources by encouraging and coordinating research into 

energy supply and demand problems and to reduce the rate of growth of energy consumption (Warren-

Alquist Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act Government Code section 25000 et seq.). 

Pac i f i c  Gas  and E lec t r i c  

PG&E’s Gas Rule 15 provides guidelines for the extension of gas distribution mains necessary to furnish 

permanent services to customers. It outlines responsibilities for installation and extension allowances, as 

well as financial contributions by project applicants. Gas Rule 16 applies to PG&E’s service facilities that 

extend from PG&E’s distribution main facilities to service delivery points, and the service-related 

equipment required on the project site to receive gas service. It discusses metering facilities, distribution 

main extensions, service connections, and responsibilities for new service extensions. 

                                                           
379 California Energy Commission website, http://www.energy.ca.gov/html/energysources.html accessed September 10, 2002 
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 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  

The City of Roseville General Plan includes goals and policies for electricity and gas supply. Refer to 

Appendix C for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. 

4.11.16 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

The assessment of electricity and natural gas service is a qualitative review of services available to the 

project and a determination of whether they are adequate to serve its needs. Standard generation rates 

were used for the projected electrical and natural gas demand for the SOI Amendment Area. 

The peak electrical demand for the project is calculated by applying the following electrical demand rates 

to the proposed land uses.380 The additional electrical demand is compared to existing and proposed 

entitlements for electricity: 

■ Single-Family Residential: 0.0055 MW per year per dwelling unit 

■ Multi-Family Residential 0.0035 MW per year per dwelling unit 

■ Commercial: 0.116 MW per year per acre 

■ Business-Professional: 0.298 MW per acre 

■ Schools: 0.025 MW per acre 

■ Industrial 0.056 MW per year per acre 

The average natural gas demand for the project is calculated by applying the following natural gas 

demand rates to the proposed land uses: 

■ Residential: 1,440 Therms per dwelling unit 

■ Commercial/Business-Professional: 63,600 Therms per acre 

■ Industrial 10,200 Therms per acre 

                                                           
380 Philip McAvoy, Energy Market Analyst, Roseville Electric, written communication, April 14, 2003 
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 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would do the following: 

■ Generate a demand for electricity or natural gas that exceeds the existing or planned natural gas 
supply or capacity of transmission facilities 

 

IMPACT 4.11-12: INCREASED DEMAND FOR ELECTRICITY. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

CCR Title 20 
CCR Title 24 (AB 970) 
Government Code Section 25000 et seq. 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required MM 4.11-13 (Electric facilities policies) 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

 Electricity 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

The development and implementation of the WRSP Area would add land uses that would increase the 

demand for electrical services. As shown in Table 4.11-20, the increased demand for electrical service is 

estimated to average 60.67 MW per year within the WRSP Area, an increase of 20 percent over average 

existing City levels. Roseville Electric has indicated that there are no constraints to obtaining a reliable 

energy source to serve development in the WRSP Area.381 

As shown in Figure 4.11-7, 21-kV lines currently exist along Fiddyment Road, with a 12-kV line 

connecting the PGWWTP. The existing Fiddyment Road substation is located at the southeast quadrant 

of Fiddyment Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard. Extension of overhead power lines west along 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard, to the WAPA corridor, north to Blue Oaks Boulevard, and east through the 

project would provide a network to serve the WRSP Area. However, in order to provide enough 

electricity to the area, a new 60-kV substation would be required to serve the WRSP Area. A 1.5-acre site 

to the northwest of the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard has been designated in 

the WRSP for this substation. This substation would be located on a 1.5-acre site with a 12-foot high fence 

                                                           
381 City of Roseville, Executive Summary of the Feasibility Analysis Report for the Proposed West Roseville Specific Plan and City/County 
MOU Area, February 2002, p. 20 
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surrounded with landscape buffer. Electrical structures associated with the substation would range in 

height from 10 to 40 feet. Approximately two 60-foot tall, 60-kV tubular steel poles would also be 

installed in order to connect the substation to the proposed power lines along Blue Oaks Boulevard. A 

paved driveway would be installed within the substation for internal circulation of vehicles. The 

substation would be fed from new 60-kV overhead transmission lines that loop through the project site. 

Starting at the existing Fiddyment Road substation, the 60-kV lines would extend west along Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard, to the WAPA corridor, north to the PGWWTP, then east along the north side of Blue 

Oaks Boulevard to the planned substation at Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard. Electric power 

would leave the substation via distribution lines at 12-kV. Transformer bank(s), breakers, switches, and 

other electric equipment will be used to transform the voltage. 

 
Table 4.11-20 Annual Electrical Demand West Roseville Specific Plan 

and Remainder Areas 
Land Use Category Number of Units/Acres Electrical Demand Factor per Year1 Estimated Electrical Demand (MW) per Year 

West Roseville Specific Plan Area 

Single-Family Residential 5,552 units 0.0055 MW per unit 30.54 

Multi-Family Residential 2,878 units 0.0035 MW per unit 10.07 

Commercial 47 acres 0.116 MW per acre 5.45 

Industrial 108.5 acres 0.056 MW per acre 6.08 

Business Professional 19.6 acres 0.298 MW per acre 5.84 

Schools 107.6 acres 0.025 MW per acre 2.69 

Total WRSP Demand   60.67 

Remainder Area 

Single-Family Residential 5,296 units 0.0055 MW per unit 29.13 

Multi-Family Residential 2,107 units 0.0035 MW per unit 7.38 

Commercial 67.6 acres 0.116 MW per acre 7.84 

Business Professional 49.5 acres 0.298 MW per acre 14.75 

Total Remainder Area Demand   59.10 

Total Demand in SOI Amendment Area   119.76 
NOTES: 
1. Demand factor units were originally in Mega Volt Amps (MVA), which are similar to megawatts (MW). For this analysis, MV was used. 
SOURCE: Philip McAvoy, Energy Market Analyst, Roseville Electric, written communication, April 14, 2003; EIP Associates 2003 

 

It is important to note that project impacts related to changing power generation and distribution in the 

western U.S. cannot be ascertained. It should also be noted that the City’s sources of energy are diverse 

and widespread. The exact source that would supply the WRSP Area is not known at this time. 

Currently, the City obtains power from diverse sources, including combustion (natural gas), 

hydroelectric facilities, and geothermal projects. It is beyond the purview of this EIR to speculate about 

the impacts of increasing demand for any particular source of energy (e.g., hydroelectric, coal) or changes 

in the types of energy sources available to the City. Construction of new or expanded electrical 

generation or distribution facilities could affect the environment, particularly during construction when 
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impacts related to soil erosion, storm runoff, increased noise, dust, and vehicle emissions could result. In 

addition, sensitive habitats, visual resources, and cultural resources could be affected. 

Although both PG&E and Roseville Electric have indicated that they can serve the WRSP Area, 

construction of a new substation and transmission lines must be completed to serve the WRSP Area. 

Physical impacts of that construction are evaluated in this EIR. Implementation of Title 20 and 24 of the 

CCR would reduce impacts associated with an increased demand for electricity by implementing energy 

efficient standards for residential and non-residential buildings. In addition, implementation of section 

25000 et seq. would encourage, develop and coordinate research and development into energy supply 

and demand problems to reduce the rate of growth of energy consumption. Furthermore, since there is 

adequate electrical supply, and the substation and transmission lines will be constructed as part of the 

WRSP, the impact is considered less than significant. 

Remainder  Area  

As shown in Table 4.11-20, the Remainder Area would require 59.10 MW of electricity annually. As 

discussed above, both PG&E and Roseville Electric have indicated they could serve the site and would 

provide the necessary transmission facilities. It is anticipated that an additional 60-kV substation would 

be required to serve the Remainder Area.382 Without the new substation, future development within the 

Remainder Area could not be served. This would be a significant impact. MM 4.11-13 requires that a 

substation site be designated within the Remainder Area when a development proposal is submitted. 

Roseville Electric would monitor the Remainder Area’s need for electricity, and the new substation or 

new transmission lines would be built when needed. Compliance with Title 20 and 24 of the CCR, as well 

as section 25000 et seq. would be required. Roseville Electric would be responsible for their construction. 

Because this measure would ensure that distribution facilities would be adequate, the impact would be 

less than significant. 

 
IMPACT 4.11-13: INCREASED DEMAND FOR NATURAL GAS. 

Applicable Policies 
and Regulations: 

PG&E Gas Rule 15 and 16 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required None Required 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 
                                                           
382 Kam Hung, Roseville Electric, personal communication, August 19, 2002 
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 Natural Gas 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

The development of the WRSP Area would increase the demand for natural gas. As shown in 

Table 4.11-21, the increased demand for natural gas is estimated to average approximately 17,481,660 

Therms per year. As shown in Figure 4.11-8 (PG&E Natural Gas Line), a 6-inch gas line is located near 

the eastern border of the WRSP Area. 
 

 

Table 4.11-21 Annual Natural Gas Demand West Roseville Specific Plan and Remainder Areas 

Land Use Category Number of Units/Acres Natural Gas Demand Factor per Year 
Estimated Natural Gas Demand 

(Therms) per Year 

West Roseville Specific Plan Area 

Residential 8,430 units 1,440 Therms per dwelling unit 12,139,200 

Commercial/ Business-Professional 69.8 acres 63,600 Therms per acre 4,439,280 

Industrial 115 acres 10,200 Therms per acre 1,173,000 

Total WRSP Demand   17,751,480 

Remainder Area 

Residential 7,403 units 1,440 Therms per dwelling unit 10,660,320 

Commercial/Business Professional 117.1 acres 63,600 Therms per acre 7,447,560 

Total Remainder Area Demand   18,107,880 

Total Demand in SOI Amendment Area   35,859,360 
SOURCE: North Roseville Specific Plan DEIR 1997; EIP Associates 2003 
 

There are several possibilities for additional natural gas line connections. It may be possible to route a 

feeder of the transmission line (Line 123) east of the WRSP Area that provides the feed (a regulation 

station on Blue Oaks) for the existing gas system on Fiddyment Road and throughout the Del Webb Sun 

City Development.383 

More likely, the utility would build a new 500-psi distribution feeder main down Baseline Road from 

Line 123 to a new regulator station near Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road, then a 60 psi 6- or 8-inch 

main up Fiddyment Road as an additional feed for the WRSP Area.384 Line extensions off major roadways 

and subsequent line extensions in various neighborhoods would be made per Gas Rule 15. Service to the 

individual dwelling units and the commercial parcels would be made per Gas Rule 16.385 

In the future, a new natural gas regulator station would be required to service the entire WRSP Area. An 

extension of the 6-inch 60-psi gas backbone feeder would occur along the industrial zoned sections in the  

 

                                                           
383 G.A. Krause & Associates, Memo: Dry Utility Overview and Opportunity Assessment, February 11, 2002, p. 8 
384 G.A. Krause & Associates, Memo: Dry Utility Overview and Opportunity Assessment, February 11, 2002, p. 8 
385 G.A. Krause & Associates, Memo: Dry Utility Overview and Opportunity Assessment, February 11, 2002, p. 8 
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western portion of the project site.386 When usage approaches existing capacity, it would be necessary to 

bring in another feed from a second source.387 According to PG&E, there is adequate natural gas supply 

and the WRSP provides for needed transmission lines. Therefore, this impact is considered less than 

significant. 

Remainder  Area  

As shown in Table 4.11-21, the Remainder Area would require 18,107,880 therms of natural gas per year. 

As discussed above, PG&E has indicated that it can serve the site. It is anticipated that additional natural 

gas lines would be required to serve the Remainder Area. There are currently 6-inch stub lines just west 

of Fiddyment Road at Blue Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road. The southern portion of the Remainder 

Area could tap into the line at Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road. Lines to serve the Remainder Area 

could tap into these stub lines. With the excess natural gas supply that PG&E currently has and 

connections to these existing lines, PG&E would be able to accommodate development of the Remainder 

Area. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.11-13:  Electric facilities policies (Impact 4.11-12 — Remainder) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall identify a substation or substations and appropriately sized transmission 
lines, as determined by the City. Roseville Electric shall monitor electrical use 
in the Sphere of Influence area, and construct these facilities as needed. At the 
time specific development is proposed within the Remainder Area, additional 
environmental review would be required which analyzes electrical facilities. 
Any proposal for development in the Remainder Area shall demonstrate that 
these facilities will be available to serve the proposed development prior to 
occupation. 

CABLE TELEVISION AND TELEPHONE SERVICES 

4.11.17 Environmental Setting 

Cable television service is provided within the City of Roseville by Comcast Cablevision of Sacramento. 

Telephone service is provided by the Roseville Telephone Company (Surewest), SBC/Pacific Bell, or other 

service providers. The cable and telephone companies are privately owned and operated. The existing 

                                                           
386 G.A. Krause & Associates, Memo: Dry Utility Overview and Opportunity Assessment, February 11, 2002, p. 8 
387 G.A. Krause & Associates, Memo: Dry Utility Overview and Opportunity Assessment, February 11, 2002, p. 8 
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development review process for project proposals includes a review and comment opportunity for 

privately owned utility companies, including Comcast Cablevision of Sacramento and the Roseville 

Telephone Company. This review and comment opportunity allows service purveyors to assess potential 

future demands for utility services and the existing access to potential development sites on a project-by-

project basis. 

Funding for cable and telephone service is collected through company billings and developer fees 

applied to the extension of infrastructure to new development. Normally, the purchase of materials and 

labor costs associated with infrastructure extension are paid by the utility company. However, trenching 

costs attributable to Comcast Cablevision of Sacramento are the responsibility of the developer. Interior 

wiring material is supplied to the developer by the utility free of charge. Installation of interior wiring is 

not provided. 

According to the Roseville Telephone Company, the purchase of materials, labor, and trenching costs 

associated with infrastructure extensions are paid by the utility company. Trenching costs would most 

likely be paid by the developer initially but would be reimbursed by Roseville Telephone Company. The 

utility provides one-inch conduit to each dwelling unit. Interior wiring is the responsibility of the 

developer or home-owner. Roseville Telephone Company can provide interior wiring service; however, 

their services would need to be separately contracted and are not included when providing service to 

new development. 

4.11.18 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal and State 

There are no specific federal or state regulations pertaining to the provision of cable television or 

telephone services. 

 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  

The City of Roseville General Plan includes goals and policies for private utilities. Refer to Appendix C 

for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. 
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4.11.19 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

The demand for cable television and telephone services needed to serve the increased Roseville resident 

population resulting from development of the WRSP Area and Remainder Area is anticipated as the 

development of the SOI Amendment Area occurs. For this analysis, each dwelling unit is anticipated to 

require one cable television and one telephone connection. One cable television and telephone connection 

is anticipated per each gross acre of nonresidential use, excluding parks and open space. While estimates 

of the additional new cable television and telephone services are calculated, the impact on the service 

providers is qualitatively discussed. 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would 

■ Generate a demand for cable television and telephone service that requires extension of these 
facilities in a manner that could adversely affect the environment. 

 Impacts  

 
IMPACT 4.11-14: INCREASED DEMAND ON CABLE TELEVISION AND TELEPHONE 

SERVICES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

None identified 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies and 
Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None Required None Required 

Significance after Mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  P lan  

The WRSP Area is within the service areas of Roseville Telephone Company (Surewest Communications) 

and SBC/Pacific Bell. The exchange boundary between Roseville Telephone and SBC/Pacific Bell runs 

directly through the WRSP Area in a north/south direction from below Pleasant Grove Boulevard west of 

the Village Center north to Pleasant Grove Creek and then east to the Plan Area boundary. One or more 

private cable television companies will provide service to the WRSP Area. 
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Distribution lines to individual parcels will be extended from existing infrastructure adjacent to the 

WRSP Area and will occur as development takes place. The appropriate providers will review delivery 

of telephone and cable television services to individual projects in the WRSP at the time of proposal. 

The development of the SOI Amendment Area, including the WRSP Area and Remainder Area would 

create an increased demand for cable television and telephone services. Assuming that each dwelling 

unit would require one cable television and one telephone connection, the SOI Amendment Area would 

require at a minimum 15,833 new residential connections. The cable television needs of the SOI 

Amendment Area would be served by Comcast Cable of Sacramento and Roseville Telephone Company 

or other SBC Service providers would service the area’s phone needs. Similarly, assuming that each acre 

of all nonresidential land, excluding road right-of-ways, parks and open space, would require a cable 

television and telephone connection, the SOI Amendment Area would require another 468 nonresidential 

connections for a total of approximately 16,300 connections. 

As stated above, these additional services would be provided by private utility companies and would be 

funded through developer fees and future customer billing. In addition, the utility companies would be 

given the opportunity to review and comment on any proposed development requiring new service. All 

phone and cable lines would be installed in roadway rights-of-way, so there would not be any 

environmental impacts beyond the construction impacts identified in this EIR. Therefore, the demand for 

cable television and telephone services is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

 Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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4.12 HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND GROUNDWATER 

4.12.1 Introduction 

This section addresses potential hydrologic effects related to drainage, groundwater resources, and water 

quality in the SOI Amendment Area. Site characteristics such as regional and local drainage and flooding 

conditions and water quality are described based on site-specific information developed for the WRSP 

Area and Remainder Area and published technical information, as indicated in footnoted references. The 

primary sources of information referenced for this section regarding drainage and flooding conditions 

are listed below: 

■ Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Wood-Rodgers Inc. (June 2003) 

■ Groundwater Impact Analysis, MWH (June 2003) 

■ City of Roseville Detention Basin Project FEIR January 2003 (SCH No. 2002072084) 

These documents are available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, 

Roseville, California. 

Comments raised in response to the Notice of Preparation (see Appendices A and B) identified the 

following topics of interest and/or concern: increase in stormwater peak flows and volume and potential 

for downstream flooding, particularly for higher frequency small storm events; development in the 

floodplain; and urban contaminants in stormwater runoff, including sedimentation effects. These issues 

are addressed in this section. 

Issues related to the availability of water supply and potential environmental effects related to the use of 

existing and planned supplies are addressed in Section 4.11.2,Public Utilities, Water. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, this EIR evaluates the impacts of the project, which would 

include a Sphere of Influence Amendment and annexation of the WRSP Area to the City, at a project-

specific level. Because a sphere amendment is the only action proposed for the Remainder Area (that 

portion of the SOI Amendment Area outside of the WRSP Area), a program-level analysis is provided for 

the full SOI Amendment. In order to conduct the analysis, development assumptions are made for the 

Remainder Area (see Chapter 2, Project Description, for details). Figure 1-1 (SOI Amendment Area) in 

Chapter 1, Introduction, identifies the boundaries of the SOI Amendment Area, WRSP Area, and 

Remainder Area. 



4.12-2 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

As discussed in Chapter 4 of this EIR, Environmental Analysis, minor changes have been made to the 

proposed land uses for the WRSP since publication of the NOP. Overall the total amount of open space 

increased by 34.9 acres, primarily along the western boundary of the WRSP Area. However, the total 

amount of area to be disturbed is very similar to the prior land use plan. The open space corridors along 

Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek have not changed. For these reasons, impacts related to 

hydrology and water quality would be reduced relative to the project described in the NOP. These 

differences do not affect the conclusions of this EIR, which analyzes hydrology and water quality based 

on the project described in Chapter 2. 

4.12.2 Environmental Setting 

 Regional Surface Water Hydrology 

The SOI Amendment Area is situated within the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds in 

the Sacramento Valley. The Pleasant Grove Creek watershed originates in the lower foothills of Placer 

County northeast of the SOI Amendment Area. The Pleasant Grove Creek watershed totals 

approximately 45 square miles, ranging in elevation from approximately 300 feet near Loomis to 

approximately 45 feet in Sutter County.388 Approximately 10,000 acres of watershed discharge upstream 

of the SOI Amendment Area.389 Pleasant Grove Creek flows west into Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, 

approximately seven miles downstream of the Roseville City limits.390 The headwaters of Curry Creek are 

located about three-quarters of a mile east of Fiddyment Road. The Curry Creek watershed totals 

approximately 16.5 square miles and slopes from east to west. The elevation in the upper watershed is 

approximately 120 feet, decreasing to approximately 45 feet inSutter County.391 Figure 4.12-1 illustrates 

regional hydrology. 

The two watersheds drain to the Cross Canal watershed, which encompasses approximately 292 acres in 

Placer and Sutter counties. Pleasant Grove Creek flows into the Cross Canal in Sutter County, and 

through an extensive levee network into the Sacramento River just south of its confluence with the 

Feather River, approximately 14 miles west of Roseville.392 In addition to Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry 

Creek, other large creeks in the Cross Canal watershed include Coon Creek, Auburn Ravine, and 

Markham Ravine. 

                                                           
388 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 7. 
389 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 39. 
390 Rosewood Environmental Engineering, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment Property, Roseville, California, August 
1999, page 11. 
391 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 7. 
392 Rosewood Environmental Engineering, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment Property, Roseville, California, August 
 

 
1999, page 11. 
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The Cross Canal watershed is within the Sacramento River Basin, which covers approximately 26,500 

square miles and is bound by the Sierra Nevada to the east, the Coast Ranges to the west, the Cascade 

Range and Trinity Mountains to the north, and the Delta-Central Sierra area to the south. The 

Sacramento River is the principal river in the basin. The principal tributaries to the Sacramento River 

include the Pit and McCloud rivers, which join the Sacramento River from the north, and the Feather and 

American rivers, which are tributaries from the east.393 The average runoff from the Basin is estimated to 

be 21.3 million acre-feet per year.394 

West Roseville Specific Plan Drainage 

The 3,162-acre WRSP Area is located within the Pleasant Grove and Curry Creek watersheds. The 

Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP Area within the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed incorporates 

approximately 1,622 acres. The Westpark portion of the WRSP Area contributes an additional 

approximately 412 acres to the Pleasant Grove watershed.395 The shed area also includes the Pleasant 

Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) site. Approximately 1,070 acres of the Westpark portion 

of the WRSP Area is within the Curry Creek watershed. A small portion (approximately 56 acres) of the 

Fiddyment Ranch property discharges to the Curry Creek watershed through the northeast corner of the 

Westpark property.396 

The main branch of Pleasant Grove Creek flows east to west through the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the 

WRSP Area. The main branch of Pleasant Grove Creek extends approximately 4,000 feet (0.76 mile) 

through the site. The South Branch of Pleasant Grove Creek connects with the main branch on the east 

side of the WRSP Area. An additional tributary of Pleasant Grove Creek is located west of the WRSP 

Area in the Remainder Area north of Phillip Road.397 

Another small ephemeral creek crosses the southwest corner of the Fiddyment Ranch property in the 

WRSP Area, passing the Old Homestead. The creek is referred to as Coyote Creek because it passes a hill 

referred to by the Fiddyment family as Coyote Hill. This creek reportedly rarely has water in it, although 

it is within the 100-year floodplain of Pleasant Grove Creek.398 

                                                           
393 City of Roseville, North Roseville Specific Plan Phase 3 Draft Environmental Impact Report, May 2000. 
394 EIP Associates, Stoneridge Specific Plan EIR, December 3, 1997. 
395 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, Table 6. 
396 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 26. 
397 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 39. 
398 Rosewood Environmental Engineering, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment Property, Roseville, California, August 
1999, page 11. 
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Kaseberg Creek drains to Pleasant Grove Creek, converging with the main branch of Pleasant Grove 

Creek near the center of the Fiddyment Ranch property.399 It begins near Kaseberg School southeast of 

the Fiddyment Ranch property near Village Green Drive and flows through a corrugated arched pipe 

(super span) under Fiddyment Road. From there, it meanders in a north-northwesterly direction for 

about 5,000 feet and joins with the north branch Kaseberg Creek about 1,000 feet upstream of the 

Kaseberg Creek confluence with Pleasant Grove Creek. The north branch begins east of the Phillip 

Road/Fiddyment Road intersection, enters through a concrete box culvert under Fiddyment Road, and 

meanders approximately 8,000 feet north-northwest.400 It is a minor drainage within the WRSP Area, 

generating less than 200 cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 10-year storm event. Kaseberg Creek 

reportedly varies in width from 8 to 24 feet.401 

The Del Webb Sun City development, adjacent to the WRSP Area, east of Fiddyment Road, contributes a 

significant amount to the watershed through Kaseberg Creek and the South Branch of Pleasant Grove 

Creek. The existing underground drainage located within Blue Oaks Boulevard will require the existing 

outfall to be relocated with future WRSP improvements.402 

Ex is t ing  B r idges  

Two existing bridges currently cross the main branch of Pleasant Grove Creek in the WRSP Area. One 

off-site bridge crosses approximately 300 feet west of the Fiddyment Ranch boundary and provides 

access to an existing residence north of Pleasant Grove Creek. The Fiddyment Road bridge crossing at 

Pleasant Grove Creek consists of two 18-foot-high arch culverts. The two bridge crossings overtop during 

extreme flooding events.403 Phillip Road crosses a tributary to Pleasant Grove Creek in the southwest 

corner of the Fiddyment Ranch property. There is a 4-foot by 8-foot box culvert and an existing 

maintenance road that also crosses the tributary with two 42-inch culverts to an existing pump station.404 

Remainder  Area  Dra inage  

The Remainder Area is within the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds. An additional 

tributary of Pleasant Grove Creek flows west of the WRSP Area through the Remainder Area north of 

Phillip Road. The southern Remainder Area north of Baseline Road is within the Curry Creek watershed. 

                                                           
399 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 8. 
400 Rosewood Environmental Engineering, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment Property, Roseville, California, August 
1999, page 13. 
401 Rosewood Environmental Engineering, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment Property, Roseville, California, August 
1999, page 13. 
402 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 8. 
403 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 38. 
404 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 39. 
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Soil Types and Runoff Characteristics 

The type of soil in the watershed, including its infiltration and runoff characteristics, is a major factor in 

determining the rate and amount of stormwater runoff. There are four hydrologic soil groups defined by 

the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NCRS). Type A soils are characterized by high infiltration. 

Based on NRCS mapping, these soils are not present in the SOI Amendment Area. Type B, C, and D soils 

exhibit moderate to poor infiltration with moderate to high runoff potential, respectively. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Soil Group D (poor infiltration and high runoff potential) accounts for approximately 89 percent of the 

soil cover in the WRSP Area. Areas of greatest runoff potential (Soil Group B) are generally restricted to 

soil units along stream channels (see Figure 4.6-2 [Soil Types] in Section 4.6 [Geology, Soils, and 

Seismicity]). 

Remainder  Area  

Soil Group D is present in about 80 percent of the soil cover in the Remainder Area. Less than 7 percent 

of the soil types are classified as Group B (moderate infiltration and runoff potential). 

 Stormwater Runoff Rates and Volumes 

Peak  F low Runof f  

Pre-development peak flow rates and stormwater runoff volumes are presented in Table 4.12-4 through 

Table 4.12-7 in Impact 4.12-1 through Impact 4.12-3 to allow for comparison to post-development rates. 

Several developments upstream of the SOI Amendment Area east of State Route 65 have either 

constructed or have planned regional detention storage basins along Pleasant Grove Creek and its 

tributaries to mitigate post-development peak flows in the area. Each of these basins contributes to 

delays in downstream peak flows at the WRSP Area boundary.405 

S to rmwater  Vo lume 

Sutter County and Reclamation District 1001 has expressed concerns with flooding as a result of 

increased stormwater volume generated by development in Placer County. In response to Sutter 

County’s concerns, Placer County and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and Auburn participated 

in the Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Study. The study, which was prepared in 
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1993, examined the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed and other regional drainages that affect Sutter 

County. The study concluded that all planned future development in Placer County, if unmitigated, 

could increase flows by less than 0.3 feet (3.6 inches) along tributary streams and approximately 0.1 feet 

(1.2 inches) in the ponding area upstream of the Cross Canal. These increases would inundate several 

hundred additional acres in Sutter County during a major flood.406 Conclusions of this study 

recommended a combination of regional and local detention and retention basins, adoption of a regional 

floodplain management plan, and grading ordinances and policies.407 To date, the City of Roseville has 

collected about $10 million in fees to construct a regional retention basin. These fees will be used to 

purchase a 1,700-acre property west of the SOI Amendment Area (Reason Farms) on which the regional 

retention basin will be constructed and operated on Pleasant Grove Creek. The location of the Reason 

Farms property is shown on Figure 4.12-1. 

Preliminary estimates of the amount of retention that would be needed to reduce potential flooding 

impacts at downstream locations (e.g., Placer-Sutter County line) were developed in 1999-2000 for the 

Pleasant Grove Creek watershed (Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Mitigation Fee report prepared by Civil 

Solutions). The analysis used to estimate stormwater runoff volume was based on long-duration storms 

within the City of Roseville with development in place. The most recent analysis indicates that 

approximately 2,350 acre-feet of storage volume would be required to mitigate the increase in the 

amount (volume) of stormwater runoff for existing, entitled, and planned future projects in Roseville. 

Although the SOI Amendment Area is currently outside the City limits, runoff volumes for the WRSP 

Area and Remainder Area were included in the 2,350 acre-feet volume for purposes of developing a 

conceptual basin design and storage capacity. 

Only a portion of the Reason Farms (about 560 acres) would contain the retention basin facilities. The 

project area would be managed by the City of Roseville as public open space and would accommodate 

other opportunities such as habitat enhancement and restoration projects. Although it is unlikely that 

farming would continue at the site, it is possible that adjacent owners with existing farming operations 

may consider portions of the site to be viable for rice farming or grazing as an extension of their existing 

operations. Portions of the site not used for retention could be sold by the City to adjacent landowners. It 

is also possible that the basin site could remain fallow.408 The City published a Draft EIR for the retention 

basin facility in October 2002 (SCH No. 2002072084). The EIR analyzed construction and operation of full 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
405 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 29. 
406 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, 
June 1993, page ES-3. 
407 CH2MHILL, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, Volume 1, June 1993. 
408 City of Roseville, Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH No. 2002072084), p.3-41. 
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buildout of the retention basin to a capacity of 2,350 acre-feet and related features (e.g., 

maintenance/access roads, pumping facilities). The Final EIR was certified and the Reason Farms 

Retention Basin project was approved in January 2003. 

 100-Year Floodplain 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) published a Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for 

Pleasant Grove Creek in 1998. The mapping delineates the boundary of the 100-year floodplain along 

Pleasant Grove Creek and designates the floodplain as Zone A (no base flood elevations determined). 

Detailed mapping showing cross-sections and base flood elevations ends at the City of Roseville-Placer 

County corporate limits near Fiddyment Road. 

In conjunction with development of the WRSP Area and associated drainage study, hydraulic analysis 

was used to identify water surface elevations in the 100-year floodplain along Pleasant Grove Creek 

through the Fiddyment Ranch property in the WRSP Area and approximately three miles downstream of 

the Remainder Area for the main branch and off-site tributaries (see Methods of Analysis, below). The 

boundaries of the 100-year floodplain in the SOI Amendment Area are shown in Figure 4.12-2 (On-Site 

Drainage Improvements and 100-Year Flooodplain). 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

The extent of the 100-year floodplain in the WRSP Area is shown on Figure 4.12-2. Within the WRSP 

Area, the 100-year floodplain is primarily associated with the existing tributaries of Pleasant Grove Creek 

east and south of the WRSP Area, and Curry Creek. 

Remainder  Area  

As shown on Figure 4.12-2, the 100-year floodplain within the Remainder Area is primarily associated 

with the existing tributaries of Pleasant Grove Creek. The Reason Farms property, located west of the 

Remainder Area, includes an additional 100-year floodplain designation for Pleasant Grove Creek and an 

additional tributary north of the main branch. Several areas of the Reason Farms property were altered 

by rice farming within the floodplain. 409 The City of Roseville is developing additional detailed 100-year 

floodplain information for the location of the regional retention basin that will be located within the 

Reason Farms property, and the reach of Pleasant Grove Creek that runs west through the Reason Farms 

property to the Sutter-Placer County line. 

                                                           
409 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 40. 
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Surface Water Quality 

Surface water quality in the SOI Amendment Area can generally be characterized by surrounding land 

uses. The historical land use along Pleasant Grove Creek along the segment and tributaries that pass 

through the SOI Remainder Area has been agricultural, primarily for grazing and pasture. Typical 

constituents in runoff from pasturelands would include nitrogen, phosphorus, and coliform bacteria. 

Based on such uses, typical pollutant concentrations in runoff under existing conditions could be 

estimated to be 3.0 milligrams per liter (mg/l) Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, 0.3 mg/l phosphate, 0.02 mg/l lead, 

and 0.05 mg/l zinc.410 

Stormwater runoff from urban development upstream of the SOI Amendment Area (e.g., City of 

Roseville, Rocklin/Loomis, and a small portion of Lincoln) is assumed to contain urban pollutants such as 

oil, grease, metals, nitrogen and phosphorus from fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides, bacteria, and 

sediment. Nearby industrial uses (e.g., Hewlett-Packard and NEC to the east) could also contribute levels 

of heavy metals, petroleum, hydrocarbons and other constituents through runoff. Table 4.12-1 (Typical 

Concentrations of Nonpoint Source Pollutants in Stormwater) lists typical concentrations of chemical 

indicators of urban pollutants that could be expected in stormwater runoff. 

 
Table 4.12-1 Typical Concentrations of Nonpoint Source Pollutants in Stormwater 

Typical Nonpoint Source Pollutant (pounds per acre/year of runoff) 

Land Use 
Biological Oxygen Demand 

(BOD5) Suspended Solids Total Phosphorus Total Nitrogen 

Residential 24 545 0.32 4.0 

Commercial 98 745 0.75 9.0 

Recreation 1.3 420 0.06 to 0.2 2.3 to 4.4 

Cropland, pasture and unused rural land 2.1 to 30 420 to 10,000 0.09 to 0.64 0.9 to 23 

Residential 24 545 0.32 4.0 
SOURCE: City of Roseville, Del Webb Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, 1993 

 

Comprehensive stormwater runoff water quality testing has not been performed to characterize existing 

water quality as a result of urban runoff, but the City of Roseville is initiating a program to demonstrate 

compliance with recently adopted stormwater quality regulations (see Regulatory Setting, below), which 

would include reviewing land use types to determine which urban pollutants may be affecting water 

quality.411 

                                                           
410 City of Roseville, Del Webb Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, September 1993, page 14-7. 
411 Kelye McKinney P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, City of Roseville Engineering Division, personal communication, June 5, 2002. 
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Treated tertiary effluent from the Pleasant Grove PGWWTP scheduled for operation in Fall/Winter 2003 

will be directly discharged to a segment of Pleasant Grove Creek that passes through the WRSP Area. 

The PGWWTP outfall to the creek is located northeast of the PGWWTP in an area designated in the 

WRSP as Open Space between proposed Hayden Parkway and Phillip Road, as illustrated by 

Figure 4.12-3 (Location of PGWWTP Outfall in WRSP). As part of the design and permitting effort for the 

PGWWTP, surface water samples were collected in 1999-2000 at two locations upstream and 

downstream of the SOI Amendment Area: Pump Station 1, approximately where Woodcreek Oaks 

Boulevard crosses Pleasant Grove Creek, and Harris Bridge, where Pleasant Grove Boulevard in Sutter 

County crosses Pleasant Grove Creek. Samples were analyzed for pH, Dissolved Oxygen (DO), turbidity 

(NTU), and temperature. The results are listed in Table 4.12-2 (Pleasant Grove Creek Sampling Results). 

Tertiary-treated water from the Dry Creek WWTP will be discharged to Pleasant Grove Creek in the 

Diamond Creek area via recycled water lines that pass through the area. 

 
Table 4.12-2 Pleasant Grove Creek Sampling Results 

 pH Dissolved Oxygen Turbidity (NTU) Temperature (oC) 

Pump Station 1 (upstream) 

Minimum 6.8 1.5 1.7 1.8 

Maximum 9.0 15.3 419.0 35.1 

Average 7.5 8.2 16.3 15.2 

Harris Bridge (downstream) 

Minimum 6.9 1.1 0.5 3.0 

Maximum 9.4 14.12 85.0 34.4 

Average 7.6 8.4 12.1 16.4 
SOURCE: City of Roseville EUD, July 2002. 

 

As noted in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources), Pleasant Grove Creek is an intermittent stream with no 

existing cold-water fishery and limited warm water fishery value. Pleasant Grove Creek’s value for 

water-contact recreation is limited, due to the lack of water in the creek during the summer. 

In their review and amendment of the State of California’s assessment of surface waters, the EPA listed 

Pleasant Grove Creek as a Section 304 (1) “Long List” water body. The 304 (1) “Long List” designates 

waters that are impaired because narrative or numeric objectives are violated or beneficial uses are 

impaired.412 

                                                           
412 Environmental Science Associates, Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, May 1996. page 7-3. 
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The City of Roseville does not discharge any wastewater effluent into Kaseberg or Curry creeks, but the 

creeks receive surface runoff from the urban development east and southeast of the SOI Amendment 

Area. Specific water quality data are unavailable for Kaseberg Creek and Curry Creek at this time.413 

 Groundwater 

Reg ional  Charac te r i s t i cs  

Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento counties are situated in the North American sub-basin of the Sacramento 

Valley Groundwater Basin. The North American subbasin is defined by the Bear River on the north, the 

Feather River on the west, the Sacramento River on the south, and a north/south line extending from the 

Bear River south to Folsom Lake that passes about 2 miles east of Lincoln. The sub-basin encompasses 

351,000 acres (548 square miles). Drainage in the sub-basin is west-southwest at an average 5 percent 

grade.414 

The eastern boundary of the sub-basin (approximately 5.5 miles east of the SOI Amendment Area) is the 

approximate edge of the alluvial basin, where little or no groundwater flows into or out of the 

groundwater basin from the Sierra Nevada. The western portion of the sub-basin, which includes the SOI 

Amendment Area, is a flat flood basin for the Bear, Feather, Sacramento, and American Rivers and 

several small east/side tributaries. Most of the groundwater is produced in the northern portion of the 

sub-basin (north of the SOI Amendment Area).415 

Various geologic formations comprise the water-bearing deposits that underlie the region. These 

formations include an upper aquifer system (referred to Aquifer 1 in this EIR) consisting of the Victor, 

Fair Oaks, and Laguna Formations, and a lower aquifer system (referred to as Aquifer 2) consisting 

primarily of the Mehrten Formation. These formations are typically composed of lenses of interbedded 

sand, silt, and clay interlaced with coarse-grained stream channel deposits. These deposits form a wedge 

thickening from east to west at a fairly constant rate to a maximum thickness of 2,000 feet near the 

Sacramento River.416 

Groundwater occurs in an unconfined to semi-confined state throughout the region. A confined aquifer 

state occurs in aquifers that have overlying stratum of low permeability. Groundwater under a confined 

                                                           
413 Kelye McKinney P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, City of Roseville Engineering Division, personal communication, June 5, 2002. 
414 Department of Water Resources, California Groundwater -- Bulletin 118, Draft Basin Descriptions, Groundwater Basin No.5-21.64. 
April 2003, pages 1-2, http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/groundwater/118index.htm.  
415 Department of Water Resources, California Groundwater -- Bulletin 118, Draft Basin Descriptions, Groundwater Basin No.5-21.64 April 
2003, pages 1-2. http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/groundwater/118index.htm.  



4.12-14 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

state is described in terms of its piezometric surface elevation rather than a water surface elevation. The 

piezometric surface elevation is the elevation of water within a piezometer or well that is screened only 

in the confined or semi-confined aquifer. The groundwater surface elevation is the elevation of water in 

an unconfined aquifer. Semi-confinement can occur in local areas, and the degree of confinement 

typically increases with depth. Groundwater in the Victor, Fair Oaks, and Laguna Formations is typically 

unconfined. The deeper Mehrten Formation, a major source of groundwater, exhibits semi-confined 

conditions.417 

Groundwate r  Use ,  Wel l s ,  and  Wate r  Leve ls  

The use of groundwater is part of the City of Roseville’s current water supply planning, but is only used 

as short-term emergency supply during dry years. The City’s Water Forum Agreement (WFA) includes 

the extraction of up to 7,400 acre-feet per year (AF/yr) of groundwater during the drier and driest year 

WFA hydrologic year types.418 

Currently the City has three groundwater wells and a fourth well (the Diamond Creek well) under 

construction that are maintained primarily for backup water supply. Additional wells are planned to 

improve reliability. The City participates in a regional groundwater management plan with PCWA.419 

There are several groundwater wells in the vicinity of the SOI Amendment Area. These wells include the 

three of the four wells identified above, domestic wells used by homes in the unincorporated areas of the 

County, and agricultural wells including approximately 12 groundwater wells at the Reason Farms 

property to the west of the SOI Amendment Area that are used for irrigation.420 There is also a 

groundwater well located at the PGWWTP. 

The Reason Farms property west of the SOI Amendment Area is currently under agricultural production 

for rice. About 6,483 AF/yr of groundwater extracted from the aquifer underlying the property is 

estimated to be applied for irrigation purposes each year on approximately 1,080 acres. The major 

portion of that water is lost to evapotranspiration, while a small amount returns to the groundwater 

through deep percolation. 421 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
416 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft June 2003, p.3-1. 
417 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft June 2003, p.3-1. 
418 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003, p.1-1. 
419 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 11, 2002. p. 7-8 
420 City of Roseville, Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH No. 2002072084), p. 3-43. 
421 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft June 2003, p.4-4. 
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Groundwater elevations within and around the SOI Amendment Area have been monitored by 

Department of Water Resources for several decades. There are three groundwater wells in the DWR 

monitoring network in and immediately adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area. One well 

(11N/6E/18P005M) is located adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek just west of Fiddyment Road in the WRSP 

Area. A second well (11N/6E/30F002M) is east of the WRSP Area along Kaseberg Creek southeast of the 

intersection of Fiddyment and Phillip Roads. The third well (11/N5E/23B001M) is located on City-owned 

land north of the WRSP Area.422 Data for Well 18P005M indicate rising groundwater elevations since 

about 1977, which could be attributable to a decrease in agricultural pumping or recharge into a 

subsurface channel system.423 In 2002, the groundwater elevation ranged from 45 to 47 feet above mean 

sea level (msl).424 Well F002M, which has not been monitored since 1993, shows almost stable 

groundwater elevations since about 1980.425 Reported groundwater elevations in that well in 1993 were -

17 to -20 feet msl.426 The westernmost well, 23B001M, has also been stable since about 1980, and 

decreased agricultural water use in the area suggests water table levels are rising.427 In 2002, groundwater 

elevations ranged from a low of -24 feet msl in November to a high of -17 feet msl in April.428 

Aqui fe r  S to rage  and Recovery  (ASR)  P rogram 

The City is evaluating the feasibility of developing an Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) program. 

Under such a program, the surface water would be injected into the aquifer in wet years for storage, and 

then the City’s backup groundwater wells would pump the stored water in dry years. The City has a 

demonstration project currently underway at the Diamond Creek well to evaluate the feasibility of using 

planned wells for injection and storage of treated water. 

Groundwate r  Recharge  

Under natural conditions, groundwater recharge results from precipitation and infiltration of excess 

irrigation water. However, only lands with sufficiently permeable soil permit percolation. The rate and 

                                                           
422 Gasch & Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geophysical and Geological Review of the Groundwater Potential of the Proposed 
Westpark/Fiddyment Development, Placer County, California, March 2000, Plate 1. 
423 Gasch & Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geophysical and Geological Review of the Groundwater Potential of the Proposed 
Westpark/Fiddyment Development, Placer County, California, March 2000, p.3. 
424 California Department of Water Resources, Water Data Library http://wdl.water.ca.gov/gw/admin/main_menu_gw.asp), accessed 
February 7, 2003. 
425 Gasch & Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geophysical and Geological Review of the Groundwater Potential of the Proposed 
Westpark/Fiddyment Development, Placer County, California, March 2000, p.3. 
426 California Department of Water Resources, Water Data Library http://wdl.water.ca.gov/gw/admin/main_menu_gw.asp), accessed 
February 7, 2003. 
427 Gasch & Associates, Inc., Preliminary Geophysical and Geological Review of the Groundwater Potential of the Proposed 
Westpark/Fiddyment Development, Placer County, California, March 2000, p.3. 
428 California Department of Water Resources, Water Data Library http://wdl.water.ca.gov/gw/admin/main_menu_gw.asp), accessed 
February 7, 2003. 
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quantity of water reaching the saturation zone depends on factors that include the amount and duration 

of precipitation, soil type, moisture content of the soil, and vertical permeability of the unsaturated zone. 

According to U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) computer model estimates, approximately 1.6 percent of the 

total natural recharge in the Sacramento Valley basin can be attributed to the Placer County subarea.429 

USGS studies indicate the Bear River recharge subarea located north of the Placer County subarea also 

contributes some recharge to the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin. The USGS estimates 2.3 percent 

of the total recharge can be attributed to the Bear River subarea.430 Thus, the Placer County and Bear 

River subareas combined represent approximately 5 percent of total recharge to the Sacramento Valley 

groundwater basin under natural conditions. This would not be considered significant compared to the 

contribution from recharge areas in the northern Sacramento Valley, which account for approximately 

half of all recharge in the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin.431 Consequently, the SOI Amendment 

Area is not considered a significant recharge source in the regional context. 

As noted in Section 4.6 (Geology, Soils, and Seismicity), rock units in the SOI Amendment Area consist of 

the Riverbank and Turlock Lake Formations and alluvium deposited during the Pliocene and 

Pleistocene. Geologists who classified and described these formations also refer to these rock units as 

“Older Alluvium.” The Older Alluvium ranges from 100 to 650 feet thick and is moderately permeable.432 

However, as also noted in Section 4.6, soils containing hardpan occupy over half the valley on the east 

side of the Sacramento River (which includes the SOI Amendment Area), and these severely restrict 

downward movement of water. Clayey soils also impede percolation.433 

Although moderately permeable rock units underlie the SOI Amendment Area, Soil Group D (poor 

infiltration) accounts for approximately 89 percent of the soil cover in the WRSP Area and about 80 

percent in the Remainder Area. Although the SOI Amendment Area is undeveloped (with the exception 

of the Fiddyment Ranch area), the abundance of Group D soils throughout the entire SOI Amendment 

Area limits groundwater recharge under existing conditions. 

                                                           
429 California Department of Water Resources, Evaluation of Ground Water Resources: Sacramento Valley, Bulletin 118-6, August 1978, 
Figure 6A and Table 2, pages. 114 through 117. 
430 California Department of Water Resources, Evaluation of Ground Water Resources: Sacramento Valley, Bulletin 118-6, August 1978, 
Figure 6A and Table 2, pp. 114 through 117. 
431 California Department of Water Resources, Evaluation of Ground Water Resources: Sacramento Valley, Bulletin 118-6, August 1978, 
Figure 6A and Table 2, pp. 114 through 117. 
432 Department of Water Resources, Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin, North American Subbasin, 
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/groundwater/118index.htm, September 2001, pages 1-2 
433 California Department of Water Resources, Evaluation of Ground Water Resources: Sacramento Valley, Bulletin 118-6, August 1978, p. 
67. 
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 Groundwater Quality 

Reg ional  Groundwate r  Qual i ty  

On a regional basis, there are areas of good-quality groundwater and marginal-quality groundwater in 

the North American sub-basin. Generally, groundwater quality in the southern part of the basin where 

the SOI Amendment Area is located is characterized as good, although some contaminated areas do exist 

within a few miles of the SOI Amendment Area. The former McClellan Air Force Base, approximately 

five miles south-southwest, and the Union Pacific Railyards in Roseville, approximately two miles 

southeast, have been identified as major sources of groundwater contamination. Elevated levels of total 

dissolved solids (TDS)/specific conductance, chloride, sodium, bicarbonate, boron, fluoride, nitrate, iron, 

manganese, and arsenic have also been identified as contributing to poorer water quality conditions in 

some locations. The highest levels of TDS have been reported in an area extending just south of Nicholas 

to Verona, between Reclamation District 1001 and the Sutter Bypass, located over 10 miles west of the 

SOI Amendment Area. Some wells in that area have exceeded 1,000 mg/L of TDS.434 

Loca l  Groundwate r  Qual i ty  

Based on California DWR well records, there are several groundwater wells in the SOI Amendment 

Area.435 Wells on the Fiddyment Ranch property have not been sampled for water quality.436 However, 

two wells north and south of Pleasant Grove Creek in the WRSP Area were tested in 2001 for general 

minerals in conjunction with pump tests.437 Data from the wells are presented in Table 4.12-3 

(Westpark/Fiddyment Ranch Groundwater Wells Sampling Results [July 2001]). 

Groundwater quality data available from Diamond Creek well, located adjacent to the WRSP Areaa are 

expected to be representative of the quality of the groundwater under the SOI Amendment Area. These 

data, along with water quality data collected form the City’s other wells, indicate that groundwater in the 

area contains high levels of minerals and salts, but generally contains low levels of metals. The pH is 

neutral. Nitrate contamination appears in some areas. Nonetheless, the groundwater could be treated to 

potable water standards.438 

                                                           
434 Department of Water Resources, http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/groundwater/118index.htm, September 2001, pages 4-5 
435 Anderson Consulting Group, Westpark Fiddyment Well Investigation, Step Drawdown Pumping Test and Well Sampling Results, 
September 13, 2001. 
436 John Tallman, Signature Properties, personal communication, June 27, 2002. 
437 Anderson Consulting Group, Westpark Fiddyment Well Investigation, Step Drawdown Pumping Test and Well Sampling Results, 
September 13, 2001. 
438 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003. p.5-5 and 5-6. 
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Table 4.12-3 Westpark/Fiddyment Ranch Groundwater Wells Sampling Results (July 2001) 

Well Location North of Pleasant Grove Creek South of Pleasant Grove Creek 

pH 7.1 7.3 

Electrical Conductivity (µS/cm) 320 370 

Copper (µg/L) 5.7 7.9 

Iron (µg/L) 210 120 

Sodium (µg/L) 23,000 24,000 

Calcium (µg/L) 20,000 20,000 

Chloride (mg/L) 37 38 

Sulfate (mg/L) <4 <4 

Total Hardness (mg/L) NA 130 

Hydroxide (mg/L) <5 <5 

Carbonate (mg/L) <5 <5 

Bicarbonate (mg/L) 92 117 

Total Dissolved Solids (mg/L) 160 180 

Nitrate (mg/L) 1 2.3 

Nitrate (mg/L) <0.02 <0.02 

Magnesium (µg/L) 12,000 13,000 

Zinc (µg/L) 24 90 

 

4.12.3 Regulatory Setting 

The following is a summary of the regulatory context under which issues associated with water quality, 

drainage, and on-site and off-site flooding are managed at the federal, State, and local level. 

 Federal 

F loodpla in  Deve lopment  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is responsible for determining flood elevations 

and floodplain boundaries based on U.S. Army Corps of Engineers studies. FEMA is also responsible for 

distributing the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS), which are used in the National Flood Insurance 

Program (NFIP). These maps identify the locations of special flood hazard areas, including the 100-year 

floodplain. 

FEMA allows non-residential development in the floodplain. However, construction activities are 

restricted within the flood hazard areas depending upon the potential for flooding within each area. 

Federal regulations governing development in a floodplain are set forth in Title 44, Part 60 of the Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR). 
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Water  Qual i ty  

Section 303 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to adopt water quality standards for all 

surface water of the United States. Where multiple uses exist, water quality standards must protect the 

most sensitive use. Water quality standards are typically numeric, although narrative criteria based upon 

biomonitoring methods may be employed where numerical standards cannot be established or where 

they are needed to supplement numerical standards. 

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) includes U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) regulations to implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

system, which was established in the CWA to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface 

waters of the U.S. Each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and mass emissions of 

pollutants contained in the discharge. Sections 401 and 402 of the CWA contain general requirements 

regarding NPDES permits. Section 307 of the CWA describes the factors that EPA must consider in 

setting effluent limits for priority pollutants. 

Two types of non-point source discharges439 are controlled by the NPDES program – non-point source 

discharges caused by general construction activities and the general quality of urban runoff in municipal 

stormwater systems (either as part of a combined system or as a separate system in which runoff is 

carried through a developed conveyance system to specific discharge locations). The goal of the NPDES 

non-point source regulations is to improve the quality of stormwater discharged to receiving waters to 

the “maximum extent practicable” through the use of best management practices (BMPs). BMPs can 

include the development and implementation of various practices including educational measures 

(workshops informing public of what impacts result when household chemicals are dumped into storm 

drains), regulatory measures (illicit discharge detection and elimination), public involvement measures 

(label storm drain inlets as to impacts of dumping on receiving waters) and structural measures (filter 

strips, grass swales and detention ponds). 

The 1987 amendments to the CWA directed the federal EPA to implement the stormwater program in 

two phases both of which are currently effective. Phase 1 addressed discharges from large (population 

250,000 or above) and medium (population 100,000 to 250,000) municipalities and certain industrial and 

construction activities. Phase 2 addresses all other discharges defined by EPA that are not included in 

Phase 1 and construction activities that affect more than one acre. 

                                                           
439 Nonpoint sources are generally diffuse and originate over a wide area rather than from a definable point. Nonpoint pollution often 
enters receiving water in the form of surface runoff rather than by pipelines or discrete conveyances. 
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 State 

Urban Wate r  Qual i ty  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) are responsible for ensuring implementation and compliance with the provisions of the federal 

CWA, California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and NPDES programs. Along with the 

SWRCB and RWQCB, water quality protection is the responsibility of numerous water supply and 

wastewater management agencies, as well as City and County governments, and requires the 

coordinated efforts of these various entities. 

The SOI Amendment Area is situated within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Region of the RWQCB 

(Region 5). The Central Valley RWQCB (CVRWQCB) has the authority to implement water quality 

protection standards through the issuance of permits for discharges to waters at locations within its 

jurisdiction. Water quality objectives for the Sacramento River and its tributaries (e.g., Pleasant Grove 

Creek and Curry Creek) are specified in The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and 

San Joaquin River Basin (Basin Plan) prepared by the CVRWQCB in compliance with the federal CWA and 

the State Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.440 The Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives 

and implementation programs to meet stated objectives and to protect the beneficial uses of water in the 

Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin. Because the City of Roseville (including the SOI Amendment Area) 

is located within the CVRWQCB’s jurisdiction, all discharges to surface water or groundwater are subject 

to the Basin Plan requirements. 

Beneficial uses for the Sacramento River include municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, 

recreation, and aquatic and wildlife habitat. These beneficial uses also apply to Pleasant Grove Creek and 

its tributaries and Curry Creek because these streams ultimately discharge to the Sacramento River. 

Cons t ruc t ion  S i te  Runof f  Management  

The SWRCB adopted a State-wide general NPDES permit for stormwater discharges associated with 

construction activity (General Permit) in August 1999. Performance standards for obtaining and 

complying with the General Permit are described in NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste 

Discharge Requirements, Order No. 99-08-DWQ. The General Permit was modified in April 2001 

(SWRCB Resolution No. 2001-046) to require permittees to implement specific sampling and analytical 

procedures to determine whether the BMPs used at the construction site are effective. 

                                                           
440California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) [for] the 
Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin, 4th edition, 1998. 
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Under the General Permit, the State requires that any construction activity affecting one acre or more 

must obtain a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit Waste Discharge Identification Number. 

Development within the SOI Amendment Area would be required to comply with the General Permit. 

Examples of typical construction BMPs included in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

include: using temporary mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures to protect 

uncovered soils; storing materials and equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm 

drain system or surface water; developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; 

installing traps, filters, or other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm 

drains; and using barriers, such as straw bales or plastic, to minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff 

that could enter drains or surface water. To comply with water quality standards, the discharger must, as 

needed, apply Best Available Technology (BAT) standards to the project. These BATs would include 

structural controls designed specifically to prevent and or reduce construction-related water pollution. 

 Urban Runoff Management 

The City of Roseville is currently required to operate under a NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit. 

Although Roseville did not meet the federal EPA criteria for Phase 1 compliance at the time that permit 

was adopted, the City of Roseville is regulated for Phase 2 requirements. The Phase 2 State Municipal 

Stormwater Permit requires the City to develop, implement, and enforce a stormwater management 

program. 

The SWRCB was required to issue general permits for the NPDES Phase 2-regulated jurisdictions by 

December 8, 2002, and operators of Phase 2 jurisdictions were required to obtain permit coverage by 

March 10, 2003. On January 28, 2003, U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit published an opinion 

(decision) remanding three aspects of the Phase 2 Rule concerning the issuance of Notice of Intent (NOIs) 

under the rule’s general permitting scheme (Environmental Defense Center v. U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency). As a result of this decision, the SWRCB decided to delay issuance of the State permit. The new 

submittal date for permit applications for automatically designated traditional MS4 such as the City of 

Roseville was August 8, 2003.441 However, despite this ruling the City was already in compliance with the 

Phase 2 program. In March, 2003, the City met the submittal requirements by preparing and submitting a 

Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) to the CVRWQCB prior to the March 10, 2003 deadline. 

Although the City has not received its Phase 2 NPDES permit, it has begun implementing the SWMP. 

Components of the City’s SWMP are summarized below. Development in the WRSP Area and 

                                                           
441 State Water Resources Control Board, Phase II Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer (MS4) Program, SWRCB website, accessed 
February 11, 2003. 
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Remainder Area will be required to incorporate SWMP requirements into facilities design and during 

operations. 

Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  S to rmwater  Management  P lan  

The City’s SWMP (dated March 2003) outlines a comprehensive set of priorities, activities, and strategies 

that comprise the City’s minimum control measures (MCMs) and BMPs intended to address the Phase 2 

requirements, with the goal of reducing pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. The 

SWMP was completed under consideration of guidance from a Citizen’s Advisory Committee, as well as 

input and direction of City staff. The components of the SWMP will become effective when the State 

issues the permits. However, the City has begun implementing the SWMP. 

The SWMP identifies the activities to implement the following six minimum control measures required 

under the General Permit: public outreach, public involvement, illicit discharge detection and 

elimination, construction site runoff, new development and redevelopment, and municipal operations. 

Some typical types of outreach may include public outreach, stormwater articles, creekside educational 

programs, and other community events. Public meetings and presentations, a hotline, interactive 

website, volunteer water quality monitoring groups, and community cleanup days are some of the 

elements of the public involvement component. 

Some typical sources of illicit discharges that the program is designed to control include non- residential 

car washes, radiator flushing, unauthorized industrial discharges and chemical spills. The plan to detect 

and address non-stormwater discharges is developed in consideration of the staff and resources 

available. In general, however, it includes an inspection program to identify problems, locate sources, 

take corrective action, and provide documentation. For the construction site runoff element, the City will 

implement and enforce a program to reduce pollutants in runoff from construction sites one acre or 

larger. Review of site/construction plans, site inspections, enforcement, and sanctions to ensure 

compliance are major components of this program. 

The City will have as part of the overall program a new development and redevelopment minimum 

control measure for post-construction controls that will include BMPs to address both the quality and 

quantity issues associated with new development. In general, this program will provide a regulatory 

mechanism, structural and non-structural control strategies, and long-term operation and maintenance of 

controls. Section 3.5 of the preliminary SWMP includes specific guidance for developing technical criteria 

for volume and flow control design parameters for structural controls such as detention ponds, 

vegetative areas, and runoff pretreatment. The City plans to develop a new ordinance for post-

construction runoff controls requiring post-construction controls on new development and establishing 
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the authority to inspect privately owned controls approved by the City and maintenance of the controls. 

Stormwater controls would initially be evaluated during plan checks, then observed and inspected by 

City staff. Prior to final approval, the owner of the stormwater control structure will be required to 

submit an operations and maintenance manual and a proposed maintenance schedule. Additional detail 

on post-construction controls is provided in the SWMP, which is available for review at City offices or on 

the City’s website (http://www.ci.roseville.ca.us/). 

The City already has many elements of the municipal operations control measure in place. As part of the 

SWMP, the program will be further developed to include appropriate controls to address the specific 

needs and characteristics of the City’s municipal operations. The City will update or prepare Standard 

Operating Procedures (SOPs), which will provide BMPs that can be implemented within the City 

municipal operations context to reduce stormwater pollutants. The SOPs will continue to be updated as 

BMPs change or improve. 

The March 2003 SWMP includes a Monitoring and Reporting (MRP) section per the NPDES Phase 2 

regulations. The SWMP is scheduled to start implementation of MRP in the City’s 2003/04 fiscal year. The 

MRP data collection is anticipated to increase in frequency over the course of the Phase 2 permit term. 

The SWMP is targeted to reach full implementation by fiscal year 2007/08.442 

Cons t ruc t ion  Dewate r ing  

Clean or relatively pollutant-free, construction-related wastewater that poses little or no threat to water 

quality may be discharged directly to surface water under certain conditions. In addition to the State 

General Construction Activity Permit, the CVRWQCB has also adopted a general NPDES permit for 

short-term discharges of small volumes of wastewater from certain construction-related activities. Permit 

conditions for the discharge of these types of wastewaters to surface water are specified in “General 

Order for Dewatering and Other Low-Threat Discharges to Surface Waters” (Order No. 5-00-175, NPDES 

No. CAG995001). Discharges may be covered by the permit provided they are (1) either four months or 

less in duration, or (2) the average dry weather discharge does not exceed 0.25 million gallons per day. 

Construction dewatering, well development water, pump/well testing, and miscellaneous 

dewatering/low-threat discharges are among the types of discharges that may be covered by the permit. 

The general permit also specifies standards for testing, monitoring, and reporting, receiving water 

limitations, and discharge prohibitions. 

                                                           
442 City of Roseville, Stormwater Management Plan, March 2003, p. 63-64. 
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Groundwate r  Management  P lan  

California Water Code sections 10750 et seq. (Assembly Bill 3030, approved by the California Legislature 

in 1992) allows certain local agencies whose service areas overlie a State-designated groundwater basin to 

develop and implement groundwater management plans (GMP). The purpose of the GMP is to outline 

the role of the local agency in managing the local groundwater resources to maximize the water supply 

and to protect the quality of the supply. The Placer County Water Agency is the lead agency for the West 

Placer Groundwater Management Plan. The plan area includes Roseville, Rocklin, and the 

unincorporated portion of west Placer County west of State Route 65. The West Placer Groundwater 

Management Plan describes groundwater level and land use trends, water needs and availability, and 

agency efforts to stabilize groundwater. Continued monitoring of groundwater levels and quality, 

evaluating groundwater safe yield, and identifying groundwater recharge and conjunctive use 

opportunities are key elements of the plan.443 

 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Genera l  P lan  

The City of Roseville General Plan includes several policies relating to hydrology and water quality. 

Please see Appendix C for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. 

WRSP Measures  

The WRSP designates creek corridors and their associated floodplains for preservation as open space. 

Detention basins are proposed within the Curry Creek open space corridors to provide detention storage 

for a 100-year, 24 hour peak event. All drainage facilities will be designed and constructed in 

conformance with the City’s Improvement Standards, PCFCNCD Storm Water Management Manual, 

and the Operations and Maintenance Plan (required under the Clean Water Act 404 Permit), which will 

include requirements to direct drainage away from vernal pool habitat. 

Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Deve lopment  S tandards  

The City of Roseville Planning and Public Works Departments maintain policies and guidelines 

regarding grading, erosion control, inspection, and permitting. Section 16.20.040 of the Roseville Zoning 

Ordinance regulates stockpiling and grading and addresses conditions under which permits and grading 

plans are required. Section 16.20.070 identifies grading plan performance standards. Section 16.20.020 

requires that all grading be performed in accordance with either City of Roseville Improvement 

                                                           
443 Placer County Water Agency, Draft West Placer Groundwater Management Plan, June 23, 1998. 
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Standards or Chapter 16 of the Zoning Ordinance, whichever is more restrictive. The City of Roseville 

Department of Public Works Improvements Standards require that a grading permit be obtained prior to 

grading activities. At that time the Applicant must submit, for review and approval, Improvement 

and/or Grading Plans along with a site-specific erosion and sedimentation control plan. Slopes (banks) 

along the creek channels must be designed with proper slope protection to prevent soil erosion and 

channel-bank undercutting. The City has also adopted standards that would apply to projects within 

public right-of-way or easements, (Section 111 of the Construction Standards, May 2001). The City’s 

NDPES Phase 2 SWMP proposes revisions to existing City standards to enhance stormwater quality 

control BMP requirements. 

Section 10 of the City of Roseville Improvement Standards identifies hydrologic and hydraulic methods 

to determine peak flow rates and criteria for identifying appropriate design and capacity for storm 

drainage infrastructure. Design criteria include requirements for channels and outfall design, cross 

culverts, inlet and outlet structures, and piping materials. Section 101 of the City’s Construction 

Standards addresses drainage infrastructure requirements on public rights-of-way or easements. 

Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  F loodpla in  Deve lopment  

To prevent exacerbating flooding conditions and to limit exposure of residents and structures to potential 

harm and/or damage, the City of Roseville General Plan contains policies that restrict land uses and 

development within the 100-year floodplain. Chapter 9.80 of the Roseville Municipal Code identifies 

floodplain development criteria and restrictions that implement FEMA requirements. Section 10 of the 

City’s Improvement Standards also identify criteria for development within the 100-year floodplain. 

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation Distr ict 

The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (PCFCWCD) was formed by Senate 

Bill 1312, effective August 23, 1984. The PCFCWCD formulates regional strategies for flood control 

management. In 1990, the PCFCWCD developed a Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) that 

presents policy, guidelines, and specific criteria for evaluating hydrologic and hydraulic conditions 

associated with new development within the context of regional stormwater issues. The manual was 

revised in 1992, 1994, and in 1997. The PCFCWCD SWMM policies were considered during preparation 

of the project drainage study and in the drainage analysis in this section, as further discussed in 

“Methods of Analysis,” below. The City references the use of PCFCWCD SWMM criteria in Section 10 

(Drainage) of the City’s Improvement Standards. 
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Water Forum Agreement 

The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) is the result of the efforts of a diverse group of community leaders 

formed in 1994 to formulate principles for a regional solution to future water supply needs. Participants 

in the Water Forum have developed two coequal objectives: 

■ Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned 
development to the year 2030 

■ Preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and aesthetic values of the Lower American River 

Water Forum stakeholders have developed an integrated package of actions that will meet the two co-

equal objectives mentioned above. Each element of the package is necessary for a regional solution to 

work. There are seven elements: 

 1. Increased Surface Water Diversions 

 2. Actions to Meet Customers’ Needs While Reducing Diversion Impacts on the Lower American 
River in Drier Years 

 3. An Improved Pattern of Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir 

 4. Lower American River Habitat Management Element, which also Addresses Recreation in the 
Lower American River 

 5. Water Conservation Element 

 6. Groundwater Management Element 

 7. Water Forum Successor Effort 

Purveyor Specific Agreements (PSA) have been developed that describe in detail how each of the seven 

elements will be implemented by the respective purveyors, such as the City of Roseville, PCWA, and 

SJWD. These PSAs are compiled into a Memorandum of Understanding that each stakeholder’s 

authorizing body has executed. In return for signing the final Water Forum agreement, water purveyors 

receive regional support for water supply projects, including site-specific infrastructure development. 

In January 1999, the Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning published the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the WFA. The WFA EIR addresses the impacts and mitigation 

measures that the area stakeholders would need to comply with in order to implement the water supply 

program outlined in the WFA. The Final EIR for the WFA was certified on November 23, 1999. The 

findings of that EIR, and the accompanying Water Forum Action Plan, outlined a program whereby 

water delivery could be supplied to area stakeholders through the year 2030, provided that a permanent 

pumping plant is constructed at Auburn and the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project diversion 
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facilities are constructed. The WFA EIR is hereby incorporated by reference into this EIR. The full WFA 

EIR is available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, California. 

4.12.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

Dra inage  and F lood ing  

Technical data to support the analysis of potential drainage and flooding impacts of the Proposed Project 

were developed by Wood Rodgers Inc. and presented in the Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master Plan 

Drainage Analysis (June 2003), which is available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center, 311 

Vernon Street, Roseville, California. The baseline for the analysis in this section is existing conditions. 

Cumulative impacts on Hydrology and Water Quality are addressed in Chapter 5 (CEQA 

Considerations). 

S to rmwater  Peak  F lows 

Wood-Rodgers Inc. used the HEC-1 watershed computer program version 4.1 to analyze the 2-, 10-, 25-, 

100-, and 500-year peak flow pre-project and post-project conditions for the Pleasant Grove Creek and 

Curry Creek watersheds. Although the model assumptions were refined to reflect the location of the 

WRSP Area and Remainder Area within the context of each of the two drainage sheds, the same methods 

were applied to both the WRSP and the Remainder Area because portions of each area drain to both 

Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek. 

The HEC-1 models used the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watershed portions of the 1993 

Pleasant Grove, Auburn, and Coon Creek Flood Mitigation Plan to estimate peak flows throughout the 

watersheds. Wood Rodgers Inc. modified the HEC-1 models to include standard methodologies from the 

PCFCDWCD SWMM. These methodologies included Kinematic Wave for overland flow, Muskingum-

Cunge routing for channels, and Modified Puls routing for channel storage and/or detention routing. The 

model has been updated to reflect development that has accrued since 1993 in the watershed. The off-site 

watershed sub-basins were consistent with the size (square miles) and estimated impervious surface 

assumed in the 1993 Pleasant Grove, Auburn, and Coon Creek Flood Mitigation Plan. Only the sub-shed areas 

within the WRSP Area were modified to reflect proposed land uses. 

Pleasant Grove Creek 

The HEC-1 modeling for the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP Area within the Pleasant Grove 

Creek watershed incorporates 1,622 acres. A 265.0-acre portion of the Westpark property also discharges 
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through the Fiddyment Ranch property, and additional runoff is generated from a portion of the 

Westpark property west of the Fiddyment Ranch property adjacent to Phillip Road. The shed area also 

includes the new wastewater treatment plant site. Off-site contributing basins in the Pleasant Grove 

Creek watershed were identified and added to the model as if the contributing areas were discharging 

through the WRSP. 

The entire Pleasant Grove Creek watershed was analyzed because the HEC-1 watershed model was 

previously developed and provided by the PCFCWCD and because the main branch of Pleasant Grove 

Creek flows from east to west through the middle of the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP Area. 

Four individual HEC-1 models were developed for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed: 

■ Model 1—Existing (Pre-Development) Peak Flow Runoff: Off-site Pleasant Grove Creek watershed 
(existing condition) and WRSP Area (Fiddyment Ranch and Westpark), including the northern 
portion of the Remainder Area within the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, prior to development 
(existing condition) 

■ Model 2—Post-Development Peak Flow Runoff: Off-site Pleasant Grove Creek watershed (existing 
condition) and WRSP Area developed as proposed. This model identifies the project-specific 
impact stormwater runoff attributable to the proposed WRSP, including the portion of the 
Remainder Area that drains to Pleasant Grove Creek. 

■ Model 3—Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Runoff (No Upstream Detention): Off-site Pleasant 
Grove Creek watershed (developed under General Plan buildout conditions, assuming upstream, 
off-site regional detention basins are not in place) and WRSP developed as proposed. This model 
identifies how the proposed WRSP contributes to the cumulative condition (without upstream 
detention) 

■ Model 4—Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Runoff (With Upstream Detention): Off-site Pleasant 
Grove Creek watershed (developed under General Plan buildout conditions with upstream 
mitigation) and WRSP Area developed as proposed. Peak flows from this model were used to 
delineate the 100-year floodplain along Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Curry Creek 

With the exception of the 265.0-acre area noted above, most of the Westpark portion of the WRSP Area is 

within the Curry Creek watershed. A small portion (55.7 acres) of the Fiddyment Ranch property 

discharges to the Curry Creek watershed through the northeast corner of the Westpark property. For 

purposes of the drainage study, the 55.7-acre contribution from the Fiddyment Ranch portion was 

included in the Curry Creek analysis. As with the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, off-site contributing 

basins for Curry Creek were identified and added to the model as if the contributing areas were 

discharging through the WRSP Area. The HEC-1 model was used to generate estimates of existing peak 
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flows, peak flows generated by development in the WRSP Area that discharges to the Curry Creek 

watershed, and peak flows with detention facilities in place to mitigate increases in flows. 

Proposed basins that were identified in the drainage study (see Figure 4.12-2) to mitigate post-

development peak flows below pre-existing levels for the Curry Creek watershed were analyzed based 

on the PCFCWCD SWMM Section VII, which requires mitigating the 2- to 100-year frequency storm 

events and reducing the objective project peak flows up to 90 percent of the pre-development levels. The 

objective flow is equal to the pre-development peak flow rate less 10 percent of the difference between 

the estimated on-site pre-development and post-development peak flow rates. 

F loodpla in  Analys is  

Wood Rodgers Inc. used the HEC-RAS version 3.0.1 (March 2001) to delineate the 10-year and 100-year 

water surface elevations and floodplain for Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, and the Pleasant 

Grove Creek tributary in the WRSP Area and Remainder Area. The highest peak flows from each storm 

centering were used to designate the 100-year floodplain for Pleasant Grove Creek and tributaries. 

The analysis assumed natural open channel conditions would not be altered. Because historical high 

water marks were not available, roughness coefficients through the main branch and tributaries were 

assumed based on field observation and previous studies in Placer County. 

The Curry Creek analysis for developed conditions assumed that detention facilities and the berm were 

in place, as well as small areas of fill within the floodplain at roadway crossings (generally in areas where 

overbank flows would occur). 

S to rmwater  Vo lumes  

The 8-day 1986 storm event was applied to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watershed model 

to calculate estimated runoff volumes for the entire SOI Amendment Area, which includes the WRSP 

Area and the Remainder Area. 

S to rmwater  Runof f  Wate r  Qual i ty  

The analysis of potential water quality effects was based on a qualitative comparison of pre-developed 

and post-developed land uses. It would be speculative to identify specific post-development water 

quality impacts that could occur because the actual amount or type of development that could occur 

within any given proposed land use and the specific types of water quality BMPs (both construction and 

operational) have not been determined at this stage of project development. However, it is conservatively 

assumed for purposes of evaluation in this EIR that new or additional stormwater runoff generated by 
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the Proposed Project is expected to contain some level of contaminants typically associated with urban 

development that could affect receiving water quality. 

For purposes of developing a list of proposed BMPs for the WRSP, Wood Rodgers assumed the 

stormwater treatment devices in the WRSP would be designed to treat the “first flush” storm event. The 

first flush storm event equates to an approximately six-month design storm frequency over a 30-minute 

duration; however, this storm event is rarely quantified. The PCFCWCD SWMM includes criteria for 

stormwater quality treatment features that were considered in the development of the number and 

locations of water quality outfalls. The drainage features will need to be further modified, as necessary, 

to ensure compliance with State requirements established in the Phase 2 Municipal Stormwater General 

Permit as implemented through the City’s Phase 2 SWMP. 

Groundwate r  

Dry-Year Groundwater Supply Impact Analysis 

Groundwater Impact Analysis Assumptions 

The impact discussion incorporates the results of a groundwater impact analysis prepared by MWH. The 

Groundwater Impact Report is included in Appendix M. In the Groundwater Impact Report, MWH used the 

North American River and Sacramento County Combined Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water 

Model (IGSM) to simulate groundwater conditions. This model was originally developed for the 

American River Water Resources Investigation (ARWRI) and later updated by the American River Basin 

Cooperating Agencies for the Regional Water Master Plan. Additional information regarding this model 

is provided in Appendix M. 

For the impact analysis, it was assumed that groundwater would be used only for the WRSP Area, 

because buildout of the Remainder Area would likely depend on implementation of the Sacramento 

River Water Reliability Project (also referred to as the Sacramento River Diversion Project) (see Impacts 

4.11-1 and 4.11-2 in Section 4.11, Public Utilities). If that project is implemented, the City anticipates 

potential delivery of approximately 7,100 AF/yr of surface water supplies. Under such a scenario, the 

need for groundwater may be avoided even in the WSRP Area. However, the earliest anticipated date for 

operation of the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project is 2010. Therefore, assuming development of 

the WRSP represented the “worst-case” scenario for groundwater extraction in these years, the WSRP 

Area would only require 2,848 AF/yr. Therefore, this analysis is conservative. 

The groundwater impacts described in the Groundwater Impact Report were defined as the incremental 

changes between the groundwater conditions corresponding to a baseline condition that does not include 
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development of the WRSP Area and groundwater conditions resulting after the WRSP Area has been 

developed. The following assumptions were made for the analysis of mitigating the dry-year 

groundwater use, which was assumed to be accomplished by fallowing land at the Reason Farms 

property: 

■ 1,080 acres fallowed, 

■ 6,483 AF/yr of groundwater extracted for existing irrigation demand, 

■ 2,632 AF/yr of groundwater return by deep percolation of irrigation water, 

■ 3,851 AF/yr of groundwater available for beneficial uses. 

Groundwate r  Recharge  

Groundwater recharge related to changes in impervious surfaces was analyzed qualitatively, based on 

published technical information that identifies groundwater recharge potential in the groundwater basin 

that underlies the SOI Amendment Area. 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the SOI 

Amendment Area would do any of the following: 

■ Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that would either result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site, or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff resulting in 
flooding on or off site 

■ Create or contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems 

■ Expose people or property to flood hazards by placing them in an area subject to inundation 
within the 100-year floodplain as defined by FEMA or additional site-specific floodplain maps 

■ Substantially degrade surface and/or groundwater quality due to increases in sediments, erosion 
and urban contaminants generated by construction and/or operation activities or violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

■ Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
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 Impacts  

 
IMPACT 4.12-1: CHANGES IN THE RATE OF STORMWATER RUNOFF (PEAK FLOWS) 

THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW IMPERVIOUS SURFACES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

City of Roseville Improvement Standards 
PCFCWCD SWMM 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required MM 4.12-1 (Prepare site-specific 
drainage study) 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

The Project Area is undeveloped at present. Development of residential and mixed uses in the Project 

Area would increase the amount of impervious surface coverage over that which currently exists. This 

increase in the amount of impervious surface coverage would increase the rate of surface runoff entering 

Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds. In addition, development and grading would alter 

the existing runoff patterns and conveyance capacities on the properties. 

Results of hydrologic and hydraulic modeling were used to identify appropriate drainage facilities in the 

WRSP to manage stormwater peak flows in accordance with City Improvement Standards and 

PCFCWCD SWMM requirements. Detention facilities to control peak flows are not recommended for 

locations that drain to Pleasant Grove Creek as described below for the WRSP because hydrologic 

modeling shows that such facilities could exacerbate downstream flooding conditions. However, 

detention basins are proposed for Curry Creek in the WRSP to mitigate downstream effects. The impacts 

associated with peak flow runoff and the effectiveness of the mitigation for both the WRSP Area and 

Remainder Area are discussed below. 

S to rmwater  Runof f  (Peak  F low Rates )  

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Increased stormwater flows and altered drainage patterns as a result of development in the WRSP could 

increase the potential for localized and regional flooding downstream of the WRSP. Consistent with 

Roseville General Plan Policy SB-6 and PCFCWCD SWMM standards, peak flow runoff rates were 

determined for the WRSP Area to identify drainage features that would be necessary to mitigate post-

development flows. Pre-project and post-development peak flow rates for Pleasant Grove Creek and 

Curry Creek are presented in Table 4.12-4 (Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development and 
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Post-Development Peak Flow Conditions) and Table 4.12-5 (Curry Creek Comparison of Pre-

Development and Post-Development Peak Flow Conditions). Because the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed was modeled as one unit, these data reflect the contribution from the portion of the 

Remainder Area that drains to Pleasant Grove Creek. 

 
Table 4.12-4 Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development and 

Post-Development Peak Flow Conditions 
2-yr 10-yr 25-yr 100-yr 

Location 
Ex 

(cfs) 
Dev 
(cfs) % Chg

Ex 
(cfs) 

Dev 
(cfs) % Chg

Ex 
(cfs) 

Dev 
(cfs) % Chg 

Ex 
(cfs) 

Dev 
(cfs) % Chg

Pleasant Grove Creek at 
west end of WRSP 

1,857 1,848 -0.5 4,449 4,384 -1.5 6,115 6,098 -0.28 8,162 8,124 -0.5 

Pleasant Grove Creek at 
Brewer Rd. 

2,052 2,012 -1.9 5,344 5,236 -2.0 7,034 6,933 -1.4 9,070 8,921 -1.6 

Pleasant Grove Creek at 
Placer-Sutter County line 

2,079 2,045 -1.6 5,289 5,200 -1.7 6,982 6,901 -1.2 9,021 8,882 -1.5 

Pleasant Grove Creek at 
Cross Canal 

2,076 2,047 -1.4 5,227 5,150 -1.5 6,897 6,837 -0.9 8,947 8,823 -1.4 

NOTES: 
cfs = cubic feet per section 
Ex = existing (pre-developed) conditions 
Dev = developed conditions on-site, no detention 
% Chg = percent change (increase/reduction) in peak flow rates without detention 
SOURCE:  Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Volume 1, Table 13, June 2003. 

 
 
 

Table 4.12-5 Curry Creek Comparison of Pre-Development and 
Post-Development Peak Flow Conditions 

Description 2-yr 10-yr 25-yr 100-yr 

Peak Flow and Mitigation Rates for Curry Creek At WRSP Boundary 

Pre-Development Peak Flow Rate (cfs)1 218 501 662 910 

Post-Development Unmitigated Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 362 723 936 1265 

Post-Development Mitigated Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 204 386 532 747 

Net Decrease from Pre-Development to Post-Development Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 14 115 130 163 

Peak Flow and Mitigation Rates for Curry Creek at Sutter County/Placer County Boundary 

Pre-Development Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 833 1916 2669 3646 

Post-Development Unmitigated Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 852 2031 2795 3799 

Post-Development Mitigated Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 816 1879 2613 3575 

Net Decrease from Pre-Development to Post-Development Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 17 37 56 71 
NOTES: 
1. cfs = cubic feet per second 
SOURCE: Wood Rodgers, June 2003 

 
Pleasant Grove Creek 

Hydrographs of the modeled data show that peak flows in the lower portions of the Pleasant Grove 

Creek watershed are accelerated prior to peak flows from the upstream watershed. The 10-, 25-, and 100-
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year frequency peak flow comparisons shown in Table 4.12-4 that compare pre-development conditions 

(Model 1) to post-development conditions (Model 2) for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed indicate 

that development of the WRSP Area without detention in the areas that drain to Pleasant Grove Creek 

(i.e., Fiddyment Ranch and the portion of Westpark that drains to the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed) 

would reduce peak flows for all storm events. The reduction would occur because the peak WRSP 

discharge would occur before the most significant watershed peak, which would, in turn, reduce the 

potential for peak flows to coincide downstream that could cause or exacerbate flooding. 

As noted in the Environmental Setting, several developments upstream east of State Route 65 in Lincoln 

and Rocklin have constructed or have planned regional detention storage basins along Pleasant Grove 

Creek and its tributaries. Based on a comparison of data generated for cumulative plus project upstream 

conditions with and without upstream detention (Model 3 and Model 4), each of these basins contributes 

to delays in downstream peak flows at the WRSP boundary. As a result, placing detention basins in the 

lower portions of the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed to manage all events, including the higher 

frequency (2-year) small storms, would likely delay peak flows such that the combined effect could 

actually increase peak flows downstream, which could increase flood risk to downstream properties. The 

conclusion for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed is consistent with drainage studies prepared for 

projects located upstream in the City of Roseville. Therefore, based on the HEC-1 modeling estimates, it 

was determined that on-site stormwater detention storage is not recommended to manage peak flows in 

the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed.444 

Curry Creek 

With the Westpark portion of the WRSP Area located at the headwaters of the Curry Creek watershed, 

the HEC-1 analysis produced results indicating that detention is recommended at key locations to 

mitigate post-development peak flows below pre-development conditions. Results of the Curry Creek 

analysis are presented in Table 4.12-5. As shown in Figure 4.12-2, two detention basins (Basins A and E) 

would be located adjacent to and upstream of the proposed weir to mitigate the largest contribution from 

the Westpark property prior to discharging off-site. These basins would provide detention storage for a 

100-year, 24-hour peak event. Basin E would use three 36-inch culverts and an approximately 6-foot-high 

weir structure at the project boundary to detain approximately 38 to 40 acre-feet. The proposed weir 

structure would be set at elevation 85.5 feet and would be approximately 250 feet long. The weir 

structure would be 30 feet wide to accommodate a future maintenance access road. Basin A would 

provide approximately 20.0 acre-feet of storage by using two 4-foot by 10-foot and two 5-foot by 10-foot 

                                                           
444 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 29. 
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box culverts under West Side Drive. Table 4.12-5 shows the reduction in peak flows that would occur 

with the proposed detention features. 

A third basin (Basin F) is recommended to mitigate peak flows in the northwest portion of the Westpark 

property (see Figure 4.12-2). The basin would store approximately 5 acre-feet for a 100-year, 24-hour 

storm event, and would be approximately 3 feet deep. 

Based on the analysis, two small basins in the southern part of the WRSP Area drained by Curry Creek 

would also be required (Basins C and D on Figure 4.12-2). Each basin would provide approximately 8 to 

9 acre-feet of storage. Alternatively, a larger detention basin near the main branch of Curry Creek within 

the SOI Amendment Area could be developed instead of Basins C and D. Either of these options would 

provide sufficient detention storage for peak flows from the Curry Creek portion of the WRSP.445 

As a condition of project approval, the City Planning Department would require that the preliminary 

infrastructure to convey stormwater flows in the WRSP Area be identified. Prior to issuance of building 

permits, the final design for the storm drainage infrastructure would be reviewed by the City’s 

Engineering Department to ensure it complies with City Improvement Standards. 

In summary, peak flow comparisons indicate that the proposed basin storage and outflow design 

described above for Curry Creek would provide the required peak flow mitigation beyond the SWMM 

requirements.446 As land uses are further refined, specific data for detention outflow structures would be 

developed when specific projects are proposed, consistent with SWMM and City of Roseville standards. 

Therefore, impacts for the WRSP Area would be less than significant. 

Remainder Area 

Pleasant Grove Creek 

Stormwater from new impervious surfaces in the Remainder Area north of Phillip Road would be 

conveyed to Pleasant Grove Creek. As discussed for the WRSP, modeling for the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed (which includes the northern Remainder Area) indicated that detaining peak flows in basins 

would not be recommended because it could exacerbate downstream flooding by allowing downstream 

peak flows to coincide. When future land uses in the northern Remainder Area have been more clearly 

defined, site-specific hydrologic and hydraulic analyses would be performed as a condition of project 

approval (as required under City of Roseville General Plan Policy SB-6) and subject to review by the 

                                                           
445 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 32. 
446 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 32. 
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PCFCWCD. As noted for the WRSP Area, the City would require that the preliminary infrastructure 

required to adequately convey stormwater flows in the Remainder Area draining to Pleasant Grove 

Creek be identified. Prior to issuance of building permits, the final design for the infrastructure would be 

reviewed by the City’s Public Works Department, Engineering Division. 

Curry Creek 

New development in the southern Remainder Area would increase peak flows into Curry Creek. As 

discussed above, five detention basins (A, C, D, E, and F shown on Figure 4.12-2) would be developed for 

the WRSP Area to reduce peak flows generated by development in the southern portion of the WRSP 

Area that drains to Curry Creek. The capacity of the drainage facilities infrastructure in the WRSP has 

been sized to accommodate WRSP-generated runoff along with runoff from the Remainder Area.447 As a 

result, flows from the Remainder Area, combined with the flows from the WRSP Area, would not exceed 

the capacity of the infrastructure, so the potential for a backwater effect that could cause upstream 

flooding in the WRSP Area would be minimized. 

The location of a basin to serve the Remainder Area only and the size of that facility has not been 

determined. As a result, peak flows from the Remainder Area could increase the risk of downstream 

flooding. If the combined approach is used, and if the combined basin in the Remainder Area is not large 

enough to detain the combined WRSP Area and Remainder Area flows in accordance with PCFCWCD 

and City Improvement Standards drainage criteria, peak flows could be increased downstream, which 

could increase the risk of flooding downstream of the Remainder Area, or properties within the 

Remainder Area adjacent to the basin could be subject to increase risk of flooding. This is considered a 

significant impact. Implementation of MM 4.12-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 

level by ensuring peak flows from the Remainder Area do not increase the risk of downstream flooding 

in the Curry Creek watershed.  

                                                           
447 Garth Gaylord, City of Roseville Public Works Department, personal communication, December 5, 2002. 
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IMPACT 4.12-2: INCREASE IN THE AMOUNT OF SURFACE RUNOFF, WHICH WOULD EXCEED 

THE CAPACITY OF EXISTING STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEMS AND INCREASE 
THE POTENTIAL FOR DOWNSTREAM FLOODING. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

None Applicable 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.12-2 (Pay fair-share of Roseville 
regional stormwater retention facility 
improvements) 

MM 4.12-3 (Retention policies) 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant  

 

As discussed in Impact 4.12-1, development of the Proposed Project would increase impervious surfaces, 

which would generate additional stormwater runoff. This increase in the amount of impervious surface 

coverage would increase the volume of surface runoff entering Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek 

watersheds over existing conditions. In addition, development and grading would alter the existing 

runoff patterns and conveyance capacities on the properties. Development of the project is estimated to 

generate an additional runoff volume of 685.5 acre-feet over the 8-day storm model (total combined 

stormwater flows from the WRSP Area and Remainder Area into Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry 

Creek). 

The increase in runoff volume would need to be managed to minimize the risk of downstream flooding 

beyond the Project boundaries in the Cross Canal watershed. There are currently no existing retention 

basin facilities to manage stormwater volumes generated by the project. As discussed in the 

Environmental Setting, approximately 2,350 ac-ft of storage volume has been identified to mitigate the 

increase in the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff for existing and entitled projects in Roseville that 

ultimately discharge to the Cross Canal watershed. The storage volume (which would also provide 

capacity for projects discharging to the Curry Creek watershed) would be provided in the Pleasant Grove 

Creek watershed. The storage volume capacity includes stormwater runoff generated by the proposed 

Project. Flows from the portions of the Project Area that drain to the Curry Creek watershed are included 

in the volume estimates for the retention basin on Pleasant Grove Creek. Because Pleasant Grove Creek 

flows through the WRSP Area and would receive stormwater from the WRSP Area that would, in turn, 

be discharged directly to the retention basin, no other off-site retention basin conveyance improvement 

would be needed for the WRSP Area flows. 
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As noted in the Environmental Setting, a site for the return basin has been identified, and several million 

dollars have been collected through development fees to acquire the site. An EIR that evaluated full 

buildout of the regional retention basin to 2,350 acre-feet capacity, to which the project would 

incrementally contribute, was certified in January 2003. The City approved the regional basin project on 

January 22, 2003. The regional retention basin would be constructed regardless of whether the project is 

approved. 

The impacts associated with stormwater volume at both the WRSP and Remainder Areas, and the 

effectiveness of potential mitigation measures, are discussed below. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Results of hydraulic modeling indicate that development of the WRSP Area is estimated to generate a 

total increase of 351.7 AF/yr of additional runoff volume (172.4 AF/yr from the Fiddyment portion and 

179.3 AF/yr from the Westpark portion). The amount of runoff for the Fiddyment Ranch and Westpark 

properties individually is listed in Table 4.12-6 (Stormwater Runoff Volume Increase). The increase in 

runoff volume would need to be managed to minimize the risk of downstream flooding beyond the 

WRSP Area boundaries. The approved regional stormwater retention basin located on Pleasant Grove 

Creek west of the WRSP would be used to store flows from the WRSP Area during major flood events on 

the Sacramento River. When the basin is completed, no additional on-site or off-site conveyance 

infrastructure would need to be developed (other than the proposed water quality outfalls [see Impact 

4.12-5]) to convey WRSP Area stormwater flows to the basin because the WRSP outfalls discharge 

directly to Pleasant Grove Creek. Although not yet constructed, the regional retention basin project has 

been approved, and would include capacity for WRSP stormwater flows. As such, the WRSP 

contribution would be less than significant because if the project is approved and funded, it will be 

constructed over 10 years so that at Buildout the retention basin should be completed, and capable of 

dealing with the stormwater flows. 

Implementation of MM 4.12-2 would ensure a mechanism for determining the WRSP’s proportionate 

contribution to development of the regional retention basin. To further reduce potential impacts 

MM 4.12-2 would ensure that if the regional detention center is not completed at Buildout, a funding 

mechanism for the construction of any necessary stormwater detention facilities is in place. 
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Table 4.12-6 Stormwater Runoff Volume Increase 
Location Total Area (acres) Retention Volume Requirement (acre-feet)

Fiddyment Ranch 1,678.4 172.4 

Westpark 1,483.6 179.3 

WRSP Total 3,161 351.7 

SOI Remainder Area No. 1 (north of Phillip Road) 667.0 67.6 

SOI Remainder Area No. 2 (north of Baseline Road) 1,701.0 223.7 

SOI Remainder Area Total 2,368 291.3 

Total Retention Volume Requirement (WRSP + SOI)  643.0 

Proposed Energy Park (included in modeling) 66.2 16.5 

PGWWTP (included in modeling) 101.6 25.9 

Total Retention Volume Requirement  685.5 
SOURCE: Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, Table 25. 
 

Remainder Area 

If the Remainder Area were developed at levels similar to those proposed in the WRSP, development of 

the Remainder Area would be estimated to generate 291.3 acre-feet of runoff (see Table 4.12-6). The 

effects on stormwater runoff volumes are discussed above. As described for the WRSP, without the 

completed regional detention facility, runoff at buildout could result in increased risk of flooding at 

downstream properties. However, the Remainder Area contribution would be less than significant 

because if the project is approved and funded, it will be constructed over the next 10 years so that at 

Buildout the retention basin should be completed and capable of dealing with the stormwater flows. 

Therefore, as described for the WRSP Area, this impact is considered less than significant. To further 

reduce potential impacts MM 4.12-3 would ensure that if the regional detention center is not completed 

at buildout, the construction of a funding mechanism for any stormwater detention facilities is in place. 

 
IMPACT 4.12-3: PLACEMENT OF FILL OR STRUCTURES IN 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN COULD 

AFFECT WATER SURFACE ELEVATIONS, WHICH COULD INCREASE THE RISK 
OF FLOODING. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

FEMA (44 CFR 60) 
City Floodplain Development Regulations (Chapter 9.80, Roseville City Code) 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required MM 4.12-4 (Floodplain Policies) 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, and Curry Creek flow through the Project Area. As illustrated in 

Figure 4.12-2, the 100-year floodplain for Pleasant Grove Creek is broader in the western part of the 
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Project Area than in the eastern portions. Development of the Project Area is anticipated to include the 

placement of small amounts fill at certain locations. Some of the fill would be used in small depressions 

in overbank areas to reduce the extent of the floodplain where uses other than open space or park would 

occur. Fill would also be placed as part of the construction of proposed roadway and bridge crossings, 

drainage culverts, and the weir structure for the Curry Creek detention basins. Refer to Section 4.7 

(Biological Resources) for additional information regarding fill placement and permitting requirements. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Locations of proposed fill in the WRSP Area are shown in Figure 4.12-4 (Proposed 100-Year Floodplain 

Fill Areas in West Roseville Specific Plan). The placement of fill would slightly reduce the conveyance 

capacity of the Pleasant Grove Creek and tributary floodplains and would minimally increase water 

surface elevations in the WRSP Area. These increases (approximately 1 to 2 inches) are not considered 

substantial and are only located within the WRSP.448 Downstream water surface elevations would not be 

measurably affected.449 The modeled estimates of water surface elevation changes listed in Table 4.12-7 

include a component that accounts for these fill improvements. Compliance with the City’s Floodplain 

Development Regulations would mitigate any impacts associated with fill in the 100-year floodplain. A 

Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for Pleasant Grove Creek and tributary floodplains, including the Curry 

Creek tributary, will be submitted to FEMA after the City of Roseville and Placer County Flood Control 

and Water Conservation District have reviewed the data. While the absolute boundary of the 10-year and 

100-year floodplains could vary slightly from the elevations shown on detailed floodplain maps in the 

Master Drainage Study, placement of the fill would not increase water surface elevations beyond those 

estimated in the current HEC-RAS model. As land uses are refined within the WRSP Area, this detail will 

be further refined to ensure that no private development would occur in the floodplain. Because no 

development would occur in the 100-year floodplain, people and structures would not be exposed to 100-

year flood hazard, and the WRSP would not increase flood elevations beyond those already identified. 

Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

                                                           
448 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 45 and Table 24. 
449 Chris Ferrari, Wood Rodgers, personal communication, June 13, 2003. 
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Table 4.12-7 Curry Creek Downstream Changes in Water Surface Elevations with 

Detention Basin E and Weir Structure in Place 

Location 

Existing 10-
year WSL 

(feet) 
Existing plus Project 
10-year WSL (feet) 

Net Change
(feet) 

Existing 100-
year WSL 

(feet) 
Existing plus Project 
100-year WSL (feet) 

Net Change 
(feet) 

Downstream of berm at WRSP/SOI 
Remainder Area No. 2 boundary 
(with proposed detention)a  

83.02 82.96 -0.06 83.66 83.61 -0.5 

NOTES: 
WSL = water surface elevation 
a = Basin E, southwestern part of Remainder Area west of Westpark property 
SOURCE: Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, Table 23. 

 

Remainder Area 

Because the specific land uses within the Remainder Area and potential fill areas have not been identified 

at the same level of detail as the WRSP, placement of fill or structures within the Pleasant Grove Creek 

floodplain in the Remainder Area could encroach upon the floodplain, which could reduce the capacity 

of the channel to convey flows. Floodplain encroachment could increase water surface elevations in the 

channel that could, in turn, cause or exacerbate flood risk in the Remainder Area or at downstream 

locations. This is considered a significant impact. 

Implementation of MM 4.12-4 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring that 

development in the Remainder Area does not occur in the 100-year floodplain, or if small amounts of fill 

are placed in the floodplain that water surface elevations would not be measurably affected. 

 
IMPACT 4.12-4: EROSION AND RUNOFF FROM CONSTRUCTION SITES CONTAINING SOIL 

OR OTHER MATERIALS COULD DEGRADE WATER QUALITY IF DISCHARGED 
TO LOCAL STREAMS. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

SWRCB NPDES Permit (State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit) 
City of Roseville Improvement Standards Sections 2 and 11 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required None required 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

WRSP and Remainder Area 

Development associated with the project, including off-site infrastructure connections, would involve the 

construction of structures, roadways, parking lots, and infrastructure, which would require grading, 

excavation, and other construction-related activities that could cause soil erosion at an accelerated rate 
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during storm events. Sediment from erosion could have adverse effects on receiving water quality at the 

site and downstream, including Curry Creek, Pleasant Grove Creek, and eventually the Sacramento 

River. Such effects could include increased turbidity, which could result in adverse impacts on fish and 

wildlife habitat, reduced pump life at Sacramento River water intakes due to abrasion, increased 

municipal/industrial water treatment costs for turbidity removal, and impaired recreation and aesthetic 

values. Another potential source of water quality degradation during construction activities is heavy 

machinery and other construction equipment. Construction equipment spills could result in the release 

of polluting constituents, such as heavy metals, oil, grease, and other petroleum hydrocarbons, to 

Pleasant Grove Creek and other on-site channels. 

Project construction contractors would be required by state law to obtain and comply with the State 

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. Compliance with the permit would involve the 

implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs include schedules of activities, prohibitions 

of practices, maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce pollution 

(i.e. straw bales, dikes, silt fences, sediment traps, or similar methods). Contractors would also be 

required to prepare and retain on-site an Erosion Control Plan in accordance with Sections 2 and 11 of 

the City of Roseville’s Improvement Standards. The plan would include a description of the construction 

site, time restrictions, erosion and sediment controls to be used, means of waste disposal, control of post-

construction sediment and erosion control measures and maintenance responsibilities, landscaping 

during and after grading, and non-stormwater management controls. 

Compliance with the State General Construction Activity Permit, as recently modified by SWRCB 

resolution, and City Improvement Standards, which require preparation and implementation of an 

Erosion Control Plan, would ensure that construction-related sediment or other contaminants that could 

adversely affect receiving water, would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

 
IMPACT 4.12-5: CHANGES IN SURFACE WATER OR GROUNDWATER QUALITY RESULTING 

FROM URBAN STORMWATER RUNOFF. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

NPDES Phase 2 Program regulations (City of Roseville Storm Water Management Plan) 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required None required 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 
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Development associated with the Proposed Project would result in the conversion of undeveloped land 

to urban uses including residences, schools, businesses, recreation amenities, roadways, and parking 

areas. As discussed in Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-2, the increase in impervious surfaces resulting from the 

construction of buildings and paved areas would increase the rate and amount of stormwater runoff that 

would carry urban pollutants into Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, or Curry Creek. It is 

anticipated that runoff from the Project Area would be typical of urban runoff water quality for the 

identified uses listed in Table 4.12-1. Activities that could increase the types or quantities of non naturally 

occurring pollutants in runoff due to development include motor vehicle operations, residential 

maintenance, littering, careless material storage and handling, domestic animal and wildlife wastes, and 

pavement wear. Pollutants typically associated with urban uses, such as those that could be developed in 

the Project Area, include oil and grease, coliform bacteria, petroleum hydrocarbons (gas and diesel fuels), 

nitrogen, phosphorus, heavy metals such as lead, copper, and zinc. Pesticides, herbicides, and other 

landscape maintenance products typically used in residential developments or formally landscaped 

areas could also be present. Urban runoff studies throughout the U.S. have shown that the concentration 

of suspended solids usually decreases as exposed soils are covered by impervious surfaces, although 

some sediment may still be present due to entrained dust on roadways and parking lots and from any 

open space areas. 

The potential impacts associated with groundwater and surface water quality, as it relates to stormwater 

runoff, are addressed below for both the WRSP and Remainder Areas. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development in the WRSP would result in a change in the types and amounts of pollutants discharged 

through stormwater outfalls as undeveloped land is converted to urban uses. Figure 4.12-5 (Proposed 

Major Water Quality Treatment Locations in WRSP [Fiddyment Ranch Property]) and Figure 4.12-6 

(Proposed Major Water Quality Treatment Locations in WRSP [Westpark Property]) illustrate proposed 

water quality outfall locations. Consistent with current and anticipated NPDES Phase 2 stormwater 

requirements, a variety of water quality BMPs have been identified for the WRSP to treat the first flush 

storm event. These BMPs, which are included in the Master Drainage Study, provide guidelines to be 

implemented for the WRSP. The guidelines are based on BMPs currently being used in Roseville, Placer 

County, and the City/County of Sacramento. As discussed above, the City has prepared a SWMP under 

the Phase 2 program that would be applicable to the WRSP Area. 



FIGURE 4.12-5

10659-00

Not to Scale
Proposed Major Water Quality Treatment Location in WRSP
(Fiddyment Ranch Property)
Source: Wood Rogers, Inc. City of Roseville
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Water quality treatment features in the WRSP Area could include the detention basins in the Curry Creek 

watershed, which would include low-flow areas to allow pollutants to settle. Grassy swales and 

vegetated channels could be used to remove pollutants by filtration. These BMPs are typically situated at 

outfalls. The WRSP provides several open space buffer areas that are proposed for such features. 

Landscaped roadside channels and/or buffer strips are also effective. Figures 4.12-2, 4.12-4, and 4.12-5 

show a conceptual layout of where detention basins or grassy swales/vegetated channels and associated 

outfall structures could be located to provide water quality treatment. Oil/water grit separators, sand 

filter systems, or other on-site structural controls could be used in commercial, industrial, or other areas 

where higher-than-normal levels of pollutants could be generated. Constructed wetlands, which are 

shallow pools with or without open water elements that create growing conditions suitable for marsh 

plants, provide treatment by decreasing flow velocities. However, constructed wetlands require 

additional land and sources of water that may not be available in the WRSP Area.450 

The specific BMPs that could be used in the WRSP Area, either individually or in combination, may need 

to be refined at the tentative map stage. For example, the drainage features will need to be modified, as 

necessary, to ensure compliance with the City’s Phase 2 SWMP storm event standards (Attachment 4, 

page 6, of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ). 

In addition, when more detailed information is developed for each land use (e.g., tentative map), actual 

design for target pollutant identification and specific BMPs, such as vegetative planting, would also be 

necessary. Because the proposed water quality BMPs for the WRSP Area are still being refined and the 

City has not yet implemented a specific program to monitor the effectiveness of the proposed BMPs at 

the WRSP Area under the requirements of the Phase 2 SWMP, there is the potential that urban runoff 

from the WRSP Area could contain levels of pollutants that could adversely affect water quality in the 

local streams or increase sediment loads. Similarly, because creeks are the primary source of 

groundwater recharge in the WRSP Area, contaminants could migrate to groundwater. 

Compliance with the NPDES regulations detailed above, would ensure BMPs specific to the land uses in 

the WRSP Area are implemented and are monitored for their effectiveness in reducing urban pollutants 

in runoff so that Basin Plan objectives and water quality standards are not violated, and that the BMPs 

are consistent with the City’s Phase 2 SWMP. This would ensure potential water quality effects from 

urban runoff remain at a less-than-significant level. 

                                                           
450 Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003, page 50. 
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Remainder Area 

If the remaining portions of the SOI Amendment Area were developed at levels similar to those 

proposed in the WRSP, the effects on urban runoff would be similar to those described for the WRSP. 

Although Placer County has developed and implemented a Phase 2 program, the land uses in the 

Remainder Area have only been identified at a conceptual level for purposes of programmatic analysis. 

The types of BMPs that could be used in the Remainder Area have not been documented and how they 

would be monitored has not been established. Therefore, urban runoff water quality impacts could be 

significant. 

Compliance with the NPDES regulations as detailed above would ensure BMPs specific to the land uses 

in the Remainder Area are implemented and are monitored for their effectiveness in reducing urban 

pollutants in runoff so that Basin Plan objectives and water quality standards are not violated. This 

would ensure potential water quality effects from urban runoff remain at less-than-significant levels. 

 
IMPACT 4.12-6: GROUNDWATER USE DURING DRY YEARS. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Roseville General Plan 
City/County MOU 
Placer County General Plan 
Guiding Principles 
Water Forum Agreement 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Significant No impact 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.11-2 (non-extraction) None required 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant No impact 

 

Development of the Proposed Project would increase the demand on water supplies. As discussed in 

greater detail in Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2 in Section 4.11 (Public Utilities), this demand for water would 

be met through a combination of sources. During average/wet years, a portion of required surface water 

would be obtained from existing supplies and treated at the City’s Water Treatment Plant on Barton 

Road. The remainder would be from a treatment facility that would be constructed as part of the 

Sacramento River Water Reliability Project, if that project is approved and built. The Sacramento River 

Water Reliability Project is required for development of the Remainder Area, as groundwater use would 

not be allowed to support growth in either the WRSP or the Remainder Area during average/wet years. 

However, groundwater could be used during dry years to supplement supplies in the WRSP. 
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Ef fec t s  o f  Groundwate r  Use  Dur ing  Dry  Years  

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development of the WSRP Area would increase the demand on water supplies. As discussed in greater 

detail in Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2 in Section 4.11 (Public Utilities), this demand for water would be met 

through a combination of sources. During average/wet years, sufficient surface water would be obtained 

from existing supplies and new supplies and treated at the City’s Water Treatment Plant on Barton Road. 

Groundwater use would not be allowed in the WRSP Area during average/wet years. However, due to 

contractual obligations, approximately 2,848 AF/yr of surface water supplies would not be available 

during dry and driest years. As a result, the City would have to implement extraordinary measures 

including implementing water conservation measures, and utilizing emergency groundwater supplies as 

a backup consistent with current City practices. The following analysis is based on MWH Groundwater 

Analysis to determine what the impact of using groundwater during dry conditions by the WRSP Area 

would be. 

Based on 70 years of historic data, which included the 1977 drought of record, the results of hydrologic 

modeling suggest that groundwater would only be required in 12 of 70 years, or 17 percent of the time. 

During dry years, as stated in Impact 4.11-2, groundwater would be needed to supplement surface water 

supplies. While this is consistent with regional water planning established in the Water Forum 

Agreement, it is implicit in the City/County MOU Development Agreement Standards and Guiding 

Principles that surface water will be the water supply source. The Placer County General Plan also 

encourages use of surface water for urban development. However, groundwater use is not prohibited by 

either document. 

MM 4.11-2, identified in Impact 4.11-2 in Section 4.11 (Public Utilities, Water), directs that the annual or 

permanent retirement of groundwater-irrigated land owned by the City of Roseville (Reason Farms 

property) could be used to offset the dry-year groundwater use in the WRSP. The following discussion 

describes the potential environmental effects of groundwater use during dry years for the WRSP and 

how fallowing land reduces groundwater impacts. 

When a well first begins extracting groundwater from an aquifer, groundwater is initially extracted from 

groundwater storage. The result is a localized cone of depression with an approximately 1,000-foot 

radius that fluctuates with operation of the well. When extraction ceases, the aquifer typically recharges 

back to its pre-extraction condition. Over time, a well can also induce an incremental decline in regional 

groundwater elevations. Cones of depression with a larger aerial extent can form in areas where multiple 

groundwater extraction wells are in operation. The use of groundwater, although relatively infrequent, 
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could affect the aquifers underlying the SOI Amendment Area and/or regional conditions by altering 

groundwater elevations that could, in turn, affect recharge conditions, change aquifer storage 

characteristics, result in localized well impacts, or cause areas of poorer quality groundwater to shift. 

This would be a significant impact. 

Based on preliminary groundwater supply estimates that assumed conservative extraction rates of up to 

2,848 AF/yr of groundwater in a dry year for WRSP Area, the hydrologic modeling for the WRSP Area 

indicates that groundwater elevations/piezometric surfaces in dry years without mitigation would 

potentially be lower relative to baseline conditions. The maximum potential drop in groundwater surface 

elevations in Aquifer 1 (unconfined aquifer) would be about 3 feet, and the maximum potential drop in 

the groundwater piezometric elevation (for a well screened in only a confined or semi-confined aquifer) 

would be about 6 feet.451 The potential drop in groundwater/piezometric elevations in dry years could be 

reduced to insignificant levels, by the City’s commitment not to extract 2850 acre feet of groundwater at 

Reason Farms in dry or drier years. In fact, reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms could raise 

groundwater levels by as much as 9 feet in Aquifer 1 (in wet years). The groundwater that would have 

been extracted for irrigation purposes would be banked for future use (“in-lieu groundwater banking”). 

Table 4.12-8 presents modeling results comparing the effect of groundwater extraction before and after 

implementation of MM 4.11-2 (which conservatively assumed up to 3,851 AF/yr of groundwater would 

be available through City’s commitment not to extract 2,850 acre-feet of groundwater at Reason Farms in 

dry years). As discussed in Impact 4.11-2 (dry-year water supply impact in Section 4.11.2, Public Utilities, 

Water).452 Figure 4.12-7 (Baseline Condition Aquifer 1: Groundwater Surface Elevation Contours, Dry 

Year) shows future baseline groundwater elevation contours (in feet above mean sea level) for Aquifer 1 

in dry years. Figure 4.12-8 (Baseline Condition with Mitigation Aquifer 1: groundwater Surface Elevation 

Contours, Dry Year) shows future predicted groundwater elevation contours for Aquifer 1 in dry years 

with WRSP groundwater use and implementation of mitigation. Figure 4.12-9 (Baseline Condition 

Aquifer 2: Piezometric Surface Elevation Contours, Dry Year) shows future baseline piezometric453 

surface elevation contours for Aquifer 2 in dry years. Figure 4.12-10 (Baseline Condition with Mitigation 

Aquifer 2: Piezometric Surface Elevation Contours, Dry Year) shows future predicted piezometric surface 

elevation contours for Aquifer 2 with WRSP groundwater use and implementation of mitigation. By 

comparing the locations of groundwater elevation contour lines and projected piezometric surface 

elevations in Figures 4.12-7 (baseline) and 4.12-8 (future mitigated) for Aquifer 1 and in Figures 4.12-9  

                                                           
451 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003, p.5-2. 
452 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003, p. 5-7. 
453 The piezometric surface elevation is the elevation of groundwater within a well that is screened in only the confined or semi-confined 
aquifer. The groundwater surface elevation is the elevation of groundwater in an unconfined aquifer.  
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10659-00

Baseline Condition Aquifer 1: Groundwater Surface Elevation Contours, Dry Year

Source: MWH, June 2003 City of Roseville
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10659-00

Baseline Condition with Mitigation Aquifer 1: Groundwater Surface Elevation Contours, Dry 
Year
Source: MWH, June 2003 City of Roseville
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10659-00

Baseline Condition Aquifer 2: Piezometric Surface Elevation Contours, Dry Year

Source: MWH, June 2003 City of Roseville
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(baseline) and 4.12-10 (future mitigated) for Aquifer 2, respectively, there is only a minimal shift in 

groundwater and piezometric surface elevations across the WRSP and negligible change regionally. The 

net changes in groundwater elevations in Aquifers 1 and 2 are described below. Additional figures 

depicting the net change in groundwater elevations for Aquifers 1 and 2 under future mitigated 

conditions are included in Appendix M. 

 
Table 4.12-8 Estimated Changes in Groundwater Levels with Groundwater Extraction 

for WRSP Showing Effect of Mitigation 

Condition 

Difference in Groundwater 
Elevation for Aquifer 1 in Dry 

Year (feet) 

Difference in Piezometric 
Surface Elevation for Aquifer 

1 in Dry Year (feet) 

Difference in Groundwater 
Elevation for Aquifer 2 in Wet 

Year (feet) 

Difference in Piezometric 
Surface Elevation for Aquifer 

2 in Wet Year (feet) 

Without mitigation -3 -6 3 1.5 

With mitigation 4 2 9 8 
NOTES: 
Differences in groundwater elevation from dry year (1977) and wet year (1986) baseline conditions. Negative values represent a decline in groundwater conditions from the 

baseline condition. 
SOURCE: MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003, Table 5.1. 
 

Without the extraction of groundwater at Reason Farms, groundwater elevations in dry years in 

Aquifer 1 are projected to rise 4 feet. There would also be an increase of 2 feet in the piezometric surface 

elevation in Aquifer 2. As indicated by the data and as illustrated in figures, the annual or permanent 

fallowing at the Reason Farms property would not result in a substantial change in groundwater surface 

elevations or flow directions across the WRSP site or regionally. This indicates that non-extraction of 

ground water during dry years mitigation would fully offset the anticipated groundwater extraction 

under the City’s proposed water supply strategy for meeting WRSP water demands.454 For the above 

reasons, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Potential Effects of No or Reduced Groundwater Extraction at Reason Farms (as 
recommended by MM 4.11-2) 

An EIR was prepared for a project proposed by the City of Roseville that would develop a regional 

stormwater retention basin facility on a portion of the approximately 1,500-acre Reason Farms property 

west of the SOI Amendment Area. The property would be owned and managed by the City of Roseville. 

This would result in the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The EIR for the retention 

basin project concluded that the conversion of up to 1,500 acres of agricultural land predominantly used 

for rice farming to other uses would result in the following significant and unavoidable environmental 

impacts: direct and indirect conversion of prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use; inconsistency 

with Placer County air quality attainment plan, Placer County General Plan, and Roseville General Plan 

                                                           
454 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, June 2003, pp.6-1 to 6-2. 



Scale: 1" = 200 'FIGURE 4.12-10

10659-00

Baseline Condition with Mitigation Aquifer 2: Piezometric Surface Elevation 
Contours, Dry Year
Source: MWH, June 2003 City of Roseville
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(construction-related air emissions); short-term noise level increases; and indirect cumulative growth 

inducement. For all other impact areas identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (aesthetics, 

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, public 

services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities/service systems), the EIR concluded the proposed 

retention basin project would result in less-than-significant impacts either because they would not exceed 

an established standard or because mitigation measures that would reduce potential impacts to a level of 

insignificance were incorporated into the proposed project.455 

The groundwater impact analysis prepared for this EIR assumed the City’s commitment not to extract 

2850 acre feet of groundwater at Reason Farms in dry years, which would not exceed the assumptions in 

the certified EIR for the proposed retention basin with regard to the conversion of agricultural land to 

non-agricultural uses. Reducing groundwater use at Reason Farms, in and of itself, would not contribute 

to the significant and unavoidable construction-related air quality or noise impacts identified for the 

proposed retention basin project because there would be no source of emissions or noise-generating 

construction equipment. 

Cultivated and/or fallow rice fields encompass approximately 1,286 acres of the Reason Farms property. 

Many species of migratory waterfowl, cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), 

and American widgeon (Anas americana) occupy flooded rice fields during the winter months and forage 

there during the spring when the water is low. Native vegetation is excluded from cultivated portions of 

the rice fields by the application of herbicides. There is a small freshwater marsh (approximately 4 acres) 

in the rice fields south of Pleasant Grove Creek. The freshwater marsh habitat is dominated by broad-leaf 

cattail (Typha latifolia) and Pacific rush (Juncus effuses). Bird species such as mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), 

American widgeon (Anas americana), and red-winged blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) use the freshwater 

marsh. Two seasonally ponded depressions (tire tracks) near a north/south dirt access road on the 

western side of the property were observed to contain Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla) in April 

2002. Dwarf downingia has no federal or State listing status, but it is included on the California Native 

Plant Society List 2. There are some small areas of seasonal wetlands including vernal pools and seasonal 

swales located along a north/south access road. These features can support vernal pool fairy shrimp and 

                                                           
455 City of Roseville, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH No. 2002072084), Chapter 
2.0, Executive Summary, and Section 8.2, Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided. 
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vernal pool tadpole shrimp, which are federally listed threatened and federally listed endangered 

species, respectively.456 

The potential indirect effect of a reduction in irrigation is not expected to result in any significant 

biological resources impacts because this habitat is currently disturbed and provides only limited habitat 

resources that are already available elsewhere in more natural areas such as marshes and other wetlands. 

Additionally, there are no special-status species that are dependent on this agricultural habitat type for 

their survival. Once this land is allowed to fallow, it will revert to its natural state, which would provide 

suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors, and potentially for vernal pool and 

other seasonal wetland species. 

Groundwate r  Use  dur ing  Dry  Years  

Remainder Area 

As discussed in Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-2 (Remainder Area) in Section 4.11.2 (Public Utilities, Water), the 

Remainder Area cannot be developed without the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project (per 

MM 4.11-1) or some other yet identified surface water source. If the Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project is approved and constructed, and becomes the water source for the Remainder Area there would 

be no dry year restriction and groundwater would not be needed as a backup supply. Because no 

groundwater is anticipated to be used in the Remainder Area, there would be no impact.  

 
IMPACT 4.12-7: CHANGES IN GROUNDWATER RECHARGE POTENTIAL THROUGH THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

None Applicable 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with Policies 
and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required None required 

Significance after 
Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

                                                           
456 City of Roseville, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH No. 2002072084), Figure 6-1 
and pp. 6-4 to 6-9. 
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Groundwate r  Recharge  

WRSP and Remainder Areas 

Groundwater supply is partly dependent on “recharge” by percolation of rainwater through permeable 

surfaces. Groundwater recharge in the Project Area occurs primarily along stream channels such as 

Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, Curry Creek, and smaller tributaries to these waterways. As 

described in the Setting, the SOI Amendment Area is undeveloped and there are minimal impervious 

surfaces; soils that are impermeable or underlain by hardpan comprise most of the SOI Amendment 

Area. In these areas, infiltration is low, thereby limiting groundwater recharge. 

Although there would be new impervious surfaces created by development in the SOI Amendment Area 

(see Impact 4.12-1), recharge is already limited under existing conditions. Runoff from the new 

impervious surfaces would be collected and diverted through on-site drainage controls, such as swales, 

channels or other detention features, and ultimately released downstream. Some infiltration from these 

features would occur. Water from flows released from the SOI Amendment Area to downstream 

channels could also provide some recharge. In effect, recharge would still occur, but at different locations 

and at different rates than under existing conditions. In addition, FEMA and City floodplain 

development restrictions (see Impact 4.12-3) would limit the types and locations of structures that could 

be placed near the stream channels. Because areas along stream channels would remain undeveloped 

either because of proximity to the 100-year floodplain or with the use of natural resource buffers, 

recharge along stream channels would not be affected. Therefore, the SOI Amendment would result in a 

less-than-significant impact on groundwater recharge potential and would not result in a reduction in 

available groundwater supply. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.12-1:  Prepare site-specific drainage study (Impact 4.12-1 – Remainder) 

If a larger detention basin near the main branch of Curry Creek is used for the 
Remainder Area, and includes flows for the WRSP Area, Specific Plans and/or 
other development proposals for the Remainder Area shall prepare a site-
specific drainage study. The study shall identify appropriate sizing and 
location to ensure that Remainder Area flows, in combination with flows 
generated in the WRSP Area, can be accommodated in the larger basin. The 
study shall also be used to identify features that will limit peak flow runoff 
from the areas drained to Curry Creek to pre-development levels per the 
PCFCWCD SWMM and City standards. The study shall also be used to 
demonstrate the larger basin will not cause or exacerbate downstream flooding 
conditions 
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Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area, 
shall include a site-specific drainage study prepared in accordance with 
PCFCWCD SWMM and City of Roseville standards to identify on-site storm 
drainage features that will limit peak flow runoff from the area that drains to 
Curry Creek to pre-development levels, provided it can be demonstrated that 
such features will not cause or exacerbate flooding conditions in the SOI 
Amendment Area or at downstream locations outside the SOI Amendment 
Area. The drainage study shall be submitted to the PCFCWCD and City 
Roseville for review. If a basin in the Remainder Area is used to store flows 
generated by sheds C-WP7 and C-WP8 in the WRSP Area, in addition to 
Remainder Area-generated flows, the drainage study shall ensure that 
sufficient capacity is provided to manage total flows into the basin. 

MM 4.12-2:  Pay fair-share of Roseville regional stormwater retention facility improvements 
(Impact 4.12-2 – WRSP) 

The City shall collect the Pleasant Grove Drainage fee from the applicants 
prior to the approval of each building permit, which would cover the cost of 
retention for that development’s portion of the Roseville regional retention 
basin at Reason Farms. 

MM 4.12-3:  Retention Policies (Impact 4.12-2 – Remainder) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall demonstrate, through the preparation of technical engineering studies, 
that the increased volume of stormwater runoff from the SOI Amendment 
Area, which includes the WRSP Area, can be accommodated in the approved 
regional stormwater retention facility. The results of the study shall be 
submitted to the City of Roseville Public Works Department for review and 
concurrence. The facility shall be expanded as necessary, funded through fair-
share contributions by project developers. 

MM 4.12-4:  Floodplain Policies (Impact 4.12-3 – Remainder) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall identify the 100-year floodplain for each location that could be affected 
by fill placement or installation of structures to ensure water surface elevations 
estimated in the Master Drainage Study would not be measurably increased. If 
measurable increases are identified, redesign or relocation of the fill or 
structures shall be considered. In addition, the recalculated water surface 
elevations shall be used to determine what improvements, if any, are 
necessary to provide adequate mitigation so that off-site risk of flooding is not 
increased as a result of Remainder Area development, in combination with the 
WRSP Area development. Those improvements shall be required to be 
constructed as a condition of approval of the proposed development. 
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4.13 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

4.13.1 Introduction 

This section of the EIR evaluates the potential changes to the existing visual characteristics of the project 

site that could result from future development of the Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment Area. The 

analysis focuses on the potential loss of visual resources, effects on views, compatibility with the visual 

characteristics of surrounding uses, and the likelihood that sensitive receptors would be disturbed by 

light and glare generated or reflected by new structures within and in the vicinity of the SOI Amendment 

Area. 

While land use designations have been applied to all land in the WRSP, the exact design of the projects to 

be developed under the WRSP is not known at this time. Also, the location and design of future 

development in the Remainder Area will not be determined until Specific Plans and other planning 

documents are proposed for projects in the Remainder Area. Therefore, specific uses or building designs 

are not analyzed; rather, the general visual effects of development under the WRSP Area and the 

Remainder Area are described. 

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (refer to Appendix B) for this project 

expressed concern about alteration of views and visual character in the vicinity of the WRSP and 

Remainder Areas. In addition, a scoping meeting was held on August 29, 2002 to receive comments on 

the proposed WRSP and the Remainder Areas. Comments received at the scoping meeting included 

concerns about the heights of buildings to be constructed on the west side of Fiddyment Road and 

related loss of privacy for the existing residences at the Del Webb Specific Plan Area located to the east. 

Information contained in this section is based on review of existing documentation, including 

■ Placer County General Plan (November 18, 1992) 

■ City of Roseville General Plan (August 1994 and amended in January 2003) 

■ The West Roseville Specific Plan 

■ A site visit conducted in May 2002 

All of these documents are available for review at City of Roseville’s Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, 

Roseville, CA. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, this EIR evaluates the impacts of the WRSP, which would 

include an SOI amendment and annexation to the City, at a project-specific level. Because an SOI 
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amendment is the only action proposed for the Remainder Area (that portion of the SOI Amendment 

Area outside of the WRSP), a program-level analysis is provided for the Remainder Area. In order to 

conduct the analysis, development assumptions are made for the Remainder Area (refer to Chapter 2, 

Project Description, for details). Figure 1-1 (SOI Amendment Area) in Chapter 1 identifies the boundaries 

of the entire SOI Amendment Area, WRSP, and Remainder Area. 

As discussed in Chapter 4 of this EIR, Environmental Analysis, minor changes have been made to the 

proposed land uses for the WRSP Area since publication of the NOP. Overall, the total amount of open 

space increased by 34.9 acres, primarily along the western boundary of the WRSP. However, the total 

amount of area to be disturbed is very similar to the prior land use plan. The total amount of residential 

units has remained the same, but the number of low-density and high-density units has decreased, while 

the total number of medium-density units has increased. The open space corridors along Pleasant Grove 

Creek and Curry Creek have not changed and the historic Fiddyment Ranch complex will remain in its 

current location and be integrated into the regional sports complex park. 

4.13.2 Environmental Setting 

 Regional Visual Resources 

The Roseville vicinity is generally regarded as a transitional zone between the flat, open terrain of the 

Central Valley and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. The region consists of rolling 

topography with gentle slopes; major drainages typically drain the area from east to west. Oak 

woodlands are scattered throughout the region and constitute an important factor in regional identity. 

The oak woodlands, together with scattered riparian vegetation adjacent to drainages, accentuate the 

ridgeling/drainage patterns found in the landscape and create a strong visual contrast to the surrounding 

grassland. This contrast is especially evident during the seasonally dry summer and fall months when 

earth tone colors dominate landscape views. 

Vernal pools are also an important aesthetic component of the regional landscape. The flower production 

and expanded color contrast associated with the pools provide additional landscape interest, even 

though the contrast and color are seasonally limited. The aesthetic value of vernal pools is also an 

important factor in the regional identity of the valley/foothills zone. 

Development has become a prominent component of the landscape character in the vicinity and is 

evident throughout the region, reflecting a variety of residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 

Development in some areas of the region has completely eliminated the historically rural character 

associated with regional ranching and agricultural operations. In many other locations, development has 
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segmented the remaining natural areas, thereby heightening the aesthetic value of remaining contiguous 

open space. 

Long-range views within the region include numerous important landmarks and landscape features, 

including portions of the Sierra Nevada, Sutter Buttes, Mount Diablo, and the Coast Range. No 

prominent landscape features or areas of unique scenic quality have been identified in the vicinity of the 

project site. The most prominent manmade feature is the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP) currently under construction and the high-power transmission corridor located south of the 

WRSP Area. 

The SOI Amendment Area is characterized by wide expanses of flat to rolling grasslands traversed by 

Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek. Several rural residences are located in the northeast portion of 

the SOI Amendment Area. Figure 4.13-1 (Direction and Location of Photographic Views) shows locations 

and orientations of photographs taken of the SOI Amendment Area, while Figure 4.13-2 (Visual 

Elements) identifies more specifically the location of specific visual resources referenced in the section. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  Area  

The WRSP Area encompasses approximately 3,162 acres of land, adjacent to the approximately 110-acre 

PGWWTP and the approximately 70 acres of City-owned land to the north of the PGWWTP site 

(approximately 180 acres, combined). For the purposes of this analysis, the project site is described as a 

combination of two areas: the Fiddyment Ranch portion and the Westpark portion (refer to Figure 2-2 

[Land Ownership] in Chapter 2 [Project Description]). 

Within the WRSP Area, the topography generally consists of rolling grasslands (refer to Figure 4.13-3 

[View To and From the Project Site (Photos A and B)], Figure 4.13-4 [View To and From the Project Site 

(Photos C and D)], and Figure 4.13-5 [View To and From the Project Site (Photos E and F)]). Pleasant 

Grove Creek, which traverses the central portion of the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the site from east to 

west, is lined with oak trees and other riparian habitat (refer to Figure 4.13-6 [View To and From the 

Project Site (Photos G and H)]). North of the creek on the east side near Fiddyment Road, a stand of Tree 

of Heaven is visually prominent from the surrounding grassland. Aboveground power lines (12 kV) also 

extend through the WRSP Area north of Pleasant Grove Creek, from Fiddyment Road to the PGWWTP. 

Views 

Views to the WRSP 

The WRSP Area is visible from a short distance as one approaches from any direction, and from adjacent 

residential areas located east of the WRSP Area. The WRSP Area is also highly visible from the more hilly 
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land to the north (a medium-range view). Long-range views are available from adjacent open space land; 

from these areas, the WRSP Area blends into the landscape of the surrounding areas, which have similar 

topography and vegetation. Pleasant Grove Creek, a prominent visual feature traversing the northern 

portion of the WRSP Area, is visible at both short and medium range from surrounding land and 

adjacent roadways. The creek is particularly prominent visually during the summer months, when the 

dark foliage of the oak trees contrasts starkly with the golden-colored grassland. The same can be said for 

the stand of Tree of Heaven north of Pleasant Grove Creek. The WRSP site is not visible from any 

designated State scenic highway. 

Views from the WRSP 

Views to the north, south, and west of the WRSP Area reveal expansive open space grasslands, similar to 

the terrain of land in southern Placer County. At the western edge of the Fiddyment Ranch site and north 

and east of the Westpark area lies the PGWWTP, currently under construction. Development within the 

area consists of a large parking lot and several large (approximately three-story) wastewater treatment 

facility buildings (refer to Figure 4.13-5). These bulky concrete buildings are visible throughout a large 

portion of the northern WRSP. 

Northeast of the project site, on a clear day the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill is visible at a distance, 

presenting a view of graded, exposed earth. To the east, the Del Webb Sun City residential development 

is visible across Fiddyment Road, visually screened by a masonry wall and landscaping that includes 

curved lawn areas, walkways, and young trees and plants. An area north of Sun City and east of the 

WRSP Area is currently under construction for residential uses as part of the North Roseville Specific 

Plan. Also north of Sun City is a pistachio orchard, with manicured rows of pistachio trees. Long-range 

views to the north, south, and west are mostly composed of expanses of open grassland. On a clear day, 

long-range views to the east encompass the Sierra Nevada mountain range as well as the Sierra foothills. 

Ex is t ing  On-S i te  V isua l  Resources  

Structures in the WRSP Area include a house at the northeastern edge of the project area, a house west of 

Fiddyment Road, south of Blue Oaks Boulevard, the Fiddyment Ranch homestead (refer to Figure 4.13-7 

[Fiddyment Ranch (Photos I and J)] and Figure 4.13-8 [Fiddyment Ranch (Photos K and L)]), and the 

abandoned turkey farming facilities (refer to Figure 4.13-9 [Turkey Farm (Photo M)]). The existing visual 

resources present in the WRSP Area, and their prominent characteristics, are described below. 
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Figure 4.13-3 View To and From the Project Site (Photos A and B) 
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Figure 4.13-4 View To and From the Project Site (Photos C and D) 
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Figure 4.13-5 View To and From the Project Site (Photos E and F) 
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Figure 4.13-6 View To and From the Project Site (Photos G and H) 
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Figure 4.13-7 Fiddyment Ranch (Photos I and J) 
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Figure 4.13-8 Fiddyment Ranch (Photos K and L) 
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Figure 4.13-9 Turkey Farm (Photo M) 
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Fiddyment Road Home 

The existing residence located at the northeastern edge of the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP 

Area is located across Fiddyment Road from the pistachio orchard. It is a one-story, ranch-style house 

with a wood siding exterior in a light beige tone, with brown window trim. The property also contains a 

small pool, outbuildings, and scrap heaps. The house’s frontage is screened by shrubs and mature trees. 

Corin Residence 

An existing single-family residence is located west of Fiddyment Road south of Blue Oaks Boulevard 

(refer to Figure 4.13-10 [Corin House (Photo N)]). This residence was built in 1949 and is a four-bedroom, 

two-and-a-half-bathroom residence that will remain in the WRSP Area in an area designated for low-

density residential. 

Fiddyment Ranch 

The Fiddyment Ranch, located near the southwest edge of the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex portion 

of the WRSP Area, is a large two-story colonial-style home. The home, fronted by four large columns, has 

a white, wood-slat exterior, and is surrounded by a white wood and wrought-iron fence (refer to 

Figure 4.13-7). Directly behind the large main house within the back yard area is a small, square, brick 

cooler with a rustic, aged wood door. Numerous trees, shrubs, and flowering bushes provide 

landscaping to the property. To the back of the large house are several barns and shed structures (refer to 

Figure 4.13-8). 

One structure behind the main house is a small, one-story wood shed with a two-story-tall brick tower 

smokehouse. The main shed structure has an exterior covered in weathered white paint, while the tower 

is whitewashed brick with a white wood accent at the top, beneath an A-line gable. A rustic, weathered, 

white wood door provides entrance to this structure at the base of the brick tower (refer to Figure 4.13-8). 

A second shed structure is located north of the brick-towered shed. This building is also one story in 

height and constructed of wood that was painted white and has now aged; however, this structure is 

longer and slightly larger in scale than the shed structure attached to the brick tower. The structure also 

has a light tan roof, as opposed to the painted wood roof of the other, smaller shed. A small covered 

porch area faces west and houses an entrance to the structure. 

West of these two-shed structures is a large barn constructed of dark wood. A large, two-story peaked-

roof entrance faces east toward the house and shed structures, protruding from the main structure, 

which presents windows and doors only on the first story, the rest of the frontage being dominated by a 
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large, forward-sloping roof with large reflective shingles. The roof of the barn is in disrepair, and some 

shingles are missing, exposing the underlying wood slats of the roof. 

Finally, north of the sheds and barn lies another barn-like structure. With two roof ridges, this large 

building encased in reflective aluminum siding appears to be part barn and part dwelling. The larger 

portion of the structure, located on the west side, appears to be a small barn. Attached to this building 

segment is a smaller structure with a lower roofline. 

Turkey Farm 

The abandoned turkey farm is located in the southeastern Fiddyment portion of the WRSP Area. 

Structures at the turkey farm consist of a small wood and wire chicken coop, a few small sheds and a few 

long, one-story corral-type structures. These structures are constructed of wood and painted white. The 

structures have been damaged by a tornado and are in an advanced state of disrepair, with the interior 

often visible through warped or missing patches of wall structure. The boards that cover the exterior 

appear to be thin plywood. 

South of these structures stands a large, white wood barn. The peak of the barn’s roof is off center, 

occurring more to the eastern side and resulting in a longer roofline on the western side. A small 

protruding element rises from the western side of the structure’s roof, standing taller than the rest of the 

building and rising straight upward. This element is topped with a slightly sloped roof, in contrast to the 

main sides of the barn, which extend outward with a sharply downward-sloping roof angle. A large, 

open entrance, approximately one-and-a-half- to two-stories tall, is located at the base of the tall central 

tower. A small, one-story free-standing shed constructed of aged wood painted white and a tall, white 

cellular tower are located adjacent to the barn. 

 Remainder Area 

The topography in the Remainder Area is similar to that of the WRSP Area, consisting of flat to rolling 

hills and grassland areas. Existing development in the Remainder Area is limited to a commercial dog 

kennel and a few sparsely distributed rural residences (refer to Figure 4.13-11 [Remainder Area (Photo 

O)]). Pleasant Grove Creek extends into the Remainder Area, meandering from west to east in the 

northern Remainder Area parcel. In addition, Curry Creek runs through a portion of the southern 

Remainder Area parcel. Oak trees and other riparian vegetation abound along these creeks, and trees are 

scattered sparsely throughout the Remainder Area, occasionally in clusters. A small portion of the 

Remainder Area includes a portion of Reason Farms. 
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Figure 4.13-10 Corin House (Photo N) 
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Figure 4.13-11 Remainder Area (Photo O) 
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Views 

Short and middle-range views from the Remainder Area include the rolling grasslands of the WRSP Area 

and the Del Webb Specific Plan Area (described above). Reason Farms is visible northwest of the 

Remainder Area. The southern Remainder Area is primarily characterized as grassland and oak 

woodland. Some residential development is visible south of Baseline Road, which forms the southern 

border of the Remainder Area. Long-range views to the north, south, and west are mostly composed of 

expanses of open grassland. Long-range views to the east under clear weather conditions reveal the 

Sierra Nevada mountain range, as well as the Sierra foothills. 

 Surrounding Area 

The areas surrounding the SOI Amendment Area consist mostly of rolling grasslands to the north, south, 

and west, with residential areas under development (North Roseville Specific Plan Phase 3, “Doctor’s 

Ranch”) to the east of the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the site, and existing residential development (Del 

Webb Sun City age-restricted community) east of Fiddyment Road (refer to Figure 4.13-3). The County 

lands to the north of the WRSP Area consist of rolling grasslands. Farther to the northeast lies the 

Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, approximately one mile from the northern boundary of the WRSP 

Area. To the west and south, the surrounding area in the County is undeveloped rolling grasslands. 

Farther to the east, there are several industrial operations and businesses. Farther south are residential 

and commercial developments. 

4.13.3 Regulatory Setting 

 Federal and State 

There are no specific federal or State regulations pertaining to visual quality. 

 Local 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Genera l  P lan  

The City of Roseville General Plan includes goals and policies for enhancement and protection of visual 

quality. Please refer to Appendix C for a complete list of all applicable City goals and policies. The 

following policies are directly applicable with visual characteristics: 

■ City of Roseville General Plan Policies LG 1-9 
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Ci ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Communi ty  Des ign  Guide l ines  

The City of Roseville adopted Community Design Guidelines (“Guidelines”) on December 6, 1995. The 

purpose of these Guidelines is to “implement the goals and policies of the Community Form and the 

Community Design components of the Roseville 2010 General Plan” (City of Roseville 1995). The 

Guidelines list specific site design such as vehicle access, grading fencing, storage, etc; architectural 

guidelines that specify exterior treatment of buildings; and specific lighting guidelines for commercial, 

office, industrial and multi-family residential development within the City. The City’s Specific Plans each 

include design guidelines more restrictive or detailed than the City Guidelines and supplement the 

Guidelines. Design Guidelines have been prepared for Specific Plans in the City, including those adjacent 

to the project site, the North Roseville Specific Plan and Del Webb. The WRSP contains its own Design 

Guidelines. If the Remainder Area is annexed, new development proposals would either include WRSP 

Design Guidelines or be subject to the City’s Community Design Guidelines. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  Des ign  Guide l ines  

The WRSP Design Guidelines include provisions for visual screening, lighting, and setbacks that would 

reduce visual impacts and streamline building designs. 

■ All arterial streets will have landscaped medians 

■ All arterial streets will include a 35-foot landscape corridor and an 8-foot-wide sidewalk 

■ Collector Streets would include a 25-foot-wide landscape corridor adjacent to single-family 
residential, nonresidential, or high-density residential 

■ Bridges in open space areas shall be designed in a manner consistent with the Westpark and 
Fiddyment Ranch themes, using materials particular to each of the communities 

■ Bridges would be designed to blend seamlessly with their surroundings and landscaped so as to 
conceal grading operations, abutments, and other construction activities from view 

■ Traditional street light fixtures in a City of Roseville accepted style will be used on streets, 
gateways, bridges, and path approaches, other lighting should be themed appropriately with 
development 

■ Lighting in underpasses shall be per City of Roseville standards 

■ All production fencing visible from streets will be painted or stained 

■ Retaining walls are to be avoided; however, if necessary they shall be constructed of split-face 
block and cap, consistent with area soundwall materials 

■ Non-garage-dominant plans and detached/setback garages are encouraged in exchange for 
relaxation of current City setback and lot standards 
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■ Side entries to garages are encouraged at corner lots 

■ Variable setbacks and lot widths will be allowed to provide for a mix of housing types and styles 

■ Front wing and side yard fencing adjacent to roads, parks, open spaces and paseos should be 
painted or stained 

■ Builders are encouraged to develop corner-specific architecture that is signature and sets the 
design tone for the neighborhood 

■ Corner-specific production fences are required 

■ All fences visible from streets should be painted or stained 

■ Access to home entries shall be broad and visible, porches, entries, and alcoves are encouraged on 
all homes 

■ Multi-family parcel sites are encouraged to have residential units oriented towards parks, opening 
onto them and reducing the need for excessive amounts of fencing and walls 

■ Paseos will be lit per City of Roseville standards with shielded lights so that light will not spill 
into residential lots 

■ If enhanced wood fences are used, they shall be stained on both sides 

■ All paseo fences and/or walls shall have vines to discourage graffiti 

■ Each neighborhood will provide access to parks, paseos, and open space corridors 

■ Fencing types include: open fencing 4 to 6 feet high in tubular steel, mesh or wrought iron; mesh 
fencing, brick, or other masonry pilasters or columns; or an open wood fence or wooden posts 
with cable 

■ A consistent palette of landscaping materials will be used throughout the multi-family 
developments for unity 

■ Medium-density housing should use high-quality materials and be arranged creatively on the site 
to allow for varied outdoor spaces and privacy 

■ Village Center building facades should emulate the character and composition of 
retail/commercial buildings found in the downtown of small towns. The use of tinted or reflective 
glass at ground level is prohibited 

■ Use of enhanced paving materials for sidewalks and pedestrian crosswalks 

■ Service areas and delivery areas would be screened from views from all streets, parking areas, and 
residential parcels 

■ All paseos will be landscaped in a manner consistent with landscape corridors and other public 
spaces within the Plan area 

■ Both sides of residential fence walls to be addressed aesthetically if they are visible from streets 
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■ Where residential lots back up to open space, knee walls with or without a tubular steel fence on 
top will be used. If tubular steel fencing is required on top of the knee wall, the top of the 
fence/wall combination will not exceed 5 feet. 

■ Where residential lots back up to schools a 6-foot enhanced wood fence consistent with corridor 
walls shall be constructed 

■ Landscape at multi-family housing shall always be used at building foundations (except at garage 
doors) so as to transition buildings into their sites as well as provide for a garden environment; 

■ Blank walls shall be landscaped with taller plant materials so as to break up building mass and 
provide shading 

■ Utilities and mechanical units shall be screened from view from all streets and individual units 

■ High-density residential project entries and signage shall be consistent with the individual project 
themes for Westpark and Fiddyment Ranch 

■ All lighting for high-density residential projects shall be themed appropriately with the 
development. Decorative, non-City-standard fixtures are encouraged 

■ Lighting in pedestrian areas of high-density residential projects is encouraged to be no more than 
8 feet tall, with shorter fixtures preferred 

■ Lighting shall be directed and shielded so as to minimize spill into residential units 

■ Parking and drive area lighting within multi-family residential projects is encouraged to be 
mounted on as short of poles as possible to create a pedestrian orientation and to minimize light 
spill into second floor units 

4.13.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 Methods of Analysis 

The positive or negative value attached to changes in visual character is largely subjective. This EIR does 

not seek to assign a judgment of “good” or “bad” change; rather, it identifies any substantive change as 

significant. 

A description of the SOI Amendment Area, including both the WRSP Area and Remainder Area, has 

been constructed from visits, aerial oblique photographs, site photographs, and topographic maps. The 

City of Roseville General Plan, as well as other applicable planning documents, was reviewed to 

determine what visual elements have been deemed valuable by the community. Analysis focuses on the 

manner in which development could alter the visual elements or features that exist in or near the WRSP 

Area and Remainder Area. 
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This analysis assumes that development within the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area would comply 

with the City’s General Plan policies, Improvement Standards, and Design Standards. Therefore, such 

policies and standards are not specifically identified as mitigation. 

The baseline for the analysis in this section is existing conditions. Cumulative impacts on aesthetics and 

visual resources are addressed in Chapter 5 (CEQA Considerations). 

 Standards of Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if development proposed in the WRSP 

Area or Remainder Area would do any of the following: 

■ Substantially change the existing visual character (day or night) of the site, including alterations to 
the natural terrain or topography 

■ Create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource 

■ Introduce uses that are visually incompatible with existing or planned uses in areas that have 
visual access to the plan area 

■ Create new sources of light and/or glare that would directly illuminate adjacent and nearby 
residences or public uses 

 Impacts 

 
IMPACT 4.13-1: ALTERATION OF THE VISUAL CHARACTER OF THE SITE AND VICINITY. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Roseville General Plan Policies LG 1-9 
Roseville Community Design Guidelines 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None available None available 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable 

 

Development of the project area would convert over 4,000 acres of currently undeveloped grassland to 

urban uses. The introduction of residences, infrastructure, and commercial and industrial buildings in an 

area that is presently undeveloped would change the existing visual character of the area. Potential 

impacts associated with the WRSP and Remainder Areas are discussed below. 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The visual character of the WRSP Area is dominated by open, rolling grasslands, and is visible from a 

variety of short- and long-range viewpoints. The areas to the east of the WRSP Area have been developed 

with residential uses. Development of the WRSP Area would extend this urban edge. However, although 

the WRSP Area would be visually compatible with surrounding developed uses, it would substantially 

and permanently alter the existing visual character of the WRSP Area by introducing an extensive 

roadway network, houses, offices, commercial and industrial uses, and other urban facilities into an 

undeveloped area. 

The WRSP Area would convert an estimated 2,477 acres of the approximately 3,162 acres of currently 

undeveloped grassland into urban uses, including parks. Of the 2,477 acres slated for development, 

approximately 270 acres would be developed as parks. Approximately 670 acres (not included in the 

2,463 acres) would be retained as open space. The stand of Tree of Heaven located north of Pleasant 

Grove Creek on the east site near Fiddyment Road would be removed as part of park site improvements. 

Conversion of the majority of the site to urban uses, and loss of mature, natural landscaping, loss of Tree 

of Heaven grove, and removal of some oak trees as part of infrastructure improvements (refer also to 

Section 4.7 [Biological Resources] for a brief discussion of the biological value of the Tree of Heaven 

grove) would represent a significant and unavoidable impact for which there are no feasible mitigation 

measures that would reduce the impacts to an acceptable level. Because the majority of grasslands on the 

site would be developed, and the remaining open space areas would be either adjacent to or surrounded 

by development, the character of the drainage corridors would change from meandering rural streams to 

open space corridors running through an urban landscape. Similarly, if the Fiddyment Ranch complex is 

retained in Fiddyment Park, it would convey a sense of the visual character of rural Placer County, but 

the context in which it is set would be altered. 

Within the WRSP, south of the PGWWTP adjacent to Phillip Road, two potable water tanks, and two 

reclaimed (or recycled) water tanks would be visible. The two potable water tanks would be 

approximately 25 to 30 feet in height and approximately 170 feet in diameter. The two potable water 

tanks would also include a 50-foot-wide fenced area surrounding the two tanks. The recycled water 

tanks would be located adjacent to the northeast corner of the PGWWTP west of Phillip Road and south 

of Blue Oaks Boulevard. The potable water tanks would be located approximately 200 feet from the 

centerline of Phillip Road behind pump equipment and a recycling drop-off area. Along the west side of 

Phillip Road, a 20-foot-wide landscape corridor is proposed, with low shrubs and trees and an open 

fence adjacent to the PGWWTP and tank site. The recycled water tanks would be approximately 25 to 30 

feet high, with a tank diameter of approximately 75 feet. Due to the height of the tanks, it is anticipated 
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they would be visible from Phillip Road, the regional sports complex park, and the light industrial areas 

to the south. Once the trees along Phillip Road mature, the tanks would become less visible. 

In addition, 60 kV overhead electrical transmission lines will traverse the WRSP Area (shown on 

Figure 4.11-7 [West Roseville Specific Plan Electric Substation and 60 kV Power Line Easements] in 

Section 4.11 [Public Utilities] of this EIR). These overhead electrical transmission lines will be located 

within a public utility easement. The 60 kV line easement is located adjacent to the north side of Blue 

Oaks Boulevard, which includes a 35-foot-wide landscape corridor. Therefore, the transmission poles 

will be buffered, though still visible, from vehicles traveling along Blue Oaks Boulevard. In addition, a 

60 kV easement will traverse through a small area of business professional, open space and light 

industrial uses located east of West Side Drive north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. This 60 kV line is not 

located near any residential uses with the exception of a small area located to the west. No public 

gathering spaces are located near this easement either. Views of the WRSP Area would include these 

power lines as part of the urban landscape. In addition, landscaping would be included within the 

easement area. Also shown in Figure 4.11-7 is an alternate 60 kV power line easement following Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard east to the existing Fiddyment substation in the event that off-site easements are not 

available or not acquired. 

A new electric distribution substation would be constructed north of Blue Oaks Boulevard, between 

Hayden Parkway and Fiddyment Road adjacent to the proposed commercial area. The substation would 

be on a 1-acre site with a 12-foot-high fence surrounded by a landscape buffer. Electrical structures 

associated with the substation would range in height from 10 to 40 feet. Approximately two 60-foot-tall, 

60 kV tubular steel poles would also be installed in order to connect the substation to the proposed 

power lines along Blue Oaks Boulevard. A paved driveway would be installed within the substation for 

internal circulation of vehicles. 

The Roseville General Plan Policies LG 1-9 serve to promote the visual compatibility of developments 

through the application of community design standards. Specifically, Policy LG 6 requires site and 

building designs that are in scale and compatible with adjacent development in character. In addition, 

the WRSP Design Guidelines include specific screening requirements for utilities and mechanical units. 

Implementation of the Roseville General Plan Policies and the WRSP Design Guidelines would help 

reduce the significance of the impacts of the utility infrastructure, but not to a less-than-significant level. 

As such, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Off-Site Improvements 

Certain components of the WRSP would be constructed off site, that is, outside of the WRSP. Off-site 

improvements would include roads, electrical infrastructure (including transmission lines), water, and 

sewer lines. Roads and water and sewer lines would not affect the visual character of the area, because 

they would be at or below grade. Overhead electrical transmission lines located off site, including 60 kV 

lines, would be visible on the WRSP. Electrical lines, similar to the water and sewer lines to serve 

residences, would be placed below grade. 

Development of the WRSP Area would be subject to the Roseville Community Design Guidelines, the 

City’s Zoning Ordinance, and the WRSP Design Guidelines, which address factors such as the size, type, 

and treatment of buildings, setbacks, and landscaping. While these standards would beneficially guide 

the scale and consistency of architecture, as well as the configuration of site improvements and 

landscaping, they would not preserve the existing character of the site. No mitigation measures are 

available to reduce the significance of this impact. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and 

unavoidable. 

Remainder Area 

Similar to the WRSP, the visual character of the Remainder Area is dominated by open, rolling 

grasslands, and is visible from a variety of short- and long-range viewpoints. The areas to the east and 

northeast of the Remainder Area have been developed with residential and other uses. To a certain 

extent, development of the Remainder Area would be an extension of this urban edge. This EIR assumes 

the Remainder Area would consist of similar land uses as the WRSP, and would be governed by the City 

Community Design Guidelines or guidelines developed for future Specific Plan proposals once the site is 

annexed to the City. Therefore, it is anticipated future development would be visually compatible with 

surrounding developed uses, including the WRSP. Nonetheless, development would substantially and 

permanently alter the existing visual character of the Remainder Area by introducing offices, commercial 

and residential uses, roadways, and other urban facilities into an undeveloped area. 

Approximately 365 acres of the Remainder Area are assumed to remain in open space, including the 

entire Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain, which encompasses most riparian areas and a large portion of 

trees within the Remainder Area. 

While the City’s Community Design Guidelines and Specific Plan Design Guidelines, if proposed, would 

beneficially guide the scale and consistency of architecture, as well as the configuration of site 

improvements and landscaping, they would not preserve the existing character of the Remainder Area. 
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No mitigation measures are available to reduce the significance of this impact. Therefore, this impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
IMPACT 4.13-2: NEW SOURCES OF LIGHT AND GLARE. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Roseville Community Design Guidelines 
WRSP Design Guidelines 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Significant Significant 

Mitigation Measures: MM 4.13-1 (a) (Restrict high-watt light usage 
and hours for park facilities) 
MM 4.13-1(b) (Site high-intensity lighting so as 
to minimize nuisance) 
MM 4.13-1(c) (Use low-glare materials for new 
development) 
MM 4.13-1(d) (Avoid light spill over into 
riparian habitat) 

MM 4.13-2 (Light and glare policies) 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Significant and Unavoidable Significant and Unavoidable 

 

The introduction of artificial light into a rural area contributes to the change in that area’s character. In 

addition, lighting can be an annoyance if it spills into backyards or homes, as it can interfere with 

sleeping, watching television, or other activities. Development of the project area would result in light 

from urban development such as residences and commercial and industrial uses, as well as recreational 

facilities, streetlights, and vehicles, thus increasing the ambient nighttime illumination level and resulting 

in a substantial change in the amount of light generated in the project area. This would also alter 

nighttime views to the site, which are currently uninterrupted by light pollution from the area and would 

become views of a developed, lit environment. Potential impacts are discussed below. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The WRSP Area is currently undeveloped grazing land, and contains very few light sources (primarily 

several residences in the northeast portion of the WRSP, and the PGWWTP). Development of the 

proposed WRSP would result in a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and 

alter nighttime views of the site. There would be light from residences, businesses, industrial areas, 

streetlights, and vehicles, all which would increase the ambient nighttime illumination level. In addition, 

parks and schools with sports facilities could use high-intensity lights for playing fields, which would 

create increased nighttime light. With development of the WRSP, views to the project site that are 

currently uninterrupted by light pollution from the site would change to views of a developed, lit 

environment. 
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The City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines specify that “cut-off” fixtures be used. These 

fixtures are screened to direct light into specific areas and prevent it from spilling into areas where it is 

not required. For example, with cut-off fixtures, a security light can be directed entirely toward the 

parking area and “cut off” at the fence line. 

The WRSP includes six school sites and two Citywide parks, all of which would be adjacent to residential 

areas. Potential visual incompatibilities associated with the high school and Citywide parks would be 

from lighting associated with stadiums or ballparks that could illuminate adjacent residential areas. The 

WRSP Design Guidelines do not include any provisions to control spillover lighting into commercial and 

business professional uses (refer to Applicable WRSP Measures). 

City parks typically do not use cut-off fixtures because athletic field lights are only used during games 

and are shut off after games. The lights do not remain on all night. Lighting of parks (athletic fields) 

could cause light and glare in adjacent residential neighborhoods during these hours. However, to 

ensure impacts associated with exterior building lights, park lights, and street lights would be reduced, 

MM 4.13-1(a) would ensure that such lighting would not use high-powered floodlights, and would not 

remain on past 11:00 P.M. Additionally, MM 4.13-1(b) recommends siting of these light-producing uses to 

minimize impacts on adjacent sensitive uses and shielding of light fixtures. Low-glare materials would 

be utilized for new buildings to reduce glare impacts as recommended by MM 4.13-1(c). To ensure 

lighting would not adversely affect nesting birds in open space areas, especially along Pleasant Grove 

Creek and Curry Creek, MM 4.13-1(d) would reduce light impacts on nearby riparian habitat through 

design measures and light direction and placement. In addition, the WRSP Design Guidelines include 

measures for using landscaping to provide further visual screening. Although proper site design and 

timing restrictions are likely to reduce lighting impacts to a large degree, if a level of lighting appropriate 

for competitive-level sporting events is necessary, it may not be feasible to significantly reduce the 

amount of light. Additionally, because construction of sports facilities associated with schools would be 

under the jurisdiction of the School Districts, implementation of WRSP Design Guidelines and these 

mitigation measures is at the discretion of the School Districts. The City of Roseville cannot compel the 

School Districts to implement these measures. Should the Districts choose not to implement the WRSP 

mitigation measures for facilities within their jurisdiction, reduction of nighttime lighting impacts would 

be compromised. 

The WRSP, due to its current open grassland character, is not currently a source of daytime glare. Glare is 

caused by light reflection from pavement, vehicles, and building materials such as reflective glass and 

polished surfaces. During daylight hours, the amount of existing glare depends upon the intensity and 

direction of sunlight; at night, artificial lighting can create glare. Particularly in commercial and 
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business/professional areas, windows comprise a large proportion of building surfaces, creating a 

potential for glare that would increase with the use of reflective coatings and reflective building 

materials. The problem is most noticeable with large buildings that have reflective surfaces. Residential 

and small commercial buildings are not generally considered sources of substantial glare. Daytime glare 

could result from commercial and office buildings associated with the WRSP. MM 4.13-1(c) would ensure 

that low-glare materials would be used for development of new large-scale buildings associated with the 

WRSP. 

MM 4.13-1(a) through MM 4.13-1(c), the City of Roseville Design Guidelines, and the WRSP Design 

Guidelines provide effective methods to reduce light and glare impacts. Nonetheless, the change in the 

level of light and glare on the project site would remain significant and unavoidable, because the area, 

which currently lacks light and glare sources, would still be visibly changed in the context of nighttime 

lighting and daytime glare. 

Remainder Area 

Development of the Remainder Area would result in light from urban developed uses, increasing the 

ambient nighttime illumination level and resulting in a substantial change in the amount of light 

generated on the site. 

Similar to the WRSP, the Remainder Area would be subject to City of Roseville Design Guidelines 

requiring use of “cut-off” light fixtures, and could include land uses with intense light sources, such as 

ball fields and stadiums. MM 4.13-2 would reduce impacts on nighttime lighting for the area by requiring 

that future Specific Plans and development plans include policies and/or conditions to ensure that 

stadium and ball field lighting is shielded and hours of operation are limited. 

In addition, the Remainder Area, like the WRSP, is currently open grassland, and is not currently a 

source of daytime glare. Development of buildings associated with development of the Remainder Area 

could result in daytime glare. MM 4.13-2 would also ensure that low-glare materials would be used for 

development of new buildings associated with the Remainder Area. 

While MM 4.13-2 and the City of Roseville Design Guidelines provide some methods to reduce the 

increase in light and glare, the change in the level of light and glare in the Remainder Area would remain 

significant and unavoidable, because the area, which currently lacks light and glare sources, would still 

be visibly changed in the context of nighttime lighting and daytime glare. 



4.13-38 

Chapter  4  Env i ronmenta l  Analys i s  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

 
IMPACT 4.13-3: VISUAL INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN LAND USES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

Roseville Community Design Guidelines 
WRSP Guidelines 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required None required 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

The project area is bordered by a mix of residential, light industrial, and open agricultural areas. Future 

development would introduce new residences, infrastructure, commercial, and industrial uses in this 

area. It is assumed new development would be an extension of what currently exists within the City of 

Roseville to the east. To address new development, the City of Roseville has developed specific 

Community Design Guidelines. The City’s Community Design Guidelines would help streamline design 

of future development to be visually compatible with existing adjacent land uses. The Community 

Design Guidelines specify site design, architectural treatment, screening, signage, and lighting 

requirements for commercial office, industrial, and multi-family residential development. The WRSP 

includes additional Design Guidelines to address visual compatibility between developed uses. In 

addition, it is assumed future development within the Remainder Area would prepare specific design 

guidelines to ensure development would be internally compatible. Potential impacts of the proposed 

project are discussed below. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Adjacent land uses include a large residential development to the east and northeast, the PGWWTP, and 

adjacent orchards and grazing land. Development of the WRSP Area would result in construction of 

residences, roadways, commercial, office, and industrial areas, as well as other urban development 

features. Essentially, development of the WRSP Area would be an extension of existing urban 

development in the City of Roseville to the east. The WRSP has established a set of Design Guidelines 

and standards for development within the WRSP. These guidelines and standards include measures for 

landscaping, lighting, open space areas, location of land uses, and utility and roadway placement and 

design. In addition, development of the WRSP Area would be subject to the City of Roseville Community 

Design Guidelines (discussed above), as are adjacent land uses. Land uses within the WRSP Area would 

be visually compatible with one another, in compliance with the City of Roseville Community Design 

Guidelines and the WRSP Design Guidelines. Compliance with the City’s Community Design 

Guidelines, the WRSP open space element, and the WRSP Design Guidelines would ensure that the 

potential for visual incompatibility would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 
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Remainder Area 

The Remainder Area is bordered primarily by open agricultural areas, with residential areas to the 

northeast of the southern portion of the Remainder Area, and the WRSP Area between the two 

Remainder Area parcels. Development of the Remainder Area could result in new residential, 

commercial, and office/light industrial facilities. Adjacent development would include the PGWWTP and 

the WRSP, which would include residences, roadways, commercial, office, and industrial areas, as well 

as other urban development features. Like the WRSP, future development in the Remainder Area would 

comply with the City of Roseville’s Community Design Guidelines. These guidelines would direct design 

of the Remainder Area to be visually compatible with adjacent land uses, because all would be subject to 

these same design parameters. In addition, land uses within the Remainder Area would be visually 

compatible with one another, in compliance with the City of Roseville’s Community Design Guidelines. 

Because development in the Remainder Area would conform to the City of Roseville’s Community 

Design Guidelines and thus be visually compatible with one another as well as surrounding land uses, 

and because each of those areas would also be visually cohesive internally, the Remainder Area would 

also be visually compatible with adjacent and internal land uses. Therefore, this would be a less-than-

significant impact. 

 
IMPACT 4.13-4: DEGRADATION OF SCENIC RESOURCES. 

Applicable Policies and 
Regulations: 

None available 

 WRSP Remainder Area 

Significance with 
Policies and Regulations: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures: None required None required 

Significance 
after Mitigation: 

Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

 

There are no scenic roads, resources, or views within or adjacent to the project area. In addition, the area 

is not designated a scenic area in the City of Roseville General Plan or the Placer County General Plan. 

Long-range views include views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east while short-range views 

include views of adjacent residential within the City of Roseville to the east and undeveloped lands to 

the north, south and west. In addition, short-range views of the area are available from adjacent 

residential and undeveloped areas to the east, north and south. Development within this area would 

change existing views, and impacts are discussed below. 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The proposed WRSP would result in large-scale development projects that could impair views of the 

Sierra Nevada and undeveloped lakes by placing buildings within view corridors. The WRSP includes 

open space areas that could open up view corridors from within the site, but views would still be 

obstructed by surrounding development. However, because these views are not designated scenic vistas, 

development of the WRSP would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource. Therefore, 

this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Remainder Area 

Like the WRSP, proposed development in the Remainder Area would result in large-scale development 

projects that could impair views by placing buildings within view corridors. However, because these 

views are not designated scenic vistas, development of the Remainder Area would not create a 

substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource. Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant 

impact. 

 Mitigation Measures 

MM 4.13-1(a): Restrict High-Watt Light Usage and Hours for Park Facilities (Impact 4.13-2 – 
WRSP) 

In order to reduce the effects of nighttime illumination from development 
associated with the WRSP, high-powered floodlights will be discouraged for 
recreational or other facilities within the WRSP. In addition, such lights shall 
not be used later than 11:00 P.M. if located within 300 feet of residences. The 
developers shall be required to disclose to all adjacent residential areas that a 
regional park is located nearby that will contain outdoor lighting. 

MM 4.13-1(b): Site High-Intensity Lighting so as to Minimize Nuisance (Impact 4.13-2 – WRSP) 

High-Intensity light producing uses, such as stadiums and ball fields, within 
the WRSP Area shall be located and oriented to minimize visual impacts on 
adjacent residential areas located within 300 feet. Lighting for stadiums and 
ball fields should be shielded and designed to distribute light in the most 
effective and efficient manner, using the minimum amount of light to achieve 
the necessary illumination for the use, as defined by suggested lighting 
standards for competitive play. The developers shall be required to disclose to 
all adjacent residential areas that regional park/school uses are located nearby 
that will contain outdoor lighting. 
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MM 4.13-1(c): Use Low-Glare Materials for New Development (Impact 4.13-2 – WRSP) 

In order to reduce the effects of daytime glare from development of 
commercial, office, and industrial uses within the WRSP, building developers 
shall make use, when feasible, of low-glare materials. 

MM 4.13-1(d): Avoid Light Spill Over Into Riparian Habitat (Impact 4.13-2 – WRSP) 

Outdoor lighting shall be placed, designed, and directed so as to avoid light 
spill over into the riparian habitat of Pleasant Grove or Curry Creek and Open 
Space Preserve Areas. 

MM 4.13-2: Light and Glare Policies (Impact 4.13-2 – Remainder Area) 

Specific Plans and/or other development proposals for the Remainder Area 
shall include policies or conditions of project approval that reduce the effects 
of nighttime illumination and glare from the Remainder Area. The Specific 
Plans and/or development proposals shall include policies and/or conditions 
that require that lighting for stadiums and ball fields be shielded and designed 
to distribute light in the most effective and efficient manner, using the 
minimum amount of light to achieve the necessary illumination for the use, 
and that hours of operation be limited to avoid nuisances. In addition, these 
policies and/or conditions should ensure that outdoor lighting does not spill 
over into creeks or open space preserves, and that low-glare materials are used 
on office, commercial and industrial buildings. 
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Chapter 5 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

Section 15126 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all aspects of 

a project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, 

acquisition, development, and operation. As part of this analysis, the EIR must also identify 

(1) significant environmental effects of the proposed project, (2) significant environmental effects that 

cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented, (3) significant irreversible environmental 

changes that would result from implementation of the proposed project, (4) growth-inducing impacts of 

the proposed project, (5) mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects, and 

(6) alternatives to the proposed project. 

5.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Chapter 3 of this EIR, Summary of Environmental Effects, and Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of this EIR 

provide a comprehensive identification of the proposed project’s environmental effects, including the 

level of significance both before and after mitigation. 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that 

cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The environmental 

effects of the Proposed Project on various aspects of the environment are discussed in detail in Chapter 4 

of this EIR. Significant impacts that cannot be avoided if the project is approved as proposed include:  

 SOI, WRSP, and/or Remainder Areas 

■ Potential incompatibility of internal land uses (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (WRSP Area) 

■ Inducement of substantial population growth (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on State Highways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on Placer County roadways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (SOI and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on Sacramento County roadways (SOI and Remainder Areas) 
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■ Increased congestion due to proposed General Plan Pedestrian District Overlay (SOI and 
Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased emissions of fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities (short term) 
(SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased emissions of ozone precursors during construction (short-term) (SOI, WRSP, and 
Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased emissions of air pollutants during operation  

■ Increase in off-site traffic noise (SOI and Remainder Areas) 

■ Loss of oak trees of greater than 6 inches dbh (short-term) (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources 
(WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Siting of a school within one-fourth mile of the handling or transportation of hazardous materials 
(Remainder Area) 

■ Availability of water supplies to meet demand in wet years (Remainder Area) 

■ Availability of water supplies to meet demand in dry years (Remainder Area) 

■ Capacity of water treatment system to meet potable demand (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased demand for solid waste services at the landfill (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased demand for solid waste services at the MRF (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Construction debris demand for solid waste services (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Alteration of the visual character of the site and vicinity (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ New sources of light and glare (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

 Cumulative 

■ Agricultural land conversion (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways with Kaiser Medical Center (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways with Placer Parkway (SOI Area) 

■ Increased traffic on Placer County roadways with Placer Parkway (SOI Area) 

■ Increased traffic in Placer County under Cumulative 2020 conditions with additional development 
(SOI Area) 

■ Air quality emissions from construction (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Air quality emissions from operation (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ On-site noise levels that exceed City standards (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
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■ Off-site noise levels that exceed City standards (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Loss of historic resources (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased demand for water (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased demand for water treatment (SOI Area) 

■ Increased demand for recycled water distribution system (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased generation of solid waste (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Increased stormwater runoff in the Curry Creek Watershed (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

■ Change in visual character (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

5.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible 

environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed project. Significantly, Section 15126.2(c) 

states: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible, since 
a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, 
particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from 
environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated 
to assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if 

■ The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar uses 

■ The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources 

■ The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 
environmental accidents associated with the project 

■ The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the wasteful use 
of energy) 

Development of the proposed project would result in the continued commitment of the majority of the 

project site to urban development, thereby precluding any other uses for the lifespan of the project. 

Restoration of the site to pre-developed conditions would not be feasible given the degree of disturbance, 

the urbanization of the area, and the level of capital investment. 

Resources that will be permanently and continually consumed by project implementation include water, 

electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels; however, the amount and rate of consumption of these resources 

would not result in the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources. With respect to operational 
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activities, compliance with all applicable building codes, as well as mitigation measures, planning 

policies, and standard conservation features, would ensure that all natural resources are conserved to the 

maximum extent possible. It is also possible that new technologies or systems will emerge, or will 

become more cost-effective or user-friendly, to further reduce the reliance upon nonrenewable natural 

resources. Nonetheless, construction activities related to the proposed project would result in the 

irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in the form of fossil fuels 

(including fuel oil), natural gas, and gasoline for automobiles and construction equipment. 

As previously discussed, the project includes lighting and other energy conservation measures and will 

construct all structures with up-to-date energy-saving equipment. Lighting conservation efforts in new 

construction include installation of occupancy sensors to automatically turn off lights when not in use, 

lighting reflectors, electronic ballasts, and energy-efficient lamps. Conservation efforts are also expected 

to involve improved HVAC systems with microprocessor-controlled energy management systems. In 

addition, all development shall comply with specifications contained in Table 24 of the CCR. 

The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible environmental damage 

caused by an accident associated with the project. While the project would result in the use, transport, 

storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes, as described in Section 4.9 (Hazardous Materials and Public 

Safety), all activities would comply with applicable State and federal laws related to hazardous materials, 

which significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in irreversible 

environmental damage. 

Implementation of the SOI Amendment, which includes the WRSP and Remainder Areas, would result 

in the long-term commitment of resources to urban development. The most notable significant 

irreversible impacts are a reduction in natural vegetation and wildlife communities; alteration of the 

visual character of the site; increased generation of pollutants; and the short-term commitment of non-

renewable and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as lumber and other forest 

products, mineral resources, and water resources during construction activities. Operations associated 

with future uses would also consume natural gas and electrical energy. These irreversible impacts, which 

are, as yet, unavoidable consequences of urban growth, are described in detail in the appropriate sections 

of this EIR (see Chapter 4). 

5.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

As required by Section 15126.2(d), an EIR must discuss ways in which a proposed project could foster 

economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 

the surrounding environment. Also, the EIR must discuss the characteristics of the project that could 
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encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either 

individually or cumulatively. Growth can be induced in a number of ways, such as through the 

elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation of economic activity within the region, or 

through the establishment of policies or other precedents that directly or indirectly encourage additional 

growth. 

In general, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if the project 

removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, the provision of 

the new access to an area; a change in zoning or general plan amendment approval); or economic 

expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes in revenue base, 

employment expansion, etc). These circumstances are further described below: 

■ Elimination of Obstacles to Growth: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project 
removes infrastructure limitations or provides infrastructure capacity, or removes regulatory 
constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval 

■ Economic Effects: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project could cause increased 
activity in the local or regional economy. Economic effects can include such effects as the 
Multiplier Effect. A “multiplier” is an economic term used to describe inter-relationships among 
various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect provides a quantitative description of the 
direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and induced employment growth. The 
multiplier effect acknowledges that the on-site employment and population growth of each 
project is not the complete picture of growth caused by the project. 

5.4.1 Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

 Removal of Infrastructure Limitations or Provision of Capacity 

The elimination of physical obstacles to growth is considered a growth-inducing effect. A number of 

physical constraints to growth currently exist in the vicinity of the project. In summary, the primary 

growth obstacles in the area today include 

■ Limited capacity of the roadway system serving the western portion of the City of Roseville 

■ Limited capacity of the potable water system serving the western portion of the City of Roseville 

■ Limited capacity of the recycled water system serving the western portion of the City of Roseville 

■ Limited capacity of the wastewater system serving the west portion of the City of Roseville 

■ Limited capacity of the electrical transmission system in the western portion of the City of 
Roseville 
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Solutions to the road capacity limitations are included in the proposed WRSP, including extension of 

Blue Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and construction of many other roads to better 

connect portions of the road system. Extension of water supply lines and acquisition of additional supply 

would make water available to the WRSP. Additional groundwater wells would provide redundancy 

within the WRSP area, as well as to the rest of the City. Linkage of the Dry Creek and expansion of the 

Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plants would provide additional capacity in the recycled water 

system, and construction of a new electric substation and transmission lines would provide electrical 

transmission capacity in the WRSP area. 

The construction of these infrastructure improvements would further extend urban infrastructure 

systems into an area where none currently exist, and could eliminate some of the infrastructure 

constraints that currently are obstacles to growth in the area west of Fiddyment Road and north of 

Baseline Road. For example, water, sewer, and drainage facilities in the WRSP have been sized to 

accommodate the needs of the Remainder Area. 

 Other Pending Projects 

In addition to the infrastructure systems that would be developed as part of the WRSP, infrastructure 

systems may be extended west of Fiddyment Road and south of Baseline Road in unincorporated Placer 

County if the proposed Placer Vineyards project is approved. 

The proposed Placer Parkway project, currently being considered and evaluated by the Placer County 

Transportation Agency, would bring a major new transportation corridor into the area, and would 

connect the WRSP area to the regional road system to the west, including State Routes 99/70 and the 

Sacramento International Airport. 

In combination with the infrastructure systems that may be constructed in association with other 

projects, the infrastructure and utility systems that would be constructed as part of the WRSP would 

introduce major new infrastructure capacity to an area currently not served by urban systems and could 

eliminate some of the obstacles to growth that currently occur in the western Placer County region. 

However, while the infrastructure within the WRSP is sized to serve the entire SOI Amendment Area, 

which includes the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area, it is not designed with capacity to serve 

additional development outside of the City or the SOI Amendment Area. Figure 5-1 (Development Areas 

in the County) shows the location of other pending development within the County. 

The western growth pattern could be further reinforced by other jurisdictions in the region. South of 

Baseline Road, Placer County has previously approved development in the Dry Creek-West Placer area 
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and is currently considering the Placer Vineyards proposal that would extend development south of 

Baseline Road and west of Watt Avenue as far as the Sutter County line. Farther west, in Sutter County, 

the South Sutter Specific Plan calls for substantial urbanization within the Sutter County portion of the 

Natomas Basin. University communities have recently been proposed immediately west (De la Salle 

University) and north (Placer Ranch) of the SOI Amendment Area. In combination with the past and 

possible future actions of Placer County and Sutter County, approval of the proposed WRSP by the City 

of Roseville would remove Fiddyment Road as the long-standing regulatory boundary of development 

north of Baseline Road and could stimulate future growth in the west Placer County region. 

5.4.2 Economic Effects 

 Stimulation of Economic Activity/Multiplier Effects 

The discussion of the demographic changes caused by the WRSP and Remainder Area is presented in 

Section 4.2, Population, Employment, and Housing, which provides an estimate of the jobs that would be 

generated by operation of the WRSP and potentially the SOI Amendment Area. These estimates are 

based upon employment density factors contained in the MuniFinancial West Roseville Specific Plan 

Fiscal Impact Analysis, which is available for review at the City’s Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, 

Roseville, California. 

In addition to the employment generated by the uses within the WRSP, additional local employment can 

be generated through what is commonly referred to as the "multiplier effect." The multiplier effect tends 

to be greater in regions with larger diverse economies due to a decrease in the requirement to import 

goods and services from outside the region. The Association of Bay Area Governments' (ABAG) San 

Francisco Bay Area Input-Output (I/O) model tracks production linkages among industries in a region 

and presents estimates of the multiplier effect within the region. The results of the model reveal the 

extent to which expenditures of employees, residents, and developers would lead to additional 

employment as a result of the construction or operation of a project. Although the economy of the 

Sacramento metropolitan area is somewhat less complex than that of the San Francisco Bay Area, the 

ABAG multipliers that have been calibrated for the Bay Area are representative of the economic 

multiplier interrelationships that would take place in the local economy. 

Estimated employment generated through the multiplier effect is presented in Table 5-1. Two different 

types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect. Indirect employment includes 

those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of direct employment 

associated with the project. For example, workers in offices in the Industrial, Light Industrial, 
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Commercial, and Business Professional zones of the WRSP would spend money in the local economy, 

and the expenditure of that money would result in additional jobs. Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively 

close proximity to the places of employment and residence.  

 
Table 5-1 Employment Growth1 

Project Component 
Direct Employment 

(jobs) Indirect Factor2 
Indirect Employment 

(jobs) Induced Factor2 
Induced Employment 

(jobs) 

West Roseville Specific Plan 

Commercial  1,220 0.07 85 2.56 218 

Business Professional 931 0.47 438 5.26 4,366 

Industrial 1,575 0.48 756 5.00 3,780 

Subtotal WRSP 3,726  1,279  8,364 

Remainder Area 

Commercial 1,683 0.07 118 2.56 302 

Business Professional 2,352 0.47 1,105 5.26 5,812 

Industrial 0 0.48 0 5.00 0 

Subtotal Remainder Area 4,035  1,223  6,114 

Total  7,761  2,502  14,478 
NOTES: 
1 It should be noted that the indirect and induced long term employment, and the direct, indirect, and induced construction employment estimates represent a maximum 

employment effect in an open economy. Not all of this employment may be captured by the Sacramento metropolitan economy. 
2. The Indirect Factor is the Type I Employment Multiplier for Retail (Commercial Uses), Business and Professional (Business Professional Uses), and Electronic Components 

and Equipment (Industrial), less direct employment. The Induced Factor is the Type II Employment Multiplier for Retail (Commercial Uses), Business and Professional 
(Business Professional Uses), and Electronic Components and Equipment (Industrial), less direct and indirect employment. 

SOURCE: EIP Associates, 2002; Association of Bay Area Governments, Center for Analysis and Information Services, 1987 Input-Output Model and Economic Multipliers 
for the San Francisco Bay Area Region, Table 6, page 48. 

 

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the economic 

effect of employment beyond the expenditures of the employees within the proposed project area to 

include jobs created by the stream of goods and services necessary to support businesses within the 

proposed project. For example, when a manufacturer buys products or sells products, the employment 

associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment. 

As a simple example, when an employee from the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the 

project employee lunch holds a job that was indirectly caused by the proposed project. When the server 

then goes out and spends money in the economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are 

considered induced employment.  

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus, it includes the 

economic effect of the dollars spent by those employees who support the employees of the project. 

Increased future employment generated by resident and employee spending ultimately results in 

physical development of space to accommodate those employees. It is the characteristics of this physical 

space and its specific location that will determine the type and magnitude of environmental impacts of 
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this additional economic activity. Although the economic effect can be predicted, the actual 

environmental implications of this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or evaluate 

since they can be spread throughout the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. Accordingly, no 

further assessment of environmental impacts is contained herein except as discussed in “Impacts of 

Induced Growth,” which follows. 

The  "Mul t ip l ie r"  E f fec t  o f  the  SOI  Amendment  Area  

In total, the SOI Amendment Area would accommodate land uses that would employ a total of 7,761 

persons. Through the multiplier effect, an additional 2,502 indirect jobs would be created in the 

Roseville/South Placer area, and up to an additional 14,478 jobs would be created in the Sacramento 

metropolitan region and beyond. These 14,478 jobs would require approximately 665 acres of developed 

non-residential land uses (conservatively assuming 500 square feet per employee and a floor area ratio of 

approximately 0.25:1). 

The WRSP proposes land uses that would employ a total of 3,726 persons.457 Through the multiplier 

effect, an additional 1,279 indirect jobs would be created in the Roseville/South Placer area, and up to an 

additional 8,364 jobs would be created in the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. 

The Remainder Area land uses would employ a total of 4,035 persons.458 Through the multiplier effect, an 

additional 1,223 indirect jobs would be created in the Roseville/South Placer area, and up to an additional 

6,114 jobs would be created in the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. 

The employment predicted through the multiplier effect is not all new to the region. Much of these 

employment effects would be absorbed into underutilized portions of the local economy. To the extent 

that goods and services are not available in the local and/or regional economy, portions of these 

economic effects would extend outside the local and regional economy. Thus, the magnitude of this 

impact is speculative and cannot be reasonably determined at this time. Nonetheless, examination of the 

multiplier effect highlights the nature of the economic stimulus that development, especially non-

residential development, has within a local economy and the profound effects that economic growth can 

have on local development and growth patterns with concomitant physical environmental effects. 

                                                           
457 Please see Chapter 4.2 of this Draft EIR. 
458Assuming that 49.5 acres of Business Professional (BP) uses were developed. The planning assumptions for the MOU Remainder Area 
include BP or Industrial. If only industrial uses were developed on the 49.5 acres, 1,633 fewer jobs would be created. The actual uses are 
likely to be a mix of BI and Industrial. 
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5.4.3 Impacts of Induced Growth 

The growth induced directly and indirectly by the WRSP would contribute to a number of environmental 

impacts in the City, as well as the greater Sacramento/Placer County area, including: traffic congestion; 

air quality deterioration; loss of agricultural land and open space; loss of habitat and wildlife; impacts on 

utilities and services, such as fire and police protection, water, recycled water, wastewater, solid waste, 

energy, and natural gas; and increased demand for housing. 

Specifically, an increase in population-growth-induced housing demand in the greater Sacramento 

region could cause significant environmental effects as new residential development will require 

governmental services, such as schools, libraries, and parks. 

Indirect and induced employment and population growth would further contribute to the loss of open 

space because it would encourage conversion to urban uses for housing and infrastructure. 

5.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.5.1 Introduction 

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated 

with the proposed project. This assessment involves examining project-related effects on the 

environment in the context of similar effects that have been caused by past or existing projects and that 

would be caused by reasonably foreseeable future projects. Even when project-related impacts are 

individually minor, the cumulative effects of these impacts, in combination with the impacts of other 

projects, could be significant under CEQA and must be addressed (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15130 and 

15355(b)). 

As described in Section 15065(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss the “cumulative impacts” 

of a project when its incremental effect will be cumulatively considerable. This means that the 

incremental effects of the individual project would be considerable when viewed in connection with the 

effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects 

which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 

impacts.” This section states further that “[I]individual effects may be changes resulting from a single 

project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is [defined as] the 

change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other 

closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts 
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can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of 

time.” 

The fact that a cumulative impact is significant on the whole does not necessarily mean that the project-

related contribution to that impact is significant as well. Instead, under CEQA, a project-related 

contribution to a significant cumulative impact is only significant if the contribution is cumulatively 

considerable. The significance conclusion of the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact considers 

whether the project implements or funds its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to 

alleviate the cumulative impact. Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect 

that is not cumulatively considerable, it need not consider the effect significant, but shall briefly describe 

the basis for its conclusion. However, Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs discuss 

the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. 

Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines also indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis 

need not be as great as for the project impact analyses; however, it should reflect the severity of the 

impacts and its likelihood of occurrence, and it should be focused, practical, and reasonable. 

To be adequate, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the following elements: 

■ Either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary, those outside 
the agency’s control, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document, or in a prior adopted or certified environmental document, which 
described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact, 
provided that such documents are referenced and made available for public inspection at a 
specified location; 

■ A summary of the individual projects’ expected environmental effects; and 

■ A reasonable analysis of all of the relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with an examination of 
reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to such effects 
(section 15130[b]). 

5.5.2 Development Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis 

This cumulative analysis considers growth in the region, as represented by adopted planning documents 

and proposals currently under consideration. Because the Remainder Area is unlikely to develop without 

the WRSP, no separate analysis is provided for cumulative impacts of the Remainder Area. Instead, the 

Remainder Area is considered as part of the full SOI Amendment. 
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Planned Deve lopment  

Within the City, the cumulative condition includes existing development and buildout of the existing 

General Plan through the year 2020, including full buildout of the Southeast Roseville Specific Plan, the 

Northwest Roseville Specific Plan, the Northeast Roseville Specific Plan, the North Central Roseville 

Specific Plan, the North Roseville Specific Plan (Phases 1 through 3), the Del Webb Specific Plan, 

Highland Reserve North Specific Plan, and the Stoneridge Specific Plan. Also included are buildout of 

the City’s Infill Area and North Industrial Area. Land use assumptions within the City are shown in 

Table 5-2. 

 

Table 5-2 City of Roseville Buildout Development Forecasts by Plan Area 
Dwelling Units 1,000 Sq Ft (KSF) 

Planning Area SF MF Retail Office Industrial 

Del Webb SP 3,223 100 89.3 0.0 0.0 

Highland Reserve North SP 1,188 688 1,733.3 0.0 0.0 

Infill Area 12,582 5,926 5,017.3 2,871.6 12,491.4 

North Central Roseville SP 2,171 2,263 5,088.8 2,761.6 797.2 

Northeast Roseville SP 616 795 2,603.4 4,795.1 0.0 

North Industrial Area 351 0 0.0 0.0 6,389.4 

North Roseville SP 4,293 845 500.1 184.0 0.0 

Northwest Roseville SP 6,691 2,391 1,122.9 537.1 97.1 

Southeast Roseville SP 1,804 1,671 792.9 1,131.7 0.0 

Stoneridge SP 2,253 629 386.5 59.3 0.0 

Total 35,172 15,308 17,334.5 12,340.3 19,775.1 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
 

The cumulative context for many issue areas extends beyond the City boundaries. Where cumulative 

impacts extend beyond the City, the cumulative analysis is based on assumptions for growth in Rocklin, 

Lincoln, unincorporated Placer County, and a portion of Sutter County through the year 2020, which is 

the horizon year for the City’s traffic model. Development assumptions for these areas are shown in 

Table 5-3. The locations of the primary development projects in Placer County are shown in Figure 5-1. 

 

Table 5-3 Roseville Model Assumptions: 2020 Land Uses In Other Areas 

Region Single Family DU 
Multi- 

Family DU 
Age Restricted 

DU 
Total Residential 

DU 
Commercial 

KSF Office KSF Industrial KSF

Rocklin 15,872 5,742 1,172 22,786 4,810 2,792 3,323 

Lincoln 11,225 3,073 6,919 21,217 2,262 1,539 7,163 

Placer Vineyards 7,006 651 0 7,657 920 288 0 

Sunset Industrial 5 0 0 5 495 822 5,046 

Granite Bay 8,974 888 0 9,862 1,043 253 103 

Sunset Industrial 182 80 0 262 3 1 0 

Lincoln/Sunset 436 56 0 492 1 94 335 

Remainder Area 5,916 1,487 0 7,203 589 647 0 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Proposed and Ant i c ipa ted  Deve lopment  

Additional development prior to or beyond 2020 could occur from various potential development 

projects in communities adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area and are considered in the cumulative 

impact analysis. One of these projects, the South Sutter County Specific Plan, has been approved for 

development but would take well beyond 2020 to fully build out. Other projects have been proposed, but 

not formally approved. These projects include Placer Vineyards, Placer Ranch, Roseville Energy Park, 

and De la Salle/AKT University. An environmental document is currently in preparation for the Placer 

Vineyards project, but no environmental review has begun on the remaining projects. 

The following project is approved, but would not be fully built out until after 2020. 

■ South Sutter Specific Plan Area—Sutter County has recently approved the 3,500-acre South 
Sutter Specific Plan, an industrial area which could eventually have an estimated 55,000 
employees.459 A portion of the South Sutter Specific Plan was assumed in the traffic, air quality, 
and noise analyses presented in Chapter 4 of this document. 

The following projects have been proposed, but have not been approved. 

■ Placer Vineyards—An environmental document is currently being prepared on this proposed 
development, which would contain 14,132 dwelling units and about 6.5 million square feet of 
retail, office, and industrial uses. The traffic, air, and noise analyses assumed buildout of Area 1 of 
Placer Vineyards, with about 7,657 dwelling units and about 3.6 million square feet of retail, 
office, and industrial uses. 

■ Placer Ranch—This mixed-use development project is being proposed for the western portion of 
the Sunset Industrial Area in unincorporated Placer County north of the City of Roseville. (An 
initial application was submitted to the County, but a formal application has not been received.460) 
Placer Ranch is currently proposed to contain a 262-acre college campus, plus 3,095 residential 
dwelling units and about 1,046 acres of retail, office, and industrial uses. Under cumulative (2020) 
conditions, a substantial amount of new employment was assumed in the eastern portion of the 
Sunset Industrial Area (within a mile of State Route 65 in the area that contains the Placer Ranch 
site), but no residential units were anticipated originally and a very limited amount of new 
development was assumed. 

■ Roseville Energy Park—Roseville Electric is in the early stages of planning a new Energy Park to 
meet the community need for service reliability and cost stability. The park would include a 150 
megawatt (MW) Natural Gas Generator, 1 MW photovoltaic (solar) generation system, and a 

                                                           
459 The approvals for this project were recently invalidated by the Superior Court, but Sutter County has not indicated whether they will 
appeal the decision or redesign the project. Because the South Sutter Specific Plan could still be implemented if the County were to 
successfully appeal, and the nature of a redesigned project, if any, is unknown, this analysis assumes that the South Sutter Specific Plan 
approved by the County will be implemented. 
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Community Energy Center. Pending final project definition and community input and 
environmental analysis, the Energy Park will most likely be located on a 40-acre site adjacent to 
the PGWWTP, approximately one mile northwest of the City limits. 

The main feature of the Energy Park will be a natural gas-fired generation facility used to generate 
more than half of the City’s electricity needs. The facility would consist of two combustion turbine 
generators exhausting into two separate heat recovery steam generators, which generate steam for 
one common steam turbine generator. This system is designed to produce as much electricity as 
possible with the least amount of natural gas. The other features of the Energy Park include the 
solar installation, which will generate renewable energy from the sun’s rays, and the Community 
Energy Center. 

■ De la Salle/AKT University (West Placer County)—An application has been filed for this project 
with preliminary information regarding the developer, types of land uses, potential number of 
units, and amount of square-footage. Its proposed concept includes a Catholic University and a 
“university village,” consisting of residential and commercial uses. The site for this potential 
development is just west of the WRSP and the SOI Amendment Area. 

One other potential large development has also been discussed in an area surrounding the SOI 

Amendment Area, but no formal application has been filed. 

■ Northwest Territories—This area is located in unincorporated Sacramento County between the 
North Natomas Community Plan Area and the Sutter County line. Development of some of this 
land has been discussed as part of the Sacramento City-County “Joint Vision for Natomas.” No 
land uses have been proposed; therefore, the amount and type of development is unknown. 

For the traffic analysis, two additional potential projects are evaluated – an expansion of Kaiser Hospital 

within the City of Roseville and Placer Parkway (see Transportation and Circulation, below, for more 

description). 

5.5.3 Cumulative Impact Assessment 

The geographic scope of the cumulative impact analysis varies depending upon the specific 

environmental issue area being analyzed. For example, the scope of the cumulative impact analysis for 

aesthetics includes the area that comprises the viewshed of and from the project site, whereas the scope 

of the cumulative impact analysis for hydrology and water quality includes the Pleasant Grove Creek 

and Curry Creek watersheds in the Sacramento Valley. In addition to describing the geographic scope of 

analysis in each issue area, the cumulative context within the designated geographic area is described, 

which relates to the amount and type of growth that is anticipated to occur within the geographic area. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
460 Fred Yeager, Planning Director, Placer County, personal communication, June 2003. 
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For each technical issue area, the cumulative analysis is provided separately for the SOI Amendment 

Area (which includes both the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area) and the WRSP Area. Under the first 

scenario, the “project” is full development of the SOI Amendment Area and the cumulative context 

includes those projects and growth assumptions set forth in Section 5.2.2 of this document, excluding the 

Remainder Area since it is part of the project. Under the second scenario, the “project” is development of 

the WRSP Area alone and the cumulative context similarly includes those projects and growth 

assumptions set forth in Section 5.2.2 of this document, but it includes the Remainder Area since it is not 

part of the project in this scenario. 

In summary, (yet described in detail in the following sections), significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impacts would occur in the following areas: loss of agricultural land; increase in traffic volumes on City 

and regional roadways and State Highways; degradation of water quality; loss of biological resources; 

construction emissions; operation emissions; demand for water supply; demand for water treatment; 

demand for wastewater treatment; on-site and off-site traffic noise; increased demand for electricity; 

increase in solid waste; loss of historic and cultural resources; and change in visual character. It should be 

noted that for each of these subject areas, the potential for significant cumulative impacts already exists, 

regardless of whether or not the WSRP or SOI Amendment is approved. Nevertheless, the WRSP and 

SOI Amendment would contribute to conditions that create the cumulative impacts described below. 

 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

The cumulative context for agricultural land conversion would be the northern Central Valley, 

particularly western Placer County, northern Sacramento County, and south Sutter County, which 

contain a wide range of agricultural uses, from grazing to row crops to orchards. 

For land use compatibility, the immediate vicinity of the SOI Amendment Area is considered the 

cumulative context because any incompatibility would occur primarily at the interface of different land 

uses. 

Compat ib i l i ty  wi th  Ex te rna l  Land Uses  

SOI Amendment Area 

Once the full SOI Amendment Area is developed, it would be adjacent to existing City residential areas 

to the east of the WRSP and rural residential areas to the south, across Baseline Road. Agricultural land 

would form the western and northern borders. However, as discussed above, several projects are 

proposed in the vicinity of the project site. Placer Ranch, north of the SOI Amendment Area, designates 

medium density residential uses along its southern border. Both the WRSP and Remainder Area would 
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have a minimum 50-foot buffer along the northern edge (MM 4.1-2 and MM 4.1-3), and, in some portions, 

wider open space. Similarly, both the WRSP and the Remainder Area provide for a ¼ mile open space 

buffer along their western edges, which should provide enough separation to minimize potential 

conflicts with the De la Salle/AKT University project, if it is developed. Placer Vineyards to the south of 

the SOI Amendment Area proposes a variety of uses along its northwestern edge, including transitional 

housing, office, commercial, and open space. These areas would contain fairly typical urban uses. 

Development in the Remainder Area would be separated from Placer Vineyards by Baseline Road, which 

is planned to be widened to six lanes. For these reasons, the SOI Amendment Area would be compatible 

with surrounding development. 

The SOI Amendment Area would surround the Roseville Energy Park on three sides, with the WRSP 

area to the west and east and the Remainder Area to the north. The Remainder Area is assumed to 

include residential uses, but the configuration of the area is undetermined at this time, and no designated 

buffer is provided in the Remainder Area for the energy park. However, any residential uses north of the 

energy park would be separated from it by Blue Oaks Boulevard (approximately 170 feet of right of way) 

and approximately 250 feet of City owned property for a total of approximately 420 feet. This separation 

would be adequate to protect residents from unacceptable noise levels. Landscaping along Blue Oaks 

Boulevard would also reduce potential incompatibilities. 

For the above reasons, the SOI Amendment would be compatible with future surrounding development, 

and the SOI Amendment’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and is considered less 

than significant. 

 West Roseville Specific Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.1, the WRSP area is surrounded by existing urban development to the east and 

grazing land to the north, south, and west. Compatibility with these existing uses is discussed in Impact 

4.1-3 of this document. 

Although the land surrounding the WRSP on three sides is currently designated agriculture, there are 

proposed and potential development projects that would convert these areas into urban uses. The 

Remainder Area, which is immediately adjacent to the WRSP area, is assumed to develop if the WRSP is 

approved and developed. The Remainder Area would contain residential, commercial, and public uses 

similar to those proposed for the WRSP. MM 4.1-3 would ensure that development of the Remainder 

Area is compatible with the WRSP. 
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Two potential projects could occur in proximity to the WRSP. A preliminary plan has been developed for 

Placer Ranch, immediately north of the Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP. The current land use 

plan for Placer Ranch shows medium density residential uses along its southern border. The 

northeastern portion of the WRSP, which abuts Placer Ranch, is designated low density residential; 

therefore, the two plans as proposed would be compatible since they proposed similar land uses in this 

area. The SOI Amendment Area would have a 50-foot buffer along its northeastern edge and an open 

space preserve along its northwestern edge, which would provide some separation between the County 

and City. The City has expressed concerns to the County regarding separation between County and City 

development, and proposed a ¼ mile buffer along the southern border of Placer Ranch. If the County 

incorporates such a buffer into Placer Ranch, compatibility between the City and County developments 

would be enhanced. 

As previously discussed, preliminary information regarding the location, density, and configuration of 

the possible De la Salle/AKT University project to the west of the WRSP has been provided in an 

application recently submitted to the County. With respect to land use compatibility, the WRSP provides 

a ¼ mile open space corridor along its western edge, which should provide an adequate buffer from 

activities that would occur in a University community. However, Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Blue 

Oaks Boulevard may ultimately be extended which could result in increased traffic, noise, and air 

pollutants emissions. 

The City of Roseville proposes to develop a 150 MW energy facility north of the PGWWTP. The WRSP 

was planned in such a manner as to minimize the potential incompatibility of uses that a proposed 

power plant could present to the community. As shown in Figure 5-1, the Roseville Energy Park is 

proposed on City-owned land north of the PGWWTP. The proposed energy facility site is bordered by 

proposed light-industrial uses to the west and southwest and a proposed regional park to the east. The 

proximity of these uses to the proposed Roseville Energy Park would not result in any land use 

incompatibilities because they do not contain sensitive receptors, like homes, that could be 

inconvenienced by noise or visual intrusions. The closest residence would be over 1,000 feet from the 

energy park and is expected to maintain an exterior noise level of 60 dBA or better, consistent with City 

Standards. 

The proposed WRSP designates land within 1,000 feet of the proposed energy park site as commercial, 

light-industrial, public/quasi-public, park, and open space. The closest sensitive receptors, including 

residential areas, would be located over 1,000 feet from the proposed facility. A portion of the proposed 

high school site would be located within the 1,000 foot buffer area. The California Department of 

Education School Facilities Planning Division establishes specific guidelines for the acquisition of land 
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and development of school facilities. According to guidelines included in the Resources for School 

Facilities Planning, any part of a school site must be located a minimum of 100 feet from the edge of an 

easement for a 50-133 kV line; 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220-230 kV line; or 350 feet 

from the edge of an easement for a 500-550 kV line.461 A 60 kV transmission line is proposed along the 

western edge of the proposed Roseville Energy Park and PGWWTP. A 60 kV transmission line is also 

proposed to make a loop through the WRSP and Remainder Area as shown in Figure 4.11-4 in Section 

4.11, Utilities. All of these transmission lines are proposed to be over 1,000 feet from the high school site. 

The location of the high school site would meet the requirements set by the California Department of 

Education regarding proximity to high voltage lines. 

A high pressure natural gas line is planned to provide gas to the Roseville Energy Park several 

alignments are being considered which could include an alignment within a quarter mile of the proposed 

high school. It is expected that if the Roseville Energy Park is approved gas line siting would be 

consistent with the Department of Education’s requirements regarding proximity to gas lines. 

For the above reasons, the WRSP would be compatible with future surrounding development, and the 

WRSP’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and is considered to be less than 

significant. 

Agr i cu l tu ra l  Land Convers ion  

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Within western Placer County, a majority of agricultural land has been identified as Farmland of Local 

Importance and Grazing land. The SOI Amendment Area (which includes the WRSP area) contains land 

designated as Farmland of Local Importance and Prime Farmland. The SOI Amendment Area would 

likely develop a total of approximately 4,064 acres of land designated as Farmland of Local Importance 

with residential, commercial, industrial, light industrial, and other public uses. A total of approximately 

23 acres of Prime Farmland would be developed with residences and a community garden as part of the 

WRSP. The loss of Prime Farmland is occurring throughout California, including in south Placer County. 

Other projects in the cumulative context would also result in the loss of agricultural land. Because so 

much farmland is being lost to development throughout south Placer County and the region, the loss of 

Prime Farmland and agricultural productivity would be cumulatively considerable and would also result 

in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

                                                           
461 Resources for School Facilities Planning, California Department of Education, School Facilities Planning Division, 2000, page 6. 
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 Population, Employment and Housing 

Jobs/Hous ing  Ra t io  

The cumulative context for jobs/housing balance is population and employment growth in the City of 

Roseville. A City resolution (Resolution 83-118) calls for 80 percent of workers residing in the City of 

Roseville to live within eight miles of employment opportunities and 60 percent of workers to live within 

six miles of employment opportunities. 

SOI Amendment Area 

As stated in Section 4.2, development in the SOI Amendment Area would provide 15,833 housing units, 

which are expected to accommodate a population of approximately 39,540. In addition, 19,950 employees 

and 7,761 jobs are anticipated to be generated by the SOI Amendment Area. Construction of the project 

would also provide additional jobs, although only during short-term construction activities. These 

increases would be in addition to the population and employment generated by other cumulative 

development in the City. By 2020, there will be approximately 50,480 dwelling units in Roseville.462 Using 

a ratio of 1.26 employees per household, 63,605 employees would reside in the City. In 2020, there will be 

approximately 98,900 jobs in the City of Roseville.463 Because the City is approximately 8.3 miles wide, if 

there are enough jobs within the City to accommodate 80 percent of the City’s employed population, the 

City’s jobs/housing standard would be satisfied (see page 4.2-15). With 102,411 (98,900 plus 3,511) total 

jobs and 74,227 employees in the City of Roseville by 2020 assuming development of the WRSP area, 100 

percent of employees in the City of Roseville could be within eight miles of a job, and more than 60 

percent within six miles of a job. There are also planned employment centers outside of the City, such as 

the Sunset Industrial Area north of the WRSP, but within eight miles of the project site. 

As discussed above, the change in the jobs/housing balance would depend on the type of development 

approved and the timing of residential versus non-residential development. Short-term imbalances could 

occur, particularly if commercial and industrial uses do not develop as quickly as residential uses, which 

may be likely. 

Within Placer County and the City combined, the jobs/housing ratio would change from 0.93 jobs for 

every employee (without the SOI Amendment) to 1.07 jobs for each employee with development of the 

SOI Amendment Area. This shift would mean that the number of employees exported without the SOI 

Amendment would be proportionate to the number imported with the SOI Amendment. Further, 80 

                                                           
462 DKS Associates 2002. 
463 DKS Associates, 2002; based on the conservative assumption that each employee requires 500 square feet of space. 
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percent of the City’s workers would be housed within an eight-mile commute distance and 60 percent 

within a six-mile commute distance. Therefore, the SOI Amendment’s contribution would not be 

cumulatively considerable and impacts on the jobs/housing balance would be considered less than 

significant. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Population, Employment and Housing, development in the WRSP would 

provide 8,430 housing units that are expected to accommodate a population of approximately 20,809. In 

addition, 10,622 employees and 3,727 jobs are anticipated to be generated by the WRSP. Construction of 

the WRSP would provide additional jobs, although only during short-term construction activities. These 

increases would be in addition to the population and employment generated by other cumulative 

development in the City. By 2020, there will be approximately 50,480 dwelling units in Roseville.464 Using 

a ratio of 1.26 employees per household, 63,605 employees would reside in the City. In 2020, there will be 

approximately 98,900 jobs in the City of Roseville.465 Because the City is approximately 8.3 miles wide, if 

there are enough jobs within the City to accommodate 80 percent of the City’s employed population, the 

City’s jobs/housing standard would be satisfied (see page 4.2-15). With 102,411 (98,900 plus 3,511) total 

jobs and 74,227 employees in the City of Roseville by 2020 assuming development of the WRSP area, 100 

percent of employees in the City of Roseville could be within eight miles of a job, and more than 60 

percent within six miles of a job. There are also planned employment centers outside of the City, such as 

the Sunset Industrial Area north of the WRSP, but within eight miles of the project site. 

The jobs/housing ratio for the County and City combined would change from 0.93 without the WRSP to 

1.10 with the WRSP, which would not be a substantial change. Over time, the jobs/housing balance 

would depend on the type of developments approved and the timing of residential versus non-

residential development. For example, both the proposed Placer Vineyards project and Placer Ranch 

provide for both residential and employment-generating uses, including office and industrial. Short-term 

imbalances could occur, particularly if commercial and industrial uses do not develop as quickly as 

residential uses, which may be likely. 

Because 80 percent of employed City residents are projected to live within eight miles of a job and 60 

percent within six miles of a job, the WRSP’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and 

impacts on the jobs/housing balance would be considered less than significant. 

                                                           
464 DKS Associates 2002. 
465 DKS Associates, 2002; based on the conservative assumption that each employee requires 500 square feet of space. 
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Affordable  Hous ing  

The cumulative context for affordable housing is residential development in South Placer County, 

including development of the proposed project site area. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Buildout of the SOI Amendment Area would increase the City’s housing stock by approximately 15,833 

units. As measured against the City’s goal of 10 percent affordable housing, approximately 5,048 homes 

in the City, including development of the SOI Amendment Area, would need to be dedicated as 

affordable housing. The SOI Amendment Area would need to provide approximately 1,583 units (843 

units in the WRSP and 740 in the Remainder Area). As discussed below, 10 percent of units in the WRSP 

will be designated affordable. The mix of units in the Remainder Area has not been determined. 

Implementation of MM 4.2-2 requires that the Remainder Area also meet the City’s 10 percent goal. 

Therefore, the SOI Amendment Area’s contribution to cumulative demand for affordable housing in the 

City would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.  

If all South Placer development provides only ten percent of units as affordable, the County has 

indicated that the region may not be able to meet the demand for affordable housing. However, the 

County does not currently have an established affordable housing plan or specific policies that would 

guide future residential development with respect to affordable housing.  Nonetheless, the cumulative 

impact would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Buildout of the WRSP would increase the population by approximately 20,809 residents in 

approximately 8,430 units. In 2020 with approval of the WRSP, the City’s population would reach 

127,714,466 resulting in approximately 50,480 residences in the City467 (assuming 2.53 residents per 

dwelling unit). As measured against the City’s goal of 10 percent affordable housing, a total of 

approximately 5,048 homes in the City, including development of the WRSP area, would be required to 

be dedicated as low-income housing. As discussed in Impact 4.2-2, the WRSP would meet the City’s 

policy by providing ten percent of its housing at affordable levels. Because the WRSP would meet the 

City’s goal, its contribution to the demand for affordable housing would not be cumulatively 

considerable, and would be less than significant. However, as discussed above, if all South Placer 

                                                           
466 MuniFinancial, 2020 Development Projections for the City of Roseville, February 7, 2001; MuniFinancial, 2020 Citywide Development 
Projections with Proposed West Roseville Memorandum of Understanding Area, November 9, 2001. 
467 DKS Associates, 2002. 
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County development provides only 10 percent of units as affordable, the region may not be able to meet 

the demand for affordable housing, which would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact. Therefore, while the WRSP’s contribution to affordable housing would be less than significant, 

the cumulative impact would be significant with respect to the availability of affordable housing in the 

region. 

 Transportation and Circulation 

This cumulative traffic analysis considers several scenarios including (1) development that is proposed, 

but not approved; (2) development that is approved, and not yet constructed, but will be constructed and 

occupied by 2020; and (3) development that is approved but not expected to be developed until after 

2020. The daily traffic volumes within the City under the 2020 Plus SOI Amendment, the 2020 Plus WRSP 

and 2020 with no project scenarios are shown in Figure 5-2 (Daily Traffic Volumes under Cumulative 

with Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment Area) and Figure 5-3 (Daily Traffic Volumes Under 

Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion Plus West Roseville Specific Plan) and Figure 5-4 (Daily Traffic 

Volumes Under Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion No Project Conditions) respectively. 

This section address the cumulative transportation impacts of the WRSP and the SOI Amendment under 

the following scenarios. 

■ 2020 Conditions Plus Kaiser Medical Center Expansion 

■ No Project with Kaiser Medical Center Expansion 

› Plus buildout of WRSP 

› Plus buildout of the full SOI Amendment Area 

■ 2020 Conditions Plus Construction of Placer Parkway 

› No Project without Placer Parkway 

› Buildout of the full SOI Amendment Area with Placer Parkway 

■ Cumulative conditions that could result from potential development that has not been approved, 
or that would occur after 2020, in areas outside of the City of Roseville but near the WRSP, 
including later phases of the Placer Vineyards, Placer Ranch, and South Sutter Specific Plans, as 
well as others. 

The methods of analysis for 2020 conditions with or without the Kaiser project or Placer Parkway are 

described in Section 4.3, Transportation and Circulation. Development assumptions for the year 2020 are 

shown in Tables 5-2 and 5-3. These assumptions provide the baseline to which the Kaiser Project and 

Placer Parkway, as well as the WRSP and SOI Amendment, are added. 
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Cumula t ive  Condi t ions  Wi th  Kaise r  Medica l  Cen te r  

The City has received an application for a proposed expansion of the Kaiser Medical Center located on 

the northwest corner of Douglas and Eureka Boulevard. While expansion of that center was assumed in 

the development forecast used to evaluate the 2020 CIP (which is the basis for the 2020 No Project 

Scenario), a recent larger proposal for the expansion indicates that it would generate more trips than 

assumed in the CIP analysis. This section discusses traffic-related impacts on the City roadway system 

under a cumulative scenario that assumes expansion of the Kaiser Medical Center with and without the 

WRSP and SOI Amendment Area. 

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

The City’s travel demand model was used to estimate the change in daily and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes on roadways throughout the City of Roseville and in surrounding communities due to 

development of the WRSP or SOI Amendment Area under 2020 conditions. 

SOI Amendment Area 

An intersection level of service analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all 

signalized intersections within the City of Roseville assumed under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No 

Project scenario plus signals that would likely be warranted due to development of the full SOI 

Amendment. A planning-level signal warrant analysis indicates the following 17 intersections would 

require signalization under the 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment scenario: 

■ Within SOI Amendment 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway South 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway North 

› Fiddyment Road and SOI East/West Street 

› Fiddyment Road and Westhills Drive 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Hayden Parkway 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and West Side Drive 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Phillip Road 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and “N/S” Street 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Bob Doyle Drive 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Village Green Drive 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Collector C 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and West Side Drive 
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Figure 5-2 Daily Traffic Volumes Under Cumulative with Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI 
Amendment Area 
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Figure 5-3 Daily Traffic Volumes Under Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion Plus West 
Roseville Specific Plan 
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Figure 5-4 Daily Traffic Volumes Under Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion No Project 
Conditions 
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› Baseline Road and Watt Avenue 

› Baseline Road and Market Street 

› Market Street and Collector C 

› Market Street and SOI E/W Street 

› North/South arterial and Collector C 

■ Outside SOI Amendment 

› None 

It was assumed that with full development of the SOI Amendment Area, Fiddyment Road from Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road and the pre-existing Placer County signalized intersection of Watt 

Avenue and Baseline Road would be annexed by the City of Roseville. The level of service analysis 

indicates that Fiddyment Road from north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road would require 

widening to six lanes with development of the SOI Amendment Area. This widening was reflected in the 

travel demand forecasts for the 2020 Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment scenario. 

Table K-3 in Appendix K provides the estimated levels of service for all signalized intersections in the 

City of Roseville under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project and 2020 Plus Kaiser Plus SOI 

Amendment Expansion Area conditions. This table includes new intersections that would warrant 

signals under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment conditions. 

Table 5-4 shows the number and percentage of City intersections that would operate at LOS C or better 

under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project conditions. The table shows that out of 150 existing 

planned signalized intersections in the City of Roseville, under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project 

conditions, 106 would operate at LOS C or better assuming no additional improvements beyond those 

currently identified in the City’s CIP. These represent 70.7 percent of the total signalized intersections. 

The table also shows that 20 (13.3 percent), 18 (12.0 percent), and six (4.0 percent) of the signalized 

intersections, would operate at LOS D, E, and F, respectively. 

 

Table 5-4 Intersection Operations 2020 Plus  
Kaiser Expansion Scenario (With Existing 2020 CIP) 

No Project SOI Amendment WRSP 

Level of Service 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 

LOS A–C 106 70.7% 117 70.1% 111 70.3% 

LOS D 20 13.3% 24 14.4% 22 13.9% 

LOS E 18 12.0% 17 10.2% 19 12.0% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 6 3.8% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 167 100% 158 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 5-4 also shows the number and percentage of City intersections that would operate at LOS C or 

better under both 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment conditions. Development of the SOI 

Amendment would add 17 additional signalized intersections within or adjacent to the SOI Amendment 

Area. Under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment Area conditions, 117 signalized 

intersections would operate at LOS C or better assuming no additional improvements beyond those 

currently identified in the City’s CIP. These represent 70.1 percent of the 167 total signalized 

intersections. 

Table 5-5 shows the eleven intersections that would experience a significant level of service impact with 

buildout of the SOI Amendment under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment Area 

conditions. Six intersections that would operate at LOS C or better under 2020 Plus Kaiser No Project 

conditions would deteriorate to LOS D or worse under 2020 Plus Kaiser Plus SOI Amendment Area 

conditions. Four of these intersections would degrade to LOS D and two would degrade to LOS F. Four 

intersections that would already operate at LOS D or worse under 2020 Plus Kaiser No Project conditions 

would degrade to a worse LOS under 2020 Plus Kaiser Plus SOI Amendment conditions. Three of these 

would deteriorate from LOS D to LOS E, and one would deteriorate from LOS E to LOS F. 

 
Table 5-5 Intersections With Significant Level of Service Impacts 

2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Scenario 
Roadway 2020 No Project 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area 2020 Plus WRSP 

North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd A 0.56 F 1.09 E 0.93 

Woodcreek Oaks  Blue Oaks Blvd C 0.71 D 0.85 C 0.77 

Vernon Street Cirby Way E 0.98 F 1.02 E 0.98 

Eureka Rd  Douglas Blvd  D 0.89 D 0.86 E 0.91 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd  D 0.87 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd C 0.81 F 1.14 F 1.03 

Foothills Blvd  Pleasant Grove D 0.89 E 0.91 D 0.89 

Foothills Blvd  Vineyard Rd D 0.90 E 0.95 E 0.91 

Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove  A 0.59 D 0.85 D 0.85 

Galleria Blvd Antelope Creek C 0.81 C 0.81 D 0.83 

Gibson  Roseville Pkwy C 0.78 D 0.84 D 0.83 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd  C 0.80 D 0.83 D 0.84 

Reserve Drive Roseville Parkway E 0.96 F 1.01 F 0.98 
NOTE: 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

Potential improvements beyond 2020 CIP improvements, shown in Table 5-6 as recommended mitigation 

measures, were identified for five of the eleven impacted intersections. Several of these measures, are 

identical to measures identified in Chapter 4.3 because they would be required for the SOI Amendment 

Area, even if the Kaiser Expansion were not developed. 
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Table 5-6 Recommended Mitigation City of Roseville Intersections 

Cumulative (With Kaiser Expansion) SOI Amendment Scenario 
Intersection Level of Service 

North/South East/West Recommended Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Diamond Creek Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-1: Add 3rd eastbound and westbound thru lanes (requires 
widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks to west 
of Diamond Creek) 
and 
Restripe southbound approach to 1 southbound left/thru/right 
lane and1 southbound left only lane 

F C 

Woodcreek Oaks Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-2: Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane and 2nd southbound 
left-turn lane 

D C 

Vernon St Cirby Way No feasible improvement identified F F 

Fiddyment Rd Baseline Rd MM 5-3: Add 2nd southbound left-turn lane 
Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane 
Add 3rd southbound thru lane 
Add 3rd northbound thru lane 

E C 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-4: Add 3rd southbound thru lane 
Add 3rd northbound left-turn lane 
Add 4th westbound thru lane 

F D 

Foothills Blvd Pleasant Grove No feasible improvement identified E E 

Foothills Blvd Vineyard Rd No feasible improvement identified E E 

Fiddyment Rd Pleasant Grove No feasible improvement identified D D 

Gibson Roseville Pkwy No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Reserve Drive Roseville Pkwy MM 5-5: Restripe northbound Reserve Drive approach to allow 1 
left, 1 left/through and 1 right turn lane 

F E 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 70.1% 71.9% 
NOTE: 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates, 2003. 

MM 5-1: Add 3rd eastbound and westbound thru lanes to the intersection of Diamond Creek 
and Blue Oaks Boulevard (requires widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard from 
Woodcreek Oaks to west of Diamond Creek) and restripe southbound approach to one 
southbound left/thru/right land and one southbound left only lane. This measure 
would result in a LOS C (same as MM 4.3-1(a)). 

MM 5-2: Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane and 2nd southbound left-turn lane at the 
intersection of Woodcreek Oaks and Blue Oaks Boulevard (same as 
MM 4.3-1(d)). 

MM 5-3:  Add 2nd southbound and northbound left-turn lanes and 3rd southbound and 
northbound through lanes at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline 
Road (same as MM 4.3-1(b)). 

MM 5-4:  Add 3rd southbound and 4th westbound thru lanes and a 3rd northbound left-turn 
lane at the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Blue Oaks Boulevard (same as 
MM 4.3-1(c)). 
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MM 5-5:  Restripe northbound Reserve Drive approach to allow 1 left, 1 left/through, and 1 right 
turn lane at the intersection of Reserve Drive and Roseville Parkway. 

Implementation of these improvements would provide a level of service as good or better than the 2020 

Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project scenario at these five intersections (see Table 5-6). No feasible 

improvements were found at six of the affected intersections, which is the same as that identified under 

the 2020 Plus Full SOI Amendment scenario evaluated in Section 4.3 of Chapter 4. 

MM 5-1 provides for the addition of a third through lane in each direction on Blue Oaks Boulevard at its 

intersection with Diamond Creek Boulevard. Under the 2020 CIP, Blue Oaks Boulevard would be 

widened to six lanes east of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard. Further analysis of the travel demand under 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment scenario indicates that the SOI Amendment Area would require widening 

Blue Oaks Boulevard through Diamond Creek from Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard to west of Crocker 

Ranch Road. 

The following intersections would operate at LOS D or worse under the 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus 

SOI Amendment Area scenario because no feasible improvements are available to improve them to LOS 

C or better: 

■ Vernon St/Cirby Way 

■ Foothills/Pleasant Grove 

■ Foothills Blvd/Vineyard Road 

■ Fiddyment Road/Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

■ Gibson/Roseville Parkway 

■ Washington Blvd/Junction Boulevard 

The City’s level of service policy allows the City Council to take action to accept degradation in the level 

of service at one or more of the City’s signalized intersections (from the levels identified in the 2020 CIP) 

as long as 70 percent or more of the total signalized intersections in the City would operate at LOS C or 

better. More than 70 percent of the City’s signalized intersections would operate at LOS C or better under 

2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI Amendment conditions with or without MM 5-1 through MM 5-5. 

Since no feasible improvements were found to mitigate significant impacts on levels of service at six 

intersections, the SOI Amendment contribution would be cumulatively considerable and would also 

result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

It should be noted that as part of Draft EIR on the Kaiser Medical Center Expansion, additional 

mitigation measures have been proposed at other intersections; however, the City has not yet acted on 
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the Kaiser Medical Center Expansion and, therefore, these mitigation measures cannot be assumed to be 

implemented. If adopted, some of those mitigation measures would further increase the percentage of 

intersections that would operate at LOS C or better under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus SOI 

Amendment conditions. 

West Rosevil le Specif ic Plan 

An intersection level of service analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all 

signalized intersections within the City of Roseville assumed under the Cumulative No Project scenario 

plus additional signals that would likely be warranted due to implementation of the WRSP. A planning-

level signal warrant analysis indicates the following eight intersections would require signalization 

under the 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP scenario: 

■ Within WRSP 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway South 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway North 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Hayden Parkway 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and West Side Drive 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and “N/S” Street 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Bob Doyle Drive 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Village Green Drive 

■ Outside WRSP 

› Fiddyment Road and Westhills Drive 

Table K-3 in Appendix K provides the estimated levels of service for all signalized intersections in the 

City of Roseville under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project and 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus 

WRSP conditions. This table includes new intersections that would warrant signals under 2020 Plus 

WRSP conditions. 

Development of the WRSP would add eight additional signalized intersections within or adjacent to the 

WRSP. Under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP scenario, 111 signalized intersections would 

operate at LOS C or better (see Table 5-5). These represent 70.3 percent of the 158 total signalized 

intersections. 

Table 5-5 shows the nine intersections that would experience a significant level of service impact under 

2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP conditions. Six intersections that would operate at LOS C or 

better under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion No Project conditions would deteriorate to LOS D or worse 
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under 2020 Plus WRSP conditions. Four of these would degrade to LOS D, one would degrade to LOS E 

and one would degrade to Los F. Three intersections that would already operate at LOS D or worse 

under Cumulative with Kaiser Expansion No Project conditions would degrade to a worse LOS under 

Cumulative with Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP conditions. All of these would deteriorate from LOS D to 

LOS E. 

Potential improvements beyond the 2020 CIP improvements, shown in Table 5-7 as recommended 

mitigation measures, were identified for four of the nine affected intersections. Several of these measures 

are identical to those identified in Section 4.3 because they would be required for the WRSP with or 

without the Kaiser Expansion. 

 
Table 5-7 Recommended Mitigation City of Roseville Intersections 

2020 Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP Scenario 
Intersection Level of Service 

North/south East/west Recommended Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-5: Add 3rd eastbound and westbound thru lanes (requires 
widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks to west of 
Diamond Creek) and Restripe southbound approach to 1 southbound 
left/thru/right lane and1 southbound left only lane 

E B 

Eureka Rd  Douglas Blvd No feasible improvement identified E E 

Fiddyment Rd Baseline Rd MM 5-6: Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane and 2nd southbound left-
turn lane 

E D 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-7: Add 3rd southbound thru and 3rd northbound left-turn lanes 
Add 4th westbound thru lane 

F C 

Foothills Blvd Vineyard Rd No feasible improvement identified. E E 

Galleria Blvd Antelope Creek No feasible improvement identified D D 

Fiddyment Rd Pleasant Grove MM 5-8: Add 3rd northbound and 3rd southbound thru lanes D C 

Gibson Roseville Pkwy No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 70.3% 72.2% 
NOTE: Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

MM 5-5: Restripe northbound Reserve Drive approach to allow 1 left, 1 left/through, and 1 right 
turn lane at the intersection of Reserve Drive and Roseville Parkway. 

MM 5-6: Add a 2nd northbound left-turn lane and a 2nd southbound left-turn lane to the 
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard. 

MM 5-7: Add 3rd southbound thru and 3rd northbound left-turn lanes, and a 4th westbound 
thru lane at the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Blue Oaks Boulevard 
(same as MM 4.3-2(c)). 
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MM 5-8: Add 3rd northbound and 3rd southbound thru lanes to the intersection of Fiddyment 
Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard (same as MM 4.3-2(d)). 

Implementation of these measures would provide a level of service as good or better than the 2020 Plus 

Kaiser Expansion No Project scenario at these intersections (see Table 5-7). No feasible improvements 

were found at five intersections under 2020 Plus Kaiser Expansion Plus WRSP conditions, compared to 

three under 2020 Plus WRSP conditions.  

Under the 2020 CIP, Blue Oaks Boulevard would be widened to six lanes east of Woodcreek Oaks 

Boulevard. Further analysis of the travel demand under 2020 Plus WRSP scenario indicates that the 

WRSP would require widening Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard to west of 

Crocker Ranch Road, as indicated in MM 5-6. 

The intersections for which feasible improvements are not available are 

■ Eureka Road/Douglas Boulevard 

■ Foothills Boulevard/Vineyard Road 

■ Galleria Boulevard/Antelope Creed 

■ Gibson/Roseville Parkway 

■ Washington Boulevard/Junction Boulevard 

The mitigation measures discussed above would result in more than 70 percent of the total signalized 

intersections in the City operating at LOS C or better. Nonetheless, since no feasible improvements were 

found to mitigate significant impacts on levels of service at five intersections, the WRSP contribution 

would be cumulatively considerable and would also result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact. 

It should be noted that as part of Draft EIR on the Kaiser Medical Center Expansion, additional 

mitigation measures have been proposed at other intersections; however, the City has not yet acted on 

the Kaiser Medical Center Expansion and, therefore, these mitigation measures cannot be assumed to be 

implemented. If adopted, some of those mitigation measures would further increase the percentage of 

intersections that would operate at LOS C or better under 2020 Plus WRSP conditions. 

Cumula t ive  Condi t ions  wi th  P lace r  Parkway 

The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) has developed a concept plan for Placer 

Parkway, a six-lane transportation facility that would connect SR-65 in the Lincoln/Roseville/Rocklin area 

to SR 70/99 (in Sutter County) to the Sacramento International Airport. This proposed connection is cited 
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in the Placer County General Plan and the PCTPA Regional Transportation Plan. Rapid growth and 

development proposals in southern and western Placer County, Northern Sacramento County, and 

Southern Sutter County, combined with the need to improve goods movement through the corridor, 

have intensified the need for a regional consensus on the future of this transportation facility. 

Preliminary work has been done for the scope, schedule, and estimated cost of the environmental and 

engineering studies that would be necessary for adoption of a route for Placer Parkway by the California 

Transportation Commission (CTC) and local agencies. The subsequent detailed environmental review 

process would need to fully evaluate a range of viable alternatives at the same level of detail. PCTPA is 

starting a three- to four-year process to conduct a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR, 

which would provide environmental clearance under both the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and CEQA. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) will be the lead agency for the EIR 

under NEPA. The PCTPA will be the lead agency for the EIR under CEQA. The PCTPA will be 

conducting the environmental review and associated technical studies to define a precise alignment for 

Placer Parkway over the next several years. 

Because the analysis shows that Placer Parkway would generally improve traffic conditions with the full 

SOI Amendment, no specific analysis was conducted for the WRSP (alone) under Cumulative with Placer 

Parkway conditions because a similar improvement in conditions would be anticipated with Placer 

Parkway and development of the WRSP. 

As shown in Figure 6-3 (Alternative 3 Increased Intensity), in Chapter 6, Alternatives, a potential 

alignment for Placer Parkway identified in the Project Study Report (PSR) would pass through the WRSP 

and Remainder Area. Another potential conceptual alignment for Placer Parkway would parallel 

Baseline Road about one mile north of that east/west roadway. The third conceptual alignment would go 

through the middle of the WRSP area. All potential alignments are subject to change as a result of the 

Tier I analysis. 

As demonstrated below, an alignment similar to the alignment considered in this EIR for Placer Parkway 

would provide a substantial benefit to the City of Roseville’s roadway system. Under 2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment conditions (but without the mitigation identified for the SOI Amendment in Section 4.3), 

Placer Parkway would reduce the number of intersections in the City that would operate at LOS F from 

nine to four and would increase the number of intersections operating at LOS C or better from 117 to 122 

(from 70.1 percent of the total signalized intersections to 73.1 percent). 

The WRSP is not designed to accommodate an alignment for Placer Parkway because all of the identified 

alignments are conceptual, and, according to PCTPA, a “preferred” alignment has not been identified or 
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adopted. This EIR does evaluate an alternative that includes a Placer Parkway alignment in the northern 

portion of the WRSP and Remainder Area. Due to its strategic location within the potential Placer 

Parkway corridor, the WRSP or SOI Amendment could preclude potential feasible alignments that meet 

the purpose and need for that regional facility. However, there is a one mile-wide area between the 

WRSP and Sunset Boulevard West in which to locate the 1,000-foot corridor needed for the future 

parkway, so that a feasible alignment that avoids all or most of the WRSP and/or Remainder Area may 

be possible. Furthermore, the costs and benefits of placing the alignment through the WRSP and 

Remainder Area must be considered by PCTPA during its identification and selection of a preferred 

alignment. That analysis would take into account existing and planned land uses in the study area, such 

as the WRSP (if adopted). 

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

SOI Amendment Area 

The City’s travel demand model was used to estimate the change in daily and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes on roadways throughout the City of Roseville and in surrounding communities due to 

development of the SOI Amendment under 2020 conditions. The daily traffic volumes within the City 

under the 2020 SOI Amendment Area with Placer Parkway scenario are shown in Figure 5-5 (Daily 

Traffic Volumes Under 2020 With Placer Parkway Plus SOI Amendment Area). 

An intersection level of service analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all 

signalized intersections within the City of Roseville assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario plus 

signals that would likely be warranted due to development of the full SOI Amendment. A planning-level 

signal warrant analysis indicates the following 17 intersections would require signalization under the 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment with Placer Parkway scenario: 

■ Within SOI Amendment Area 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway South 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway North 

› Fiddyment Road and SOI East/West Street 

› Fiddyment Road and Westhills Drive 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Hayden Parkway 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and West Side Drive 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Phillip Road 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and “N/S” Street 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Collector “A” 
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› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Market Street 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Collector “C” 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and West Side Drive 

› Baseline Road and Watt Avenue 

› Baseline Road and Market Street 

› Market Street and Collector “C” 

› Market Street and SOI “E/W” Street 

› Watt Ave and Collector “C” 

■ Outside SOI Amendment 

› None 

It was assumed that with full development of the SOI Amendment Area, Fiddyment Road from Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road and the pre-existing Placer County signalized intersection of Watt 

Avenue and Baseline Road would be annexed by City of Roseville. The level of service analysis indicates 

that Fiddyment Road from north of Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road would require widening 

to six lanes with development of the full SOI Amendment Area. This widening was reflected in the travel 

demand forecasts for this scenario. 

Table K-4 in Appendix K provides the estimated levels of service for all signalized intersections in the 

City of Roseville under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area No Placer Parkway and 2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions. This table includes new intersections that would 

warrant signals under 2020 Plus Full SOI Amendment conditions. 

Table 5-8 shows the number and percentage of City intersections that would operate at LOS C or better 

under both 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area No Placer Parkway and 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Plus 

Placer Parkway conditions. Under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions (but 

without the mitigation identified for the SOI Amendment in Section 4.3) 122 signalized intersections 

would operate at LOS C or better. These represent 73.1 percent of the 167 total signalized intersections. 

This percentage is higher than the Cumulative Plus SOI Amendment without Placer Parkway scenario 

(see Table 5-8). 
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Figure 5-5 Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 With Placer Parkway Plus SOI Amendment 
Area 





5-43

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

 
Table 5-8 Intersection Operations 2020 Plus SOI Amendment 

Area Plus Placer Parkway (With Existing 2020 CIP) 
2020 No Project (No SOI Amendment 

or Placer Parkway) 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Plus Placer 

Parkway 

Level of Service 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 
Number of 

Intersections 

Percentage of 
total operating at 

this LOS 

LOS A-C 107 71.3% 117 70.1% 122 73.1% 

LOS D 23 15.3% 25 15.0% 26 15.6% 

LOS E 14 9.3% 16 9.6% 15 9.0% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 4 2.4% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 167 100% 167 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Table 5-9 shows the seven intersections that would experience a significant level of service impact 2020 

Plus Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway scenario. Six intersections that would operate at LOS C or 

better under 2020 No Project conditions would deteriorate to LOS D or worse under 2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions. Five of these intersections would degrade to LOS D 

and one would degrade to LOS E. One intersection that would already operate at LOS D or worse under 

2020 No Project conditions would degrade to LOS E under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer 

Parkway conditions. 

 
Table 5-9 Intersections With Significant Level of Service Impacts 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 

Roadway 
2020 No Project (No SOI Amendment or 

Placer Parkway) 
2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Area 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek Blue Oaks Blvd  A 0.57 F 1.08 D 0.90 

I-80 WB Off Douglas Blvd C 0.81 C 0.79 D 0.83 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd C 0.81 F 1.14 E 1.00 

Foothills Blvd Vineyard Rd D 0.89 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Gibson Roseville Pkwy  C 0.78 D 0.85 D 0.82 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd C 0.80 D 0.83 D 0.82 

Watt Ave Baseline Rd N/A N/A D 0.88 D 0.83 
NOTE: 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

As shown in Table 5-10, potential improvements beyond the 2020 CIP improvements were identified for 

three of the six affected intersections:  
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Table 5-10 Recommended Mitigations For City of Roseville Intersections 
2020 Plus Full SOI Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 

Intersection Level of Service 

North/south East/west Recommended Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Diamond Creek Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-1: Add 3rd eastbound and westbound thru lanes (requires 
widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard from Woodcreek Oaks to west of 
Diamond Creek) 

and 

Restripe southbound approach to 1 southbound left/thru/right lane and 
1 southbound left only lane 

E C 

I-80 WB Off Douglas Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd MM 5-4: Add 3rd southbound thru lane Add 3rd northbound left-turn 
lane 

Add 4th westbound thru lane 

E C 

Foothills Blvd Vineyard Rd No feasible improvement identified E D 

Gibson Roseville Pkwy No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Watt Ave  Baseline Rd MM 5-9: Add 3rd northbound and add 3rd southbound thru lane E D 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 73.1% 74.3% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

MM 5-1: Add 3rd eastbound and westbound thru lanes to the intersection of Diamond Creek 
and Blue Oaks Boulevard (requires widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard from 
Woodcreek Oaks to west of Diamond Creek) and re-stripe southbound approach to one 
southbound left/thru/right lane and one southbound left only lane. This measure 
would result in a LOS C (same as MM 4.3-1(a)). 

MM 5-4: Add 3rd southbound thru lane, 3rd northbound left-turn lane, and 4th westbound 
thru lane to the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Blue Oaks Boulevard. 
This measure would result in a LOS C (same as MM 4.3-1(c)). 

MM 5-9: Add 3rd northbound and southbound thru lane to the intersection of Watt Avenue 
and Baseline Road. This measure would result in a LOS D (same as MM 4.3-1(f)). 

MM 5-1 and MM 5-4 were also identified under the 2020 Plus with SOI Amendment Area scenario with 

or without the Kaiser Expansion. MM 5-2 and MM 5-3 would not be required if Placer Parkway is 

constructed. 

Implementation of MM 5-1, MM 5-4, and MM 5-9 would improve operations at two intersections to LOS 

C. At the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, the recommended mitigation measure would 

improve conditions from LOS E to LOS D. No feasible improvements were identified for the following 

four intersections: 

■ I-80 WB Off/ Douglas Boulevard 

■ Foothills Blvd/Vineyard Road 
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■ Gibson/Roseville Parkway 

■ Washington Blvd/Junction Boulevard 

As previously discussed, the City’s level of service policy allows the City Council to take action to except 

degradation in the level of service of one or more of its signalized intersections from the levels identified 

in the 2020 CIP as long as 70 percent or more of the total signalized intersections in the City would 

operate at LOS C or better. With or without the recommended intersection mitigation measures, more 

than 70 percent of the City’s signalized intersections would operate at LOS C or better under 2020 Plus 

SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions. However, since no feasible improvements were 

identified to mitigate significant impacts on levels of service at five intersections, the SOI Amendment 

contribution would be cumulatively considerable and would also result in a significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impact under the Placer Parkway scenario. 

State Highways 

SOI Amendment Area 

Table 5-11 shows the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on State highways within the 

City of Roseville under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions. Table 5-12 

provides estimated change in daily traffic volumes for interchange ramps to the State highways within 

the City, while Table 5-13 provides the peak hour levels of service at intersections between freeway 

ramps and local roadways in Roseville. The analysis assumes that all of the 2020 transportation 

improvements contained in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) would be implemented, 

including the widening of I-80 to accommodate HOV lanes between Madison Avenue and the 

Sacramento/Placer County line and construction of the State Route 65 Lincoln Bypass. 

The estimated 2020 development levels under the adopted General Plans of Roseville and surrounding 

jurisdictions would increase traffic volumes on State highways within the City of Roseville. The analysis 

shows that I-80, between SR-65 and Sacramento/Placer County line, and SR-65, through Roseville, would 

operate at LOS F conditions during peak hours. Although traffic volumes would increase under SOI 

Amendment conditions, the degraded level of service anticipated on both I-80 and SR-65 under 

cumulative conditions would exist with or without the SOI Amendment, and Placer Parkway would 

reduce volumes on the certain (study) segments. Because the SOI Amendment would not cause a 

highway segment to operate at LOS F conditions (with or without Placer Parkway) and Placer Parkway 

would reduce traffic on most highway segments, its contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable and is thus considered to be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
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Table 5-11 State Highways Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 

2020 No Project (No SOI 
Amendment or Placer 

Parkway) 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment 

Area 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment 

Plus Placer Parkway 
Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sac. County line to Riverside Ave 8+2HOV 200,900 F1 201,400 F1 195,800 F1 

Riverside Avenue to Douglas Blvd 6 167,400 F3 166,400 F3 163,600 F2 

Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 6 159,800 F2 159,900 F2 155,600 F2 

Eureka Rd to SR-65 8 180,900 F1 181,900 F1 174,700 F1 

I-80 

SR-65 to Rocklin Rd 6 116,900 E 117, 000 E 115,800 E 

Galleria to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 75,700 D 76,300 E 76,000 E 

Pleasant Grove Blvd to Blue Oaks 
Blvd 

4 75,300 D 75,900 D 76,400 E 

SR-65 

Blue Oaks Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 82,300 F1 82,500 F1 80,400 F1 

North of Riego Road 4 28,800 A 28,700 A 45,300 B SR 70/99 

South of Riego Road 4 52,500 B 51,300 B 65,600 C 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9 
F1 represents LOS F conditions for 1 hour during the morning and evening peak commute periods while F2 represents LOS F conditions for 2 hours. 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 
 

Table 5-12 Interchange Ramps Estimated Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 

Interchange Ramps 
Estimated Change in Daily Volume Due to Development 

of SOI Amendment Area 

I-80 / Riverside Ave Westbound On from  
Southbound Riverside Ave 

-2050 (15.3%) 

 Westbound On from  
Northbound Riverside Ave 

+290 (6.1%) 

 Westbound Off -480 (6.3%) 

 Eastbound On +180 (2.5%) 

 Eastbound Off to  
Northbound Riverside Ave 

-150 (1.4%) 

 Eastbound Off to Auburn Blvd/Orlando Ave +260 (2.1%) 

SR-65 / Pleasant Grove Blvd Northbound On from  
Eastbound Pleasant Grove 

+240 (5.7%) 

 Northbound On from  
Westbound Pleasant Grove 

+240 (11.2%) 

 Northbound Off +350 (4.0%) 

 Southbound On from  
Eastbound Pleasant Grove 

-390 (5.8%) 

 Southbound On from  
Westbound Pleasant Grove 

-370 (12.8%) 

 Southbound Off -60 (0.9%) 

SR-65 / Blue Oaks Blvd Northbound On -750 (6.0%) 

 Northbound Off to  
Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd 

-100 (4.3%) 

 Northbound Off to  
Westbound Blue Oaks Blvd 

+450 (4.7%) 

 Southbound On from  
Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd 

+620 (6.9%) 

 Southbound On from  
Washington Blvd 

-180 (6.7%) 

 Southbound Off -1040 (7.6%) 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 5-13 State Highway Ramps Level of Service at Intersections 2020 

Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 
2020 No Project (No SOI Amendment 

or Placer Parkway) 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
Location LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Riverside Ave and I-80 
WB Off-ramp 

A 0.44 A 0.44 A 0.44 

SR-65 NB Off-ramp 
and Blue Oaks Blvd 

A 0.68 C 0.71 A 0.60 

SR-65 NB Off-ramp 
and Pleasant Grove 

A 0.54 A 0.54 A 0.52 

SR-65 SB Off-ramp 
and Pleasant Grove  

A 0.51 A 0.50 A 0.48 

Washington 
Blvd/SR-65 SB Off 
and Blue Oaks Blvd 

B 0.66 B 0.68 A 0.59 

I-80 WB Off-ramp 
and Douglas Blvd 

C 0.81 C 0.79 D 0.83 

I-80 WB On-ramp and 
Atlantic St 

C 0.75 C 0.73 C 0.71 

SR-65 NB On-ramp 
and Stanford Ranch 
Blvd 

B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.69 

SR-65 SB On-ramp 
and Stanford Ranch 
Blvd/Galleria Blvd 

C 0.73 C 0.75 C 0.74 

I-80 WB Off-
ramp/Taylor Rd and 
Eureka Rd 

E 0.94 E 0.91 D 0.89 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Place r  County  Roadways  

SOI Amendment Area 

Table 5-14 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Placer County roadways under Cumulative Plus 

SOI Amendment with Placer Parkway conditions. These daily volumes were estimated by the City of 

Roseville’s travel demand model. The analysis assumes that those improvements to Placer County’s 

roadways that were included in the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) MTP for 2020 

would be implemented. This includes the widening of Baseline Road from Fiddyment Road to west of 

Watt Avenue to six lanes (including the portion adjacent to Area 1 of Placer Vineyards) and the 

remainder of Baseline Road to the Sutter County line to 4 lanes, as well as the widening of both Watt 

Avenue and Walerga Road between Baseline Road and the Sacramento/Placer County line. It was 

assumed that with full development of the SOI Amendment Area, Fiddyment Road from Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard to Baseline Road would be annexed into the City of Roseville and thus would not be part of 

Placer County’s roadway system. 
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Table 5-14 Placer County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 

2020 No Project (No SOI 
Amendment or Placer Parkway) 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
Roadway Location 

Assumed Lanes 
in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sutter Co. to Tanwood 4 29,300 D 30,200 D 25,900 C 

Tanwood to Watt Ave 6 32,700 B 36,500 B 34,500 B 

Baseline Road 

Watt Ave to Fiddyment 6 51,600 E 46,300 D 43,600 D 

Baseline Rd to Pleasant Grove 
Blvd 

4 33,300 E N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 Fiddyment 
Road 

Roseville City Limits to Sunset 2 12,900 C 16,000 D 12,600 B 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,700 C 33,000 E 32,200 D 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,800 C 36,100 F 33,100 E 

Phillip Road Proposed Project to Brewer 
Road 

2 300 A 3,000 A 200 A 

NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
1. Roadway segment would be within City limits under this scenario. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

A roadway segment level of service analysis (summarized in Table 5-15) indicates that development 

under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway conditions would cause Watt Avenue 

between Baseline Road and PFE Road to worsen from LOS C to LOS E and Walerga Road between 

Baseline Road and PFE would worsen from LOS C to LOS D. 

 
Table 5-15 Placer County Intersection Levels of Service 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 

Roadway 
2020 No Project (No SOI 

Amendment or Placer Parkway) 
2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Area 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Watt Avenue PFE Road C 0.73 D 0.87 D 0.87 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road C1 0.73 E1 0.98 E1 0.92 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road  D 0.87 E 0.92 E 0.92 
NOTES: 
All intersections assumed to be signalized by 2020 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
1. Level of service analysis for this intersection is based on modified Circular 212 capacities used by Roseville for its CIP 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

An intersection level of service analysis, summarized in Table 5-16, was also conducted at several key 

intersections in unincorporated Placer County under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer 

Parkway conditions. This analysis indicates under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 

conditions; the intersection of Watt Avenue and PFE Road would worsen from LOS C to LOS D, the 

intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road would worsen from LOS C to LOS E, and the intersection 

of Pleasant Grove Drive and Baseline Road would degrade from LOS D to LOS E. In each case, this 

degradation would occur with or without Placer Parkway 
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Table 5-16 Placer County Roadway Segment Mitigations 
2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 

LOS 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 MM 5-10: Widen to 6 lanes E B 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 MM 5-11: Widen to 6 lanes F B 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
Segments that operate at LOS D or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The degradation of County roadway and intersection operations to LOS D or worse would be 

cumulatively considerable and would also result in a significant cumulative impact. Implementation of 

the mitigation measures summarized in Tables 5-16 and 5-17 would improve conditions on affected 

roadways to acceptable (less than significant) levels. Several of these measures were also identified for 

the 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area without Placer Parkway, as discussed in Section 4.3 of Chapter 4. 

 
Table 5-17 Placer County Recommended Mitigations For Intersections 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 
Intersection Level of Service 

North/south East/west Recommended Mitigation 
Before 

Mitigation 
After 

Mitigation 

Watt Avenue PFE Road MM 5-12: Widen Watt Ave to 6 lanes at this intersection D C 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road MM 5-13: Add 3rd northbound and 3rd southbound through lanes. E C or better 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road MM 5-14: Add northbound right turn lane E D 
NOTE: 
Intersections that operate at LOS D or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

MM 5-10: Widen Walerga Road between Baseline Road and PFE Road to six lanes. This 
measure would result in LOS B conditions on this segment. 

MM 5-11: Widen Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and PFE Road from four to six 
lanes. Based on Placer County’s roadway segment capacities, this measure would 
result in LOS C or better conditions on this segment of Watt Avenue (same as 
MM 4.3-4(c). 

MM 5-12: Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes at the intersection with PFE Road. This measure 
would result in LOS C. 

MM 5-13: Add 3rd northbound and southbound through lanes at the intersection of Watt 
Avenue and Baseline Road, which would result in LOS D(same as MM 4.3-4(f)). 

MM 5-14: Add a northbound right turn lane to the intersection of Pleasant Grove Drive and 
Baseline Road (same as MM 4.3-4(g)). 
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Implementation of the above measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

However, the improvements lie outside the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville, and within the 

jurisdiction of Placer County. If the improvements are not implemented, levels of service would remain 

as shown in Tables 5-14 and 5-15. Therefore, the SOI contribution would be cumulatively considerable 

and would also result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

City of Rockl in Roadways 

SOI Amendment Area 

Table 5-18 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on roadways in the City of Rocklin under the 2020 

Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway scenario. These daily volumes were estimated by the 

City of Roseville’s travel demand model. The analysis assumes that those improvements to Rocklin’s 

roadways that were included in Rocklin’s 2020 Capital Improvement Program (CIP), plus the roadways 

in Rocklin’s proposed Northwest Annexation Area would be implemented. 

 
Table 5-18 City of Rocklin Roadways Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 

2020 Without Project (No SOI 
Amendment or Placer Parkway) 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
Roadway Location 

Assumed Lanes 
in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

SR-65 to W. Stanford Ranch 6 27,100 A 30,000 A 28,400 A 

W. Stanford Ranch W. Oaks 6 40,800 C 41,400 C 39,000 C 

W. Oaks to Park 6 40,900 C 43,400 C 41,800 C 

Park to Stanford Ranch 6 42,200 C 44,300 D 42,600 C 

Stanford Ranch to Whitney 
Blvd 

6 40,700 C 42,300 C 40,500 C 

Sunset Blvd 

Whitney Blvd to Pacific Ave 6 46,900 D 47,800 D 46,700 D 

Park Drive Roseville City limits to Sunset 
Blvd 

4 17,500 A 17,500 A 17,100 A 

Route 65 to Lone Tree Blvd 6 37,000 B 41,500 C 37,200 C Blue Oaks Blvd 

Lone Tree Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 25,600 C 26,200 C 24,800 B 

Stanford Ranch 
Rd 

Fairway Dr to Sunset Blvd 6 28,000 A 28,400 A 27,400 A 

NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9 
Intersections that experience a significant impact are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Buildout of the City of Roseville plus the estimated “2020 market levels” of development under the 

adopted General Plans of other jurisdictions in South Placer County would increase traffic volumes on 

Rocklin’s roadways. Because no segment would degrade from LOS C or better to LOS D or worse under 

the Placer Parkway scenario, the SOI contribution would not be cumulatively considerable and would 

also result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
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Sutter County Roadways 

SOI Amendment Area 

Table 5-19 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on selected roadways in Sutter County under the 

2020 Plus SOI Amendment with Placer Parkway scenario. These daily volumes were estimated by the 

City’s travel demand model. The level of service analysis for Sutter County roadways, also shown in 

Table 5-19, is based on the daily roadway capacities and level of service criteria from the EIR on the 

Placer County General Plan. Under 2020 Conditions, buildout of Phase 1 of the South Sutter County 

Specific Plan was assumed by 2020. Therefore, this analysis also assumes that the Phase 1 improvements 

to Sutter County roadways that were included in the South Sutter County Specific Plan would be 

implemented by 2020, including a widening of Riego Road to six lanes and construction of an 

interchange at SR 70/99 and Riego Road. 

 
Table 5-19 Sutter County Roadways Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway 

2020 Without Project (No SOI 
Amendment nor Placer Parkway)

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area 

2020 Plus SOI 
Amendment Area Plus 

Placer Parkway 
Roadway Assumed Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Riego Road 6 25,600 A 27,100 A 23,900 A 

Sunset West/Howsley Road 2 5,900 A 6,500 A 900 A 

Catlett Road 2 200 A 100 A 100 A 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Buildout of the City of Roseville plus the estimated “2020 market levels” of development under the 

adopted General Plans of other local jurisdictions would increase traffic volumes on Sutter County 

roadways. The analysis shows that Riego Road at the Sutter/Placer County line would operate at LOS F 

conditions as a two-lane roadway during peak hours in 2020. If the Phase 1 roadway improvements that 

were included in the South Sutter County Specific Plan are implemented, the six lanes on Riego Road 

would provide LOS A conditions with or without the SOI Amendment and with or without Placer 

Parkway under Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, the SOI contribution would not be cumulatively 

considerable and the cumulative impact on Sutter County Roadways would be less than significant. 

Table 5-20 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways under Cumulative 

Plus SOI Amendment with Placer Parkway scenario. These daily volumes were estimated by the City of 

Roseville’s traffic demand model. The analysis assumes that those improvements to Sacramento 

County’s roadways that were included in the Sacramento County’s roadways that were included in the 
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Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2020 

would be implemented with and without the proposed project. 

 
Table 5-20 Sacramento County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

2020 Plus SOI Amendment Area Plus Placer Parkway Scenario 
2020 Without Project (No SOI 

Amendment nor Placer Parkway) SOI Amendment 
SOI Amendment Area 
Plus Placer Parkway 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 33,500 E 36,200 F 36,100 F 

Walerga Road Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 31,200 D 34,800 E 34,200 E 

Elverta Road West of Watt Avenue 4 28,100 C 29,00 D 27,200 C 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9 
Intersections that experience significant impacts are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

A roadway segment level of service analysis (summarized in Table 5-20) indicates that development of 

the full SOI Amendment would cause Watt Avenue from the Placer County Line to Elverta Road to 

worsen from LOS E to LOS F and Walerga Road from Placer County Line to Elverta Road to worsen from 

LOS D to LOS E. OF these LOS changes, only a degradation of LOS from E to F is considered an impact 

in Sacramento County. 

Implementation of the measures identified in Table 5-21 would reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level. However, the improvements lie outside the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville. 

Sacramento County can implement this suggested mitigation measure, but may choose not to. If the 

improvement is not made, levels of service would remain as shown in Table 5-20. 

 
Table 5-21 Sacramento County Roadway Segment Mitigations 2020 Plus 

Full SOI Amendment With Placer Parkway 
LOS 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 Mitigation Before Mitigation After Mitigation 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 5-15: Widen to 6 lanes 36,100 F 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9 
Intersections that experience significant impacts are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

MM 5-15: Widen Watt Avenue between the Placer County Line and Elverta Road from 
four to six lanes. This measure would result in LOS C or better (same as MM 4.3-6). 

Cumula t ive  Condi t ions  wi th  Addi t iona l  Deve lopment  

Within the City, 2020 conditions includes existing development and buildout of the existing General Plan 

through the year 2020, including full buildout of the Southeast Roseville Specific Plan, the Northwest 
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Roseville Specific Plan, the Northeast Roseville Specific Plan, the North Central Roseville Specific Plan, 

the North Roseville Specific Plan (Phases 1 through 3), the Del Webb Specific Plan, Highland Reserve 

North Specific Plan, and the Stoneridge Specific Plan. Also included are buildout of the City’s Infill Area 

and North Industrial Area. Land use assumptions within the City are shown in Table 5-2. 

Where 2020 impacts extend beyond the City, the cumulative analysis is based on assumptions for growth 

in Rocklin, Lincoln, unincorporated Placer County, and a portion of Sutter County through the year 2020, 

which is the horizon year for the City’s traffic model. Development assumptions for these areas are 

shown in Table 5-3. The locations of the primary development projects in Placer County are shown in 

Figure 5-1. 

Outside of Placer County, the 2020 land use and trip generation estimates prepared by the Sacramento 

Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the 1999 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) were 

assumed, except in South Sutter County where buildout of Phase 1 of the South Sutter County Specific 

Plan was assumed. These assumptions form the basis of the 2020 analysis provided in Section 4.3 of this 

document and the Kaiser and Placer Parkway scenarios in this chapter. 

A qualitative traffic analysis was conducted for a cumulative scenario that adds the following potential 

(or speculative) development to 2020 conditions as provided in Section 5.2.2. 

The additional 480,000 to 550,000 daily vehicle trips that could result from these development projects 

would greatly increase traffic volumes on the arterial roadways in west Placer County and the western 

portion of the City of Roseville. Under cumulative conditions with buildout of the WRSP, some 

roadways in those areas would operate at LOS D, E, or F conditions, including 

■ Portions of Foothill Boulevard between Blue Oaks Boulevard and Cirby Way 

■ Portions of Baseline Road between Sutter County and Foothill Boulevard 

■ Portions of Fiddyment Road Baseline Road and Sunset Boulevard 

■ Portions of Walerga Road south of Baseline Road 

■ Portions of Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road 

With buildout of the SOI Amendment Area, a larger portion of these arterial roadways in west Placer 

County and the western portion of the City of Roseville would operate at LOS D, E, or F conditions. 

Under the additional cumulative development condition, which includes the speculative projects, traffic 

congestion would worsen along these arterial roadways unless substantial roadway improvements are 

implemented. On some of these roadways, improvements beyond planned improvements, or beyond the 
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recommended mitigation measures for the WRSP or the SOI Amendment area, may not be feasible. 

Therefore, additional significant and unavoidable impacts could result due to development under the 

additional cumulative development scenario. 

Development would add traffic to the roadway system in Placer County and also exacerbate traffic 

conditions on roadways in western Sutter County and north Sacramento County. Adding traffic from the 

WRSP and Remainder Area to projected 2020 traffic and traffic from the post-2020 and/or speculative 

projects would further degrade local roadway operations, as well as State highways. Because the traffic 

model does not extend beyond 2020, and the amount, type, and distribution of development of the 

speculative projects is uncertain, a quantitative analysis cannot be prepared. Therefore, service levels and 

the need for mitigation is not known at this time. These projects, if formally proposed, would be subject 

to CEQA and would need to conduct their own environmental review, which would include the pending 

or approved WRSP and SOI Amendment in the cumulative impact analysis. Likely mitigation for 

significant traffic and transportation impacts would include roadway and intersection improvements, 

which could generate air pollutants and noise during construction; result in the potential loss of 

farmland and/or biological resources, including wetlands and special-status species habitat; cause the 

degradation of water quality due to erosion and/or surface runoff; and generate increased traffic noise. 

 Air Quality 

The cumulative air quality context is the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, which is currently designated as 

non-attainment for State PM10 standards and nonattainment for State and federal ozone standards. The 

emission inventory and the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Sacramento Valley Air Basin is 

currently being updated. Due to the substantial amount of growth and an unplanned increase in vehicle 

emissions from sport utility vehicles, the current SIP is outdated and underestimates emissions that are 

generated within the air basin. 

Cons t ruc t ion  Emiss ions  

For purposes of this air quality discussion, the cumulative analysis for the WRSP Area is provided before 

the cumulative analysis for the SOI Amendment Area, because it provides important background 

information applicable to both areas. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Cumulative development would result in multiple construction projects occurring at the same time, 

generating emissions from earthmoving activities, heavy equipment operation, workers traveling to and 

from the construction sites, and miscellaneous activities such as the paving of roadways and parking lots 
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and the painting of commercial/residential structures. Such emissions could include reactive organic 

gases, nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter in excess of significance thresholds. 

Earthmoving activities could result in substantial fugitive dust (PM10) emissions, and would be likely to 

generate localized PM10 concentrations in excess of State and federal standards. A major portion of the 

PM10 would settle on the construction site or its immediate vicinity, while a small fraction would 

contribute to regional ambient particulate concentrations. PM10 emissions associated with construction of 

the WRSP area are estimated to exceed the PCAPCD threshold of 82 lbs/day, even with MM 4.1-1, which 

requires dust control measures. 

Exhaust emissions would be generated by construction equipment operations and construction employee 

vehicle trips. These emissions would include CO, ROG, NOx, SO2, and particulates. Painting and paving 

of roadways would primarily release ROG into the atmosphere. Exhaust emissions associated with 

construction of the WRSP area are estimated to exceed PCAPCD’s thresholds of 82 lbs/day for ROG and 

NOx. 

Although the WRSP would contribute to these cumulative impacts on a temporary basis (i.e., 

construction emissions are terminated once a project is built), the size of the WRSP area and the amount 

of construction that would occur would result in a substantial contribution to an existing air quality 

problem. Furthermore, even with implementation of the identified rules and regulations, the City of 

Roseville construction standards, and MM 4.4-1 and MM 4.4-3, the development of the WRSP would 

generate emissions that would exceed the PCAPCD thresholds. Therefore, development of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan would be cumulatively considerable in combination with other development in 

the region and would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on air quality. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Construction emissions for development of the SOI Amendment Area are estimated to exceed PCAPCD 

thresholds even with compliance with rules and regulations and implementation of MM 4.4-2 and 

MM 4.4-4, which require dust control and emissions reduction measures. Therefore, development of the 

SOI Amendment would be cumulatively considerable, in combination with other development in the 

region, and would also result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 
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Opera t iona l  Emiss ions  

SOI Amendment Area/WRSP 

Operational emissions associated with development of the SOI Amendment Area, including the WRSP, 

would exceed the PCAPCD thresholds for ROG, NOx, and PM10. As with the WRSP, development of the 

SOI Amendment Area is not planned in the City of Roseville General Plan or the Placer County General 

Plan. As a result, the emissions associated with the development of the SOI Amendment Area are not 

accounted for in the SIP. Therefore, growth associated with the SOI Amendment Area would hinder the 

PCAPCD’s ability to bring the region into attainment of federal and State ambient air quality standards. 

Compliance with the City’s Transportation Systems Management Ordinance and implementation of 

MM 4.4-5 for the WRSP and MM 4.4-6 for the Remainder Area would reduce the emissions produced 

within the SOI Amendment Area. However, even with implementation of all recommended mitigation 

measures, emissions associated with operational activities would exceed PCAPCD standards and would 

contribute considerably to the regional degradation of air quality. The project’s contribution would be 

cumulatively considerable and would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact on the SOI 

Amendment Area. 

As previously noted, the WRSP is located in an area that is designated non-attainment for ozone and 

PM10. Vehicles, industrial and commercial operations, and some residential activities (e.g., burning 

wood in fireplaces) would generate ozone precursors (i.e., reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides), 

contributing to the ozone problem within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. Vehicles are the primary 

sources of reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides (ozone precursors) in the air basin. Area sources, 

such as residential wood-burning stoves and fireplaces, are substantial sources of particulate matter. 

Operational emissions from development of the WRSP are estimated to exceed PCAPCD thresholds for 

ROG, NOx, and PM10. 

In order to bring the region into compliance with State and federal air pollutant standards, air districts 

use General Plans and similar planning documents to determine where and how much future growth 

will occur within the region. When development occurs that is not consistent with the intensity of 

development presented in a General Plan or if it was not previously accounted for in a General Plan, it is 

assumed that the emissions associated with that development were unaccounted for in the State 

Implementation Plan (SIP), which could hinder the region’s ability to come into compliance with State 

and federal air pollutant standards. Although many criteria air pollutants within the Sacramento Valley 

Air Basin were accounted for in the SIP, current growth forecasts for the Roseville area are now higher 
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than expected when the existing plans were prepared; therefore, emissions associated with the proposed 

project will adversely affect the region’s ability to achieve compliance with air quality standards. 

Development of the WRSP is not accounted for in the City of Roseville General Plan. As a result, the 

emissions associated with the development of the WRSP are not accounted for in the SIP. Project-related 

growth associated with the WRSP will make it more difficult for the region to attain the federal and State 

ambient air quality standards. If other areas that are not currently included in adopted planning 

documents (e.g., the possible future university west of the WRSP) are developed, cumulative 

degradation of air quality would be expected to increase, and the District’s efforts to achieve federal and 

State standards would be further impeded. As with the WRSP, measures to reduce operational emissions 

could be applied to cumulative development, but the emissions would still increase as the overall 

amount of development increases. 

Compliance with the City’s Transportation Systems Management Ordinance and implementation of 

MM 4.4-5, which requires a number of measures to reduce vehicular and area source emissions, would 

reduce the amount of emissions generated by the WRSP. The WRSP also includes a variety of policies 

that would promote the use of alternative forms of transportation and pedestrian access to commercial, 

and office uses within the WRSP site. However, because air emissions associated with the WRSP are not 

accounted for in regional air quality attainment plans, and WRSP emissions would exceed PCAPCD 

thresholds, development of the WRSP would be cumulatively considerable and would also result in a 

significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on regional air quality. 

Loca l ized  CO Emiss ions  

SOI Amendment Area 

Intersections that are projected to operate at LOS D or worse under cumulative 2020 conditions with 

buildout of the SOI Amendment Area are shown in Table 4.4-9. The highest CO concentration would 

occur at the intersection of Foothills Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard and at Vernon Street/Cirby Way, 

with an estimated 1-hour concentration of 4.5 ppm and an estimated 8-hour concentration of 3.3 ppm. 

These levels are far enough below the PCAPCD thresholds that additional planned, proposed, or 

potential development would not be expected to cause the CO thresholds to be violated. Therefore, the 

SOI would not be cumulatively considerable and would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Background CO concentrations in the Roseville area are low, and future roadside CO concentrations are 

expected to decrease from existing roadside CO concentrations despite anticipated increases in traffic 
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volumes due to improved fuel combustion efficiency. As shown in Section 4.4, Air Quality (Impact 4.4-5), 

the highest CO concentration that would occur with buildout of the City and development of the West 

Roseville Specific Plan would occur at the intersection of Foothills Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard, with 

an estimated 1-hour concentration of 4.4 ppm and an estimated 8-hour concentration of 3.2 ppm. These 

levels are well below the PCAPCD threshold, and CO concentrations are not expected to rise. Therefore, 

addition of traffic from the WRSP would not be cumulatively considerable even with buildout of the 

City, and development of planned, proposed, and potential projects in the Air Basin and would result in 

a less-than-significant cumulative impact on air quality. 

Toxic  Ai r  Contaminants  

SOI Amendment Area 

As with the WRSP, residents within and adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area would be exposed to 

additional multiple sources of TACs beyond current ambient levels, including TACs from stationary 

sources (e.g., PGWWTP and the proposed Roseville Energy Park), TACs from diesel particulate matter, 

TACs from industrial sources within the SOI Amendment Area, and TACs from certain commercial 

sources in the SOI Amendment Area or other surrounding development. 

MM 4.4-7 would reduce the health risk associated with receptors living within the SOI Amendment Area 

by ensuring that industrial operations evaluate TAC emissions and meet acceptable standards. The 

primary source of TACs in or near the SOI Amendment Area would be the PGWWTP, Roseville Energy 

Park, and WRSP industrial operations. County land to the west and north of the Remainder Area is 

currently in agricultural production and Placer Vineyards to the south does not provide for industrial 

development. Because TAC emissions would be generated within the City, MM 4.4-7 would be adequate 

to protect SOI Amendment Area residents from TAC emissions. The SOI would not be cumulatively 

considerable and would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on TAC levels. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Existing and proposed development in the Roseville area would include industrial stationary sources 

that emit toxic air contaminants. Stringent permitting requirements and federal, State, and local 

regulations guide the development and operation of industrial facilities to ensure that individual 

facilities do not exceed adopted TAC standards. There are two stationary sources in close proximity to 

the WRSP that could emit TACs: the PGWWTP and the proposed Roseville Energy Park. Industrial 

operations in the Sunset Industrial Area and Placer Ranch could also generate TACs in proximity to the 

WRSP. In addition to stationary sources, mobile sources would generate TACs. As discussed in Section 

4.4 of this document, the CARB recently identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC. The majority of 
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diesel particulate matter is emitted by mobile equipment, including construction equipment, delivery 

trucks, and buses. Finally, the WRSP could result in the development of land uses that emit a smaller 

amount of TACs, such as dry cleaners, autobody shops, or other industrial uses. Similar sources of TACs 

could be developed in the Placer Vineyards, and other existing and proposed development in the area. 

None of these uses would be expected to exceed standards for TAC emissions by themselves. 

Enron had proposed to construct a power plant on the site of the proposed Roseville Energy Park. A 

number of studies were completed for the Enron facilities, including extensive air quality analyses and 

health risk assessments. The health risk assessment determined that the proposed energy facility would 

have a cancer risk factor of approximately 0.33 in one million, a chronic health hazard index of 0.0031, 

and a maximum acute health hazard index of 0.087. Cancer risk of less than one in one million and a 

health hazard index of less than one are considered acceptable TAC levels for permitting purposes.468 

Similar studies have yet to be conducted for the proposed Roseville Energy Park, but it is expected to be 

much smaller than the Enron facility would have been in terms of operational energy output (150 MW 

compared to 900 MW). Therefore, the TAC levels should also be lower and the Roseville Energy Park 

would not be expected to generate TACs at levels that would exceed health standards. 

Although individual sources of TACs may be less than the 10 in 1 million threshold, the combination of 

multiple sources that emit TACs in combination with other development within the region could expose 

receptors to TAC levels that exceed the 10 in 1 million threshold which would be cumulatively 

considerable. MM 4.4-7 requires that industrial uses within the WRSP submit a “permit to operate” to the 

Air District demonstrating how the facility would not exceed the 10 in 1 million TAC threshold. This 

measure would be adequate to address TAC emissions from Roseville sources, and no industrial uses are 

proposed adjacent to the WRSP in either the City or the County. Therefore, cumulative TAC levels 

should be similar to project-specific emissions, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

by MM 4.4-7. 

 Noise 

The cumulative context for noise depends on whether the source is mobile (e.g., traffic related) or 

stationary (e.g., stationary source related). Traffic noise from the SOI Amendment Area would result in 

noise both inside outside of the area. At the same time, the SOI Amendment Area would be subjected to 

traffic noise from other areas. Consequently, the cumulative context for traffic noise is regional. Traffic 

noise levels under buildout of the City’s General Plan, as well as 2020 levels of development outside of 

                                                           
468 Placer County Air Pollution Control District, Placer County Air Pollution Control District Preliminary Determination of Compliance Roseville 
Energy Park, LLC, July 8, 2002. 
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the City, are presented in Section 4.5, Noise, of this document. This cumulative analysis qualitatively 

considers additional traffic noise from development that is not included in the 2020 traffic model, which 

includes speculative projects. 

Stationary source noise (e.g., industrial facilities, loading docks, sports facilities) and construction noise 

are relatively confined to the area in which they occur. Therefore, the cumulative context for these types 

of noise is the immediate vicinity of on-site sources. 

Cons t ruc t ion  Noise  

SOI Amendment Area 

The full SOI Amendment Area is bordered by several potential County projects, including Placer 

Vineyards to the south, the De la Salle/AKT University project to the west, and Placer Ranch to the north. 

As previously discussed, it is unlikely that construction would be underway in the same area at the same 

time and in proximity to residences or other sensitive receptors. Furthermore, construction within the 

City would comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and would occur primarily during the day. For 

these reasons, SOI construction noise impact would not be cumulatively considerable and would result 

in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Noise impacts would result from the operation of construction equipment and from noise generated by 

vehicular traffic traveling to and from a construction site. The magnitude of the impact would depend on 

the type of construction activity, the noise level associated with each piece of construction equipment, the 

duration of construction activities, the presence or absence of noise barriers, and the distance between the 

source of the noise and receptors. Properties located adjacent to construction sites would be affected 

temporarily; therefore, short-term construction noise impacts are anticipated. WRSP residents could be 

affected by development in the Remainder Area, in particular, as well as construction of Placer Ranch 

and the potential University project to the west of the WRSP, if these projects are approved. There could 

be periods of time in which the residents of the WRSP could be subjected to construction noise from 

several on-site and off-site sources, such as the Remainder Area, Placer Ranch, or the University project 

to the west. However, it is unlikely that construction in these three areas would be close enough to a 

particular sensitive receptor to create a substantial combined noise level, particularly as the noise source 

would need to double in magnitude to achieve a noticeable effect (a 3 dB increase). Construction within 

the WRSP, the Remainder Area, and the Roseville Energy Park would comply with the City Noise 

Ordinance. As discussed earlier, the construction of any project that occurs within the City would be 

limited to the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M. 
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Saturday and Sunday. The County does not have a similar ordinance, but typically limits construction to 

daytime hours, similar to the City. Also, any periods in which more than one project was operating in 

close proximity to the same sensitive receptor would likely be very short, and would only occur during 

the hours mentioned above. For these reasons, WRSP construction noise would not be cumulatively 

considerable and is also considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

S ta t ionary  Source  Noise  

SOI Amendment 

Neither the WRSP nor the Remainder Area would be exposed to, or generate, multiple sources of 

stationary noise that would be close enough to each other to generate a significant noise impact. 

Residential uses in the northern portion of the Remainder Area could be located in proximity to the 

Roseville Energy Park. However, the Remainder Area would be separated from the plant by Blue Oaks 

Boulevard, which would be 170 feet wide, as well as approximately 250 feet from the roadway to the 

energy park site itself. Given that the once proposed and much larger Enron plant would have generated 

acceptable noise levels at 400 feet from the facility, the Roseville Energy Park is not expected to create 

noise in excess of 60 dB Ldn at any location within the Remainder Area. Because neither the WRSP nor the 

Remainder Area would be expected to generate or be exposed to substantial cumulative noise from 

stationary sources, this cumulative impact is considered less than significant. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The proposed Roseville Energy Park would be a source of noise in the WRSP, which surrounds it on 

three sides. The proposed 150 MW plant is much smaller than the previously proposed Enron plant, 

which would have had a capacity of up to 900 MW. No noise analysis has been prepared at this time for 

the 150 MW facility. However, the noise from the 900 MW plant was anticipated to be 60 dB Ldn, the 

City’s maximum acceptable noise level for residential areas at 400 feet from the plant. The 150 MW 

facility would generate much lower noise levels, which would cause the 60 dB Ldn contour to occur closer 

than 400 feet from the energy facility site. 

The only other sources of noise in areas near the WRSP would be generated in schools, parks, or 

commercial areas in the Remainder Area or Placer Ranch, or possibly the University project to the west. 

Noise from these areas would not be additive because it would be unlikely that, for example, two 

commercial areas would be close enough to each other to substantially increase ambient noise levels. 

For the above reasons, cumulative WRSP noise levels from stationary sources would be less than 

significant. 
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On-S i te  T ra f f i c  Noise  

SOI Amendment Area 

Development of the full SOI Amendment Area would result in on-site noise levels that could exceed City 

standards. Future development outside of the SOI Amendment Area would further contribute to traffic-

related noise. MM 4.5-10 through MM 4.5-12 would ensure that noise barriers and setbacks are adequate 

to achieve City standards at residential areas in both the WRSP and the Remainder Area. However, it 

cannot be determined at this time whether these measures would maintain City standards if additional 

traffic noise is generated by potential projects in the vicinity of the SOI Amendment Area. Although the 

project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, noise caused by potential developments 

in the vicinity of the SOI would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.5-8, several roadways adjacent to proposed residential areas in the WRSP, 

including Fiddyment Road, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Blue Oaks Boulevard, and West Side Drive, 

would have noise levels that exceed 60 dB Ldn. Depending on the distance to residences in these 

locations, exterior and interior noise levels could exceed City standards under 2020 conditions. These 

noise levels could be further increased if Placer Parkway, Placer Vineyards, Placer Ranch, and/or the De 

la Salle/AKT University project to the west were developed because traffic from these potential projects 

could use WRSP roadways to access the regional network or to use commercial or other facilities in the 

WRSP area. 

MM 4.11-11 requires an acoustic analysis demonstrating that a combination of setbacks, barriers, and 

building orientation can ensure that noise levels meet City standards where residential uses are located 

inside of the 60 dB Ldn noise level contours. Barriers alone would reduce noise levels by approximately 4 

dB to 10 dB, depending on height, setback, and design. Such measures would be adequate to protect 

residential areas from unacceptable noise levels under 2020 conditions. However, because the exact 

intensity of uses and the amount of traffic that could be generated by projects in the County is unknown 

at this time, it cannot be determined whether noise levels could increase beyond the levels identified for 

the 2020 condition (and exceed City standards) even with mitigation in place. Once barriers and setbacks 

are in place within the WRSP, they are unlikely to be altered, even if future noise analyses for other 

potential projects indicate that noise standards could be exceeded. Therefore, future residents could be 

exposed to unacceptable levels, particularly along roadways that already experience noise levels 

approaching 70 dB Ldn because barriers typically reduce noise by a maximum of 10 dB Ldn. Therefore, the 
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effects of cumulative development on noise levels within the WRSP are considered significant and 

unavoidable, although the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Off -S i te  T ra f f i c  Noise  

SOI Amendment Area 

Development of the full SOI Amendment would increase the 60 dB Ldn contour beyond the extent 

projected for the WRSP alone. Other potential development would further increase this noise contour. As 

discussed above, because the exact intensity of uses and the amount of traffic that could be generated by 

projects in the County is unknown at this time, it cannot be determined whether noise levels could 

increase beyond the levels identified for the 2020 condition (and exceed City standards) even with 

mitigation in place. If traffic noise increased by more than 3 dB compared to the baseline condition (2020 

with buildout of the City’s General Plan), and mitigation is not feasible to maintain acceptable residential 

exterior noise levels, future residents could be exposed to unacceptable levels. This would be considered 

a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.5-9, the WRSP would increase off-site noise levels by as much as 3 dB under 

2020 conditions. Although the 60 dB Ldn contour would expand by 1 foot, existing residential areas 

would still be exposed to acceptable noise levels. Traffic noise increases beyond 2020 and/or as the result 

of potential development projects, such as Placer Ranch, would further increase the 60 dB Ldn noise 

contour within the City. As discussed above, the amount of traffic and resulting traffic noise resulting 

from projects that have not yet been approved, or in some cases formally proposed, cannot be 

determined. If cumulative noise levels increase by more than 3 dB, feasible mitigation may be available to 

provide enough of a noise reduction to return the noise contours to the level associated with buildout of 

the current General Plan and 2020 development. However, because the precise levels of noise and the 

potential impacts to sensitive receptors to noise are unknown at this time, as well as the degree to which 

mitigation could reduce any significant noise impacts, this is considered a significant and unavoidable 

cumulative impact. 

 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

SOI Amendment/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The context for evaluation of potential cumulative impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity is based on 

development in the region, including projected buildout under the City of Roseville’s adopted General 

Plan and approved or potential projects in the City, as well as additional foreseeable growth in the 



5-64 

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

project area to the north (Sunset Industrial Plan and Placer Ranch), south (Placer Vineyards and north 

Sacramento County), and west (potential De la Salle/AKT University site and south Sutter County). 

However, the geologic analysis of cumulative impacts is generally site-specific, rather than cumulative in 

nature, because each development site has unique geologic considerations that would be subject to site 

development and construction standards. 

Cumulative development in the Roseville area, including the WRSP and the Remainder Area, western 

Placer County, and northern Sacramento County would increase the number of people living, working 

and traveling through the region who would be exposed to seismic hazards or hazards associated with 

soil constraints (e.g., expansive soils). Although seismic risk in the City of Roseville is low, the potential 

effects from a large seismic event from regional faults cannot be dismissed. Soil conditions that could 

affect development would be site-specific. The magnitude of these cumulative seismic and soils impacts 

would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Uniform Building Code 

requirements that would be incorporated into project design and subject to review in conjunction with 

issuance of building permits. The project’s contribution to these cumulative impacts would not be 

considerable because all project structures would similarly comply with the Uniform Building Code. A 

less-than-significant impact would result. 

Cumulative development in the Roseville area, including the WRSP and Remainder Area, would involve 

grading activities that would remove surface vegetation, alter topography, and potentially expose soils to 

greater erosion potential. The magnitude of this impact would be greatest during construction, 

particularly if development were to occur simultaneously with development immediately adjacent to the 

SOI Amendment Area to the north, east, and south. However, implementation of Placer County and City 

of Roseville grading standards and use of State General Construction Activity Permit-mandated 

construction BMPs during construction would reduce this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant 

level. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant 

impact would result. Moreover, upon development of the WRSP and Remainder Area and other projects 

where undeveloped land is converted to urban uses, exposed soil would be covered with impervious 

surfaces that would reduce erosion potential over the long-term. 

Cumulative development in the Roseville area, particularly in areas where Prime Farmland would be 

converted to urban uses, would result in the loss of topsoil. The SOI Amendment Area’s contribution to 

loss of topsoil would not be cumulatively considerable because this area does not have the potential to 

produce significant amounts of erodible topsoil. A less-than-significant impact would result. 



5-65

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

 Biological Resources 

The cumulative context for the evaluation of impacts on biological resources is regional development, 

particularly western Placer County, which contains habitat very similar to the SOI Amendment Area. 

(For purposes of this biological resources discussion, the cumulative analysis for the WRSP Area is 

provided before the cumulative analysis for the SOI Amendment Area because it provides important 

background information applicable to both areas.) 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The WRSP would contribute to the urbanization of western Placer County. Over the last few decades, 

tens of thousands of acres of grasslands have been developed or designated for development in western 

Placer County, particularly in and around the cities of Roseville, Lincoln, and Rocklin. Development has 

also moved north into grasslands in Sacramento County. Future development would result in the further 

decline of native plant communities, including native oak woodlands and habitat for plant and wildlife 

species native to the region. The proximity of urban development would also contribute to the 

distribution of non-native plant and wildlife species, which would further degrade the habitat and 

available niches for native species in the surrounding region. 

According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Placer County contains almost 35 percent of all vernal 

pools within the southeastern Sacramento vernal pool region. As of 1994, an estimated 48,000 acres of 

vernal pool grassland remained in Placer County as a whole, although much of this acreage has been lost 

to development.469 In 1999, Jeff Glazner, a biologist, produced the Placer County Vernal Pool and 

Grassland Maps for Placer County (these maps are unpublished) that indicates there are 20,676 acres of 

vernal pool grasslands remaining in western Placer County. The proposed WRSP could result in the loss 

of approximately 2,200 of these acres (i.e., approximately 10 percent) of annual grasslands. 

Implementation of the WRSP is anticipated to result in the total loss of 32.78 acres of wetland habitat.  Of 

this, direct losses account for a total of 23.21 acres of wetlands and “other waters” of the U.S., including 

13.80 acres of vernal pools, 3.29 acres of vernal swales, 4.17 acres of wet swales, 1.33 acres of seasonal 

wetlands, and 0.62 acre of emergent marsh. Indirect impacts to wetlands account for an additional 8.83 

acres of vernal pool habitat and 0.74 acre of vernal swale habitat. These wetlands are located in the 

central portion of the last large, contiguous vernal pool grasslands in Placer County.470 

                                                           
469 Jan C. Knight, Chief, Endangered Species Division, US Fish and Wildlife Service, written communication to Kathy Pease, September 13, 
2002. 
470 Ibid. 
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A review of the Glazner maps show that concentrations of vernal pool complexes are scattered 

throughout the western portion of the County. According to these maps, the WRSP area is at the edge of 

this area and contains only a small portion of the complexes that are present in the western portion of the 

County. Additionally, the WRSP is immediately adjacent to urban development and would not result in 

significant fragmentation of these resources when examined from a Countywide perspective. 

Other development that would convert vernal pool grasslands to urban development could include 

Placer Ranch (approximately 2,000 acres) and other development in the Sunset Industrial Area, the 

potential De la Salle/AKT University to the west of the WRSP, and Placer Vineyards, which is composed 

primarily of cropland (although several hundred acres of grasslands and approximately 50 acres of 

wetlands are present). 

This situation is similar for other biological resources that are known to occur in the WRSP area. Based 

upon an examination of mapped (GIS) records provided in the State’s California Natural Diversity 

Database (CNDDB) and aerial photography of the region, potential habitat for Swainson’s hawk, 

burrowing owl, and other species addressed in this document is widely distributed within Placer and 

adjacent counties. The WRSP would result in the permanent loss of habitat for these species that is 

present within the development boundaries. When examined from a regional perspective, approximately 

2,200 acres of contiguous available grassland habitat available out of 20,000+ acres of grassland habitat in 

western Placer County alone would be affected, which represents a small percentage. Other potential 

Placer County projects (e.g., Placer Ranch, De la Salle/AKT University to the west) would likely convert 

another several thousand acres of grassland foraging habitat and Placer Vineyards could convert 2,200 

acres of grassland and cropland, both of which provide foraging habitat. In addition, the Reason Farms 

retention facility could fallow up to 1,000 acres of land. With this fallowing, the habitat value would 

change from irrigated rice fields to grasslands, a lower quality habitat for foraging raptors. 

In May 2000, the City and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) entered into a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or equivalent document to 

minimize the incidental take of vernal pool species resulting from future growth associated with the 

City’s soon-to-be-completed PGWWTP. As a result of negotiations with the USFWS, the Service has 

determined that the City does not need to prepare a HCP in lieu of purchasing land for an off-site 

preservation program and that future projects could proceed going through the Clean Water Act Section 

404 and Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation process to meet the intent of the MOU. 

Mitigation ratios for specific projects would be subject to the most current CDFG and USFWS policies. 
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Mitigation measures are discussed in detail in Chapter 4.7 to reduce the severity of significant 

project-related impacts to less-than-significant levels. However, even with these mitigation measures, a 

substantial change in habitat conditions (i.e., loss of grassland habitat) would result as a consequence of 

cumulative development in the region, transitioning the region into an urban environment. The amount 

of undeveloped habitat available for wildlife use decreases as development occurs and as the amount of 

habitat decreases, wildlife species that are incompatible with urban environment will be displaced. 

Cumulative development within the region would result in the loss of grasslands, wetlands, vernal pool 

habitat, and oak trees. The loss of this habitat would also result in impacts to special status plant and 

animal species. These regional impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. However, the 

project’s contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable because the loss of 

wetlands, grasslands, foraging habitat, and oak trees, and any associated impacts to special status 

species, are fully mitigated at at least one-to-one replacement ratio approved by the CDFG and USFWS. 

Through conservation, restoration, and/or preservation, these habitats will remain in perpetuity, within 

southwestern Placer County. Therefore, biological resources impacts would be considered less than 

significant. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Development of the full SOI Amendment Area would contribute to the conversion of natural habitat in 

western Placer County to urban uses. Under the full SOI Amendment, total grassland area lost could 

exceed 4,000 acres (approximately 19 percent of this habitat type in western Placer County). This would 

include the potential loss of an additional approximately 50 acres of wetlands from within the Remainder 

Area. In addition, development of the Remainder Area could require the City’s participation in the 

Sacramento River Diversion project, which could affect terrestrial species and habitat, particularly during 

construction, as well as fisheries during constriction and operation. Impacts to grasslands and wetlands 

would produce similar cumulative impacts identical to those identified for the WRSP Area. The SOI 

Amendment’s contribution to the cumulative loss of biological resources and habitat would be 

cumulatively considerable and would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact, even with 

implementation of mitigation identified in Section 4.7 of this document. 

 Cultural Resources 

The cumulative context for the evaluation of potential cumulative impacts on cultural resources is the 

City of Roseville and western Placer County. (For purposes of this cultural resources discussion, the 

cumulative analysis for the WRSP Area is provided before the cumulative analysis for the SOI 

Amendment Area because it provides important background information to both areas.) 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development in the region could result in the damage or destruction of known archaeological and 

historical resources, as well as any existing undiscovered subsurface sites artifact. Archival data reveals 

that the Roseville vicinity contains a relatively wide array of both prehistoric and historic cultural 

resources. Although no evidence of prehistoric resources was discovered during field surveys of the 

WRSP area, food stations, artifacts, and other features have been found near the cities of Lincoln and 

Rocklin. Historic resources and prehistoric sites have been recorded in the Placer Vineyards site and 

could occur elsewhere in South Placer County. 

Numerous laws, regulations, and statutes, on both the federal and state levels, seek to protect and target 

the management of cultural resources. These would apply to development within and outside the City. 

In addition, the Roseville General Plan provides local policies that safeguard cultural resources from 

unnecessary impacts. These policies include inventory and evaluation processes and require consultation 

with qualified archaeologists in the event that previously undiscovered cultural materials are 

accidentally exposed. MM 4.12-1 would reduce the WRSP contributions to cumulative cultural resources 

impacts in the City of Roseville by ensuring that appropriate surveys are conducted to identify cultural 

resources; that cultural resources discovered within the WRSP area are properly recorded and handled; 

and that known existing resources in the WRSP area are appropriately recorded and preserved, when 

feasible. 

The WRSP contains the Fiddyment Ranch, a historically significant ranch complex. MM 4.8-4 through 

MM 4.8-6 call for the preservation, if possible, or appropriate reuse and recordation of cultural resources. 

While the house and some other buildings are planned to be retained, the Fiddyment Ranch would no 

longer be used as a ranch, and the surrounding area would be developed, thereby altering the ranch’s 

context. The loss of the Fiddyment Ranch would contribute to the cumulative loss of large homesteads, 

farms, and ranches in South Placer, which also includes the Whitney Ranch in the Lincoln/Rocklin area. 

Development of the WRSP could result in the discovery of paleontological resources. Other development 

throughout south Placer County could also encounter such resources. MM 4.12-10 would ensure that 

paleontological resources, if discovered during project development, would be appropriately handled so 

that information regarding the resource would not be lost. 

Due to the rabid urbanization of the area and the associated loss of sensitive cultural resources, a 

significant and unavoidable impact would result. While implementation of the General Plan’s policies 

and the mitigation measures shown in Section 4.12 would reduce the potential for significant cumulative 

impacts on cultural resources to a less than significant level, because the final disposition of Fiddyment 
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Ranch is not known at this time, the loss of the historic Fiddyment Ranch due to the WRSP would 

contribute to the cumulative loss of historic resources in the Western Placer region. Therefore, the 

WRSP’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable and a significant 

and unavoidable impact would result. 

SOI Amendment 

Development of the full SOI Amendment Area could adversely affect cultural resources through the 

partial or full destruction of the Fiddyment Ranch complex and/or the inadvertent destruction of or 

damage to unknown paleontological or archaeological resources. The loss of such resources would 

contribute to the regional loss of cultural resources. For example, several prehistoric sites and historic 

resources have been recorded in the Placer Vineyards site. Similar resources could be located to the north 

and west of the SOI Amendment Area as well. While MM 4.12-1 through MM 4.12-13 would minimize 

the potential for damage to artifacts and/or their loss in both the WRSP and Remainder Area to a less 

than significant level, the conversion of Fiddyment Ranch and the surrounding area to urban uses would 

substantially alter the context of this significant historic resource, thereby contributing to the cumulative 

loss of historic resources throughout Placer County. This is considered a significant and unavoidable 

cumulative impact and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable and would also be 

significant and unavoidable. 

 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

The cumulative scenario for hazardous materials and public safety is the City of Roseville. 

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Increased Use of Hazardous Materials 

The WRSP and SOI Amendment, in conjunction with cumulative development in the City, would 

include areas designated for commercial uses. Cumulative development would also include continued 

operation or development of new light-industrial uses and/or public/quasi-public facilities (e.g., 

PGWWTP and the Roseville Energy Park). These types of development would increase the use of 

hazardous materials within the area, resulting in potential health and safety effects related to hazardous 

materials use. For the most part, potential impacts associated with WRSP development would be 

confined to the light industrial, public facilities, or commercial areas. Hazardous materials incidents 

would typically be site-specific and would involve accidental spills or inadvertent releases. Associated 

health and safety risks would generally be limited to those individuals using the materials or to persons 

in the immediate vicinity of the materials. Thus, the project’s contribution to increased use of hazardous 
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materials, and associated exposure risks, would not be cumulatively considerable. Airborne toxic air 

contaminant emissions from commercial and industrial sources are addressed in the cumulative analysis 

for air quality. Implementation of applicable hazardous materials management laws and regulations 

adopted at the federal, State, and local level would ensure cumulative impacts related to hazardous 

materials use remain less than significant. The project’s contribution to this impact would not be 

cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant impact would result. 

Exposure Due to Increased Hazardous Materials Transportation 

Development in the City of Roseville, including the WRSP and SOI Amendment, would result in a 

cumulatively considerable increase in hazardous materials transportation in the area, which could 

expose greater numbers of people to increased risks in the event of an inadvertent release or spill. 

Stringent regulatory requirements apply to the common carriers that would handle the deliveries and 

transport of hazardous materials to and from the project area. While these regulations do not eliminate 

the potential for accidents and resulting spills, they would reduce the frequency of occurrences and 

would limit the number people that could be exposed. Implementation of applicable laws and 

regulations would ensure that cumulative impacts associated with the transport of hazardous materials 

within the region such that this activity would remain less than significant. The project’s contribution to 

this impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant impact would result. 

Exposure Due to Proximity of Exist ing or Proposed Facil i t ies Using Hazardous 
Materials or Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) from High-Voltage Transmission Lines 

Development in the City of Roseville, including the WRSP and SOI Amendment, would result in an 

increase in development of land uses that could be adjacent to public facilities (e.g., wastewater treatment 

plants, energy facilities), industrial operations, or high-voltage power lines. As development occurs, a 

greater number of people could be exposed to potential hazards associated with chemical use or 

electromagnetic fields (EMFs). The risk associated with each type of potential source would be site-

specific and would generally be limited to the adjacent development. In some cases, a buffer or setback 

would be required. Operators of public facilities and industrial operations are required to comply with 

specific laws and regulations adopted to minimize potential risks to the public. The City of Roseville has 

adopted a prudent avoidance policy in siting land uses in the vicinity of high-voltage transmission lines. 

Because such hazards would be site-specific and would not combine with similar hazards elsewhere, 

effects associated with the project would not be cumulatively considerable. Implementation of applicable 

laws and regulations and land use planning policies would ensure cumulative impacts associated with 

siting of developed uses adjacent to potential hazards remain less than significant. The project’s 
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contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant impact 

would result. 

Exposure to Potential Contaminants in Soil  or Groundwater from Past Uses 

For any projects in the City of Roseville that would involve development or redevelopment of an existing 

site in which soil or groundwater contamination may have occurred, the potential exists for release of 

hazardous materials during construction and/or remediation of those sites. For individuals not involved 

in construction activities, the greatest potential source of exposure to contaminants would be airborne 

emissions, primarily through construction-generated dust. Other potential pathways, such as direct 

contact with contaminated soils or groundwater, would not pose as great a risk to the public because 

such exposure scenarios would typically be confined to the construction zones. Assuming that site-

specific risk management controls are implemented and compliance with applicable laws and 

regulations pertaining to site cleanup and hazardous materials management is achieved at all other 

locations, any soil or water contamination identified in the WRSP or Remainder Area would not result in 

any significant cumulative impacts. Moreover, an individual who is near the construction zone of one 

source would not likely be exposed to maximum levels off-site from another source. The project’s 

contribution, therefore, is not cumulatively considerable. Implementation of applicable hazardous 

materials management laws and regulations adopted at the federal, State, and local level would ensure 

cumulative impacts related to development of known or potentially contaminated sites remains less than 

significant. The project’s contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-

than-significant impact would result. 

Exposure of the Public to Areas Irr igated with Recycled Water 

As development continues in the City of Roseville, it is anticipated that new areas accessible to the public 

(e.g., parks, recreation fields, landscape medians) would continue to be irrigated with recycled water 

from the Dry Creek WWTP or PGWWTP as part of the overall water supply strategy for the City. 

Recycled water used for areas accessible to the public must be treated to adopted standards and applied 

in accordance with State and City regulations. Development of the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area, in 

combination with development in the City of Roseville and potential future projects in the region would 

increase the number of people who could use areas irrigated with recycled water. Recycled water applied 

in the WRSP and Remainder Areas would be obtained from the same sources, and all treatment methods 

would continue to comply with adopted standards established by laws and regulations. Although new 

areas would be irrigated, there would be no direct correlation between the use of recycled water and the 

number of people working, residing, or visiting areas irrigated with recycled water. Therefore, the 

project’s contribution to impacts associated with the use of recycled water would not be cumulatively 
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considerable. Implementation of applicable recycled water laws and regulations adopted at the State and 

City level would ensure cumulative impacts related to recycled water use remains less than significant. 

The project’s contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-

significant impact would result. 

 Public Services 

The cumulative context for public services is the service area of each service provider. For police, fire, 

libraries, and parks, services are provided by the City of Roseville; therefore, buildout of the City in year 

2020 is the cumulative context. For schools, the service area of each district is the cumulative context.  

Pol i ce  Se rv i ces  

SOI Amendment Area 

Police services are provided based on established service standards and goals reflected in the General 

Plan. The population in 2020 is expected to be 127,714471 for the City of Roseville, not including the SOI 

Amendment Area. Pursuant to the standard of 1.2 officers per 1,000 population, 153 officers would be 

needed to serve the City’s population. According to the General Plan Final EIR, the additional 

development within the existing City limits includes a balance of commercial, industrial, and residential 

development, which should adequately fund the provision of increased police personnel. Police 

protection services would continue to be adequately funded and provided based on evolving service 

goals. Additional demand on police services could also result from development in the nearby County 

(e.g., Placer Ranch, Placer Vineyards). Because the City ensures adequate police staffing levels to protect 

its population, the cumulative impact would be less than significant.  

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would contribute the need for 47.5 additional officers, 

resulting in the need for approximately 200 police officers to serve the City’s population. The project’s 

contribution to the demand for police officers would be cumulatively considerable. However, 

implementation of MM 4.10-2(a), which requires that additional police officers be added to the Roseville 

Police Department (RPD) to serve the City’s population, would reduce the SOI Amendment Area 

contribution to cumulative impacts. This would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

In addition to the need for more officers, expansion of police headquarters and the RPD’s communication 

systems would be necessary to serve the additional officers and the population of Roseville. 

Implementation of MM 4.10-2(b) and MM 4.10-2(c), which requires these expansions, would also reduce 

                                                           
471 DKS Associates, 2002; based on 50,480 dwelling units, and 2.53 residents per dwelling unit. 
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the cumulative contribution of the SOI Amendment Area by ensuring the provision of adequate facilities. 

This would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

The expansion of existing police facilities or construction of new facilities could result in impacts on the 

physical environment in certain issue areas (i.e. biological resources, air quality, water quality); however, 

these impacts are inherently site-specific, rather than cumulative in nature, because impacts would occur 

on relatively small parcels and cumulative development, for this reason, would not necessitate the 

construction or expansion of numerous police facilities. In addition, environmental review would be 

completed on a site-specific basis prior to any construction activities and appropriate mitigation would 

be implemented. For these reasons, it would be speculative to identify the level of significance of 

cumulative impacts, or the project’s contribution to those impacts. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The cumulative analysis for the WRSP Area is identical to the cumulative analysis for the SOI 

Amendment Area, except implementation of the WRSP would require an additional 25 police officers 

and related support staff and equipment, resulting in the need for approximately 178 offices to serve the 

City’s population.  

With the implementation of existing policies and MM 4.10-1, police protection services would continue to 

be adequately funded and provided based on evolving service goals. Therefore, the WRSP’s contribution 

to the cumulative impact on police services would be less than significant. 

F i re  P ro tec t ion  

Similar to police services, fire services are provided based on established service standards and goals. 

Cumulative development within the City would be subject to these standards. The population in 2020 is 

expected to be 127,714472 for the City of Roseville without development of the SOI Amendment Area. 

Additional stations and fire fighters would be required to continue to meet the response time standard of 

4 minutes in all areas of the City. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would add a total of 39,540 residents to the City, and 

development of the WRSP would add 20,810 residents to the City of Roseville. This increased population, 

in combination with other development in the City and County, would increase demand for fire 

                                                           
472 DKS Associates, 2002; based on 50,480 dwelling unites and 2.53 residents per dwelling unit. 



5-74 

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

protection services and could reduce response times due to increased traffic. In addition to the station 

proposed in the WRSP area, another fire station could be required in the Remainder Area to serve 

development. The addition of stations, as required under MM 4.10-3, would ensure that the Roseville 

Fire Department (RFD) could adequately serve development within the SOI Amendment Area. 

However, in order for the RFD to estimate response times, it would need to run the Department’s model, 

as required by MM 4.10-3. The model requires a land use plan, which is not available for the Remainder 

Area at this time. The model will indicate the appropriate locations for fire stations in the City to ensure 

that the response time standard is met for all areas of the City. Given current policies and mitigation 

measures, the contribution of both the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area to the demand for fire 

protection services would not be cumulatively considerable and is considered a less-than-significant 

cumulative impact. 

Schools  

SOI Amendment Area 

Buildout of the City in combination with other development in South Placer County would increase the 

demand on the school districts serving the SOI Amendment Area (Roseville City School District [RCSD], 

Roseville Joint Union High School District [RJUHSD], and Center Unified School District [CUSD]). 

Existing and planned schools would not have the capacity to serve all future development so that 

additional school sites will be required as new development is planned and built. School fees would be 

collected to fund construction of new schools, as required and allowed by State law. Development of the 

SOI Amendment Area would contribute 4,224 students in the RCSD, 1,957 students in the RJUHSD, and 

3,393 students in the CUSD. While school sites would be dedicated in the WRSP that could serve some of 

the students generated in the entire SOI Amendment Area, additional school sites would need to be 

dedicated in the Remainder Area to serve all of the students generated by development of the entire SOI 

Amendment Area. Because no land use plans have been prepared for the Remainder Area, the number 

and location of schools in that area is unknown. However, given current school capacities, the addition of 

any more students would exceed planned capacity. MM 4.10-7 requires that school sites be identified as 

needed in proposed specific plans in the Remainder Area. New residential development would be 

required to pay school impact fees to the school districts to offset the capital costs of constructing new 

schools, which would ensure that cumulative impacts are less-than-significant. The provision of school 

sites and payment of applicable fees, consistent with State law and City (and County) policies would 

ensure that the SOI Amendment contribution to cumulative impacts on the local school districts is not 

cumulatively considerable. This would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The development of the WRSP, in conjunction with other planned residential development in the City of 

Roseville and South Placer County, would increase the demand for school services in the RJUHSD and 

RCSD. Existing schools in these districts would not be able to accommodate the projected future 

population at their current capacities. Development of the WRSP would contribute 2,815 students to the 

RCSD and 1,315 students to the RJUHSD. The WRSP would designate sites for four elementary and one 

intermediate school within the WRSP area and one RJUHSD high school. WRSP development would also 

contribute funding for the construction of schools. 

New residential development within the City of Roseville and Placer County would be required to pay 

school impact fees to the school districts to offset the capital costs of constructing new schools, consistent 

with State law and City (and County) policies. The provision of school sites and payment of applicable 

fees would ensure that the WRSP contribution to cumulative impacts on the local school districts is not 

cumulatively considerable. This would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Libraries 

SOI Amendment Area 

As discussed in Section 4.10, the City’s library system lacks the necessary resources to provide what 

library administrators consider adequate circulation and staffing for existing libraries. By 2020, there will 

be approximately 127,714 residents in Roseville.473 Based on the service standard of one library branch 

per 15,000 to 20,000 residents, approximately seven library branches in total would be needed 

throughout the City by 2020. There are currently two public libraries that serve the City. Development 

within the City and SOI Amendment Area would result in growth that would place demand on existing 

library facilities, further reducing their ability to provide adequate service. 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would result in the addition of 39,540 residents to the City. 

When combined with the population projections for 2020, there would be approximately 167,254 

residents in the City. This would result in the need for approximately ten library branches citywide, 

including two in the SOI Amendment Area. Nearby development in the County, such as Placer Ranch 

and Placer Vineyards, could also increase use of the City’s library facilities. Implementation of MM 4.10-9 

and MM 4.10-10 would ensure that library sites are dedicated within the SOI Amendment Area or that 

existing facilities are expanded to accommodate new project residents. Therefore, the SOI Amendment’s 

                                                           
473 DKS Associates, 2002; based on 50,480 dwelling units and 2.53 residents per dwelling unit. 



5-76 

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

contribution to cumulative demand for library services would not be cumulatively considerable and a 

less-than-significant impact would result. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Implementation of the WRSP would add approximately 20,810 people to the City of Roseville, resulting 

in the need for one additional library branch and the citywide need of eight library branches to 

adequately serve the City’s population. Implementation of MM 4.10-9 would result in the siting or 

expansion of a library branch within or near the WRSP to serve City residents. Combined with other 

growth in the City, the additional library space would alleviate some of the demand on citywide library 

facilities. Therefore, the WRSP’s contribution to the demand for library services would not be 

cumulatively considerable and the impact would be less than significant. 

Parks  and Rec rea t ion  

As Roseville continues to grow and eliminate the surrounding open spaces, there will be a greater need 

to create parklands and open spaces within the City. The population in 2020 is expected to be 127,714474 

for the City of Roseville, not including the SOI Amendment Area. The City has a standard of 3 acres per 

1,000 residents for: (1) neighborhood/community parks; (2) Citywide parks; and (3) open space/passive 

parks. This corresponds to the need for approximately 383 acres each of neighborhood/community parks, 

Citywide parks, and open space/passive parks by 2020 (without the additional demand for parks created 

by development in the SOI Amendment Area). Development in the County would also create a demand 

for parks. The County requires only five acres of improved parkland per 1,000 residents, compared to the 

City’s combined requirement of 9 acres per 1,000 residents; therefore, some County residents may use 

City facilities. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would add approximately 39,540 residents to the City, 

requiring approximately 356 acres of parkland, consisting of approximately 118 acres each of 

neighborhood/community parks, Citywide parks, and open space/passive parks. Therefore, by 2020, with 

the development of the SOI Amendment Area, approximately 1,505 acres of parkland would be needed 

throughout the City. The City’s General Plan Policy PA-1, which requires the dedication of 9 acres of 

parkland per 1,000 residents, is a stricter requirement that the State’s Quimby Act, or the County’s 

standard, which requires only 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. Compliance with the City’s 

parkland standard would ensure that enough parkland is set aside within the City to serve its residents. 

                                                           
474 DKS Associates, 2002; based on 50,480 dwelling units and 2.53 residents per dwelling unit. 
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Payment of the Neighborhood and Community Park Fee and the City-Wide Park Fee would continue to 

be collected from all residential units developed in the City. The applicants and residents of future 

projects in the SOI Amendment Area would be required to dedicate land and to pay park development 

fees. With the payment of the fees and the implementation of the General Plan policies, the SOI 

Amendment contribution to cumulative demand for parks and recreation facilities would not be 

cumulatively considerable and would result in a less than significant impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed under the SOI Amendment Area, a less-than-significant cumulative impact would occur 

with respect to parks and recreation because the City’s Standards for the provision of adequate park 

facilities is less than either the State or County standards. The WRSP would add approximately 20,810 

residents, requiring approximately 187 acres of new parks in total, with 62 acres each of 

neighborhood/community parks, Citywide parks, and open space/passive parks. Therefore, by 2020, with 

the development of the WRSP area, approximately 1,337 acres of parkland would be needed in the City. 

The WRSP alone includes approximately 939.6 acres of open space and parkland for use by City 

residents, which greatly exceeds the City’s park requirement. Therefore, the WRSP would not 

considerably contribute to the cumulative demand for parks and recreational facilities, and the impact 

would be less than significant. 

 Public Utilities 

The project-level analysis of impacts on certain public utilities, including potable water supply, recycled 

water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid waste disposal, considers buildout of the City’s 

General Plan, and other planning efforts through buildout (e.g. Roseville Regional Wastewater Service Area 

Master Plan [WWMP]), as well as development proposed in the SOI Amendment area. Therefore, while 

the project-level analysis for the utilities mentioned above considers conditions at buildout of the City’s 

General Plan and other planning efforts, any proposed and anticipated development that occurs outside 

of the City’s boundaries or WWMP service area must also be considered in the cumulative analysis. 

 Water Supply 

Wate r  Supply ,  D is t r ibu t ion ,  and S to rage  

The cumulative analysis for water supply, distribution, and storage considers the potential 

environmental effects of supplying water to the project in addition to regional water demands generated 

in Placer County and Sacramento County under the provisions of Water Forum Agreement (WFA). The 
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WFA provides a framework for providing surface water and groundwater supplies to the region through 

the year 2030. 

SOI Amendment Area 

A portion of the proposed water supplies provided to the region pursuant to the WFA would be 

obtained from the American River through contracts subject to WFA requirements. Deliveries from the 

American River, which provides a source of supply allowed by the WFA, include a component of water 

that is delivered to Central Valley Project (CVP) customers, including the City of Roseville, San Juan 

Water District, Placer County Water Agency, and others. 

Under the cumulative without project conditions (or “future” conditions), American River deliveries 

would be increased to regional water purveyors who participated in the WFA (in this instance, American 

River deliveries include all deliveries to purveyors receiving water from the American River and waters 

delivered from the Sacramento River in lieu of the American River). Therefore, water deliveries made 

under the WFA could increase to the maximum limits specified in the WFA if: (1) all agreements are 

negotiated as planned; (2) all of the water purveyors seeking diversions obtain all of the necessary federal 

and state approvals; and (3) all of the necessary facilities are constructed. 

As discussed in Subsection 4.11.2.1, Water Supply – Environmental Setting, an EIR was prepared for the 

Water Forum Agreement (WFA EIR) that addresses impacts and mitigation measures resulting from 

implementation of the water supply program outlined in the WFA. The findings of that EIR, and the 

accompanied Water Forum Action Plan, outlined a program whereby water delivery could be supplied 

to area purveyors through the year 2030, provided that a permanent pumping plant is constructed at 

Auburn (North Fork American River) and additional Sacramento River diversion facilities are 

constructed. While the specific construction and operational details of the proposed Sacramento River 

Diversion project were not evaluated in the WFA EIR, a diversion from the Sacramento River was 

included in the hydrologic modeling in the EIR for purposes of identifying potential cumulative 

environmental impacts for wet/average, drier, and driest years for year 2030.475 

The WFA EIR listed the flow-related environmental impacts that could occur when implementing water 

diversions under the WFA and concluded that there was the possibility for environmental impacts in the 

following areas: groundwater resources, water supply, water quality, fisheries resources and aquatic 

habitat, flood control, hydropower supply, vegetation and wildlife, recreation, land use and growth 

                                                           
475 Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal EIR, Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-1a 
and Section 4.1, Modeling Assumptions, Table 4.1-2. 
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inducement, aesthetics, cultural resources, and soils and geology. While mitigation measures were 

developed, some impacts remained significant even after the application of these feasible mitigation 

measures. The following presents the applicable WFP EIR impacts by their respective level of 

significance, which represents the impacts that would occur as a result of cumulative development in the 

region, including buildout of the City of Roseville pursuant to its existing General Plan, full development 

of the SOI Amendment Area and development of the cumulative projects and/or development levels 

identified in Section 5.5.2 of this document. 476 

WFA Less-than-Signif icant Impacts (After Mit igation) 

Groundwater Resources 

■ Continued lowering of groundwater 

■ Movement of groundwater contaminants 

■ Land subsidence from aquifer draw down 

Water Quali ty 

■ Seasonal changes to water quality in Folsom Reservoir, Lake Natoma and the Lower American 
River 

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat 

■ Impacts to Folsom Reservoir’s coldwater fisheries 

■ Impacts to Lake Natoma’s coldwater and warmwater fisheries 

■ Temperature impacts to Nimbus fish hatchery operations and fish production 

■ Lower American River Steelhead 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impact to the American shad (May and June) 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impact to the Striped Bass Sport Fishery (May–June) 

■ Impacts to Shasta Reservoir’s coldwater and warm-water fisheries 

■ Impacts to Trinity Reservoir’s coldwater and warm-water fisheries 

■ Impacts to Keswick Reservoir Fisheries 

■ Flow-related impacts to Sacramento River fisheries 

■ Temperature-related impacts to Sacramento River fisheries resources 

■ Delta fish populations 

                                                           
476 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal Draft EIR (SCH #95082041), January 1999, Table 2-1. 
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Flood Control 

■ Ability to meet flood control diagrams of Central Valley Project (CVP)/State Water Project (SWP) 
Reservoirs 

■ Increased stress on Lower American River flood control structures 

■ Increased exposure to flood hazards 

■ Substantial change in floodplain characteristics 

■ Changes in river channel geometry or gradients leading to changes in bank erosion, aggradation, 
segradation, or meander processes 

Hydropower Supply 

■ CVP hydropower capacity and generation 

■ Increased energy requirements for diverters pumping from Folsom Reservoir. (This impact was 
found to have an economically significant impact after mitigation.) 

Vegetation and Wildlife 

■ Lower American River riparian vegetation and backwater ponds 

■ Vegetation associated with reservoirs 

■ Vegetation associated with the Upper Sacramento River 

■ Vegetation associated with the Lower Sacramento River and the Delta 

■ Special-status species dependent on Lower American River backwater pond/marsh habitats 

■ Elderberry shrubs and Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

■ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta habitats of special-status species (non-fish) 

Recreation 

■ Lake Natoma recreation opportunities 

■ Shasta Lake recreational opportunities 

■ Trinity Reservoir recreation opportunities 

■ Recreation opportunities on Whiskeytown and Keswick Reservoirs 

■ Impacts on the Upper Sacramento River 

■ Lower Sacramento River recreation opportunities 

■ Delta recreation opportunities 

■ Consistency with the American River Parkway plan 

■ Consistency with the Lower American River’s recreational river designations 
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Land Use and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

■ Land use impacts on direct and indirect effect study areas 

■ Consistency with General Plan 

■ Consistency with General Plan water supply and conservation policies 

Aesthetics 

■ Aesthetic value of the Lower American River 

■ Aesthetic value of the Upper and Lower Sacramento River and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

■ Aesthetic value of Lake Natoma, Whiskeytown, and Keswick Reservoirs 

■ Aesthetic value of Folsom, Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs 

Cultural Resources 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River bank 
near Nimbus Dam 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River bank 
near the mouth 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River near 
Freeport 

Soils and Geology 

■ Changes in geologic substructures 

■ Exposure to major geologic hazards 

■ Increased soil erosion by wind or water 

■ Loss of soil cover 

Various forms of mitigation were successful at reducing these impacts to less-than-significant levels 

after mitigation. 

 WFA EIR Potentially Significant Impacts 

Water Quali ty 

■ Sacramento River and Delta Water Quality 

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat 

■ Impacts to Folsom Reservoir’s warm water fisheries 

■ Fall-run Chinook salmon 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impacts to splittail (February–May) 
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The mitigation measures applied to these impact areas would reduce these impacts, but not necessarily 

to less-than-significant level. 

 WFA Significant Impacts 

Water Supply 

■ Decrease in deliveries to State Water Project (SWP) customers 

■ Decrease in deliveries to Central Valley Project (CVP) customers 

Recreation 

■ Reduced rafting and boating opportunities on the Lower American River 

■ Reduced Folsom Reservoir boating opportunities 

■ Reduced availability of Folsom Reservoir swimming beaches 

Land Use and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

■ Land use and growth-inducing impact in the water service study area 

Cultural Resources 

■ Effect of varying water levels on cultural resources in Folsom Reservoir 

The WFA EIR determined that even after mitigation is applied to these topical areas, the level of 

significance after mitigation would remain significant and unavoidable. 

The WFA EIR is a programmatic EIR and did not evaluate the specific environmental effects of 

construction and operation of facilities necessary to implement the water deliveries under the WFA, such 

as storage tank sizes, backbone transmission line diameters, or other distribution facilities. The WFA EIR 

indicated that facility construction projects would be evaluated in separate tiered or project-level 

environmental documents.477 

Because cumulative development, including the SOI Amendment Area, would require water from the 

Sacramento River Water Diversion Project, which is as yet unfunded and unapproved, and the EIR for 

this project indicated that significant and unavoidable impacts would result, this is considered significant 

and unavoidable cumulative impact. Because the Remainder Area would depend upon water from the 

Sacramento River, the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable, and a significant and 

unavoidable impact would result. 

                                                           
477 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal Draft EIR (SCH #95082041), January 1999, p.4.1-3. 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Cumulative water supply, storage, and distribution impacts that would occur as a result of development 

in the region, including the West Roseville Specific Plan (but without the Remainder Area), would also 

be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described above under the discussion for the SOI 

Amendment Area. However, while water demand associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan 

and the West Roseville Specific Plan would be supplied by existing and assured sources of City water, 

any increase in water demand in a region that does not have adequate and assured water supplies for 

cumulative development would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative 

impact. Therefore, while the project-level impact is less than significant, the project’s contribution to the 

cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Potab le  Wate r  T rea tment  

This cumulative analysis considers the potential environmental effects of treating water within the 

context of regional supplies and demands generated in Placer County, Sutter County, and Sacramento 

County under the provisions of the WFAO. 

SOI Amendment Area 

The Barton Road WTP has the capacity to treat all of the City’s General Plan and proposed WRSP Area 

through buildout in 2020. The City does not have the treatment capacity or the conveyance facilities to 

provide potable water to the Remainder Area. To meet Remainder Area water supply needs, a diversion 

from the Sacramento River is required. If approved and constructed, the Sacramento River Water 

Reliability Project would require the provision of water treatment and storage facilities with a capacity of 

255.0 mgd to meet the diversion and delivery requirement of PCWA, Sacramento Suburban Water 

District (SSWD), and the cities of Roseville and Sacramento. The Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project would also require the necessary pipeline systems to deliver treated water to, and interconnect 

with, the existing PCWA, SSWD, Roseville, and Sacramento water distribution facilities. The construction 

and operation of water treatment facilities for the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project are 

assumed to result in similar cumulative impacts as previously described for water supply since similar 

infrastructure facilities would be required. 

Because cumulative development would require the treatment of water from the Sacramento River 

Diversion Project, which is as yet unapproved and unfunded, and implementation of the Sacramento 

River Diversion project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the cumulative impact 

associated with water treatment is also considered significant and unavoidable. Because the Remainder 
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Area would depend upon water from the Sacramento River, the project’s contribution would be 

cumulatively considerable, and a significant and unavoidable impact would result. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The Barton Road Water Treatment plant currently has a capacity of 60 mgd, which is the result of an 

expansion project completed in 2001. The treatment plant site has been master planned to an overall 

capacity of 100 mgd. These expansions will be completed in two phases: an expansion to 75 mgd, which 

is expected to be completed in mid-2006, and an expansion to 100 mgd, which is expected to be 

completed in mid-2010.478 Future City buildout demand for potable water treatment in 2020 is estimated 

to be 88.93 mgd, which can be treated by the facility. 

As previously mentioned, cumulative development in the region requires water from the Sacramento 

River project. Because cumulative development would require water from the Sacramento River 

Diversion Project, which is as yet unapproved and unfunded, and implementation of the Sacramento 

River Diversion project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the cumulative impact 

associated with water treatment is also considered significant and unavoidable. 

However, because the WRSP Area does not rely upon water from the Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project, and City’s existing treatment plant has sufficient capacity designed to accommodate flows 

generated by the City for both current General Plan and WRSP Area buildout, the WRSP Area’s 

contribution to the cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable and a less-than-significant 

impact would result. 

 Recycled Water 

Recyc led  Wate r  Supply ,  S to rage ,  and Dis t r ibu t ion  

The cumulative context for recycled water supply is cumulative development identified in Section 5.2.2 

of this document that would occur in Placer County, Sutter County, and Sacramento County. One of the 

cumulative projects identified in Section 5.2.2 is Roseville Electric’s new Energy Park, which is in the 

early stages of planning and is being considered to meet the community need for service reliability and 

cost stability. If the proposed 150-megawatt energy facility were constructed, part of the excess recycled 

water supply from the PGWWTP would be used for cooling water. Therefore, development of the energy 

facility is considered in the cumulative context for recycled water. The total annual recycled water 

demand for a 150-megawatt plant would be approximately 1,112 AF/yr, which would correspond to a 

                                                           
478 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, p.13. 
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peak day demand of 1.45 mgd.479 To meet this demand, a continuous supply of 1,006 gpm of recycled 

water from the PGWWTP is required.480 

SOI Amendment/WRSP 

Currently, recycled water is produced at the existing DCWWTP and distributed to locations within the 

City. When the PGWWTP becomes fully operational, recycled water from the PGWWTP and the existing 

DGWWTP will comprise the regional recycled water facilities that would produce recycled water for use 

in the City, including the SOI Amendment Area, as well as the City’s regional partners’ service areas. 

Current and future recycled water planning efforts for the City of Roseville are described in the Recycled 

Water Distribution System Feasibility Study (April 2000), which provides for recycled water demand 

through 2030. As illustrated by the data in Table 4.11-12, there would be 12.0 mgd average day supply (or 

6.33 mgd peak day supply) available from the combined flows from the City’s DCWWTP and PGWWTP 

after serving City customers, the SOI Amendment, the 700 gpm constant supply to the recycled water 

tank at Woodcreek Oaks Golf course, and without the proposed energy facility. These additional flows 

could be used for other projects not anticipated in the Feasibility Study and included in the demand from 

the SOI Amendment Area, such as the cumulative development identified in Section 5.2.2 of this 

document. Because recycled water is available to meet existing and projected demands, including the SOI 

Amendment Area, this is considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact for recycled water supply 

and distribution. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-

significant impact would result. 

The distribution system to convey the recycled water would be expanded, and additional storage tanks 

and pumps could be needed. The extension of the system to areas outside the City of Roseville where 

such facilities do not exist could result in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to 

construction activities. However, it would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential 

environmental impacts absent a plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any 

infrastructure improvements would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. 

However, the surplus recycled water could accommodate growth, and indirect effects of growth (e.g., 

traffic, air, and noise) could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. The project’s 

contribution to those impacts would be cumulatively considerable, since the project includes an 

expansion to the PGWWTP and a significant and unavoidable impact would result. 

                                                           
479 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p.28. 
480 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p. 30 
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 Wastewater 

Was tewate r  Co l lec t ion  and Dis t r ibu t ion  

A Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan (Master Plan) EIR (WWMP EIR) has been 

prepared for major wastewater conveyance and treatment improvements to serve the area through 

buildout of the City’s WWMP service area. This service area collectively includes the service areas of 

both the PGWWTP and the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP). The WWMP EIR 

considered a DWP of 20.7 mgd for flow to the PGWWTP at buildout. The cumulative context for 

wastewater treatment is development assumed with ultimate buildout of the general plans and approved 

development plans for those areas within the Master Plan service area, plus additional development that 

could seek to connect to the PGWWTP. Only the northeast portion of the SOI Amendment Area is 

currently included in the Master Plan Service Area, which is the area previously called Phase 1 of the 

Villages at Blue Oaks. 

SOI Amendment/WRSP 

As shown on Table 4.11-14, the Remainder area is anticipated to generate flows of 5.1 mgd ADWF to be 

treated at the PGWWTP. When the 1.1 mgd that was previously assumed for the Villages at Blue Oaks is 

subtracted, as it was originally included in the WWMP EIR flow to PGWWTP, the total net increase in 

flows from the SOI Amendment Area would be 4.0 mgd more than anticipated under the Wastewater 

Master Plan EIR, and the PGWWTP would need to be 24.7 mgd in order to treat flows from the full SOI 

Amendment Area. Flow from the SOI Amendment Area of 24.7 mgd is considered in section 4.11 of this 

EIR. If other projects unanticipated in the Wastewater Master Plan propose to have wastewater treated at 

the PGWWTP, additional approvals and increases in capacity would be needed. Because of site 

limitations, an expansion to treat more than 20.7 mgd would require an expansion beyond the current 

site boundary. The extent to which the PGWWTP would need to expand to treat additional wastewater 

beyond the 24.7 considered in this EIR would depend on which projects would use the plant, subject to 

approval of the South Placer Wastewater Authority. 

The Placer Vineyards project is proposing to convey its wastewater to the Sacramento Regional 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. Placer Ranch is geographically located such that it could be served either 

by the PGWWTP or by the City of Lincoln’s Regional wastewater treatment plant. Current plans for 

Placer Ranch indicate that it proposes to connect to the PGWWTP. The possible De la Salle/AKT 

University Project to the west of the WRSP would also likely propose to connect to the PGWWTP, and 

other projects could propose to connect as well. As with the SOI Amendment Area, wastewater flows in 

excess of 20.7 mgd would need to be analyzed, since that was the capacity analyzed in the Wastewater 
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Master Plan EIR. If flows were to exceed 20.7 mgd, an expansion beyond the current site would be 

necessary. Expansion of the plant to serve such unanticipated flows could result in impacts on the 

environment associated with construction to increase the capacity of the plant, loss of natural and other 

resources to expand the footprint of the facility, and degradation of water quality as a result of increased 

discharges to Pleasant Grove Creek. 

This EIR evaluates the conversion of the 20 acres immediately south of the PGWWTP to plant facilities. 

The NPDES discharge permit for the PGWWTP would also need to be amended to reflect higher flows. 

Construction impacts, such as noise and disturbance of wildlife, have also been addressed to the extent 

possible in this EIR and the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. However, this EIR does not consider the effects 

of operating a facility with flows in excess of 24.7 mgd (the amount needed to accommodate the full SOI 

Amendment Area plus growth in the WWMP EIR service area through buildout). 

The construction and operation of additional wastewater treatment facilities, as well as wastewater 

collection systems, to areas outside the WWMP EIR service area and the SOI Amendment Area where 

such facilities do not exist could result in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to 

construction activities. However, it would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential 

environmental impacts absent a plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any 

infrastructure improvements would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. The 

construction of additional wastewater treatment and collection facilities, where such facilities do not 

exist, could result in indirect growth effects (e.g., traffic, air, and noise), which could be significant and 

unavoidable on a cumulative basis. While adequate wastewater treatment would be required prior to 

project approval, the fact that regional wastewater treatment systems are not available combined with 

the uncertainty regarding construction and operation impacts results in a cumulative impact that is 

significant and unavoidable. However, the project’s contribution to those impacts would not be 

cumulatively considerable, because this document evaluates and requires the expansion of the PGWWTP 

to accommodate the excess demand from the SOI Amendment Area. Therefore, this project’s 

contribution to the cumulative condition is a less-than-significant impact would result. 

 Solid Waste 

The cumulative context for solid waste is the service area of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, 

which serves the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and Placer County. 
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SOI Amendment/WRSP 

Currently, the landfill is anticipated to be able to accept waste until 2036. However, the final closure date 

would be affected by several factors, including regional growth rates, economic conditions, and the 

efficiency of waste recovery.481 Depending on these factors, waste from the SOI Amendment Area, in 

combination with other cumulative development, could shorten the lifespan of the landfill. The WRSP 

alone would increase the amount of waste received by the WRSL over a twenty to thirty year period by 

approximately 301,740 to 452,610 tons, on 2.2 to 3.2 percent of the WRSL’s remaining capacity. 

Depending on when the SOI Amendment Area is built out, it would generate approximately 576,320 to 

864,480 tons of solid waste (assuming 20 to 30 full years of waste generation). This waste would require 

4.1 to 6.2 percent of the landfill’s remaining capacity. 

MM 4.11-11 would reduce the amount of waste to be landfilled by requiring that Specific Plans or other 

development plans in the Remainder Area provide greenwaste bins to residences, as currently required 

by the WRSP Development Agreement. The WRSP also requires source-reduction measures. This 

mitigation would reduce the amount to be landfilled by approximately 1,282 tons/year. Similar measures 

could be adopted by other projects, but could only be required by the City of projects within its 

jurisdiction. MM 4.11-10 calls for increasing landfill capacity, but the decision to expand the landfill rests 

with the WPWMA, rather than the City of Roseville. Currently, the WRSL is expected to have capacity to 

accommodate waste from development until 2035. If development in the WRSL service area occurs more 

rapidly than anticipated, the landfill’s lifetime would be shortened, necessitation expansion sooner than 

anticipated. MM 4.11-10 would reduce this cumulative impact by expanding landfill capacity. However 

the City cannot guarantee that expansion beyond current plans. Therefore, the cumulative impact is 

significant and unavoidable. The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable, 

given that additional solid waste would be generated, and the impact would also be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would also generate approximately 65 tons per day of solid 

waste that would require processing at the MRF, and other cumulative projects could require additional 

processing at the MRF. Based on projections for the Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 (Appendix 

C of the Final EIR), the increase in waste associated with the SOI alone could cause the MRF to exceed its 

capacity by 2008. MM 4.11-12 calls for increasing the capacity of the MRF by adding additional 

processing lines. This could increase MRF capacity, such that it may be adequate to process waste from 

the SOI Amendment Area and from other development anticipated in WPWMA’s current plans. The 

                                                           
481 Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 Draft Environmental Impact Report, January 9, 
2003, page 3-6. 
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WPWMA can and should increase the capacity of the MRF and the City shall advocate that it do so. 

However, the City cannot compel the WPWMA to take such action. Because the MRF has enough 

capacity to treat its daily processing requirements and an additional expansion is planned to allow 

adequate processing through 2008, cumulative MRF impacts are considered less than significant. 

However, the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable because it would cause the 

MRF to exceed its capacity by 2008, which result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.11-9, the WRSP would generate approximately 13,213 tons per year of solid 

waste that would require disposal at the WRSL. The WRSP would also increase the amount of 

construction debris (Impact 4.11-11) received at the landfill, as the well as additional sludge from the 

wastewater treatment plant. The WRSP requires source-reduction measures, such as greenwaste bins, 

which would divert an unknown amount of waste. Nonetheless, the WRSP would increase the amount of 

waste received by the WRSL over a twenty to thirty year period by approximately 182,760 to 274,140 

tons, or 1.3 to 2.0 percent of the WRSL’s remaining capacity, assuming that the growth projections 

developed for the Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 are realized. 

The WRSP, along with other development in the region, would also increase the amount of processing 

needed at the MRF. AS discussed in Impact 4.11-10, the MRF is expected to reach its planned capacity in 

approximately six years, necessitation additional expansion , as called for by MM 4.11-11. Because the 

City does not have jurisdiction over the MRF, this is considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact. The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable, given that additional 

solid waste would be generated, and the impact would also be considered significant and unavoidable. 

 Electricity 

The cumulative context for electricity is the service area of the Western Area Power Administration, 

which is generated by the federal government’s Central Valley Project and from other members of the 

Northern California Power Agency, a joint powers agency. 

SOI Amendment Area/WRSP 

Cumulative development in the region must comply with Title 20 and Title 24 California Code of 

Regulations to reduce overall energy demand. However, regional electricity demands are directly related 

to changing power generation and distribution in the western U.S. Further, the sources of energy are 

diverse and widespread. The exact source that would supply future development in the City or the 

region is not known at this time. Currently, the region obtains power from combustion (natural gas), 
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hydroelectric facilities, and geothermal projects. The proposed Roseville Energy Park would be a source 

of additional electricity for the City of Roseville. Construction of new or expanded facilities could affect 

the environment, particularly during construction when impacts related to soil erosion, storm runoff, 

increased noise, dust, and vehicle emissions could result. In addition, sensitive habitats, visual resources, 

and cultural resources could be affected. 

The regional strategy is to (1) continue to rely on electricity from the Western Area Power 

Administration; (2) acquire new sources of energy; and (3) to continue to promote energy conservation. 

However, sufficient reliable sources of electrical power are not guaranteed, as evidenced by the energy 

shortfalls during California’s “energy crisis.” Therefore, an increased demand for electrical service due to 

cumulative development in the region would be considered significant and unavoidable on a cumulative 

basis. However, because Roseville Electric has guaranteed the provision of adequate electricity for the 

SOI Amendment Area and the WRSP Area, including provision of transmission facilities, and will 

construct a new substation (and a second, if required), the project’s contribution to this cumulative 

impact is not cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant. 

 Natural Gas 

The cumulative context for natural gas is the supply area of PG&E. 

SOI Amendment Area/WRSP 

PG&E has indicated that supplies of natural gas exist to serve future development of the SOI 

Amendment Area and, typically, natural gas supplies are available for all proposed development. The 

exact source that would supply the City in the future is not known, and would vary over time. In 1999, 28 

percent of California’s natural gas supply came from Canada, 10 percent from the Rockies, and 46 

percent from the Southwest.482 Because natural gas can be transmitted for long distances, it can be 

obtained from a wide range of sources, both in and out of California. Therefore, it would be speculative 

to attempt to assess the impacts of using any particular source of natural gas. Because natural gas has 

always been made available, and could be transmitted for long distances, the cumulative impact would 

be less than significant. The project’s contribution to that impact would be rendered less than 

cumulatively considerable and a less-than-significant impact would result. 

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides natural gas service to the City of Roseville and beyond. Natural 

gas regulators and transmission lines are required to serve residences and businesses. Expansions of 

                                                           
482.California Energy Commission website, California’s Major Sources of Energy, http://www.energy.ca.gov//energysources.html, accessed 
June 14, 2001. 
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these types of facilities would be required to serve the growing population of the Region, and would be 

constructed as new development is approved. The construction and operation of additional natural gas 

transmission facilities to areas outside the City of Roseville where such facilities do not exist could result 

in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to construction activities. However, it 

would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential environmental impacts absent a 

plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any infrastructure improvements 

would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. The construction of additional 

natural gas transmission facilities, where such facilities do not exist, could result in indirect growth 

effects (e.g., traffic, air, and noise), which could be significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. 

While the provision of adequate natural gas would be required prior to project approval, the fact that 

such facilities are not available combined with the uncertainty regarding construction and operational 

impacts results in a cumulative impact that is significant and unavoidable. However, the project’s 

contribution to those impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, because this document evaluates 

and requires the provision of such facilities to accommodate the excess demand from both the WRSP 

Area and the Remainder Area. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would result. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential impacts on hydrology and water quality are attributed to development not only within the City 

limits, but in the watershed area that exists outside of the City limits. The context for the evaluation of 

potential cumulative impacts on flood conditions and water quality is the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed and Curry Creek watershed that are tributary to the Cross Canal watershed, which drains to 

the Sacramento River. 

S to rmwater  Peak  F lows and Volumes  

Cumulative development in the Roseville area, which includes the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, 

would increase the amount of impervious surface cover, which would, in turn, generate stormwater 

runoff peak flows. The increased runoff to the streams in the watershed would also increase the amount 

of stormwater runoff. As noted in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, several developments 

upstream and east of State Route 65 in Lincoln and Rocklin have constructed or have planned regional 

detention storage basins along Pleasant Grove Creek and its tributaries. Based on a comparison of data 

generated for cumulative plus project upstream conditions with and without upstream detention (Model 

3 and Model 4), each of these basins contributes to delays in downstream peak flows at the WRSP project 

area boundary. As a result, placing detention in the lower portions of the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed to manage all events, including the higher frequency (2-year) small storms, would likely delay 

peak flows such that the combined effect could actually increase peak flows downstream, which could 
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increase flood risk to downstream properties. Consequently, detention is not used in the lower portions 

of the watershed. The conclusion for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed is consistent with drainage 

studies prepared for projects located upstream in the City of Roseville. 

The 1993 Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Study (“1993 study”) examined the 

Pleasant Grove Creek watershed and other regional drainages that affect Sutter County. Figure 3-3 in the 

1993 study identified future land assumptions for determining potential impacts from urban runoff. The 

study concluded that all planned future development in Placer County, if unmitigated, could increase 

flows by less than 0.3 foot (3.6 inches) along tributary streams and approximately 0.1 foot (1.2 inches) in 

the ponding area upstream of the Cross Canal. These increases would inundate several hundred 

additional acres in Sutter County during a major flood.483 

Conclusions of this study recommended a combination of regional and local detention and retention 

basins, adoption of a regional floodplain management plan, and adoption of grading ordinances and 

policies.484 Although the SOI Amendment Area is not delineated on Figure 3-3 in the 1993 Auburn Ravine, 

Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Study, the 1993 study remains the current, adopted study for 

identifying potential cumulative effects of stormwater runoff and measures for mitigating such increases. 

Both City of Roseville and Placer County General Plan policies require that individual projects mitigate 

their contribution of increased surface water flows to minimize the potential for increased on- and off-

site flooding. As described in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality (Environmental Setting), the 

City is planning a regional stormwater retention basin (Reason Farms) in western Placer County 

downstream of the SOI Amendment Area. Preliminary estimates of the amount of retention that would 

be needed to reduce potential flooding impacts at downstream locations (e.g., Placer-Sutter County line) 

were developed, and the most recent analysis indicates that approximately 2,350 ac-ft of storage volume 

would be required to mitigate the increase in the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff. Although the 

SOI Amendment Area is currently outside the City limits, runoff volumes for the SOI Amendment were 

included in the 2,350 acre-feet (ac-ft) volume for purposes of developing a conceptual basin design.485 

A Draft EIR (SCH #2002072084) that evaluates the potential environmental effects of construction and 

operation of the regional retention basin was prepared in October 2002, and the Final EIR was certified in 

January 2003. The EIR included a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis that concluded that the basin would 

                                                           
483 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, page ES-3. 
484 CH2MHILL, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, Volume 1, June 1993. 
485 City of Roseville, Final EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH #2002072084), January 10, 2003, Table 1, p.1-2. 
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increase the peak flow rate upstream of the site and decrease the peak flow rate downstream of and 

through the site. It would also decrease flood elevations upstream and through the site along Pleasant 

Grove Creek as well as downstream.486 

The SOI Amendment Area is at the headwaters of Curry Creek. No development is proposed upstream 

in the watershed. Only a small portion (approximately 271 acres) of the proposed 5,000+ acre Placer 

Vineyards project is drained by Curry Creek.487 Runoff from that portion of Placer Vineyards would 

contribute to flows in Curry Creek. Hydrologic modeling has not been completed for Placer Vineyards; 

however, the rate and amount of runoff under cumulative conditions is expected to be minimal due to 

the size of the contributing subshed (271 acres) relative to the size of the watershed (approximately 

10,880 acres), and detention facilities would likely be required to ensure consistency with Placer County 

and Placer County Stormwater Management Manual requirements. There are no other planned or 

approved projects that would contribute to cumulative conditions in the Curry Creek watershed. (Note: 

the proposed South Sutter County Specific Plan project is south of the Curry Creek watershed.488 ) For 

Curry Creek at Brewer Road, the estimated increase in water surface elevations identified in the 1993 

study for both the 2-year and 100-year storm was 0.01 feet.489 

SOI Amendment 

Development of the Remainder Area, in combination with the WRSP and development upstream in the 

Pleasant Grove Creek watershed would increase the rate of stormwater runoff. It would also increase the 

amount of runoff entering Pleasant Grove Creek. As discussed in Impact 4.12-1, project area modeling for 

the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed (which included the northern MOU Remainder Area) indicated that 

detaining peak flows in basins would not be recommended because it could exacerbate flooding by 

allowing peak flows to coincide. When future land uses in the northern MOU Remainder Area have been 

more clearly defined, site-specific drainage hydrologic and hydraulic analyses would be performed as a 

condition of project approval (as required under City of Roseville General Plan Policy SB-6) and subject 

to review by the PCFCWCD. This would ensure the Remainder Area’s contribution to peak flow rates is 

considered within the larger context of regional flows. The proposed regional retention basin (Reason 

Farms) would be required to mitigate cumulative stormwater volumes, as discussed above. Because the 

regional retention facility in the Reason Farms property is funded and approved, the cumulative impact 

would be less than significant for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed. Implementation of MM 4.12-2 

                                                           
486 City of Roseville, Initial Study for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project), July 22, 2002, p.86. 
487 Placer Vineyard DEIR, Quad Knoff, Section 4.3.2 
488 Sutter County Community Services Dept., Draft EIR South Sutter County Specific Plan, October 2001, Figure 2.1-2. 
489 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 
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would provide capacity and a mechanism for determining the SOI Amendment Area’s proportionate 

contribution to development of the regional retention basin, which would ensure that impacts are not 

cumulatively considerable. A less-than-significant impact would result. 

For Curry Creek, peak flows from the Remainder Area could increase the risk of downstream flooding. If 

a combined basin in the Remainder Area is not large enough to detain SOI Amendment Area flows in 

accordance with PCFCWCD and City Improvement Standards drainage criteria, peak flows could be 

increased downstream. Flows from the 271-acre portion of the proposed Placer Vineyards project that 

drain to Curry Creek could also contribute to peak flow rates and volumes, which could further increase 

the risk of flooding downstream of the SOI Amendment Area. This is considered a significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impact. A larger detention/retention basin near the main branch of Curry Creek 

within the SOI Amendment Area could be developed to control peak flows and volumes, but a site-

specific preliminary drainage study and environmental review must be prepared for both City of 

Roseville and Placer County approval. 

The 1993 study indicated that increases in water surface elevations downstream of the SOI Amendment 

Area at Brewer Road as a result of stormwater flows would be minimal (0.01 feet). However, neither the 

proposed SOI Amendment nor the proposed Placer Vineyards project were assumed in the future land 

uses that would contribute flows to the watershed. While implementation of MM 4.12-1 through 

MM 4.12-3 would reduce the SOI Amendment Area’s contribution to this impact by ensuring peak flows 

and volumes from the SOI Amendment Area are minimized, a site-specific drainage study that includes 

the SOI Amendment Area and the proposed Placer Vineyards project within the regional context has not 

been developed. Therefore, the combined effect cannot be determined at this time and the project’s 

contribution must be assumed to be cumulatively considerable in order to provide a conservative 

analysis, particularly in light of the size of the Remainder Area in the context of the Curry Creek 

watershed. Further, because the development and approval of storm drainage infrastructure for other 

projects contributing to the Curry Creek watershed (e.g., Placer Vineyards) would be under the 

jurisdiction of Placer County to monitor and enforce, this would result in a significant and unavoidable 

impact for the Curry Creek watershed. 

West Rosevil le Specif ic Plan 

Table 5-22 shows the changes in peak flow rates that would occur downstream in Pleasant Grove Creek 

under cumulative conditions. The proposed WRSP would generate stormwater runoff, but it would not 

contribute to increased peak flow rates for the 10-year and greater storm events, as discussed in Impact 

4.12-1, even without detention. Therefore, the proposed WRSP would not considerably contribute to 

cumulative peak flow impacts for the 10-year and greater storms in Pleasant Grove Creek. The proposed 
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WRSP would slightly increase peak flow rates during the 2-year storm. The proposed WRSP’s 

contribution to the cumulative condition as result of the small (approximately 2.3 percent) increase in 

peak flows for the 2-year storm is discussed below. 

 
Table 5-22 Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development And  

Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Conditions 
Pleasant Grove Creek at West End 

of Project 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Brewer 

Road 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Placer-

Sutter County Line 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Cross 

Canal 
Location Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg

2-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

1,857   2,052   2,079   2,076   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 1,848 - 0.5 % 
(decrease) 

 2,012 - 1.9 % 
(decrease) 

 2,045 - 1.6 % 
(decrease) 

 2,047 - 1.6 % 
(decrease) 

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 2,336   2,779   2,794   2,803  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 2,322   2,766   2,782   2,797  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   6.9%   7.0%   6.3% 

10-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

4,449   5,344   5,286   5,227   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 4,384 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

 5,236 -2.0 % 
(decrease) 

 5,200 -1.6 % 
(decrease) 

 5,150 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins  

 4,909   5,832   5,757   5,687  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 4,858   5,797   5,725   5,658  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 
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Table 5-22 Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development And  

Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Conditions 
Pleasant Grove Creek at West End 

of Project 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Brewer 

Road 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Placer-

Sutter County Line 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Cross 

Canal 
Location Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg

25-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

6,115   7,034   6,982   6,897   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 6,095 -0.3 % 
(decrease) 

 6,930 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

 6,898 -1.1 % 
(decrease) 

 6,834 -0.9 
%(decrease)

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 6,508   7,445   7,383   7,229  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 6,374   7,370   7,315   7,328  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 

100-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

8,162   9,070   9,021   8,947   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 8,124 -0.5 
%(decrease) 

 8,921 -1.6 
%(decrease)

 8,882 -1.5 
%(decrease) 

 8,823 -1.4 
%(decrease)

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 8,551   9,368   9,316   9,251  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
existing 
upstream 
basins 

 8,305   9,199   9,165   9,115  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 

NOTES: 
cfs = cubic feet per section 
Ex = existing (pre-developed) conditions 
Dev = developed conditions 
Existing upstream basins are located in Whitney Oaks, Sunset West, Highlands Reserve and Stanford Ranch developments. 
Percent Chg = percent change (increase/reduction) in peak flow rates compared to existing conditions 
SOURCE:  Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Volume 2, Appendix L 
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Table 5-23 indicates that for Pleasant Grove Creek, the 1993 study estimated that water surface elevations 

at Pettigrew Road would be between 0.34 feet and 0.35 feet at Brewer Road for the 2-year event, when 

considered within the larger context of the entire 292-square-mile watershed.490 There would be an 

estimated increase in the 2-year stage in the ponding area of 0.08 feet, which represents a decrease in 

water surface elevations downstream. Hydraulic modeling for the proposed WRSP (which is discussed 

in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality) indicates that there would be a decrease in water surface 

elevations of 0.02 and 0.03 feet, respectively, at the WRSP/SOI Amendment Area boundary and at the 

boundary between the SOI Amendment Area and the Reason Farms property without the regional 

retention facility (see Table 5-23). The water surface elevation at the furthest modeled downstream 

location (west boundary of Reason Farms property, approximately 1.9 miles east of the Sutter County 

line) is projected to increase by 0.03 feet (approximately one-third of an inch) without the regional 

retention facility. The 0.03-foot increase caused by the proposed WRSP would be in addition to the levels 

estimated in the 1993 study and would represent an approximately 8 percent increase in the projected 

cumulative increase at the downstream Pleasant Grove Creek locations, which were projected to range 

from 0.34 to 0.35 feet. This would be considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact for the 

Pleasant Creek watershed if the Reason Farms regional retention facility was not constructed. 

 
Table 5-23 Pleasant Grove Creek WRSP Contribution to Cumulative Downstream Changes 

in 2-Year Water Surface Elevations 

Location Modeled in WRSP Hydraulic Analysis 
Existing Water 

Surface Elevation (ft)
Existing Plus WRSP Water 

Surface Elevation (ft) Net Change (ft) 
WRSP Addition to Cumulative 

Change Estimated in 1993 Study

Pleasant Grove Creek at WRSP/MOU 
Remainder Area #1 boundary(Mile 3.532) 

78.22 78.20 -0.02 none 

Pleasant Grove Creek at MOU Remainder 
Area #1/Reason Farms property 
boundary(Mile 2.398) 

73.21 73.18 -0.02 none 

Pleasant Grove Creek at west boundary of 
Reason Farms property(1.9 miles east of 
Placer-Sutter County line, Mile 0.0189) 

56.90 56.93 +0.03 8 % 

PROJECTED 2-YEAR CUMULATIVE WATER SURFACE ELEVATION CHANGE IDENTIFIED IN 1993 AUBURN RAVINE, COON, AND PLEASANT 
GROVE CREEKS FLOOD MITIGATION STUDY (WITHOUT REGIONAL RETENTION BASIN) 

Pettigrew Road   0.34  

Brewer Road   0.35  
SOURCE:  data compiled from Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Volume 2, Appendix M (HEC-RAS Summary of Results), and Placer 

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 

 

As noted above, the WRSP was included in the 2,350 acre-feet volume for purposes of developing a 

conceptual regional retention basin design for Reason Farms. As further noted, results of hydrologic and 

hydraulic modeling prepared for the retention basin project indicate that operation of the basin would 

                                                           
490 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 
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decrease the peak flow rate and flood elevations downstream in Pleasant Grove Creek. Implementation 

of MM 4.12-2 would ultimately reduce project-specific contributions to regional flood conditions due to 

increased stormwater flows. Because the regional retention basin is funded and approved, the project’s 

contribution to this impact is not cumulatively considerable and the impact would be less than 

significant for the Pleasant Grove watershed. 

Detention basins would also be included in the portion of the WRSP draining to Curry Creek. Results of 

hydrologic modeling indicate that the proposed basin storage and outflow design described above for 

Curry Creek would exceed the required peak flow mitigation in the City’s Stormwater Management 

Plan. Therefore, there would be no contribution to the cumulative peak flow conditions in the Curry 

Creek watershed. With detention facilities in place, the data in Table 4.12-8 indicate that water surface 

elevations downstream of the WRSP also would not increase. Therefore, the project’s contribution would 

not be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than significant for the Curry Creek 

watershed. 

F loodpla in  

SOI Amendment/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, FEMA published a Flood Insurance Rate 

Map (FIRM) for Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek in 1998. The mapping delineates the boundary of 

the 100-year floodplain along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek in the SOI Amendment Area and 

designates the floodplain as Zone A (no base flood elevations determined). Detailed mapping showing 

cross-sections and base flood elevations ends at the City of Roseville-Placer County corporate limits near 

Fiddyment Road. 

The 100-year floodplain has been defined for Pleasant Grove Creek upstream of the proposed WRSP and 

downstream west of the Reason Farms property. If the remaining portions of the SOI Amendment Area 

in the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed were developed at levels similar to those proposed in the WRSP, 

it is possible that structures or fill could be placed in the floodplain, which could impede or redirect flood 

flows. Similarly, if fill were placed upstream of the SOI Amendment Area to accommodate future 

development, the increase in water surface elevations, although relatively small, could be cumulatively 

considerable and could result in flood risks to existing and planned development. Results of the 

hydraulic modeling for the placement of small amounts of fill in the floodplain to accommodate 

development of detention facilities (Curry Creek) and roadway/bridge crossings would not increase 

water surface elevations. No private development would be allowed in the floodplain. However, 

implementation of MM 4.12-4 would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to this impact by 
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ensuring that development does not occur in the 100-year floodplain, or if small amounts of fill are 

placed in the floodplain that water surface elevations would not be measurably affected. Therefore, the 

proposed WRSP would not contribute to cumulative floodplain impacts. This is considered a less-than-

significant cumulative impact. 

Water  Qual i ty  

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Both the WRSP and Remainder Areas would drain to Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek, which are 

part of a larger watershed. The changes in water quality that could occur as a result of construction 

activities and urban runoff in the WRSP and Remainder Areas would not be expected to differ 

substantially from other development that contribute flows to Pleasant Grove and Curry creeks upstream 

of the SOI Amendment Area. There is no published documentation that the water quality in Pleasant 

Grove Creek or Curry Creek differs substantially. Therefore, for purposes of this discussion, the WRSP 

and SOI Amendment are considered together. 

Cumulative urban development would involve soil-disturbing construction activities, such as vegetation 

removal, grading, and excavation. These soil disturbances would expose soil to wind- and water-

generated erosion, possibly at accelerated rates. Therefore, surface runoff would carry increased 

sediment loads. As previously described, sediment from erosion can have long- and short-term water 

quality effects, including increased turbidity, which could result in adverse impacts on fish and wildlife 

habitat, reduced water pump life due to abrasion, impaired recreation and aesthetic values, and 

increased flooding hazard due to reduced channel capacity. 

Urban development results in increased impervious surfaces that increase the rate and amount of runoff 

and can alter existing surface water quality. The primary sources of water pollution includes runoff from 

roadways and parking lots, runoff from landscaping areas, industrial activities (including wastewater 

treatment plants), non-stormwater connections to the drainage system, accidental spills and illegal 

dumping. Runoff from roadway and parking lots could contain levels of oil, grease, and heavy metals. 

Runoff from landscaped areas could contain concentrations of nutrients (i.e., fertilizers and pesticides). 

The conveyance of urban pollutants to receiving waters by cumulative projects in the watershed would 

result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

The City requires that erosion control plans be prepared and approved by the City to reduce water 

quality impacts during construction activities. The General Plan also requires that urban runoff 

measures, including Best Management Plans (BMPs), and buffer areas be implemented as part of 

individual project development to protect water quality from urban development. The City of Roseville 
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is developing a stormwater quality management program in accordance with recently adopted NPDES 

Phase 2 requirements. 

Implementation of applicable State General Permit requirements for stormwater runoff during 

construction and anticipated NPDES Phase 2 requirements would reduce potential degradation of 

receiving water quality attributable to the WRSP and Remainder Area to levels such that the WRSP’s and 

Remainder Areas’ contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant 

impact would result. 

Groundwate r  Use  

The cumulative context for groundwater impacts is the groundwater aquifer generally underlying 

western Placer County and northern Sacramento County. The boundary of this area is defined in the 

North American River Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model (IGSM) Sutter/Placer Model. 

This model, which was used in the Sacramento Water Forum process to evaluate acceptable groundwater 

yields and conjunctive use alternatives, was used to determine dry-year groundwater impacts of the 

WRSP. The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) currently represents the most likely long-term plan for 

development of groundwater and surface water supplies in Placer and Sacramento counties, and it 

reflects projected land use and water demand throughout the two counties in year 2030 as envisioned in 

current approved general plans.491 Additional information about the model boundaries and assumptions 

are described in detail in the Groundwater Impact Report prepared by MWH, which is included in 

Appendix M. 

When a well first begins extracting groundwater from an aquifer, groundwater is initially extracted from 

groundwater storage. The result is a localized cone of depression with an approximately 1,000-foot 

radius that fluctuates with operation of the well. When extraction ceases, the aquifer typically recharges 

back to its pre-extraction condition. Over time, a well can also induce an incremental decline in regional 

groundwater elevations. Cones of depression with a larger aerial extent can form in areas where multiple 

groundwater extraction wells are in operation. The location and shape of a regional cone of depression is 

influenced by the same factors as a single well. A sequence of successive dry years can also decrease the 

amount of natural recharge to the aquifer, creating an imbalance between natural recharge and 

extractions. To overcome the imbalance, the aquifer elevations lower to include more natural recharge. 

Over time, the shape and location of the aquifer’s regional cone of depression fluctuates.492 

                                                           
491 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p.4-2. 
492 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, Section 3. 
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Urban growth in northern Sacramento County beginning in the 1950s increased the demand on 

groundwater such that the groundwater elevation trend along the Sacramento/Placer County line began 

to show a steady decline of 1 to 1.5 feet per year. Groundwater elevations continued to decline at a 

relatively steady rate through the droughts of 1976–77 and 1987–92. The effect of the 1987–92 drought on 

groundwater elevations in most of the basin was relatively minor, with 1990 groundwater levels about 5 

to 10 feet lower than the 1985 conditions. However, a pumping depression in an area between Pleasant 

Grove and North Highlands continued to expand and deepen.493 This area was of particular concern 

because of the potential effect groundwater pumping would have on altering the rate of migration of 

identified groundwater contamination at the former McClellan Air Force Base.494 

Controlling the fluctuation of groundwater levels within an acceptable range is the focus of regional 

groundwater management efforts.495 The Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) has adopted a 

Groundwater Management Plan. The management of groundwater resources as part of overall regional 

water supply planning efforts is an element of the Water Forum Agreement (WFA). In 1998, a project was 

implemented by the PCWA and the Northridge Water District (now Sacramento Suburban Water 

District, or SSWD) to reduce average groundwater withdrawals in the north Sacramento County area to 

an early 1990s amount and a corresponding import of treated surface water to meet, on average, the 

balance of existing and projected water demands in northern Sacramento County. One of the envisioned 

benefits of implementing such a “conjunctive use” program was stabilization or recovery of the 

groundwater aquifer underlying southwestern Placer County and northern Sacramento County. 

Compared to 1997 groundwater elevations, sustained recoveries up to about 20 feet have been identified. 

While there are still ongoing seasonal fluctuations in groundwater elevations, which is typical for the 

area, the trend in groundwater levels beyond those seasonal fluctuations varies from a local (within the 

Northridge Service Area in the SSWD) flattening to a slight increase in water levels over the last four 

years.496 

However, it is recognized that groundwater is used in dry years to supplement surface water supplies. 

During dry years, as discussed in Section 4.11.2 (Public Utilities, Water), up to 6,600 AF/yr of 

groundwater could be used to supplement City supplies. The need for groundwater is only predicted to 

occur a small percentage of the time. As discussed in Impact 4.12-6 (groundwater use in dry years) in 

Section 4.12 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and in Impact 4.11-2 (dry-year water supply) in Section 4.11 

                                                           
493 Placer County Water Agency, Draft West Groundwater Management Plan, June 23, 1998, pp.13-14. 
494 Placer County Water Agency and Northridge Water District, Groundwater Stabilization Project Draft EIR, October 1998, Project 
Overview. 
495 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, Section 3. 
496 Luhdorff & Scalmanini, In-Lieu Surface Water Use and Ground-Water Basin Conditions 2001, June 2002, p.2. 
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(Public Utilities), the Development Standards in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the SOI 

Amendment (Exhibit C in the MOU) assume that surface water will be used to meet water demands of 

the SOI amendment. The Guiding Principles for development west of Roseville state that the new 

demand would need to be met through surface water, recycled water, and other off-sets. An implicit 

assumption in both the MOU and Guiding Principles is that groundwater would not be used to meet 

demand on a regular basis. Nonetheless, the City does rely on groundwater in dry years when surface 

supplies are not available or in emergency conditions, as discussed in the Setting. The Placer County 

General Plan directs that water demands for new urban development be met with surface water; 

however, the use of groundwater in dry years is not prohibited. 

The existing groundwater “baseline” is representative of current groundwater conditions throughout 

northern Sacramento County and southwestern Placer County. However, it is also representative of how 

the groundwater basin is projected to respond under current land use levels and levels of water demand 

under the historical 70-year hydrologic record. This baseline condition corresponds to the groundwater 

elevation variations expected to result from implementation of the WFA in the City and all other areas of 

Placer and Sacramento counties, with the exception of the WRSP and Remainder Areas.497 Future (2030) 

baseline groundwater conditions for the SOI Amendment Area were developed to account for the 

variability of hydrological conditions in the region. The assumptions that were used to project the future 

baseline conditions are described in detail in the Groundwater Impact Report included in Appendix M. 

Figures A.1 to A.4 in Appendix M illustrate groundwater contours for wet-year and dry-year scenarios 

predicted to occur in 2030 using a model developed for the WFA, with some modifications.498 In Aquifer 

2, there is predicted to be a small cone of depression about four miles west of the SOI Amendment Area, 

as shown on Figure A in Appendix M. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Because of the sustained recoveries of groundwater elevation since 1997 and the significant efforts to 

present and protect groundwater resources in the region, the cumulative impact on groundwater 

resources is considered less than significant. To meet the total water demand for the SOI Amendment 

Area, it was determined that an additional 5,135 AF/yr of water would be required for full buildout. As 

discussed in Impacts 4.12-6 and 4.11-2, up to 3,851 AF/yr of groundwater could be extracted without 

adverse effect to the aquifer assuming that the aquifer is replenished through an in-lieu groundwater 

                                                           
497 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p.4-2. 
498 Modifications to the model included actual frequency of PCWA transfer of 29,000 AF/yr, revised unit water demand factors and 
buildout demand, maximum dry-year diversions to Roseville, and land use designation (MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for 
Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, pp.4-2 to 4-3. 
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banking program, which is accomplished by the reduction or non-use of groundwater used for 

agricultural lands currently irrigated with groundwater in the project vicinity. However, this amount 

would not be sufficient to meet the demand. Additional groundwater extraction to make up the deficit to 

meet the Remainder Area portion of the SOI Amendment Area demand is not likely to occur, as 

discussed in Impacts 4.12-6 and 4.11-2. Because it is anticipated that surface water from the Sacramento 

River Water Reliability Project, not additional groundwater extraction, would be the source of water for 

the Remainder Area portion of SOI Amendment Area, the SOI Amendment Area’s demand on 

groundwater resources would not be cumulatively considerable. As discussed for the WRSP, with 

ongoing regional groundwater planning efforts, impacts on groundwater resources would, therefore, be 

considered less than significant. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.11-2, groundwater would be needed in dry years to meet WRSP water demand. 

The MOU requires that groundwater impacts of the SOI Amendment be mitigated to a less-than-

significant level unless both the County and City agree that specific overriding considerations render 

mitigation infeasible. MM 4.11-2, identified in Impact 4.11-2 in Section 4.11.2 (Public Utilities, Water), 

directs that the retirement of irrigated land owned by the City of Roseville (Reason Farms property) or 

groundwater obtained through an aquifer storage and recovery program be used to offset the dry-year 

groundwater use of approximately 2,848 AF/yr in the WRSP. Through hydrologic modeling, as discussed 

in Impact 4.12-6, implementation of this mitigation measure was shown to result in no net increase in 

groundwater extractions that could, in turn, affect aquifer characteristics. As a result, the WRSP’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

In dry years, it is anticipated that groundwater would be used in the City of Roseville and western Placer 

and northern Sacramento counties to supplement surface water supplies to meet development demands. 

The WFA EIR concluded that although additional groundwater withdrawals in northern Sacramento 

County could lower groundwater levels, the groundwater levels would eventually stabilize, resulting in 

less-than-significant effects on groundwater resources.499 With the regional efforts to stabilize 

groundwater levels through increased surface water diversions and/or conjunctive use, as discussed 

above, and because groundwater would only be used in dry years to supplement supply, the long-term 

net effect on groundwater resources is not expected to be significant or adverse. Therefore, in 

combination with the WRSP, cumulative groundwater resources impact would be less than significant. 

                                                           
499 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Water Forum Proposal (SCH 
#95082041), January 1999, Impacts 4.2-1 through 4.2-4, pp. 4.2-16 to 4.2-21. 
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Groundwate r  Recharge  

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development in the City of Roseville would result in the creation of new impervious surfaces by 

converting undeveloped, primarily grazing land to urban uses. As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, recharge occurs primarily along stream channels and through applied irrigation 

water. Further, less than five percent of total recharge to the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin under 

natural conditions is attributable to Placer County. Much of western Placer County, including the SOI 

Amendment Area, consists of Hydrologic Group D soils, which are characterized by high runoff and low 

infiltration potential. The major geologic formations that underlie western Placer County (Riverbank, 

Turlock Lake, and Mehrten, for example) also impede infiltration of rainwater and irrigation water. 

Other areas in the City of Roseville and western Placer County are situated on soil and rock units similar 

to the proposed SOI Amendment Area, and do not have water-intensive irrigation uses. Therefore, 

Cumulative effects on recharge without the proposed WRSP and SOI are not considered significant. 

The SOI Amendment Area is not considered a significant recharge source in the context of a regional 

source. Therefore, the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area would not contribute substantially to a loss 

of recharge potential that would be cumulatively considered, and the impact would be less than 

significant. 

 Aesthetics and Visual Quality 

The cumulative context for the evaluation of potential cumulative impacts on visual quality is the City of 

Roseville and surrounding area within its viewshed. 

SOI Amendment 

Cumulative development in the City of Roseville and the County of Placer has resulted in the conversion 

of a primarily rural landscape to urban development, thereby permanently altering the visual character 

of the area, both during daylight and at night. This trend is anticipated to continue, which would result 

in a significant and unavoidable cumulative aesthetics impact. In combination with existing and 

approved development, including Placer Vineyards, Placer Ranch, and the proposed De la Salle/AKT 

University project to the west, a broad corridor of Placer County, from the Sacramento County line to the 

City of Lincoln’s northern border, would be urbanized. However, nonresidential development in both 

the WRSP and Remainder Area would be subject to the City’s Community Design Guidelines, ensuring 

that proposed development would be visually compatible with surrounding development. It is also 

anticipated that any residential development proposed in the Remainder Area would be the subject of a 
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Specific Plan, including associated design guidelines to ensure visual compatibility with surrounding 

development. While these measures would reduce the visual effects, the cumulative visual character of 

the SOI Amendment Area would be permanently and substantially altered, causing a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to the cumulative aesthetics impact that would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The WRSP would contribute to the cumulatively considerable loss of open, undeveloped areas and light 

and glare in South Placer County, which is considered significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. 

The WRSP includes Design Guidelines for residential development, entrances, and roadways. These 

guidelines would ensure that development would be visually compatible with surrounding cumulative 

development. Non-residential development in the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area would be subject to 

the City’s Community Design Guidelines to ensure visual compatibility with surrounding development. 

While these measures would reduce the visual effects of the WRSP, the visual character of the area would 

be permanently and substantially altered. 

Development in the WRSP would also introduce light into an area that currently has few sources of light. 

As south Placer County and north Sacramento County continue to develop, lighting will further reduce 

the visibility of the night sky and increase the spread of lighted areas. Consequently, the nighttime visual 

quality of the WRSP and surrounding areas would be substantially altered. The conversion of open 

space, introduction of light and glare sources, and the alteration of the existing landscape, would be 

widespread. The WRSP would considerably contribute to the cumulative impact, resulting in a 

significant and unavoidable impact. 

5.6 MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 3 of this EIR, Summary of Environmental Effects, and Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of this EIR 

provide a comprehensive identification of the proposed project’s environmental effects and proposed 

mitigation measures. 

5.7 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the proposed project are presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives, of this EIR. 
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Chapter 6 ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and describe the alternatives to the proposed WRSP and Sphere 

of Influence Amendment. Project alternatives are developed to reduce or eliminate the potentially 

significant adverse environmental effects identified under the project while still meeting most of the basic 

project objectives. 

6.1.1 California Environmental Quality Act Requirements 

An EIR must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the 

proposed project, that could 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 (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6). 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. CEQA provides the 

following guidelines for discussing alternatives to a proposed project: 

■ The specific alternative of the “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impacts....If the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(e)(2)). 

■ The discussion of alternatives 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 proposed objectives, or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(b)). 

■ If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project 
as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of 
the project as proposed (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(d)). 

■ The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice....The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and 
discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making....An EIR need not 
consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 
speculative (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(f)). 

6.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives that address the 

location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives analysis is to 

disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained while reducing the magnitude of, 
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or avoiding, the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Alternatives that are included and 

evaluated in the EIR must be feasible alternatives. However, the Public Resources Code and the CEQA 

Guidelines direct that the EIR need “set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice.” The CEQA Guidelines provide a definition for “a range of reasonable alternatives” and, thus, 

limit the number and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in a given EIR. According to the 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(b)): 

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be feasible. In the context of 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. 

Further, the following factors may be taken into consideration in the assessment of the feasibility of 

alternatives: site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 

other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to attain 

site control (section 15126.6(f)(1)). Finally, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects 

of the alternative “cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 

speculative (Section 15126.b(f)(3)).” 

The selection of alternatives takes into account the project objectives provided in Chapter 2 (Project 

Description). The project objectives include creating a comprehensively planned residential community 

that balances a mix of residential, employment, commercial, industrial, public services, and recreational 

amenities. The objectives stress the need to provide a safe and efficient circulation system, including a 

pedestrian and bikeway system, a linked trail system to the City of Roseville, quality open space areas, 

and necessary public infrastructure. The objectives also state the importance of preserving sensitive 

habitat and developing a project that includes a mix of uses and facilities that are fiscally feasible and 

would not adversely impact the City’s General Fund. 

Equally important to attaining the project objectives is the reduction of some or all significant impacts, 

particularly those that could not be mitigated to a level below the threshold of significance. The project-

specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed SOI Amendment, after 

mitigation, are 

 SOI, WRSP, and/or Remainder Areas 

■ Potential incompatibility of internal land uses (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
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■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (WRSP) 

■ Inducement of substantial population growth (WRSP and Remainder Areas)  

■ Increased traffic volumes on state highways (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic volumes on City of Roseville roadways (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on Placer County roadways (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on Sacramento County roadways (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased congestion due to proposed Pedestrian District Overlay (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased emissions of fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities (short term) 
(WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased emissions of ozone precursors during construction (short-term) (WRSP and Remainder 
Area) 

■ Increased emission of air pollutants during operation (due to traffic, energy use, woodburning, 
and so on) (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in off-site traffic noise (Remainder Area) 

■ Short-term loss of oak trees (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in demand for water supply during wet and dry years (Remainder Area) 

■ Availability of water treatment capacity (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased demand for solid waste services at the landfill and Material Recovery Facility (MRF) 
(WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in construction debris (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Potential loss of historic integrity or removal of historically significant properties (WRSP and 
Remainder Area) 

■ Change in visual character (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ New sources of light and glare (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

 Cumulative 

■ Agricultural land conversion (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to State highways (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways with Kaiser Medical Center (WRSP and SOI plus 
Kaiser) 
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■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways with placer parkway (SOI plus Placer Parkway) 

■ Construction PM10 emissions; (WRSP) 

■ Other Construction emissions (SOI) 

■ Operational emissions (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Water supply (SOI) 

■ Loss of archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Light and glare and alteration of visual character (WRSP and SOI) 

Each of these impacts is discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIR. The analysis of alternatives, 

focuses on significant impacts, including both those that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 

and those that would remain significant even if mitigation is applied. The analysis does address the 

relative magnitude of less-than-significant impacts, but at a lesser level of detail than significant impacts. 

6.2.2 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further 
Consideration 

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce significant 

impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives. Those alternatives that would have impacts 

identical to or more severe than the proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, or that would not meet most of 

the project objectives, were rejected from further consideration. The following alternatives were 

considered but rejected from further analysis: 

All residential alternative: One option would be to replace all commercial, business professional, and 

industrial uses with residential development. This alternative would not be feasible, because no 

residential development is allowed within 1,000 feet of the PGWWTP. Furthermore, an all residential 

alternative would have the same effects on physical conditions (e.g., biology, hydrology, cultural 

resources), because the same acreage would be developed, but would worsen traffic, air quality, and 

noise impacts, because there would be no internalization of vehicle trips if no commercial and/or 

employment generating uses were provided. 

No residential alternative: Like the “all residential alternative,” the “no residential alternative” would 

have the same physical effects as the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment because the same acreage 

would be developed. Similarly, the effects on traffic, air quality, and noise would likely be greater, 

because there would be little internalization of trips, and there would be residential development only to 

the west (including the Del Webb Specific Plan, which would not be the source of sufficient employees), 

and south (where residential densities are very low). A “no residential alternative” would not meet the 
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project objectives of providing a comprehensively planned residential community with a mix of uses, or 

of enhancing the City’s housing stock, which is expected to be exhausted as early as 2005. Finally, such 

an alternative would likely have more capacity for industrial or commercial square footage than would 

be needed to meet demand in the foreseeable future. 

Wetland avoidance alternative: One approach to wetland mitigation would be to avoid all wetlands 

within the SOI Amendment Area. Low concentrations of wetlands are spread throughout the SOI 

Amendment Area (as shown in Figure 4.7-2). Wetlands have not been delineated in the Remainder Area, 

so their exact distribution is unknown at this time. The WRSP has been subject to a wetland delineation. 

As an alternative planning exercise, the areas that could be developed without affecting any wetlands 

were identified. These areas would form small, isolated, irregularly shaped pockets throughout the 

planning area without access from one area to another. Development of the small areas of developable 

land would need to be aggregated into areas of sufficient size to accommodate the project. Infrastructure 

such as multiple bridge crossings, culverts, and drainage improvements would be necessary to access the 

development and maintain drainage ways. The infrastructure costs of the development would be 

prohibitive. A project developed under the wetland avoidance alternative would not include land uses 

that require large land areas such as regional parks (with active park uses), high school, or the Village 

Center. A project developed under the wetland avoidance alternative would require some filling of 

wetlands and additional an unknown number of acres of wetland would still be impacted directly. 

Additional, indirect impacts could occur as a result of changes to the topography of the areas 

surrounding the wetlands. Developed areas would alter the current drainage patterns and the current 

hydrologic regime that maintains the wetlands could be detrimentally altered. 

WRSP only alternative: While not addressed specifically in this chapter, the WRSP is analyzed 

separately throughout Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIR. If the City or LAFCO chose to approve only the 

WRSP, and not to extend the City’s Sphere of Influence to the Remainder Area, those WRSP-specific 

analyses would serve as CEQA clearance. Therefore, a separate “WRSP only” alternative is not provided 

in this chapter. Significant impacts of the Remainder Area that would be reduced or eliminated include 

loss of agricultural land, impacts on local roadways within the City as well as the County, increased air 

pollutants due to construction, traffic, and operation, exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable 

noise levels, increased traffic noise outside of the SOI Amendment Area, loss of wetlands and other 

sensitive habitat, increased stormwater runoff, increased demand for services and utilities, damage to or 

destruction of archaeological resources, and alteration of the Remainder Area’s visual character. 

Remainder Area only: Development of a majority of the Remainder Area would be feasible only as an 

extension of the WRSP Area. However, there are some parcels within the Remainder Area that are 
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adjacent to the City’s boundaries in the southern portion. Developing the northern portion of the 

Remainder Area first would require “leapfrogging” needed infrastructure, which would be costly and 

growth inducing. In addition, such an alternative would be isolated from other development, forming 

islands of City development. 

Alternate location within the City of Roseville: Most land in the City is already within an approved 

Specific Plan, is designated park or open space, or carries entitlements. There are no large areas of land 

within the City that could accommodate the proposed WRSP. 

Other locations: Discussed in greater detail below, the Off-Site Alternative assumes that the 

development proposed within the SOI Amendment, specifically under the WRSP and assumed for the 

Remainder Area, would occur at Placer Vineyards, located southwest of the SOI Amendment Area, south 

of Baseline Road. Other off-site alternatives, including alternatives considered in the Section 404 permit 

application, were also considered, but rejected from further analysis. They include the AKT 

(Tsakopoulos) property to the west of the SOI Amendment Area, the Remainder Area, and 3,164 acres 

immediately north of the SOI Amendment Area. The AKT property would create an island in the 

County, require lengthy extension of infrastructure, and would be unlikely to substantially reduce 

impacts. The Remainder Area is already considered part of the project and would have similar impacts. 

The majority of the area to the north of the SOI Amendment Area is restricted from residential use 

because it is within one mile of the landfill. The area being considered for Placer Ranch, north of the SOI 

Amendment Area, is in the Sunset Industrial Area, and portions of it are within one mile of the Landfill. 

Further, the proposed Placer Ranch site is only approximately 2,200 acres, which is less than half the size 

of the SOI Amendment Area. For these reasons, none of these alternatives appears suitable for additional 

analysis 

6.2.3 Alternatives Considered Within This EIR 

As stated above, the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to lessen or avoid significant environmental 

effects that have been identified in the EIR. A total of five alternatives are evaluated in this Draft EIR. 

■ No Project Alternative, which would encompass both “no development” and “no action,” 
because it is anticipated that no development would occur within the SOI Amendment Area, 
including the WRSP, if the current land use designations and zoning are retained 

■ Open Space Alternative, in which fewer dwelling units proposed and a greater area of open 
space is included 
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■ Increased Intensity Alternative, with approximately the same number of residential units, at 
substantially higher densities, and amount of employment-generating uses similar to the WRSP, 
but on fewer acres, leaving more undeveloped open space 

■ Reduced Development Alternative, which proposes development levels at approximately 80 
percent of what was proposed in the SOI Amendment. No development would occur north of the 
proposed Placer Parkway, which is assumed to be constructed through the WRSP Area under this 
alternative 

■ Off-Site Alternative, in which the proposed land uses are developed at another location in South 
Placer County 

The following discussion describes the components of the alternatives. 

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment of the alternative’s 

impacts relative to the proposed SOI Amendment, WRSP, and Remainder Area. The focus of this 

analysis is the difference between the alternatives and the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, with an 

emphasis on significant impacts. For each topical area, the analysis indicates which mitigation measures 

would not be required of the alternative, and which significant and unavoidable impacts would be 

avoided. In some cases, the analysis indicates what additional mitigation measures, if any, would be 

needed under the alternative being discussed, and what significant and unavoidable impacts would be 

more severe. Unless otherwise indicated, the level of significance and required mitigation would be the 

same for the alternative as for the proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment and no further statement of the 

level of significance is made. Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the severity of impacts for 

each alternative by topic and area. 

Where possible, the differences in alternatives are quantified in the following tables: 

■ Table 6-2: Comparison of Alternatives Loss of Agricultural, Biological Resources, and Open Space 
(Acres) 

■ Table 6-3: Comparison of Population, Employment, and Housing by Alternative 

■ Table 6-4: Comparison of Alternatives Construction and Operation Emissions 

■ Table 6-5: Comparison of Public Services by Alternative 

■ Table 6-6: Comparison of Public Utilities by Alternative 

6.2.4 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

Under CEQA, the No Project Alternative must consider the effects of forgoing the project. The purpose of 

analyzing the No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of the proposed 
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project versus no project. The No Project Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at 

the time that the environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6(e)(2)). 

Under the No Project Alternative the entire SOI Amendment Area would remain in its current 

agricultural use, with a minimum 80-acre farming zone. While as many as 70 farms at 80 acres each could 

theoretically occupy the SOI Amendment Area, such subdivision of agricultural land is not common in 

South Placer County. Therefore, it is assumed that no development would occur. 

The No Project Alternative does not include a separate analysis of the SOI Amendment because it would 

be the same as the WRSP and Remainder Area. Therefore, this alternative limits its analysis to the WRSP 

and Remainder Area to avoid unnecessary repetition. 
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Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment 

Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 

No Project 
Alternative 2 
Open Space 

Alternative 3 
Increased Intensity 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5 
Off-site 

 WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI 

Land Use and 
Agricultural 
Resources 

SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM+ NA 

Population, 
Employment, and 
Housing 

SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A 

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

SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

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

MM 

Air Quality SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ MM NI NI NI SU/ MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM- 

SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

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

MM 

Noise LS/ MM SU/ MM SU/ MM NI NI NI SU/ MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM- 

SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM+ SU/ 

MM+ 
SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ 
MM 

Geology, Soils and 
Seismicity LS LS N/A NI NI N/A LS- LS- N/A LS- LS- N/A LS- LS- N/A SU LS+ N/A 

Biological Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM+ SU/ MM+ N/A 

Cultural Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/MM+ SU/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM+ N/A 

Hazardous 
Materials and Public 
Safety 

LS/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 
MM- LS/ MM N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ MM LS/ MM N/A 

Public Services LS/ MM LS/ MM N/A NI NI N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 
MM- LS/ MM N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 

MM+ LS/ MM+ N/A 

Public Utilities SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- LS/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM+ N/A 

Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and 
Groundwater 

LS/ MM SU/ MM N/A NINI NI N/A SU/MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM- N/A 

Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM- N/A 



6-10 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment 

NOTES: 
-  = Alternative impacts less severe than the Proposed Project. 
+   = Alternative impacts more severe than the Proposed Project. 
LS   = All impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation required. 
LS/MM = All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
NI  = No impact 
SU/MM = One or more impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
Same = Proposed Project and the Alternative impacts identical or very similar 
N/A  = Not applicable 

SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 6-2 Comparison of Alternatives Loss of Agricultural,  

Biological Resources, and Open Space (Acres) 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 
Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5: 
Off-site (Placer Vineyards)

Prime Farmland 

WRSP 22.4 0 0 20.4 20.4 33 

Remainder Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total SOI 22.4 0 0 20.4 20.4 33 
Wetlands 

WRSP 32.78 0 9.25 9.25 12.17 Unk.2 

Remainder Area Unk. 0 Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 

Total SOI Unk. 0 Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 
Grassland 

WRSP 2,204.6 0 1,183 1,420 Unk. 2,396 

Remainder Area Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 

Total SOI Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 
Open Space 

WRSP 684.6 N/A1 1,863.1 1,743.6 705.7 1,863.1 

Remainder Area 364.6 N/A1 1,434.6 1,292.52 820.4 1,434.6 

Total SOI 1,049.2 N/A1 3,297.7 3,036.12 1,526.1 3,297.7 
NOTES: 
1. While there would be no “open space” designation under Alternative 1, it is assumed that the entire 5,527 acres would remain in agriculture and undeveloped. 
2. All of the Alternative 5 site has not been subject to a wetland delineation so, although impacts to wetlands would occur, no exact numbers can be determined at this 

time. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 
 

Table 6-3 Comparison of Population, Employment, and Housing by Alternative 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1:

No Project 

Alternative 
2: Open 
Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased 
Density 

Alternative 4:  
Reduced Development 

Alternative5: 
Off-site (Placer 

Vineyards) 
Dwelling Units 

WRSP 8,430 0 4,640 8,430 6,745 8,430 

Remainder 7,403 0 3,860 7,400 5,922 7,403 

Total SOI Amendment 15,833 0 8,500 15,830 12,667 15,833 
Population 

WRSP 20,810 0 11,739 20,561 17,065 20,810 

Remainder 18,722 0 9,766 18,722 14,983 18,722 

Total SOI Amendment 39,532 0 21,505 39,283 32,048 39,532 
Employees 

WRSP 10,622 0 5,846 10,622 8,499 10,622 

Remainder 9,328 0 4,864 9,324 7,461 9,328 

Total SOI Amendment 19,950 0 10,710 19,946 15,960 19,950 
Jobs 

WRSP 3,727 0 2,425 3,380 3,389 3,511 

Remainder 4,035 0 1,778 1,778 1,827 4,035 

Total SOI Amendment 7,762 0 4,203 5,158 5,216 7,546 
Jobs/Housing Ratio1 

WRSP 1.63 1.55 1.46 1.38 1.42 1.63 

Total SOI Amendment 1.27 1.55 1.39 1.25 1.31 1.27 
NOTES: 
1. Based on jobs per employee, the Remainder Area is unlikely to develop without the WRSP, so no separate jobs/housing balance is provided. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 6-4 Comparison of Alternatives Construction and Operation Emissions 
Proposed Project/Alternative 5 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4  

WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total 
Construction 

ROG 116.9 118.8 235.7 92.6 60.3 152.9 96.6 63.0 159.6 104.0 71.2 175.2 

NOx 816.2 818.8 1,635.0 719.3 419.8 1,139.2 725.0 423.7 1,148.7 735.5 435.2 1,170.8 

CO 118.5 123.6 242.1 61.4 55.8 117.2 72.2 63.1 135.3 92.1 85.0 177.1 

PM10 180.6 181.1 361.8 170.7 143.1 313.8 171.8 143.8 315.6 173.8 146.0 319.8 
Operation 

ROG 8,225.3 8,238.0 16,463.2 4,870.7 4,066.2 8,936.8 8,747.6 7,621.9 16,369.5 7,129.0 6,088.1 13,217.1

NOx 1,458.9 1,797.5 3,256.4 992.6 844.3 1,836.9 1,676.4 1,441.7 3,118.1 1,439.2 1,122.3 2,561.4 

CO 21,050.2 23,610.7 44,660.9 12,843.2 10,885.4 23,728.6 22,632.4 19,611.3 42,243.7 18,690.7 15,295.7 33,986.3

PM10 1,993.3 2,063.3 4,056.6 1,149.7 961.4 2,111.1 2,047.2 1,792.3 3,839.5 1,665.7 1,411.1 3,076.8 

 
 
 

Table 6-5 Comparison of Public Services by Alternative 
 

Proposed 
Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 

Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced 

Development 

Alternative 5: 
Off-site (Placer 

Vineyards) 
Police Officers (number required) 

WRSP 25 0 13.4 24.6 19.8 25 

Remainder 22.5 0 12 22.5 17.7 22.4 

Total SOI 47.4 0 25.4 47.1 37.5 47.4 
Schools (total students generated) 

WRSP 4,115 0 2,328 4,115 3,551 4,225 

Remainder 5,462 0 2,774 5,462 3,605 5,462 

Total SOI 9,577 0 5,102 9,577 7,156 9,577 
Libraries (number required) 

WRSP 1 0 0 1 1 1 

Remainder 1 0 1 1 1 1 

Total SOI 2 0 1 2 2 2 
Parks (acres required) 

WRSP 187 0 105 40 149 187 

Remainder 169 0 84 112 144 169 

Total SOI 356 0 189 152 293 356 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 6-6 Comparison of Public Utilities by Alternative 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 
Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5:
Off-site 

Solid Waste (tons/year) 

WRSP 15,733 0 9,649 15,353 13,452 16,020 

Remainder 13,740 0 6,920 12,412 10,430 13,597 

Total SOI 29,473 0 16,569 27,765 23,882 29,617 
Water (AF/year) 

WRSP 7,042 0 4,002 5,500 6,456 7,042 

Remainder 5,431 0 3,086 4,605 5,091 5,431 

Total SOI 12,473 0 7,088 10,105 11,547 12,473 
Wastewater (mgd) 

WRSP 2.83 0 1.44 2.42 2.31 2.81 

Remainder 2.32 0 1.13 2.14 1.82 2.32 

Total SOI 5.15 0 2.57 4.56 4.13 5.13 
Electricity (MW/year) 

WRSP 60.67 0 26.21 44.32 38.01 60.67 

Remainder 59.09 0 23.49 35.84 30.02 59.09 

Total SOI 119.76 0 49.7 80.16 68.03 119.76 
Natural Gas (Therms/year) 

WRSP 17,751,480 0 9,805,320 18,595,020 15,174,060 17,751,480 

Remainder 18,107,880 0 13,005,960 13,944,120 12,610,800 18,107,880 

Total SOI 35,859,360 0 22,811,280 32,539,140 27,784,860 35,859,360 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
 

 Environmental Impacts 

SOI  Amendment/WRSP/Remainder  Area  

None of the impacts identified in Chapters 4 or 5 would occur under the No Project alternative, because 

the SOI Amendment Area would remain in its present state. 

Mit iga t ion  Tha t  Would  No Longer  Be  Requi red  

None of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be required under the No Project 

alternative. 

S ign i f i can t  and Unavoidable  Impac ts  Tha t  Would  No Longer  Occur  

None of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this EIR would occur under the No Project 

alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment, because none of the environmental impacts identified in Chapter 4 would occur. However, 

the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives except for compatibility with 
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the PGWWTP 1,000-foot buffer (Objective 5). The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with most of the 

project alternatives in that it does not include a development project. Most notably, the No Project 

Alternative is inconsistent with Objective 4 that seeks to meet the City’s share of regional housing needs 

and Objective 2, to increase the City’s inventory of developable land. The No Project Alternative may not 

be fiscally feasible (Objective 12) for the City and land landowners. 

6.2.5 Alternative 2: Open Space Alternative 

Under the Open Space Alternative, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west 

of the PGWWTP (see Figure 6-1 [Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Alternative 2]). 

Under this alternative, the residential densities would be similar to the densities proposed within the 

WRSP and Remainder Area, but the amount of development would be substantially reduced because of 

the smaller area that would be subject to development. The number of residential units would be 

reduced to 4,640 in the WRSP Area (55 percent of the proposed 8,430) and 3,860 in the Remainder Area 

(52 percent of the proposed 7,403). Open space would include all of the 100-year flood plain, plus the 

entire area north of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the PGWWTP, so Open Space acreage would 

increase from approximately 685 acres in the WRSP Area to approximately 1,865 acres (a 270 percent 

increase), and from approximately 346 to 1,435 acres in the Remainder Area (an increase of over 415 

percent). While acreage within the Open Space designation would increase, Fiddyment Park would be 

replaced with residential uses, which would result in the removal of a large section of oak woodland. 

Under Alternative 2, only non-residential development would occur within 1,000 feet of the PGWWTP. 

Table 6-7 shows the land use assumptions for Alternative 2. 

 

Table 6-7 Alternative 2 Open Space 
WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 

Zoning Land Use Acres DUs Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 1,863.1  1,434.6  3,297.7  

PR Park and Recreation 53.4  49.3  102.7  

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 28.7  20.0  48.7  

LDR Low-density Residential 765.5 2,875 655.0 2,620 1,420.5 5,495 

LDR Low-density Residential (Age Restricted) 153.0 745   153.0 745 

MDR Medium-density Residential 25.7 232 55.0 385 80.7 617 

HDR High-density Residential 42.1 788 45.0 855 87.1 1,643 

CC Community Commercial 30.8  30.0  60.8  

BP Business Professional   21.7  21.7  

LI Light Industrial 114.2    114.2  

IND Industrial       

R/W Road right-of-way 80.9  54.8  135.7  

OS/Paseo Paseo 4.6    4.6  

TOTAL 3,162.0 4,640 2,365.3 3,860 5,527.3 8,500 
SOURCES: EIP Associates, Morton-Pitalo, 2003 
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Figure 6-1 Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Alternative 2 
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Under Alternative 2, there would be two elementary schools within the WRSP Area, and two elementary 

schools within the Remainder Area. Middle and high school students would attend off-site schools. No 

high school, Village Center, or regional parks would be developed. 

On- and off-site infrastructure would be reduced to the appropriate size to serve levels of development 

that would occur under Alternative 2. 

The laws, ordinances and regulations that are identified in the Regulatory Setting sections of Chapter 4 

would be equally applicable to Alternative 2. Similarly, it is assumed that WRSP Design Guidelines and 

other requirements of the WRSP would be applicable to this alternative, where appropriate. 

 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Under Alternative 2, the mix of land uses would be similar to the WRSP. A majority of the proposed 

development would be residential uses, with large areas of open space north of Pleasant Grove Creek 

and west of the PGWWTP. Approximately half of the WRSP Area in the northern and western portion 

would be left in undeveloped open space, including the 20.4 acres of Prime Farmland that would be 

developed under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-2). 

Under Alternative 2 no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek in the Fiddyment 

Ranch Property. Therefore, the existing access along Phillip Road would not change so there would be no 

impact. Furthermore, without the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard, there would be no need for the City 

to acquire a portion of the O’Brien property or other property to the north for right-of-way. 

Because of the reduced potential for conflicts, the reduction in the amount of farmland that would be 

converted to urban uses, and the elimination of the less-than-significant impact on access to existing 

properties, the land use impacts of Alternative 2 would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6 (Attenuate park noise) 

■ MM 4.13-1 (a) (Restrict high-watt light usage and hours for parks) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.1-4: Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses 
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Remainder  Area  

The location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been determined under the 

Open Space Alternative. Similar to the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, it is assumed they would 

be similar to the types and densities of land uses in the WRSP (e.g., residential, commercial). Therefore, 

future development could include residential land uses near commercial and industrial operations in the 

WRSP, as well as schools. However, the potential for conflicts would be substantially reduced, because 

fewer people would live within the Remainder Area. 

Because there would be fewer potential conflicts between uses under Alternative 2, its land use impacts 

would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

In summary, Alternative 2 would reduce the potential for conflicts between land uses, so the land use 

impacts would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable land use on agricultural impacts were identified for either portions of the 

Remainder Area as proposed or under Alternative 2. 

 Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance/Resolution 83-118 

The City’s job/housing ratio under Alternative 2 would be 0.89, which is less balanced than the existing 

ratio, but more balanced than the proposed WRSP ratio of 0.83. Like the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, Alternative 2 would comply with Resolution 83-118. Enough jobs would be provided within 

proximity of the WRSP and Remainder Area to satisfy the requirements of this Resolution, which calls 

for 80 percent of the workers in the City to reside within eight miles of their employment and for 60 

percent to live within six miles. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under either the proposed WRSP, or 

Alternative 2, consistent with City policy. 
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Because the City’s jobs/housing balance would be improved compared to the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area, Alternative 2 would have a less severe impact than the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Housing displacement would still occur under this alternative, and impacts would be similar to the 

proposed WRSP, and less than significant. 

Inducement Substantial Population Growth  

Alternative 2 proposes approximately 50 percent of the development under the WRSP. This decrease 

would correspondingly decrease the amount of population growth from development. However, even a 

50 percent reduction in population growth would constitute a substantial increase, and this impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 2 would be required to comply with all applicable plans and policies, the same as the 

proposed WRSP, and this impact would remain less than significant. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable population, employment, and housing impacts as identified by the 

proposed WRSP and Remainder Area would occur under Alternative 2. 

 Transportation and Circulation 

In t roduc t ion  

A quantitative analysis of traffic impacts is provided for Alternative 2, the Open Space Alternative. In 

order to provide a comparison under worst-case conditions, this analysis is based on 2020 conditions, 

rather than existing conditions. As discussed in the Chapter 4.3, the 2020 Capital Improvement Program 

(CIP) Update, with minor modifications, forms the basis for this analysis. 
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Trip Generation 

Trip generation was estimated using the trip generation rates from Roseville’s CIP, which are generally 

consistent with those in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) publications on trip generation. 

As shown in Table 6-8, the initial estimate for Alternative 2 is about 60,025 daily vehicle trips within the 

WRSP Area. However, about 11,108 of those vehicle trips (about 23 percent) would remain within the 

WRSP Area (such as travel between the residential development and the retail uses or schools within the 

WRSP Area). These trips are double-counted in the initial estimate. Eliminating the double-counting 

yields an estimate of 48,917 daily vehicle trips generated by Alternative 2 (as opposed to the 89,922 daily 

vehicle trips estimated for the proposed WRSP, or a reduction of approximately 46 percent). 

 
Table 6-8 Estimated Trip Generation WRSP 50% Density Alternative 2 (WRSP Area) 

Land Use Units Daily Trips per Unit Daily Trips 

Single-Family Residential 3,107 DU 9 27,963 

Multi-Family Residential 788 DU 6.5 5,122 

Age Restricted Residential 745 DU 3.3 2,459 

Subtotal Residential 4,640 DU  35,544 

Retail 335.4 KSF 35 11,739 

Office 0 KSF 17.7 0 

Industrial 1,243.6 KSF 7.6 9,452 

Church 71.9 KSF 9.3 668 

Subtotal – Private Nonresidential 1,713 KSF  21,859 

Public/Quasi Public 61.8 KSF 25 1,545 

Elementary School1 1,200 Students 0.8 960 

Middle School2 0 Students 0.9 0 

High School3 0 Students 1.2 0 

Parks 53.4 Acres 2.2 117 

Subtotal – Public Uses    2,622 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated by Alternative 2 in WRSP 60,025 
NOTES: DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 

■ Assumes 600 students per elementary school 
■ Assumes 1,000 per middle school 
■ Assumes 1,800 students per high school 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The initial estimate of the trip generation of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 is about 

110,455 daily vehicle trips (see Table 6-9). However, about 21,289 of those vehicle trips (about 24 percent) 

would remain within the SOI Amendment Area (such as travel between the residential development and 

the retail uses and schools within the SOI Amendment Area). Eliminating the double-counting yields an 

estimate of 89,166 daily vehicle trips generated in the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 

(compared to the 168,898 daily vehicle trips estimated for the proposed SOI Amendment, a reduction of 

approximately 47 percent). 
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Analysis Assumptions 

Alternative 2 was evaluated under 2020 conditions. The citywide and regionwide development 

assumptions under 2020 conditions are discussed in Section 4.3, Traffic and Circulation. The analysis of 

the 2020 Plus Alternative 2 scenario is based on the assumption that the roadways that are part of the 

WRSP Area are added to the 2020 CIP roadway network. Improvements to existing roadways (beyond 

those in the recently adopted CIP) assumed to be in place, include widening Fiddyment Road to four 

lanes directly adjacent to the WRSP Area (from the north end of the project site to Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard). For the remainder of the region, the roadway improvements assumed under the 2020 No 

Project scenario were assumed. 

 
Table 6-9 Estimated Trip Generation Alternative 2 

(Remainder Area and Full SOI Amendment Area) 
Land Use Units Daily Trip Ends per Unit Daily Trip Ends 

Single-Family Residential 3,005 DU 9 27,045 

Multi-Family Residential 855 DU 6.5 5,558 

Subtotal Residential    32,603 

Retail 335 KSF 35 11,739 

Office 284 KSF 17.7 5,019 

Subtotal – Private Nonresidential 1,236 KSF  16,759 

Elementary School1 1,200 Students 0.8 960 

Middle School2 0 Students 0.9 0 

Parks 49.3 Acres 2.2 108 

Remainder of SOI Amendment 
Area 

Subtotal – Public Uses    1,068 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips from Alternative 2 in Remainder Area 50,430 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated in WRSP Area 60,025 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips of Full SOI Amendment Area 110,455 

Daily Vehicle Trips with Both Trip Ends within Full Alternative 2 21,289 

Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated by Full Alternative 2(adjusted to eliminate double-counting of trips remaining internal to WRSP) 89,166 
NOTES: DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 

■ Assumes 600 students per elementary school 
■ Assumes 1,000 per middle school 
■ Assumes 1,800 students per high school 
■ See Table 6-8 for trip generation of WRSP under Alternative 2 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The analysis of Alternative 2 (SOI Amendment Area) is based on the assumption that the roadways that 

are part of the development of the SOI Amendment are added to the 2020 CIP roadway network. The 

roadway system for the Remainder Area has not been defined, but an assumed roadway system for that 

area was provided by the City. 

It was assumed that with full development of the SOI Amendment under Alternative 2, Fiddyment Road 

from Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road would be annexed into the City of Roseville, so it 
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would not be part of Placer County’s roadway system (refer to Figure 6-2 [Daily Traffic Volumes Under 

2020 Plus Project Conditions West Roseville Specific Plan Alternative 2]). Fiddyment Road is assumed to 

be four lanes directly adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area (from the north end of the project site to 

Baseline Road). Baseline Road is assumed to be six lanes from Watt Avenue to Fiddyment Road. For the 

remainder of the region, the roadway improvements assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario were 

assumed. 

The traffic impacts of Alternative 2 within the full SOI Amendment Area and Remainder Area are 

combined, because the Remainder Area is unlikely to be developed without the WRSP. 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Daily traffic volumes under Alternative 2 are shown in Figure 6-2. An intersection level-of-service (LOS) 

analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all signalized intersections within the 

City of Roseville assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario plus signals that would likely be warranted 

on or adjacent to the SOI Amendment due to development of the SOI Amendment under Alternative 2. 

A planning-level signal warrant analysis indicates that 11 intersections would require signalization 

under the 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Open Space Alternative 2 (SOI), compared to 17 under the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

As shown in Table 6-10, about 72.0 percent of the 161 total signalized intersections would operate at LOS 

C or better under Alternative 2, compared to 70.1 percent under the proposed SOI Amendment (Impact 

4.3-1). 

 
Table 6-10 City Of Roseville Number of Intersections Operating at  

LOS "C" or Better Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
Level-of-service No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

LOS A-C 107 71.3% 117 70.1% 116 72.0% 

LOS D 23 15.3% 25 15.0% 20 12.4% 

LOS E 14 9.3% 16 9.6% 8 11.2% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 7 4.3% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 167 100% 161 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Table 6-11, shows the seven intersections that would experience a significant level-of-service impact with 

buildout of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2, compared to 12 under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 
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Figure 6-2 Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus Project Conditions West Roseville 
Specific Plan Alternative 2 
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Table 6-11 City of Roseville Intersections With Significant Level-of-Service Impacts Alternative 2

(2020 SOI) 
Roadway No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd  A 0.57 F 1.08 C 0.71 

Woodcreek Oaks  Blue Oaks Blvd  C 0.71 D 0.84 C 0.73 

Vernon St  Cirby Way  E 0.98 F 1.02 E 1.00 

Sierra College  Douglas Blvd  D 0.88 E 0.92 D 0.89 

Sierra Gardens Douglas Blvd C 0.79 D 0.84 D 0.84 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd  D 0.86 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd  C 0.81 F 1.14 F 1.01 

Foothills Blvd  Vineyard Rd  D 0.89 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove  A 0.59 D 0.85 C 0.78 

Rocky Ridge Dr Lead Hill Blvd D 0.89 D 0.83 E 0.91 

Gibson  Roseville Pkwy  C 0.78 D 0.85 C 0.81 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd C 0.80 D 0.83 D 0.83 

Washington Blvd Main Street E 0.98 E 0.91 F 1.07 

Watt Ave Baseline Rd N/A N/A D 0.88 C 0.80 
NOTE: Intersections that would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

No feasible improvements were identified at four intersections, compared to seven under the proposed 

SOI Amendment (see Table 6-12). 

 

Table 6-12 City of Roseville Recommended Mitigations for Intersections Alternative 2 
(2020 SOI) 

Intersection Level-of-service 
North/south East/west Recommended Mitigation Before Mitigation After Mitigation 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd  4.3-1(b) Add 2nd southbound left-turn lane 

Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane 

Add 3rd southbound thru lane 

Add 3rd northbound thru-lane 

E C 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd  4.3-1(c) Add 3rd southbound thru lane 

Add 3rd northbound left-turn lane 

Add 4th westbound thru lane 

F C 

Sierra Gardens Douglas Blvd 4.3-1 (e) Add 2nd southbound right-turn lane D C 

Foothills Blvd  Vineyard Rd  No feasible improvement identified E E 

Rocky Ridge Dr Lead Hill Blvd No feasible improvement identified E E 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd  No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Main Street No feasible improvement identified F F 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 72.0% 73.3% 
NOTE: Intersections would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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State Highways 

Table 6-13 shows the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on State Highways within the 

City of Roseville under Alternative 2. Table 6-14 provides estimated changes in daily traffic volumes for 

interchange ramps compared to the project to the State highways within the City, while Table 6-15 

provides the peak hour levels of service at intersections between freeway ramps and local roadways in 

Roseville. 

 

Table 6-13 State Highways Average Daily Traffic Volumes Alternative 2 
(2020 SOI Amendment) 

2020 No Project 2020 Proposed SOI Cumulative Alternative 2 (SOI)
Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

I-80 Sac. County line to 
Riverside Ave 

8+2HOV 200,900 F1 202,700 F1 201,000 F1 

 Riverside Avenue to 
Douglas Blvd 

6 167,400 F3 167,100 F3 166,800 F3 

 Douglas Blvd to 
Eureka Rd 

6 159,800 F2 160,300 F2 159,700 F2 

 Eureka Rd to SR-65 8 180,900 F1 181,800 F21 180,500 F2 

 SR-65 to Rocklin Rd 6 116,900 E 117,000 E 117,000 E 

SR-65 Galleria to Pleasant 
Grove Blvd 

4 75,700 D 77,000 E 76,200 E 

 Pleasant Grove Blvd 
to Blue Oaks Blvd 

4 75,300 D 76,200 DE 75,700 E 

 Blue Oaks Blvd to 
Sunset Blvd 

4 82,300 F 82,700 F 82,400 F 

SR 70/99 North of Riego Road 4 28,800 A 29,000 A 28,700 A 

 South of Riego Road 4 52,500 B 52,800 B 51,500 B 
NOTES: 
 Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
 F1 represents LOS “F” conditions for 1 hour during the morning and evening peak commute periods while F2 represents LOS “F” conditions for 2 hours. 
 Segments that would experience a significant effect operate at LOS “F” or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 6-14 Interchange Ramps Estimated Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes SOI 
Amendment 50% Density Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

Interchange Ramps 
Estimated Change in Daily Volume 

Due to Full Proposed SOI Amendment 
Estimated Change in Daily Volume 

Due to Full Alternative 2 (SOI) 

I-80 / Riverside Ave Westbound On from Southbound Riverside Ave -1470 (11.0%) -790 (5.9%) 

 Westbound On from Northbound Riverside Ave +760 (16.0%) +450 (9.5%) 

 Westbound Off -810 (10.5%) -760 (10.0%) 

 Eastbound On -530 (7.2%) -130 (1.7%) 

 Eastbound Off to Northbound Riverside Ave -20 (0.2%) 0 

 Eastbound Off to Auburn Blvd/Orlando Ave -500 (3.9%) -170 (1.4%) 

SR-65 / Pleasant 
Grove Blvd 

Northbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +180 (4.3%) +530 (12.8%) 

 Northbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +340 (16.2%) +150 (7.0%) 

 Northbound Off +600 (6.9%) +650 (6.9%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +370 (5.5%) +720 (10.8%) 

 Southbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +510 (17.5%) +490 (16.9%) 

 Southbound Off +630 (9.7%) +1,110 (17.1%) 

SR-65 / Blue Oaks 
Blvd 

Northbound On +450 (3.6%) +100 (0.8%) 

 Northbound Off to Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +320 (13.3%) +140 (0.8%) 

 Northbound Off to Westbound Blue Oaks Blvd +490 (5.1%) +80 (5.1%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +700 (7.8%) +290 (3.2%) 

 Southbound On from Washington Blvd -430 (16.1%) -570 (21.4%) 

 Southbound Off +110 (0.8%) -450 (3.3%) 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

I-80 between SR-65 and Sacramento/Placer County line and SR-65 through Roseville would operate at 

LOS F conditions during peak hours (see Impact 4.3-2) with or without the alternative, which would 

increase traffic on some State highway segments by as much as 500 vehicles per day, compared to 1600 

vehicles under the proposed SOI Amendment. As shown in Table 6-15, all intersections with State 

highway ramps would operate at LOS A or C under either Alternative 2 or the SOI Amendment. 

 
Table 6-15 Intersections With State Highway Ramps Level-of-Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
No Project Proposed Project Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Location LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Riverside Ave and I-80 WB Off ramp A 0.44 A 0.44 A 0.44 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.68 C 0.70 B 0.70 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.54 A 0.54 A 0.55 

SR-65 SB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.51 A 0.51 A 0.50 

Washington Blvd/SR-65 SB Off and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.70 

I-80 WB Off-ramp and Douglas Blvd C 0.81 C 0.79 C 0.78 

I-80 WB On-ramp and Atlantic St C 0.75 C 0.73 C 0.73 

SR-65 NB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 

SR-65 SB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd/Galleria Blvd C 0.73 C 0.75 C 0.74 

I-80 WB Off-ramp/Taylor Rd and Eureka Rd E 0.94 E 0.91 E 0.91 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Placer County Roadways 

Table 6-16 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Placer County roadways for the 2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Open Space Alternative 2. The roadway segment level-of-service analysis (summarized in 

Table 6-16) indicates that development of the SOI Amendment under the Alternative 2 would cause 

service levels on two roadway segments to worsen, compared to three segments under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

 
Table 6-16 Placer County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

2020 No Project 
2020 Proposed 

(Project) 
2020 Alternative 2 

(SOI) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Baseline Road Sutter Co. to Tanwood 4 29,300 D 30,200 D 29,800 D 

 Tanwood to Watt Ave 6 32,700 B 36,500 B 34,900 B 

 Watt Ave to Fiddyment 6 53,700 E 46,300 D 45,800 D 

Fiddyment Road Baseline Rd to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 33,300 E N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 

 Roseville City Limits to Sunset Blvd 2 12,900 C 16,000 D 13,600 C 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,700 C 33,4000 E 31,300 D 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,800 C 36,100 F 31,300 D 

Phillip Road WRSP to Brewer Road 2 300 A 3,000 A 300 A 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-3. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate 

at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
1. Roadway segment would be within City limits under this scenario. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

It was estimated that the Open Space Alternative would not increase traffic on Phillip Road west of the 

SOI Amendment Area, unlike the proposed SOI Amendment. 

An intersection level-of-service analysis, summarized in Table 6-17, shows that Alternative 2 would 

result in significant impacts at two Placer County intersections (Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road and 

Sierra College Boulevard/Douglas Boulevard), compared to three intersections under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

 
Table 6-17 Placer County Intersections Levels of Service Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

Roadway No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Watt Avenue PFE Road  C 0.73 D 0.88 D 0.82 

Watt Avenue  Baseline Road C1 0.73 E1 0.98 D1 0.87 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road  D 0.87 E 0.92 D 0.90 
NOTES: All intersections assumed to be signalized by 2020Segments that would experience a significant effect are shaded.1 
Level-of-service analysis for this intersection is based on modified Circular 212 capacities used by Roseville for its CIP 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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SOI Amendment/Remainder Area 

Sacramento County Roadways 

Table 6-18 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways for Alternative 2. 

The roadway segment level of service analysis indicates that development of the SOI Amendment under 

Alternative 2 would cause service levels on two roadway segments to worsen, compared to three 

segments under the proposed SOI Amendment. However, neither is considered a significant impact 

based on Sacramento County’s LOS policy. The one segment that was identified as a significant impact 

under the proposed SOI Amendment would not be an impact with Alternative 2. 

 
Table 6-18 Sacramento County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service Alternative 

2 (2020 SOI Amendment) 

No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 33,500 E 36,200 F 34,900 E 

Walerga Road Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 31,200 D 34,800 E 33,900 E 

Elverta Road West of Watt Ave 4 28,100 C 29,000 D 29,100 D 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9.  
SOURCE: DKS Associates, 2003. 

 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Sacramento County Roadways 

Table 6-19 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways for Alternative 2. 

The roadway segment level of service analysis indicates that development of Alternative 2 would 

eliminate the deterioration of Walerga Road from LOS D to LOS E caused by the Proposed Project.  

 
Table 6-19 Sacramento County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

No Project Proposed WRSP Alternative 2 (WRSP) 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 33,500 E 34,100 E 33,600 E 

Walerga Road Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 31,200 D 33,200 E 32,300 D 

Elverta Road West of Watt Ave 4 28,100 C 28,200 C 28,300 C 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates, 2003. 
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City of Rockl in Roadways 

Table 6-20 shows that the projected daily traffic volumes on roadways in the City of Rocklin under 

Alternative 2. Both Alternative 2 and the proposed SOI Amendment would worsen the service level on 

one segment of Sunset Boulevard from LOS C to LOS D, and would increase traffic volumes at another 

segment already operating at LOS D. 

 
Table 6-20 Rocklin Roadways Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

No Project Proposed SOI 
Alternative 2 (2020 

SOI) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sunset Blvd SR-65 to W. Stanford Ranch 6 27,100 A 28,900 A 29,500 A 

 W. Stanford Ranch W. Oaks 6 40,800 C 40,500 C 41,600 C 

 W. Oaks to Park 6 40,900 C 41,900 C 42,500 C 

 Park to Stanford Ranch 6 42,200 C 43,300 D 43,600 D 

 Stanford Ranch to Whitney Blvd 6 40,700 C 41,700 C 41,700 C 

 Whitney Blvd to Pacific Ave 6 46,900 D 47,500 D 47,100 D 

Park Drive Roseville City limits to Sunset Blvd 4 17,500 A 17,600 A 17,400 A 

Blue Oaks Blvd Route 65 to Lone Tree Blvd 6 37,000 B 39,800 C 40,500 C 

 Lone Tree Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 25,600 C 26,200 C 26,300 C 

Stanford Ranch Rd Fairway Dr to Sunset Blvd  6 28,000 A 28,400 A 28,200 A 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. Segments that would experience a significant effect 

are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Sutter County Roadways 

Table 6-21 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on selected roadways in Sutter County under the 

Open Space Alternative would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, and would not result in 

unacceptable service levels at any of the study intersections. 

 
Table 6-21 Sutter County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Roadway 
Assumed Lanes in 

2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Riego Road 6 25,600 A 26,000 A 26,400 A 

Sunset West/Howsley Road 2 5,900 A 6,500 A 5,800 A 

Catlett Road 2 200 A 100 A 200 A 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Bicycles 

Alternative 2 would require safe and convenient pedestrian/bicycle facilities for residents and employees 

of the SOI Amendment Area, similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. However the demand for and 

extent of these facilities would be reduced due to the reduction in residences and employment uses. 

Transit 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 2 would require extension of transit services; 

however, the demand would be reduced because fewer residences and businesses would be located 

within the SOI Amendment Area. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 2 does not include a Village Center, so a General Plan amendment to create a Pedestrian 

District policy would not be proposed, and a resulting potential impact on traffic congestion would not 

occur. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.3-1(a): Improvements to Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks Boulevard intersection 

■ MM 4.3-1(d): Improvements to Woodcreek Oaks/Blue Oaks Boulevard 

■ MM 4.3-1(f): Improvements to the Watt Avenue/Baseline Road intersection 

■ MM 4.3-4(a): Improvements to Fiddyment Road 

■ MM 4.3-4(g): Improvements at the Pleasant Grove Drive/Baseline Road intersection 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed SOI Amendment 

also would occur under Alternative 2 the WRSP, although the severity of those impacts would be 

reduced, because of the reduction in traffic. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

The City’s travel demand model was used to estimate the change in daily and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes on roadways throughout the City of Roseville and in surrounding communities due to 

development of Alternative 2 under 2020 conditions. The daily traffic volumes within the City under 

Alternative 2 scenario are shown in Figure 6-2. 
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An intersection level-of-service analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all 

signalized intersections within the City of Roseville assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario plus 

additional signals that would likely be warranted in or adjacent to the WRSP Area due to 

implementation of Alternative 2 (Impact 4.3-1). A planning-level signal warrant analysis indicates that 

the following seven intersections would require signalization under Alternative 2, compared to eight 

intersections that would require signalization under the proposed WRSP: 

■ Within WRSP Area 

› Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard (relocated intersection) 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway South 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Hayden Parkway 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddyment Rd (North) 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Bob Doyle Drive 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Market Street 

■ Outside WRSP Area 

› Fiddyment Road and Westhills Drive 

Table K-2 in Appendix K provides the estimated levels of service for all signalized intersections in the 

City of Roseville under 2020 No Project and 2020 Plus Alternative 2 conditions. This table includes new 

intersections that would warrant signals under 2020 Plus Alternative conditions. 

As shown in Table 6-22, under 2020 Plus Alternative 2 conditions, 111 signalized intersections would 

operate at LOS C or better, which represents about 71.2 percent of the 156 total signalized intersections, 

compared to 70.9 percent under the proposed WRSP. 

 
Table 6-22 City of Roseville Comparison of Number of Intersections Operating at LOS "C" or 

Better Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Level-of-service No Project Proposed WRSP Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

LOS A-C 107 71.3% 112 70.9% 111 71.2% 

LOS D 23 15.3% 22 13.9% 24 15.4% 

LOS E 14 9.3% 17 10.8% 15 9.6% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 7 4.4% 6 3.8% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 158 100% 156 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Table 6-23 shows the four intersections that would experience a significant level-of-service impact with 

buildout of Alternative 2 under 2020 conditions; in comparison, eight intersections would have 

significant deterioration under the proposed WRSP. 
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Table 6-23 City of Roseville Comparison of Intersections With Significant  

Level-of-Service Impacts Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway Roadway Cumulative No Project Cumulative Proposed WRSP 
Cumulative Alternative 2 

(WRSP) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd A 0.57 E 0.923 B 0.68 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd D 0.86 E 0.91 D 0.89 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd C 0.81 F 1.034 E 0.96 

Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove A 0.59 D 0.85 C 0.80 

Gibson Roseville Parkway C 0.78 D 0.82 C 0.81 

Lincoln Street  Vernon Street D 0.90 E 0.93 D 0.90 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd C 0.80 D 0.84 D 0.82 

Washington Blvd Main street E 0.98 E 0.97 F 1.02 
NOTE: Intersections that operate at LOS “D” or worse would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

No feasible improvements were found at two intersections under Alternative 2, compared to three 

intersections under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-24). 

 
Table 6-24 City of Roseville Recommended Mitigations for Intersections  

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Intersection Recommended Mitigation 
North/south East/west Level-of-service 

Before 
Mitigation 

After 
Mitigation 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd 5-34.3-2(c) Add 3rd southbound thru lane Add 3rd northbound 
left-turn lane Add 4th westbound thru lane F C 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Main Street No feasible improvement identified F F 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 71.2% 71.8% 
NOTES: Intersections that would experience a significant effect operate at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

State Highways 

Table 6-25 shows the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on State Highways in the 

vicinity of the WRSP Area under Alternative 2. Table 6-26 provides estimated change in daily traffic 

volumes for interchange ramps to the State highways within the City, while Table 6-27 provides the peak 

hour levels of service at intersections between freeway ramps and local roadways in Roseville. The 

analysis assumes that all of the 2020 transportation improvements contained in the Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) would be implemented, including the widening of I-80 to accommodate HOV 

lanes between Madison Avenue and the Sacramento/Placer County line and construction of the State 

Route 65 Lincoln Bypass. 
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Table 6-25 State Highways Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes  
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed WRSP 

Cumulative Plus 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

I-80 Sac. County line to Riverside Ave 8+2HOV 200,900 F1 201,400 F1 200,800 F1 

 Riverside Avenue to Douglas Blvd 6 167,400 F3 166,400 F3 166,700 F3 

 Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 6 159,800 F2 159,900 F2 159,600 F2 

 Eureka Rd to SR-65 8 180,900 F1 181,900 F1 181,400 F1 

 SR-65 to Rocklin Rd 6 116,900 E 117,000 E 116,900 E 

SR-65 Galleria to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 75,700 D 76,300 E 76,000 E 

 Pleasant Grove Blvd to Blue Oaks Blvd 4 75,300 D 75,900 D 75,600 D 

 Blue Oaks Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 82,300 F 82,500 F 82,400 F 

SR 70/99 North of Riego Road 4 28,800 A 28,700 A 28,800 A 

 South of Riego Road 4 52,500 B 51,300 B 50,800 B 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-7�F1 represents LOS “F” conditions for 1 hour during 

the morning and evening peak commute periods while F2 represents LOS “F” conditions for 2 hours. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate at 
LOS “F” or worse are shaded. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 
 

Table 6-26 Interchange Ramps Estimated Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Interchange Ramps 
Estimated Change in Daily 

Volume Due to Proposed WRSP 

Estimated Change in Daily 
Volume Due to Alternative 2 

(2020 WRSP) 

I-80 / Riverside Ave Westbound On from Southbound Riverside Ave -680 (5.0%) -630 (4.7%) 

 Westbound On from Northbound Riverside Ave 0 +740 (15.7%) 

 Westbound Off -1460 (19.0%) -600 (7.9%) 

 Eastbound On -220 (0.4%) -680 (9.2%) 

 Eastbound Off to Northbound Riverside Ave 0 -20 (0.2%) 

 Eastbound Off to Auburn Blvd/Orlando Ave +630 (4.9%) +340 (2.7%) 

SR-65 / Pleasant 
Grove Blvd Northbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +230 (5.5%) +350 (8.4%) 

 Northbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +290 (13.9%) +250 (11.9%) 

 Northbound Off +480 (5.6%) +540 (6.3%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +40 (0.6%) +220 (3.2%) 

 Southbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +420 (14.4%) +540 (18.7%) 

 Southbound Off +510 (7.8%) +800 (12.4%) 

SR-65 / Blue Oaks 
Blvd Northbound On +250 (2.0%) +420 (3.4%) 

 Northbound Off to Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd 0 (0%) +360 (14.9%) 

 Northbound Off to Westbound Blue Oaks Blvd +410 (4.3%) +180 (1.8%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +590 (6.5%) +420 (4.6%) 

 Southbound On from Washington Blvd -840 (31.9%) -840 (31.7%) 

 Southbound Off -530 (3.8%) -510 (3.7%) 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 6-27 Comparison of Interchange Ramp Operations Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
No Project Plus Proposed WRSP Plus Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Location LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Riverside Ave and I-80 WB Off ramp A 0.44 A 0.44 A 0.44 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.68 C 0.71 B 0.69 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.54 A 0.54 A 0.55 

SR-65 SB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.51 A 0.50 A 0.51 

Washington Blvd/SR-65 SB Off and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.66 B 0.69 B 0.65 

I-80 WB Off-ramp and Douglas Blvd C 0.81 C 0.78 C 0.79 

I-80 WB On-ramp and Atlantic St C 0.75 C 0.72 C 0.73 

SR-65 NB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 

SR-65 SB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd/Galleria 
Blvd C 0.73 C 0.74 C 0.73 

I-80 WB Off-ramp/Taylor Rd and Eureka Rd E 0.94 E 0.91 E 0.91 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The estimated 2020 development levels under the adopted General Plans of Roseville and surrounding 

jurisdictions would increase traffic volumes on State highways within the City of Roseville (Impact 

4.3-2). The poor level of service anticipated on both I-80 and SR-65 under 2020 conditions would exist 

with or without Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP. On some segments, Alternative 2 would reduce 

traffic levels relative to the proposed WRSP, so this impact would be less severe. 

Placer County Roadways 

Table 6-28 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Placer County roadways under Alternative 2. 

These daily volumes were estimated by the City of Roseville’s travel demand model. The analysis 

assumes that those improvements to Placer County’s roadways that were included in the Sacramento 

Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2020 would be 

implemented (Impact 4.3-3). This includes the widening of Baseline Road from Fiddyment Road to west 

of Watt Avenue to six lanes and the remainder of Baseline Road to the Sutter County line to four lanes, 

plus the widening of both Watt Avenue and Walerga Road from two or four lanes between Baseline 

Road and the Sacramento/Placer County line. 

As shown in Tables 6-28 and 6-29, Alternative 2 would impact Placer County roadways and intersections 

very similar to, although slightly less severe than, the proposed WRSP, with two roadway segments, 

Walerga Road and Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and PFE Road, worsening from LOS C to 

LOS D. 

Alternative 2 would increase traffic on Phillip Road from a very low volume (about 300 vehicles per day) 

to about 600 daily vehicles, compared to 5,400 under the proposed WRSP. Unlike the WRSP, 

Alternative 2 would not increase traffic enough to cause a significant impact. 
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Table 6-28 Placer County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed WRSP 

Cumulative Plus 
Alternative 2 
(2020 WRSP) 

Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 

2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Baseline Road Sutter Co. to Tanwood 4 29,300 D 29,700 D 29,100 D 

 Tanwood to Watt Ave 6 32,700 B 32,500 B 33,200 B 

 Watt Ave to Fiddyment 6 53,700 E 52,400 E 53,100 E 

Fiddyment Road Baseline Rd to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 33,300 E 33,500 E 33,700 E 

 Roseville City Limits to Sunset Blvd 2 12,900 C 14,200 C 13,100 C 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,700 C 30,600 D 30,300 D 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,800 C 29,000 D 27,900 D 

Phillip Road WRSP to Brewer Road 2 300 A 5,200 A 600 A 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate 

at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
1 Roadway segment would be within City limits under this scenario. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 
 
 

Table 6-29 Placer County Comparison of Intersections Levels of Service 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway  No Project Plus WRSP 
Plus Alternative 2 (2020 

WRSP) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Walerga Road  PFE Road  F 1.06 F 1.02 F 1.05 

Watt Avenue PFE Road  C 0.73 C 0.76 C 0.76 

Watt Avenue  Baseline Road C1 0.73 C1 0.75 C1 0.76 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road  D 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.89 
NOTES: All intersections assumed to be signalized by 2020Segments that would experience a significant effect are shaded.1 
Level-of-service analysis for this intersection is based on modified Circular 212 capacities used by Roseville for its CIP. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

City of Rockl in Roads 

Table 6-30 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on roadways in the City of Rocklin under 

Alternative 2. These daily volumes were estimated by the City of Roseville’s travel demand model. The 

analysis assumes that those improvements to Rocklin’s roadways that were included in Rocklin’s 2020 

CIP, plus the roadways in the City’s proposed Northwest Annexation Area, would be implemented (see 

Impact 4.3-4). As shown in Table 6-30, neither Alternative 2 nor the proposed WRSP would cause any of 

Rocklin’s roadways to degrade to LOS D or worse conditions. 
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Table 6-30 Rocklin Roadways Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

and Levels of Service Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

No Project Proposed WRSP 
Alternative 2 (2020 

WRSP) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed Lanes 
in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sunset Blvd SR-65 to W. Stanford Ranch 6 27,100 A 30,000 A 29,200 A 

 W. Stanford Ranch W. Oaks 6 40,800 C 41,400 C 41,200 C 

 W. Oaks to Park 6 40,900 C 43,400 C 42,500 C 

 Park to Stanford Ranch 6 42,200 C 44,300 C 43,000 C 

 Stanford Ranch to Whitney Blvd 6 40,700 C 42,300 C 41,000 C 

 Whitney Blvd to Pacific Ave 6 46,900 D 47,800 D 46,900 D 

Park Drive Roseville City limits to Sunset Blvd 4 17,500 A 17,500 A 17,900 A 

Blue Oaks Blvd Route 65 to Lone Tree Blvd 6 37,000 B 41,500 C 39,700 C 

 Lone Tree Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 25,600 C 26,200 C 26,200 C 

Stanford Ranch 
Rd 

Fairway Dr to Sunset Blvd  6 28,000 A 29,200 A 28,500 A 

NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9.Segments that would experience a significant effect 
are shaded. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Sutter County Roadways 

Table 6-31 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on selected roadways in Sutter County under the 

2020 Plus Open Space Alternative. These daily volumes were estimated by the City’s travel demand 

model under 2020 Conditions, buildout of Phase 1 of the South Sutter County Specific Plan was assumed 

by 2020. Therefore, this analysis also assumes that the Phase 1 improvements to Sutter County roadways 

that were included in the Draft South Sutter County Specific Plan would be implemented by 2020, 

including a widening of Riego Road to six lanes and construction of an interchange at SR 70/99 and Riego 

Road (see Impact 4.3-5). As shown in Table 6-31, neither Alternative 2 nor the proposed WRSP would 

cause roadways in Sutter County to operate at unacceptable service levels. 

 
Table 6-31 Sutter County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Cumulative No Project Cumulative Proposed WRSP Cumulative Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway 
Assumed 

Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Riego Road 6 25,600 A 27,400 A 25,700 A 

Sunset West/Howsley 
Road 2 5,900 A 6,900 A 6,000 A 

Catlett Road 2 200 A 100 A 300 A 
Notes: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE:DKS Associates, 2003. 
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Bicycles 

Alternative 2 would result in a substantial demand for safe and convenient pedestrian/bicycle facilities 

by residents and employees of the WRSP for primarily transportation-related purposes. As with the 

WRSP, it is anticipated that Alternative 2 would provide a network of Class I and Class II bikeways to 

allow travel throughout the WRSP Area and provide linkage to the City’s planned bikeway system 

(Impact 4.3-7). 

Transit 

There is currently one transit route in the vicinity of the WRSP Area. As discussed in Impact 4.3-8, the 

City’s Long Range Transit Master Plan (LRTMP) did not anticipate development of the WRSP and thus 

did not include future service to the WRSP Area. The 4,640 residential dwelling units and the 

nonresidential uses that would be developed in the WRSP under the Open Space Alternative would 

generate significant transit demand, although less demand than under the proposed WRSP. In addition, 

transit service would not have to be expanded as far under Alternative 2, because there would be no 

development north of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 2 does not include a Village Center, so a General Plan Amendment to create a Pedestrian 

District policy would not be proposed, and a resulting potential impact on traffic congestion would not 

occur. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.3-2 (a): Improvements at intersection of Diamond Creek and Blue Oaks Boulevard 

■ MM 4.3-3 (c): Improvements to Phillip Road 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.3-1: Unacceptable service levels at: 

› Washington Boulevard/Junction Boulevard 

› Gibson/Roseville Parkway 

New Mitigation Required for Alternative 2 Only 

None. 

New Signif icant and Unavoidable Impact 

■ Impact 4.3-2: Unacceptable service level at Sierra College/Douglas Boulevard. 
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 Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

As shown in Table 6-4, emissions of all pollutants would continue to exceed Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District (PCAPCD) thresholds under this alternative, although the amount would be 

substantially reduced compared to the proposed SOI Amendment. PM10 emissions would be reduced by 

approximately 14 percent, and ROG, NOx, and CO emissions would be 36, 30, and 52 percent lower, 

respectively, than the proposed SOI Amendment on a daily basis (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions associated with the Open Space Alternative would be lower than under the 

proposed SOI Amendment Area (see Impact 4.4-3), because less development would occur. Under 

Alternative 2, total operational emissions are estimated to be 46 percent lower for ROG, 44 percent lower 

for NOx, 47 percent for CO, and 48 percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Under Alternative 2, potential TAC emissions would be increased, because light industrial uses would 

replace the high school and most of the regional park to the east of the PGWWTP. At the same time, the 

number of residents who would be exposed to TACs would be substantially reduced as a result of the 

reduction in residential uses within the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.4-4). The impact, however, 

would continue to be less than significant after mitigation. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5) and odor impacts (Impact 4.4-

6) would be less than significant. 

In summary, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2, because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed SOI Amendment would also occur 

under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 2, PM10 emissions from construction would be reduced by 5 percent, but would still 

exceed PCAPCD thresholds (Impact 4.4-1). Daily emissions would be reduced by 21 percent for ROG, 22 

percent for NOx, and 44 percent for CO (Impact 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions associated with Alternative 2 would also be substantially lower than those 

associated with the proposed WRSP, because the amount of development would be reduced by almost 

one-half. Total operational emissions for this Alternative are estimated to be reduced by 41 percent for 

ROG, 32 percent for NOx, 39 percent for CO and 43 percent for PM10. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The Open Space Alternative 2 would result in a 44 percent reduction in the number of residents in the 

WRSP Area who could be exposed to TACs from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP), and other sources in the vicinity (Impact 4.4-4). At the same time, the amount of industrial 

uses would increase from approximately 74 acres to 114 acres, because the high school and most of the 

regional park would be replaced by industrial uses under Alternative 2. The impact, however, would 

continue to be less than significant after mitigation. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed WRSP, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5) and odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6) would 

be less than significant. 

Overall, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed WRSP would also occur under 

Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

As indicated in Table 6-4, construction PM10 would be reduced by 21 percent in the Remainder Area 

under Alternative 2 (Impact 4.4-1). Other construction emissions (Impact 4.4-2) would be reduced by 49, 

53, and 44 percent (for ROG, NOx and CO, respectively). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions (Impact 4.4-3) would be reduced under Alternative 2 by 51 to 54 percent 

compared to development within the proposed Remainder Area assumptions (see Table 6-4). 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed WRSP, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5), odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6) and TACs 

(Impact 4.4-4) would be less than significant. 

In summary, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2, because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would also occur 

under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 
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 Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive 

receptors, primarily residences under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less 

construction activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Under Alternative 2, the SOI Amendment Area is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial. The location of some of these uses has not been determined, but 

similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, industrial and commercial uses could be located adjacent to 

residential areas. Similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, noise levels could exceed City standards at 

some residences (see Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3) under Alternative 2. However, because fewer people would 

reside in the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2, the impact would be less severe than under the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, schools would be constructed within the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-4). 

However, no high schools would be constructed, so there would be no stadium or related noise. The 

magnitude of the less-than-significant impact would be reduced under Alternative 2, because the high 

school, stadium, and soccer fields would not be constructed. In addition, middle or high school students 

in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased 

attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the School District. In 

addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially significant 

impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These 

impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require separate 

project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Park-related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area under 

Alternative 2, so there would be no noise associated with these uses (Impact 4.5-5). 
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Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, less traffic would be generated than under the proposed SOI Amendment, but noise 

levels would still be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along some roadways. In addition, fewer people would 

be exposed to traffic noise (Impact 4.5-5). Development of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 

would increase traffic noise on roadways outside of the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-9). Because 

traffic levels would be substantially lower, the increase would likely be under 3 dB, which is considered 

the threshold for hearing a noticeable difference in noise levels (Impact 4.5-9). At the same time, 

however, off-site traffic noise could cause the City’s noise contours to change, so that residences that are 

currently within the 60 dB Ldn noise contour could be subjected to noise levels above 60 dB Ldn (Impact 

4.5-10). This impact would be similar to, but less severe, under the proposed SOI Amendment, because 

there would be less traffic. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 2, noise impacts from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and 

fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, but less severe, because 

fewer people would be exposed. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6: Attenuate Park Noise (WRSP) 

■ MM 4.5-7: Park Noise Policies (Remainder) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed SOI Amendment would occur 

under Alternative 2, but the impacts would be less severe because of the reduction in traffic (and 

associated traffic noise), and the lower number of residents who would be exposed to unacceptable noise 

levels. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed WRSP, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive receptors, 

primarily residences, under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less construction 

activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 
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Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

As shown in Figure 6-2, the mix of land uses under Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed 

WRSP, but the amount would be reduced substantially and the distribution would change. Commercial 

uses would still be located adjacent to residential areas at the intersections of Blue Oaks Boulevard and 

Fiddyment Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Fiddyment Road. Light industrial uses would 

remain south of the PGWWTP and would replace the high school and regional park to the east of the 

PGWWTP. These industrial areas would be immediately adjacent to residential uses. With the exception 

of the industrial area south of the PGWWTP, all of these industrial and commercial areas could generate 

noise that exceeds City standards at the nearby residential uses (Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). As with the 

proposed WRSP, six-foot soundwalls would be provided in most of these areas. These walls may not be 

adequate to ensure that noise levels at adjacent residences meet City standards. The impact would be 

similar in magnitude to the proposed WRSP, because the number of areas where residential and 

commercial or industrial uses are proximate would be similar. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, there would be no high school within the WRSP Area, so there would be no 

stadium. There would be two elementary schools, so outdoor playground areas would be the only source 

of substantial noise (Impact 4.5-4). This impact would be substantially less severe under this alternative, 

because there would be no high school, which would be the primary source of school-related noise under 

the proposed WRSP. In addition, middle or high school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area 

would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased attendance at existing schools could 

exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school district. In addition, the increased student population 

at existing City schools could result in potentially significant impacts to traffic noise due to increase 

traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from 

future school facilities, would require separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA 

compliance. 

Park-Related Activit ies 

Under Alternative 2, there would be no regional parks, so no soccer fields or amphitheatre would be 

constructed (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, project-related traffic would decrease by approximately 41,000 trips, or 46 percent. 

If this percentage could be applied to volumes on particular roadways, then traffic noise could be 
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expected to decrease by a similar amount. A fifty percent reduction in traffic would reduce traffic noise 

by approximately 3 dBA. Noise levels along the roadways listed above, in most cases, would still exceed 

60 dBA at 100 feet, so adjacent residences could be exposed to unacceptable noise levels (Impact 4.5-8). In 

addition, the increase in traffic could extend the noise contours above 60 dB Ldn into existing and planned 

residential areas outside of the WRSP (Impacts 4.5-9 and 4.5-10), although it would be less severe than 

under the proposed WRSP, because less traffic would be generated under this alternative. 

Other Noise Sources 

Other sources of noise affecting the proposed WRSP would be the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), fire station 

(Impact 4.5-7), construction activities (Impact 4.5-1) and traffic (Impact 4.5-9). Noise from these uses 

would not exceed City standards under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP, although fewer 

residents would be exposed under the alternative. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6: Attenuate Park Noise. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable impacts would occur, but they would be less severe under 

Alternative 2. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed WRSP, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive receptors, 

primarily residences, under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less construction 

activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Like the proposed WRSP, the Remainder Area is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial. The exact location of these uses has not yet been determined, but 

similar to the WRSP, industrial and commercial uses could be located adjacent to residential areas. 

Therefore, like the impacts associated with the proposed Remainder Area, noise levels under this 

alternative could exceed City standards at some residences (see Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). As with the 

proposed Remainder Area assumptions, there would be no industrial uses in the Remainder Area, so 

there would not be any industrial-related noise (Impact 4.5-3). 
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Schools 

Under Alternative 2, one or more schools are likely to be constructed within the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.5-4). As with the proposed Remainder Area, the City cannot compel the school districts to implement 

mitigation measures. However, the magnitude of the impact would be substantially reduced under 

Alternative 2, because there would be fewer residents. In addition, middle or high school students in the 

WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased 

attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school district. In 

addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially significant 

impacts to traffic noise due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with 

the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require separate project-level 

environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the Remainder Area under 

Alternative 2, so park noise would not be expected to exceed City standards (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, noise levels would still be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along some roadways, even 

though traffic levels would be lower than those under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.5-8). The 

impact would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, because noise levels 

would be lower, and fewer people would be exposed to traffic noise. 

Under the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, portions of the existing street system noise levels 

would increase at existing roadways (see Impact 4.5-9). With a 47 percent reduction in traffic, the severity 

of this impact would be reduced under Alternative 2, and would not be expected to increase noise levels 

by more than 3 dB Ldn. However, the City’s noise contours would change as the result of Alternative 2 

(Impact 4.5-10). The severity of this impact would be reduced under this alternative, because of the 

reduction in traffic. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 2, no development would be located west or north of the PGWWTP, and residential 

uses to the south and east would be adequately buffered from PGWWTP noise (Impact 4.5-6). As 

discussed above, construction and fire station noise are exempt due to the Noise Ordinance, and would 

occur sporadically (see Impacts 4.5-1 and 4.5-7). For these reasons, noise from construction, fire stations 

and the PGWWTP would be less-than-significant impacts. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable noise impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would also 

occur under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because 

of the reduction in development levels. 

 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Alternative 2 would be subject to the same soil and geologic conditions, and would have to comply with 

the same laws, regulations, and City Improvement Standards as the Proposed Project WRSP and SOI 

Amendment. Impacts from implementation of Alternative 2 would be less severe than under the 

proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, because less development would occur and fewer people would be 

exposed to soils and geologic constraints. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP 

or SOI Amendment. 

 Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Under Alternative 2, the amount of open space would increase substantially. No development would 

occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west of the PGWWTP. There would be an increase in the acreage 

of designated open space areas from 684.6 acres under the WRSP to 1,863.1 acres. This open space area 

would include all of the 100-year flood plain and the entire area north of Pleasant Grove Creek, and west 

of the PGWWTP. As a result, there would be a substantial reduction in the acreage of impacts to federally 

protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. compared to the WRSP (Impact 4.7-1). Furthermore, a 

crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek to accommodate Blue Oaks Boulevard would no longer be needed. 
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Although there would be a substantial reduction, impacts on wetlands still occur under Alternative 2. 

Loss of federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would include 9.25 acres of vernal 

pools, as well as wet swales and channels, seasonal wetlands, and emergent wetlands, compared to 23.24 

acres under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 2, wetland habitat would likely be destroyed and/or degraded (Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 

and 4.7-4). There would be a substantial increase (almost three-fold) in open space under Alternative 2, 

and no development would occur in the 100-year flood plain, north of Pleasant Grove Creek, or west of 

the PGWWTP. Nonetheless, the impacts of development described above would still occur under this 

alternative, but at a smaller scale than under the proposed WRSP. Potential habitat loss would include 

9.25 acres of vernal pools, as well as other wetlands (Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4). Because fewer acres 

of habitat would be disturbed, this impact would be substantially less severe under Alternative 2. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 2, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-

5). Construction activity would still occur in areas adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek and the oak 

woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks/Fiddyment intersection. However, the number of trees to be 

removed would be greater under this alternative because the oak grove in Fiddyment Park would be 

developed as low-density residential under this alternative. Although other areas that could result in the 

removal of oaks would be eliminated, there would be no need to bridge Pleasant Grove Creek to access 

the area north of the creek or for the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard to the west, because no 

development would occur north of the creek. Nonetheless, this impact would be greater than under the 

proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, the loss of annual grasslands would be substantially lower than under the proposed 

WRSP. Designated open space areas would increase from 684.6 acres under the proposed WRSP to 

1,863.1 acres under Alternative 2. This open space consists primarily of annual grasslands, the 

preservation of which would represent a substantial reduction in the loss of annual grassland habitat 

over the proposed WRSP. Alternative 2 would result in the loss of up to 1,182.6 acres of annual 

grasslands, compared to an estimated 2,361 acres under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-6). 
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Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Under Alternative 2, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west of the 

PGWWTP, resulting in a substantial increase in open space. In addition to reducing the overall acreage of 

habitat loss, the development that would occur as a result of Alternative 2 would be confined within 

smaller boundaries. Not only would this result in fewer stream crossings and fewer urban barriers, but 

there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as the remaining habitat will remain 

contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would still be necessary under this 

alternative (Impact 4.7-7). However, because of the reduction in development, the impact would be less 

severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Under Alternative 2, the removal of native oak trees would occur on a larger scale compared to the 

WRSP because the grove of oak trees in Fiddyment Park under the WRSP would be impacted due to 

development under this alternative (Impact 4.7-8). The Tree Preservation chapter in the City’s Zoning 

Ordinance requires the replacement of protected trees that are removed. In the long-term, the 

replacement trees would mature and replace the value of the trees that were lost. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, there would be an increase in the acreage of designated open space. Although this 

change would negate the need to have a crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek, there would still be a need 

to cross Kaseberg Creek and some of the tributaries of both Kaseberg Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek 

(Impact 4.7-9). Additionally, other alterations could still occur as part of stormwater drainage outlets. 

However, because fewer stream crossings would be required, the impact would be less severe under 

Alternative 2. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure would be required for Alternative 2, but the improvements would be smaller than 

required for the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but the second Pleasant Grove Creek bridge would not be required. 

General Plan Pol icies 

The WRSP proposes an amendment to the City’s General Plan Open Space Policy 10, which would allow 

flood control facilities in open space areas, such as the detention basins proposed for Kaseberg Creek. 

Such facilities could destroy or degrade habitat during grading and other ground disturbance. Under 
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Alternative 2, this policy would also be included for City consideration (Impact 4.7-11). The impacts of 

this policy would be reduced under Alternative 2, because if flood control facilities were needed in the 

floodplain, they would be smaller, because the amount of runoff would be reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts that would be more Severe under Alternative 2 

The short-term significant and unavoidable loss of oak trees would be a more severe impact under 

Alternative 2, because the oak woodland would be developed (Impact 4.7-8). 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Although no wetland delineations or special-status species surveys have been conducted for the 

Remainder Area, the habitat potential is considered similar to the WRSP Area. The Remainder Area is 

estimated to contain approximately 50 acres of wetlands. Under Alternative 2, impacts on wetlands and 

“other” waters of the U.S. would likely occur as a result of such development, because of the dispersion 

of potential wetlands in the Remainder Area, but the magnitude of the impact would be reduced due to 

the reduction in area to be disturbed (Impact 4.7-1). 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 2, future development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced relative 

to the proposed SOI Amendment, which would reduce the potential for wetlands to be lost or degraded 

(Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3 and 4.7-4), because fewer acres of habitat would be disturbed. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 2, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, 

because construction activity would still occur in areas most likely to contain nests, such as adjacent to 

Pleasant Grove Creek and the oak woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks/Fiddyment intersection (Impact 

4.7-5). Under this alternative, the number of trees to be removed would likely be more than was assumed 



6-51

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

under the SOI Amendment because the oak grove present in Fiddyment Park would be impacted. 

However, under this alternative there would be no need to construct a bridge across Pleasant Grove 

Creek to access the area north of the creek, because no development would occur north of the creek. 

Therefore, this impact would be slightly less severe than under the SOI Amendment proposed 

Remainder Area. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, the loss of annual grasslands would be substantially reduced, because the amount 

of open space would increase to 1,434.6 acres from 365 acres under the proposed Remainder Area 

(Impact 4.7-6). 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Under Alternative 2, there would be fewer stream crossings and other urban barriers to wildlife 

movement, because development would occur only south of Pleasant Grove Creek and east of the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.7-7). In addition, there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as the 

remaining habitat would remain contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would still 

be necessary under this alternative. Because of the reduction in development, this impact would be less 

severe than if development were to occur over the entire SOI Amendment Remainder Area. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Under Alternative 2, the increase in open space would not reduce the number of native oak trees that 

would need to be removed for project construction (Impact 4.7-8), as most of the native oaks are located 

south of Pleasant Grove Creek. The Tree Preservation chapter in the City’s Zoning Ordinance requires 

the replacement of protected trees that are removed. In the long term, the replacement trees would 

mature and replace the value of the trees that were lost. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

While Alternative 2 would reduce development in the Remainder Area by approximately half compared 

to the proposed SOI Amendment Remainder Area, stream crossings for roadways and infrastructure 

would still be needed along some creeks (Impact 4.7-9). Because fewer stream crossings would be 

required, this impact would be less severe under Alternative 2. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

The amount of off-site infrastructure needed to serve Alternative 2 would be substantially reduced 

compared to if development were to occur over the entire Remainder Area, because only half as much 
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development would occur (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but the second Pleasant Grove bridge would not be required, and there would be enough 

water to serve the entire SOI Amendment Area without water from the Sacramento River or other 

source. Consequently, the potential impacts on biological resources due to site-site construction would be 

substantially reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts on biological resources identified for the proposed Remainder 

Area would also occur under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially 

reduced because of the reduction in development levels. 

 Cultural Resources 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 2 

■ Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 
resources. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

An unrecorded prehistoric site in the northern end of the WRSP Area had been reported previously, but 

was not found during the recent field survey, possibly due to the extent of groundcover. This prehistoric 

site was located near Pleasant Grove Creek (see Impact 4.8-1). The creek and its floodplain are designated 

open space under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP, so the site is not expected to be disturbed 

by future development. Alternative 2 is expected to result in fewer impacts to archeological resources in 

general, because less land would be developed or disturbed. 

Historic Propert ies 

Based on the Land Use Plan for Alternative 2, retention of the Fiddyment Ranch complex appears highly 

unlikely since park uses are no longer proposed under this alternative. This would increase the 

likelihood that structures would be demolished or moved, resulting in a significant impact, in 

comparison to the WRSP, which includes developed land uses that closely surround, but do not overlay, 

the Fiddyment Ranch Site. 
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Paleontological Resources 

Alternative 2 would substantially reduce the amount of land that would be developed in the WRSP Area 

(from 2,477 acres to 1,299 acres), and could therefore reduce the likelihood of encountering 

paleontological resources during development, compared to the proposed WRSP. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Certain components of Alternative 2 would be constructed off site, similar to infrastructure anticipated 

for the proposed WRSP, such as roads, electrical infrastructure, water and sewer lines, and water tanks. 

In most cases, off-site infrastructure would be located within existing or planned roadway rights-of-way, 

and the potential for cultural resources to occur would have been addressed during the planning of those 

roads (see Impact 4.8-4). The impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because 

even with less development, water, sewer, and other utility lines would need to be extended to the WRSP 

site, and off-site roadway improvements would be required, as indicated in the discussion of 

Transportation and Circulation impacts. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

WRSP would also occur under Alternative 2. For Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3 and 4.8-4, the impacts would be less 

severe under Alternative 2, because substantially fewer acres would be subject to disturbance. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts that Would be More Severe under Alternative 2 

■ Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 
resources. 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space (see Impact 4.8-1). Therefore, the potential to disturb 

archaeological resources would be reduced. 
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Historic Propert ies 

Because the Remainder Area has not been surveyed, it is not known whether it contains any historic 

resources. Development within the Remainder Area could affect historic resources, if present, through 

removal, relocation, reuse, and/or substantially altering the context in which the historic resources occur 

(see Impact 4.8-2). Due to the increased amount of open space under this alternative, chances of 

encountering historic resources may be slightly reduced compared to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Paleontological Resources 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space. . The increased amount of open space provided by 

this alternative could reduce the likelihood of encountering paleontological resources during 

development (see Impact 4.8-3). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 2, construction and installation of site-site improvements could result in disturbance 

of historic or prehistoric resources. Such resources could be damaged, destroyed, or removed, resulting 

in a loss of integrity if encountered during grading, excavation, and/or construction (see Impact 4.8-4). 

However, the impact would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area, because the 

amount of development would be reduced, and the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project would 

not be required. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

Project would also occur within the Remainder Area under Alternative 2. 
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 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Use, Storage and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water; Electromagnetic 
Fields 

Development of Alternative 2 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed WRSP related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP, including emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and 

location of residential uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF) (Impacts 4.9-1 

and 4.9-3 through 4.9-7). Assuming hazardous materials use is directly proportional to the amount of 

developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, commercial, and business land use categories, 

the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would be reduced because the amount of developed 

square footage for these uses would be approximately 19 percent less than the WRSP. With 

approximately one-half the number of dwelling units, there would also be less household hazardous 

waste generated under this alternative. Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP 

would be restricted to nonresidential uses, identical to the proposed WRSP, so the less-than-significant 

impacts identified for the proposed WRSP would not differ under this alternative from the proposed 

WRSP. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP are assumed to be temporarily routed through a residential 

area along Hayden Parkway, as described for the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.9-8). 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

As with the proposed WRSP, past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch property, which would be developed 

under Alternative 2, were identified as a potential source of soil contamination requiring additional 

investigation and/or cleanup as necessary (Impact 4.9-5). 

Remainder  Area  

Use, Storage, and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water; 
Electromagnetic Fields 

Development of Alternative 2 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed Remainder Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials, use 

of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential uses and schools relative to 

sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF) (Impacts 4.9-1 and 4.9-3 through 4.9-7). There would be less 

household hazardous waste generated under this alternative because there would be approximately 50 

percent fewer dwelling units, and substantially less hazardous waste generated from nonresidential uses. 

The Remainder Area is not within 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP, so the less-than-significant 
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impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would not differ under this alternative. Chemical 

deliveries to the PGWWTP would temporarily be routed through a residential area along Hayden 

Parkway, as described for the proposed SOI Amendment. Because of the reduced geographic area that 

would need emergency services (Impact 4.9-2), a fire station would not be needed in the Remainder 

Area. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

The Remainder Area has not been surveyed for hazardous materials, so past uses could be a potential 

source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation and/or cleanup as necessary (Impact 4.9-

5). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.10-3: (Construct new stations as needed.) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable hazards impacts were identified for either the proposed WRSP or 

Alternative 2. 

 Public Services 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Law Enforcement 

As shown in Table 6-5, 13.4 new officers would be required under Alternative 2, half of the required 

number of officers for the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.10-1). Administrative support staff would also 

be needed to support the additional police force. 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 2, development would be confined to the eastern portion of the WRSP site, closer to 

existing development in the City of Roseville. Because less development would occur, there would be 

less demand for fire protection. Because development in the WRSP Area under Alternative 2 would be 

confined to the eastern portion of the WRSP site, existing fire stations would be able to respond to the 

WRSP site within the four-minute response time standard. The existing Station #5 on Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard would serve the WRSP Area until other stations are constructed. Once it is constructed, the 

Blue Oaks Station, Station #8, would also serve the WRSP Area. Nonetheless, because population within 
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the City would increase, additional fire personnel would be required to serve the WRSP site as with the 

proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.10-2). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, fewer elementary schools would be needed to support students generated by 

development in the WRSP (see Table 6-5). Alternative 2 would provide two elementary schools within 

the WRSP Area. No middle or high school site is proposed as a part of Alternative 2 so the impact on 

schools would be substantially increased under Alternative 2, and new MM 6-1 would be required. In 

addition, middle or high school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend 

existing schools in the City. Increased attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity 

problems in the school district. In addition, the increased student population at existing City schools 

could result in potentially significant impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic 

volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future 

school facilities, would require separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Libraries 

Under Alternative 2, 11,739 new residents would be generated in the WRSP Area. Because the City’s 

standard for library provision is one new library branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 population, a new 

library branch or expansion of existing branches would not be warranted under Alternative 2, unlike the 

proposed WRSP. Nonetheless, existing library facilities would need to be expanded to meet WRSP 

demand generated by this alternative. The expansion of existing library facilities could result in 

environmental impacts, but expansion would likely result in less severe environmental impacts than the 

construction of a new library facility as called for in the proposed project. If future libraries are 

determined to be required to accommodate demand generated by development under Alternative 2, 

physical impacts from such new construction would require separate project-level environmental 

analysis fro CDQA clearance. 

Parks and Recreation 

As shown in Table 6-5, approximately 105 acres of new parks in total, with 34 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive parks would be 

required to serve the new population under this alternative. Alternative 2 would provide 1,863 acres of 

open space and 53.4 acres of active park uses within the WRSP Area. While Alternative 2 would provide 

enough open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses (Impact 4.10-6). Under Alternative 
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2, the impact on park and recreation facilities would be more severe than under the proposed WRSP, 

because less parkland would be provided on a per capita basis. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.10-9: Provide library branches as needed. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable public services impacts were identified for either Alternative 2 or the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 2 

■ MM 6-1: Provide for one high school site and at least one middle school site in the SOI 
Amendment Area. (Alternative 2, WRSP) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional parkland and/or in lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 2, 
WRSP) 

Remainder  Area  

Law Enforcement 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 12 additional police officers would be required to serve the 

Remainder Area, 10 officers fewer than required under the proposed Remainder Area (see Impact 4.10-1). 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 2, development would be confined to the eastern portion of the Remainder Area, 

closer to existing development in the City of Roseville, and there would be less demand for fire 

protection (Impact 4.10-2). The Remainder Area would be served by the existing Station #5 on Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard and, once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station #8. Because of the reduced 

geographic area, these stations should be able to serve the Remainder Area, so the impact would be less 

severe than under the proposed Remainder Area, which would require an additional station. 

Schools 

Alternative 2 would generate a total of 2,774 students in the Remainder Area. These students would 

attend schools in the Roseville City School District, the Roseville Joint Union High School District and the 

Center Unified School District (Impact 4.10-3 and 4.10-4). Alternative 2 would provide two elementary 

schools within the WRSP to serve students in the RCSD. Under Alternative 2, the impact would be more 

severe than under the project because the need for intermediate and high schools would be greater under 
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Alternative 2 and would add to overcrowding in existing schools. If future intermediate and high school 

facilities were to be built, construction could have potentially significant environmental impacts that 

would need to be addressed on a project-specific basis prior to approval. In addition, middle or high 

school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the 

City. Increased attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school 

district. In addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially 

significant impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of 

trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require 

separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Libraries 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 9,766 new residents would be generated. Based on the City’s 

standard for providing one new library branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 population (see Impact 4.10-5), 

no new library facilities would need to be constructed within the Remainder Area. This would be a less-

than-significant impact. However, library facilities would still need to be expanded to meet the new 

demand. The expansion of library facilities would likely result in less severe environmental impacts than 

the construction of a new library facility as called for in the proposed project. If future libraries are 

determined to be required to accommodate demand generated by development under Alternative 2, 

physical impacts from such new construction would require separate project-level environmental 

analysis for CEQA clearance. 

Parks and Recreation 

Under Alternative 2, the Remainder Area would require approximately 84 acres of parkland, and would 

provide 49.3 acres, which would not meet City standards. While Alternative 2 would provide enough 

open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses. Therefore, this impact would be 

more severe than under the proposed WRSP, which would provide adequate parkland for its population. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ ffs 4.10-3: Construct new fire stations as needed. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-4: Demonstrate adequate response time or provisions. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-5: Identify appropriate fire station locations. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-6: Fire prevention and suppression policies. (Remainder Only) 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable public services impacts were identified for either Alternative 2 or the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 2 for the Remainder Area 

■ MM 6-1: Provide for one high school site and at least one middle school site in the SOI 
Amendment Area. (Alternative 2, Remainder Area) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional parkland and/or in lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 2, 
Remainder Area) 

 Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply needs for the WRSP would be reduced from 7,042 AF/year 

(proposed project) to 4,002 A/F/year (WRSP, Alternative 2). This is a reduction of 3,042 AF/year Existing 

City surface water supply and recycled water would be sufficient to meet demands in both wet and dry 

years for Alternative 2. In addition, the demand for water treatment, storage, and conveyance would be 

reduced compared to the WRSP (see Impacts 4.11-1 through 4.11-4). 

Recycled Water 

The PGWWTP would produce enough water to meet the demands of Alternative 2 (Impact 4.11-5). 

Infrastructure to convey recycled water would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Wastewater 

Alternative 2 would generate an approximately 50 percent decrease in wastewater flows compared to the 

proposed WRSP. This alternative would generate flows of 1.4 mgd. Considering the 1.1 mgd of capacity 

allocated to the VBO in the WWMP EIR, the net increase in capacity for this alternative is 0.3 mgd. The 

capacity to the PGWWTP would still need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity 

of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be reduced, the 

mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development under Alternative 2 would require the installation of wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 1,213 more acres of open space, 



6-61

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

the area of land to be disturbed during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be 

less than the WRSP. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 2 would be approximately 6,084 tons less than what would be 

generated per year under the proposed WRSP. Development under Alternative 2 could substantially 

shorten the lifespan of the landfill over thirty years, however, it would be less severe than the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.11-9). 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be reduced and waste generated 

during construction under Alternative 2 would be lower than under the proposed WRSP (see Impacts 

4.11-9 and 4.11-10), because less development would occur. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 2 electricity required in the WRSP would be approximately 34.5 MW per year less 

than the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.11-11). Under Alternative 2, development would require 

approximately 7,946,160 Therms of natural gas less than the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.11-12). 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.11-5: Treatment plant capacity. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Water 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply would be reduced by 2,345 AF/year in the Remainder Area under 

Alternative 2. This results in a supply requirement for the Remainder Area under Alternative 2 of 3,086 

AF/year. Assuming 1,764 AF/year were available from the City (4,080 AF/year less 2,315 AF/year for the 

WRSP) and up to 3,200 AF/year of transfer water from the San Juan Water District, no additional supply 

would be required. Water supply requirements could further be reduced through the use of recycled 

water for irrigation to offset potable supplies. 
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Wastewater 

Flows anticipated to be generated by development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 2 would be 

1.1 mgd. This is 1.2 mgd less than the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-7). The capacity to the 

PGWWTP would need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity of 20.7 mgd. While 

impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be reduced, the mitigation measures for 

the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development of the Remainder Area under this alternative would result in the need for installation of 

wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 

2,283 more acres in open space than the proposed SOI Amendment, the area of land to be disturbed 

during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be less. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 2 would be approximately 6,820 tons less than what would be 

generated per year in the Remainder Area. In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF 

would be reduced (Impact 4.11-10). Waste generated during construction of the Remainder area under 

Alternative 2 would be lower than under the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.11-9), because less 

development would occur. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 2 electricity required in the Remainder Area would be approximately 35.6 MW per 

year less than the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.11-11). Under Alternative 2, development 

would require approximately 5,101,920 Therms of natural gas less than the proposed SOI Amendment 

(see Impact 4.11-12). 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.11-1: Availability of water supplied to meet demand in wet years. 
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 Hydrology, Water Quality, And Groundwater 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 59 percent of the WRSP Area would remain as open space and 

would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of stormwater 

discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be proportionately reduced. 

The detention and other drainage facilities would also be reduced accordingly (Impact 4.12-1). 

Stormwater Runoff (Volumes) 

While the volume of stormwater being discharged would also be proportionately reduced under 

Alternative 2, as compared to the proposed WRSP, this water would still need to be directed to and 

stored in the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Under Alternative 2, all areas of the 100-year floodplain would remain as open space, so there would be 

no impact on the floodplain due to fill. Some fill could be placed in the floodplain for roadway bridge 

crossings (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because Alternative 2 provides for approximately one-half the level of development as the proposed 

WRSP, the amount of construction would be reduced by approximately half. As a result, the potential for 

erosion during construction would be substantially lower than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-

4). As with the proposed WRSP, the impact of construction on water quality would be less than 

significant, because contractors would be required by State law and City Improvement standards to 

implement Best Management Practices to protect water quality. Potential degradation of water quality 

due to urban contaminants would also be reduced under Alternative 2 (Impact 4.12-5). 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater would still be needed in drier and driest years under this Alternative because the 3,200 

AF/year from the SJWD would not be available as required under the City and SJWD MOU. However, 

the volume of groundwater required to be extracted would be significantly reduced as compared to the 

proposed project (Impact 4.11-2). 
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Groundwater Recharge 

Under Alternative 2, the amount of open space would increase substantially relative to the proposed 

WRSP. Consequently, the amount of impervious coverage that could interfere with groundwater 

recharge would be reduced by approximately one-half, as compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-

7). The magnitude of this impact would be reduced because of the increase in open space. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The short-term significant and unavoidable impacts on downstream flooding identified for the proposed 

WRSP until construction of the Reason Farms detention project occurs would also occur under 

Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be incrementally reduced because of the 

reduction in impervious surfaces. 

Remainder  Area  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 2, the rate and amount of stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and 

Curry Creek watersheds would be proportionately reduced. Because there would be no contribution 

from the southern Remainder Area to the Curry Creek shed that required mitigation for the WRSP to 

address the effects of combined flows, the potentially significant impact identified for the SOI 

Amendment would be avoided (Impact 4.12-1). Therefore, impacts on peak flows under Alternative 2 

would less severe than identified for the Remainder Area. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The increase in stormwater runoff volumes from the Remainder Area would be reduced, under 

Alternative 2 but not to a less-than-significant level, under Alternative 2 because less area would be 

developed (Impact 4. 12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Under Alternative 2, no development would occur along Pleasant Grove Creek in the Remainder Area. 

Placement of fill or structures along Curry Creek in the Remainder Area could encroach upon the 

floodplain, which could reduce the capacity of the channel to convey flows (Impact 4. 12-3) similar to the 

proposed Remainder Area. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Water Quality 

The amount of erosion and urban contaminants generated by construction and operation would be 

substantially reduced compared to the proposed WRSP. Construction-related water quality impacts 

would be less than significant, because contractors would be required to implement BMPs and 

implement an erosion control measure (Impact 4.12-4). Operational impacts on water quality would also 

be reduced because there would be less development (Impact 4.12-5). 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater would still be used to supplement surface water supplies for the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.12-6). 

Groundwater Recharge 

As discussed for the SOI Amendment, groundwater recharge impacts would be reduced in magnitude 

because more area would remain as open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Alternative 2 would convert a majority of the approximately 3,162 acres of currently undeveloped 

grassland into urban uses. Of this, approximately 1,863 acres would be retained as open space, 

approximately 1,178 acres more than the proposed WRSP. In addition, the visual character of the 

drainages would be better preserved than under the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.13-1), due to 

preservation of the land north of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Light and Glare 

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of land developed as urban uses, development of 

Alternative 2 would still result in a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and 
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alter nighttime views of the site (see Impact 4.13-2). The amount of glare would also be proportionately 

reduced. However, the amount of development proposed by this alternative could still substantially alter 

the amount of daytime glare on the site. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed WRSP, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less than 

significant under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable visual impacts that would occur under the proposed WRSP would also 

occur under Alternative 2, although their severity would be reduced. 

Remainder  Area  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space. This impact would be reduced in comparison to 

development of the entire Remainder Area, because of the increase in open space under this alternative. 

Light and Glare 

Under Alternative 2 light and glare impacts would be reduced in comparison to the proposed Remainder 

Area, because the amount of area to be developed with light and glare producing uses would be reduced 

(see Impact 4.13-2). 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less 

than significant under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed Remainder Area would 

also occur under Alternative 2, although the severity would be reduced. 

Conc lus ions  

Alternative 2 would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, because 

substantially fewer acres would be developed. In most cases, the impacts of Alternative 2 would be the 

same as or reduced compared to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. Several impacts that would 

be significant and unavoidable under the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment would not occur or 

would be less than significant under Alternative 2, including 

■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (Impact 4.1-4) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Impact 4.3-4 for SOI amendment only) 

■ Increased congestion due to Pedestrian District overlay (Impact 4.3-8 for SOI amendment only) 

■ Increased demand for water treatment (Impact 4.11-3 for the SOI amendment) 

At the same time, one significant and unavoidable impact would be more severe under Alternative 2, 

including 

■ Loss of historically significant resources (Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

Alternative 2 would meet some project objections. 8,340 residential units would not be constructed, 

inconsistent with Objective 4. Also, this alternative does not include Fiddyment Park or adequate high 

school facilities (Objective 7). Alternative 2 does not preserve the oak woodlands or the Fiddyment Home 

Complex as described in Objective 7f. Because no Village Center is included in Alternative 2, Objective 

5c, calling for identifiable and walkable neighborhoods with incorporated gathering places, such as parks 

and schools, for neighborhood activities and interaction, would not be as well served by Alternative 2 as 

by the proposed WRSP. In addition, the reduction in development could preclude achievement of 

Objective 10, calling for a mix of uses and facilities that are fiscally feasible to implement and do not 

negatively impact the City’s General Fund. 

6.2.6 Alternative 3: Increased Intensity Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, approximately the same number of residential units would be developed as under 

the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, but at substantially higher densities so that the amount of 

open space would increase. Average residential density would increase from 5.8 units per acre in the 

WRSP Area to 8.8 units per acre under Alternative 3. The Remainder Area would see a similar shift, from 
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4.9 to 9.9 du/acre. Industrial, commercial, and business/professional uses would also occur at higher 

densities, so that approximately the same square footage could be developed on fewer acres. The Village 

Center would be developed under this alternative. As a result, the amount of open space in the WRSP 

and Remainder Areas would increase from 1,034 to 3,076 acres, an increase of approximately 300 percent. 

Two elementary schools would be provided in the WRSP Area in the Roseville City School District, with 

an additional two elementary schools in the Remainder Area, both in the Center Unified School District. 

A high school and a middle school would be provided in the WRSP Area, and another middle school 

would be provided in the Remainder Area. 

Parks acreage would be reduced to approximately 40 acres in the WRSP Area, and 112 acres in the 

Remainder Area, due largely to the elimination of both the Regional Park and sports complex and 

Fiddyment Park. It is assumed that the high school stadium would be constructed under Alternative 3, 

the same as with the proposed WRSP. 

Off-site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area, with the exception 

of improvements to Blue Oaks Boulevard north of City property, which would not occur under this 

alternative. 

Alternative 3 land uses are shown in Figure 6-3 (Alternative 3 Increased Intesity) and Table 6-32. Table 6-

32 shows the land use assumptions for Alternative 3. 

 
Table 6-32 Alternative 3 Increased Density 

WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 
Zoning Land Use Acres Dus Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 1743.6  1,292.52  3,036.12 0 

PR Park and Recreation 39.9  112.33  152.23 0 

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 142.1  40  182.10 0 

LDR Low-density Residential 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 

LDR Low-density Residential  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (Age Restricted)       

MDR Medium-density Residential 895.8 6,455 740 5,550 1,635.8 12,005 

HDR High-density Residential 59.1 1,450 74 1,850 133.1 3,300 

CC Community Commercial 88.5 525 29.97  118.47 525 

BP Business Professional   21.70  21.70 0 

LI Light Industrial 81.1    81.1 0 

IND Industrial     0 0 

? Kennel     0 0 

R/W Road right-of-way 108.8  54.77  163.58 0 

OS/Paseo Paseo 3.1    3.1 0 

Total 3,162 8,430 2,365.30 7,400 5,527.30 15,830 
SOURCE: West Roseville Specific Plan, September 15, 2003 
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 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Under Alternative 3, the mix of land uses would be similar to the proposed WRSP. However, the overall 

residential density would be increased to include all medium and high-density residential uses. No low-

density residential would be included. A majority of the proposed development would be residential 

uses, with large areas of open space north of Pleasant Creek and west of the PGWWTP. Only a small area 

of residential uses south of the high school would be adjacent to industrial uses. Approximately half of 

the WRSP Area in the northern and western portion would be left in undeveloped open space, including 

the 20.4 acres of Prime Farmland that would be developed under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-2). 

Under Alternative 3, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek in the Fiddyment 

Ranch Property. Therefore, the existing access along Phillip Road would not change. Furthermore, 

without the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard, there would be no need for the City to acquire the O’Brien 

property or property to north for right-of-way. 

Because of the reduced potential for conflicts, the reduction in the amount of farmland that would be 

converted to urban uses, and the elimination of the less-than-significant impact on access to existing 

properties, the land use impacts of Alternative 3 would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6 (Attenuate park noise) 

■ MM 4.13-1 (a) (Restrict high-watt light usage and hours for parks) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.1-4: Conversion of agricultural land 

Remainder  Area  

The location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been determined under 

Alternative 3. Similar to the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, it is assumed they would be similar 

to the types and densities of land uses in the WRSP (e.g., residential, commercial). Therefore, future 

development could include residential land uses near commercial operations and schools. The potential 

for land use conflicts would be essentially the same as the proposed Remainder Area because a similar 

type of use would be developed. 
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Alternative 3 would result in similar conflicts between land uses as the proposed WRSP, so the land use 

impacts would be the same as under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-7 (Park noise policies) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable land use impacts identified for the Remainder Area as proposed would 

occur under Alternative 3, but would be less severe. 

 Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance/Resolution 83-118 

As shown in Table 6-3, the City’s jobs/housing ratio for the WRSP Area under Alternative 3 would be 

slightly lower than the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area. Like the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, Alternative 3 would comply with City Resolution 83-118. Under Alternative 3, the City’s 

job/housing ratio would be slightly improved relative to its current ratio. However, the improvement 

would not be as great as under the proposed project, because the alternative would provide for the same 

amount of residential development while creating fewer jobs (see Table 6-3) from commercial, industrial 

and business/professional development (Impact 4.2-1). As with the proposed Remainder Area, enough 

jobs would be within proximity of the Remainder Area to satisfy Resolution 83-118. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under either the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area or Alternative 3, consistent with City policy. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Similar displacement of housing would occur under Alternative 3 as the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, and would be less than significant. 

Inducement of Substantial Population Growth 

As the same development is proposed under Alternative 3, the same population growth would be 

induced. This impact would be significant and unavoidable, the same as with the WRSP and Remainder 

Area. 
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Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 3 proposes the same development over a smaller area, and would be consistent with the 

adopted City policies as outlined for the WRSP and Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable population, employment, and housing impacts identified for 

proposed the WRSP and Remainder Area would occur under Alternative 3. 

 Transportation and Circulation 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Alternative 3 would generate approximately 203,340 daily trips, compared to 209,221 under the Proposed 

Project. This would be a reduction of approximately 2.8 percent. The internal circulation pattern would 

be very different under Alternative 3, because there would not be any development west of the 

PGWWTP, although a north/south arterial is assumed to be extended north to the future Placer Parkway 

alignment. The primary east/west roadways would be the same as under the proposed SOI Amendment, 

but truncated. Other north/south connections would be similar as well, except that West Side Drive 

would not be constructed. Therefore, the primary points of access to the WRSP Area would be from Blue 

Oaks Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Market Street, Baseline Road, and perhaps 

Watt Avenue, depending on its future alignment. The slight reduction in trips would not be expected to 

substantially reduce impacts at local intersections, so levels of service would likely be the same as under 

the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.3-1). 

State Highways 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 would increase congestion on State highways (Impact 

4.3-2), although the impact would be slightly less severe than under the proposed SOI Amendment, 

because of the reduction in trips. 
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Other Local Roadways 

Impacts on Placer County, Rocklin and Sutter County roadways would be the same as the proposed SOI 

Amendment, although slightly reduced due to the reduction in trips (Impacts 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-5, and 

4.3-6). 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be almost identical to the proposed SOI 

Amendment, because the number of people generated by Alternative 3 would be reduced only slightly 

(Impacts 4.3-7). Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would extend throughout the developed portion of the 

Remainder Area under Alternative 3. As discussed above, Alternative 3 should increase transit use, 

because of the higher densities. With this mitigation, impacts on bicycle circulation and transit would be 

slightly less severe than under the proposed WRSP, because facilities would not need to be extended as 

far. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 3 does include a Village Center, so the proposed General Plan Amendment to add a 

Pedestrian District policy would also be included, and impacts on traffic congestion would be identical to 

the proposed SOI Amendment and Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 107,195 trips would be generated in the WRSP Area, compared to 

110,341 under the proposed WRSP, a reduction of approximately 2.9 percent. The internal circulation 

pattern would also be different, with West side Drive eliminated from Alternative 3. Nonetheless, the 

primary points of access to the WRSP Area would be from Blue Oaks Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, and 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard, similar to the proposed WRSP. The slight reduction in trips would not be 

expected to substantially reduce impacts at local intersections, so levels of service would likely be the 

same as under the proposed WRSP. 
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State Highways 

Like the proposed WRSP, Alternative 3 would increase congestion on State highways (Impact 4.3-2), but 

the impact would be slightly less severe than under the WRSP, because of the reduction in trips. 

Other Local Roadways 

Impacts on Placer County, Rocklin, Sutter County, and Sacramento County roadways would be the same 

as the proposed WRSP, although slightly reduced due to the reduction in trips (Impacts 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-5, 

and 4.3-6). 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be almost identical to the proposed WRSP, because 

the number of people generated by Alternative 3 would be only slightly less than under the proposed 

WRSP (Impacts 4.3-6). With the higher densities, Alternative 3 should be more conducive to transit use 

than the proposed WRSP. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 3 does include a Village Center, so the General Plan Amendment to add a Pedestrian District 

policy would also be included, and impacts on traffic congestion would be identical to the proposed 

WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

 Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, PM10 emissions from construction in the SOI Amendment Area are estimated to be 

reduced by approximately 13 percent for PM10, 32 percent for ROG, 30 percent for NOx, and 44 percent 

for CO, because of the reduction in developed areas (see Table 6-4). Nonetheless, ROG, NOx, and PM10 

emissions would exceed District standards (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 
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Operational Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, total operational emissions are estimated to be reduced by approximately less than 

one percent for ROG, four percent for NOx, 17 percent for CO and 13 percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 

The emissions would still exceed District thresholds under this alternative (Impact 4.4-3). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 3 would result in almost the same number of residents being exposed to TACs from the 

PGWWTP as well as pollutants from diesel-powered vehicles (Impact 4.4-4). However, there would be a 

27-acre reduction in industrial uses, so fewer TACs would be produced. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 would not result in any CO violations (Impact 4.4-

5), or significant odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Emiss ions 

As shown in Table 6-4, construction emissions under Alternative 3 would be lower than under the 

proposed WRSP by 17 percent for ROG, 11 percent for NOx, 39 percent for CO, and 5 percent for PM10 

(Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed WRSP, but slightly higher 

due to the change in mix of land uses (e.g., less industrial and more commercial) (Impact 4.3-3). Total 

operational emissions under Alternative 3 would be six percent higher for ROG, 15 percent for NOx, 

eight percent for CO, and three percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 250 fewer people would reside in the WRSP Area (a 1.2 percent 

reduction due to the increased density of residential units, since higher densities have fewer people). 

Therefore, there would only be a slight change in the number of people who could be exposed to TACs 

from the PGWWTP and other industrial uses in the WRSP Area, as well as pollutants from diesel 

powered vehicles (Impact 4.4-4). At the same time, there would be a 27-acre reduction on the amount of 

industrial uses that could generate TACs. 

Other Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to carbon monoxide “hotspots” and odors 

would be unchanged (Impacts 4.4-5 and 4.4-6) 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, PM10 emissions from project construction would be reduced by 20 to 49 percent in 

the Remainder Area (see Table 6-4) due to the reduction in developed land (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, total operational emissions are reduced by seven to 20 percent, as shown in Table 6-

4. The emissions would still exceed District thresholds under this alternative (Impact 4.4-3). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 3 would result in almost the same number of residents being exposed to TACs from the 

PGWWTP and industrial uses in the WRSP Area (Impact 4.4-4). 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 3 would not result in any CO violations or significant 

odor impacts. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial in proximity to each other. The total amount of industrial and 

commercial uses would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, so noise impacts would be similar 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, elementary, middle and high schools would be constructed within the SOI 

Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-4), similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. The high school is assumed 

to have a stadium, like the proposed SOI Amendment. Because residential densities would be greater 

under Alternative 3, potential exposure of residents to noise from schools would be increased relative to 

the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Park-related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area, so 

noise from park activities would be substantially reduced (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, noise levels would be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along the same roadways as under 

the SOI Amendment, because traffic levels would be very similar. Similarly, off-site increases in noise 

would be the same as the proposed SOI Amendment (Impact 4.5-8, 4.5-9, and 4.5-10). 
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Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Under Alternative 3, significant and unavoidable noise impacts would be similar to those of the 

proposed SOI Amendment, although impacts associated with school noise would be increased slightly 

(Impact 4.5-4). Noise impacts from high-density residential uses could be reduced when compared to the 

Proposed Project as outdoor use areas decrease compared to single-family residences and mitigation to 

interior standards is more easily accomplished. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

As shown in Figure 6-3, the mix of land uses under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed 

WRSP, but the densities would increase, and the distribution would change. Commercial uses would still 

be located adjacent to residential areas, while industrial uses would be buffered from residential areas 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). The same number of residents would be exposed to these potential noise 

sources, so the impacts would be similar. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, there would be a high school, a middle school, and two elementary schools within 

the WRSP Area. The high school could have a stadium, which could generate substantial noise (Impact 

4.5-4). Residential densities near schools would be higher under Alternative 3, so the impact would be 

slightly more severe, although still less than significant. 

Park-Related Activit ies 

Under Alternative 3, there would be no regional parks, so no soccer fields or amphitheatre would be 

constructed within the WRSP Area (Impact 4.5-5). 
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Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, project-related traffic would decrease by approximately 6,000 trips, or 2.9 percent, 

which would not substantially alter traffic noise levels identified for the proposed WRSP, either on or off-

site (see Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Under Alternative 3, significant and unavoidable noise impacts would be similar to those of the 

proposed SOI Amendment, although impacts associated with school noise would be increased slightly 

(Impact 4.5-4). Noise impacts from high-density residential uses could be reduced when compared to the 

Proposed Project as outdoor use areas decrease compared to single-family residences and mitigation to 

interior standards is more easily accomplished. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe Under Alternative 3 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Commercial Noise 

Under Alternative 3 a variety of land uses would be located in the Remainder Area, including 

commercial and business/professional in proximity to residential uses. The amount of such uses would 

be reduced by more than 50 percent compared to the proposed Remainder Area, so the amount of noise 

from these sources would be lower under Alternative 3 (Impact 4.5-2). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, one or more schools is likely to be constructed within the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.5-4). Noise levels would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, although residential densities 

would be greater near schools, thus exposing more residents to potential sources of noise. Therefore, 



6-80 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

impacts from schools would be slightly higher than under the proposed SOI Amendment, although still 

less than significant. 

Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area under 

Alternative 3, so there would be no significant park noise (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, project-related traffic would decrease, traffic noise levels identified for the proposed 

Remainder Area would not change, either on or off site (see Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), 

industrial noise (Impact 4.5-3), the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the 

same as under the SOI Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe Under Alternative 3 

None. 

 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Alternative 3 would be subject to the same soil and geologic conditions, and would have to comply with 

the same laws, regulations and City Improvements Standards as the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment. Impacts from implementation of Alternative 3 would be slightly less severe than the 

proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, because the same number of residences but less commercial and 

industrial space would be developed. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 3 or the proposed WRSP 

or SOI Amendment. 

 Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States; Loss 
or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 3, open space would increase from 684.6 acres under the WRSP to 1,743.6 acres. This 

open space area would include the entire 100-year flood plain west of the PGWWTP, and most of the 

area north of Pleasant Grove Creek. Consequently, impacts on federally protected wetlands and “other” 

waters of the U.S. would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-1). 

Furthermore, only one crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek would be constructed. Although the impact 

would be substantially reduced, impacts on wetlands would still occur under Alternative 3. Loss of 

federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would include 9.25 acres of vernal pools 

(compared to 13.8 acres under the proposed WRSP), as well as wet swales and channels, seasonal 

wetlands, and emergent wetlands, which provide habitat for wetlands species (Impacts 4.7-2 through 4.7-

4). 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 3, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-

5), because construction activity would still occur in areas adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. Because oak 

woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road intersection would be removed 

entirely, impacts would be more severe under Alternative 3. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 3 would result in the substantial loss of annual grasslands, which provides foraging habitat 

for raptors (Impact 4.7-6). Even though Alternative 3 provides almost three times as much open space as 

the proposed WRSP, a substantial amount of grasslands would be lost to development (approximately 

1,420 acres). 
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Wildl i fe Movement Corridors and Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Alternative 3 would have less of an effect on migratory corridors than the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.7-7 

and 4.7-9), because there would be only one creek crossing, and little development north of Pleasant 

Grove Creek. Under Alternative 3, this impact would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Alternative 3 would remove oak trees for the Pleasant Grove Creek Crossing and development of the 

area designated Fiddyment Park under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-8). This area contains extensive 

trees, including an oak woodland, so the impacts of Alternative 3 on oak tree loss would be more severe 

than those of the proposed WRSP. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure would be required for Alternative 3, but fewer improvements would be needed 

than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but only one crossing of Pleasant Grove Creek would be constructed. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 3 

The short-term significant and unavoidable loss of oak trees would be a more severe impact under 

Alternative 3, because the oak woodland would be developed (Impact 4.7-8). 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States; Loss 
or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 3, the amount of open space would increase substantially in the Remainder Area. A 

total of 1,292.4 acres would be designated open space, compared to 364.3 acres under the proposed 

Remainder Area. Nonetheless, impacts on wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would still likely 

occur as a result of such development, because of the dispersion of potential wetlands in the SOI 

Amendment Area (Impact 4.7-1). As with the proposed Remainder Area, wetland habitat would likely be 
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destroyed and/or degraded (Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-2, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4). However, because fewer acres of 

habitat would be disturbed, the impact would be substantially less severe under Alternative 3 than with 

the proposed Remainder Area. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 3, impacts on nesting raptors in and around the Remainder Area would be similar to 

the proposed Remainder Area, because construction activity would still occur in areas most likely to 

contain nests, such as adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. Therefore, the potential for disturbing nesting 

raptors would be similar to the level of impact of the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-5). 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 3 would reduce the loss of annual grasslands by increasing open space to 1,292.4 acres, from 

364.3 acres under the proposed Remainder Area. Therefore, the loss of foraging habitat would be 

reduced (Impact 4.7-6). 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors and Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Under Alternative 3, there would be fewer stream crossings and other urban barriers to wildlife 

movement, as discussed above. In addition, there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as 

the remaining habitat would remain contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would 

still be necessary under this alternative (Impacts 4.7-7 and 4.7-9). However, because of the reduction in 

development, the impact would be less severe under Alternative 3 than under the proposed Remainder 

Area. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

As discussed above, Alternative 3 could result in a similar loss of native oaks as the proposed Remainder 

Area because the native oaks within the Remainder Area are generally limited to the Pleasant Grove and 

Curry Creek corridors (Impact 4.7-8). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

The amount of off-site infrastructure needed to serve the Alternative 3 Remainder Area would be similar 

to the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-10). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Cultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 3, the amount of open space surrounding Pleasant Grove Creek would be increased, 

which could reduce the likelihood of encountering a known archaeological site during development. 

However, if the archaeological site extends beyond the floodplain, or is located in the path of facilities 

that would be placed in proximity to the creek (e.g., crossings, pipelines, trails), it could be damaged 

during grading and/or construction. In addition, there could be subsurface historic or prehistoric 

resources elsewhere in the WRSP Area. 

Historic Propert ies 

Alternative 3 would remove the Fiddyment Ranch complex to accommodate residential development. 

This would be a more severe impact on these historic resources, in comparison to the proposed WRSP, 

which includes developed land uses that closely surround, but do not overlay, the Fiddyment Ranch Site. 

Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, Alternative 3 would not disturb as much land as the proposed WRSP. Therefore 

paleontological resources are less likely to be disturbed during development. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 3, off-site infrastructure would include roads, electrical infrastructure, water and 

sewer lines, and water tanks. Impacts would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

SOI Amendment would also occur under Alternative 3. For Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3 and 4.8-4, the impacts 
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would be less severe under Alternative 3, because substantially fewer acres would be subject to 

disturbance. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 3 

Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 

resources 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 3, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, so that less 

area would be subject to disturbance. Consequently, the potential for damaging or destroying 

archaeological resources would be reduced (Impact 4.8-1). 

Historic Propert ies 

Under Alternative 3, the Remainder Area has not been surveyed, so it is not known whether it contains 

any historic resources. Therefore, development of Alternative 3 could affect historic resources, if present, 

through removal, relocation, reuse and/or substantially altering the context in which the historic 

resources occur (Impact 4.8-2). 

Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, the increase in open space under Alternative 3 would reduce the potential to 

encounter paleontological resources during construction within the Remainder Area (Impact 4.8-3). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 3, the need for off-site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed Remainder 

Area (Impact 4.8-4). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 3 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed WRSP related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP Area, including emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and 

location of residential uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming 

hazardous materials use is directly proportional to the amount of developed square footage in the 

industrial/light-industrial, commercial, and business land use categories, the magnitude of hazardous 

materials use impacts would be reduced because the amount of developed square footage for these uses 

would be less than the WRSP. However, household hazardous waste generated under this alternative 

would be the same as the proposed WRSP because the number of dwelling units would remain the same. 

Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP would be restricted to nonresidential uses, 

identical to the proposed WRSP, so the less-than-significant impacts identified for the proposed WRSP 

would not differ under this alternative from the proposed WRSP. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP 

are assumed to be temporarily routed through a residential area along Hayden Parkway, as described for 

the proposed WRSP. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Alternative 3 would be identical to the proposed WRSP, where past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch 

property were identified as a potential source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation 

and/or cleanup as necessary. However, because there would be less commercial, business professional, 

and industrial/light-industrial development under this alternative, the magnitude of the less-than-

significant impacts would be reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Remainder  Area  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 3 would result in the same impacts as those identified for the proposed 

Remainder Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential uses and schools 

relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming hazardous materials use is directly 

proportional to the amount of developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, commercial, 

and business land use categories, the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would be reduced 

substantially because the amount of developed square footage for these uses would be approximately 

one-half that assumed for the total Remainder Area. The amount of household hazardous waste 

generated would be the same. Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP would be 

restricted to nonresidential uses, identical to the proposed Remainder Area. However, because no 

development would occur west or north of the PGWWTP, potentially significant impacts related to the 

need for designating a buffer area for the proposed energy facility and additional fire station in the 

Remainder Area would not occur. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP would temporarily be routed 

through a residential area along Hayden Parkway, as described for the proposed Remainder Area. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Under the proposed Remainder Area, past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch property were identified as a 

potential source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation and/or cleanup as necessary. 

Such investigation and/or cleanup would be required for Alternative 3 as well. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Public Services 

Because the number of residents under Alternative 3 is almost identical to the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment (a reduction of 278 residents, or 1.3 and 0.70 percent, respectively), the demand for public 

services, particularly staffing, are almost identical. Therefore, this section focuses on differences between 

Alternative 3 and the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment that are not related to the size of the resident 

population. 
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Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 3, existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant Grove Boulevard would serve the WRSP Area 

until other stations are constructed (Impact 4.10-2). Once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station 

#8, would also serve the WRSP Area. A new station would not be required within the WRSP Area 

because the four-minute response time standard could be met with the existing stations. 

Schools 

As fewer students would be generated under Alternative 3, demand for schools would decrease 

compared to the proposed WRSP. Therefore, the impact on schools would be less severe than under the 

proposed WRSP. 

Parks and Recreation 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 185 acres of new parks in total, with 62 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive parks would be 

required to serve the new population. Alternative 3 would provide approximately 1,744 acres of open 

space and 39.9 acres of active park uses within the WRSP Area. While Alternative 3 would provide 

enough open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses. Therefore, the impact on park and 

recreation facilities would be more severe than under the proposed WRSP, and would require mitigation 

through additional park dedication and/or in lieu fees. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 3 

■ MM 6-1: Provide additional parkland and/or in-lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 3, 
WRSP) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional schools and/or in-lieu fees to accommodate the number of students 
generated (Alternative 3, WRSP). 
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For high-density residential has a higher student-generation rate (x per household vs. x per household 

for low- and medium-density residential. 

Remainder  Area  

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 3, development would not be allowed north of Pleasant Grove Creek (east of 

Fiddyment Road) or west of the PGWWTP in the Remainder Area. As a result, development would be 

confined to the eastern portion of the Remainder Area, closer to existing development in the City of 

Roseville. Because less development would occur, there would be less demand for fire protection. The 

Remainder Area would be served by the existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant Grove Boulevard and, once 

it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station #8. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, 7,400 dwelling units would be developed in the Remainder Area. Assuming that 

approximately 20 percent of the dwelling units in the Remainder Area would be within the RCSD and 

the RJUHSD, and 80 percent would be within the CUSD, development of Alternative 3 would result in 

the generation of 2,992 students in the RCSD, 1,758 students in the RJUHSD and 1,188 students in the 

CUSD in the Remainder Area. Given that elementary, middle, and high schools would be developed in 

and near the Remainder Area, the impact would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Parks and Recreation 

Alternative 3 would require approximately 165 acres of parkland, with 55 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive Parks in the 

Remainder Area. Alternative 3 is assumed to include 112 acres of parks in the Remainder Area, plus 

extensive open space. While the amount of parkland would meet City standards, it would not be as 

extensive as the amount of parkland provided by the proposed Remainder Area (196 acres) for a similar 

population. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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 Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

Water demand under Alternative 3 would be reduced to 5,500 AF/year. As discussed in Section 4.11, 

Public Utilities, the City would have available approximately 4,080 AF/year, and the WRSP would have 

3,200 AF/year available from San Juan Water District in wet years. Recycled water could provide the 

additional supply. In wet years, there would be enough supply to meet demand (Impact 4.11-1), but not 

in dry years, when the SJWD supply would not be available (Impact 4.11-2). Therefore, the impact would 

remain potentially significant and unavoidable, but less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply for the WRSP would be reduced to 5,500 AF/yr under Alternative 3, 

which could be supplied by a combination of water available from the City and SJWD in wet years and 

City water and recycled water in dry years. In addition, the demand for water treatment, storage, and 

conveyance would be reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-1 through 4.11-4). 

Recycled Water 

Alternative 3 would generate less demand for recycled water, because the amount of undeveloped open 

space would increase substantially (Impact 4.11-5). 

Wastewater 

Development under Alternative 3 would require the installation of wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities (Impact 4.11-7). Because this alternative would develop 1,093.9 fewer acres, the area 

of land to be disturbed during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be less 

than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-6). 

Alternative 3 would generate an approximately eight percent decrease in wastewater flows compared to 

the proposed WRSP. This alternative would generate flows of 2.4 mgd. Considering the 1.1 mgd of 

capacity allocated to the VBO in the WWMP EIR, the net increase in capacity for this alternative is 1.3 

mgd. The capacity to the PGWWTP would still need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered 

capacity of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be 

slightly reduced, the mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 
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Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 3 would be approximately 380 tons per year less than the 

proposed WRSP. The slight decrease in waste generated is due to the change in mix of nonresidential 

uses under Alternative 3. Development under Alternative 3 would therefore have a slightly less severe 

impact than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-8). 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be slightly less under Alternative 3. 

Waste generated during construction under Alternative 3 would be similar to construction waste 

generated under the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10). 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 3 electricity required in the WRSP would be approximately 16.4, or 27 percent fewer 

MW per year less than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-11), and fewer electrical lines would be needed 

due to the land use configuration. However, development under Alternative 3 would require 

approximately 843,540 therms of natural gas more (or approximately 4.8 percent) than the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.11-12). The increase in demand for natural gas is the result of the change in the mix of 

nonresidential uses. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Water Supply 

Water demand under Alternative 3 would be approximately 826 AF/year less than the proposed 

Remainder Area (see Table 6-6). This alternative would result in a less severe impact than the proposed 

Remainder Area, but would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Recycled Water 

Alternative 3 would generate less demand for recycled water, because higher-density residential uses 

require less landscaping, and because the amount of undeveloped, nonirrigated open space would 

increase substantially (Impact 4.11-5). 
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Wastewater 

Development of the Remainder Area under this alternative would result in the need for installation of 

wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure, including off-site infrastructure. Because this 

alternative would have 2,062 more acres in open space than the proposed Remainder Area, the impacts 

of installation of wastewater infrastructure under this alternative would be less severe than the proposed 

Remainder Area. 

Flows anticipated to be generated by development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would be 

2.1 mgd. This is 0.2 mgd less than the proposed project Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-7). The capacity to 

the PGWWTP would need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity of 20.7 mgd. 

While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be slightly reduced, the 

mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Sol id Waste 

Under Alternative 3, development of the Remainder Area would be approximately 1,328 tons per year 

less than under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-9). Impacts on the landfill under Alternative 

3 would be less severe than those under the proposed project Remainder Area. 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be increased and waste generated 

during construction of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would be greater than under the 

proposed Remainder Area (see Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10). 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 3, development would require approximately 23.3 MW per year less than the 

proposed Remainder Area. Development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would require 

approximately 4,163,760 therms of natural gas less than the proposed Remainder Area. 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 3 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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 Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 55 percent of the proposed WRSP Area would remain as open space 

and would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of 

stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-1). This would reduce the 

magnitude of the peak flow impacts identified for the WRSP for both Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry 

Creek. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The volume of stormwater being discharged under Alternative 3 would be proportionately reduced due 

to the reduction in developed acreage. However, runoff would still need to be directed to and stored in 

the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 3 would result in a floodplain fill impact similar to the WRSP because there is a small area 

north of Pleasant Grove Creek proposed for development under this alternative that would need fill 

placement (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because only about 45 percent of the WRSP Area would be developed with new impervious surfaces, the 

magnitude of the construction site and post-development urban runoff water quality impacts would be 

reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (see Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.12-5). 

Groundwater 

Under Alternative 3, less groundwater would be used in dry years, so impacts on the aquifer would be 

reduced (Impact 4.12-6). Groundwater recharge impacts would also be reduced compared to the 

proposed WRSP, because more land would be left in open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 56 percent of the total Remainder Area would remain as open space 

and would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of 

stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced (Impact 4.12-1). This would reduce the magnitude of the peak flow impacts 

identified for the Remainder Area for Pleasant Grove Creek. Further, there would be no contribution 

from the southern Remainder Area to the Curry Creek shed, which required mitigation under the 

Remainder Area to address the effects of combined flows. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The volume of stormwater being discharged under Alternative 3 would also be proportionately reduced, 

as compared to the proposed Remainder Area, but this water would still need to be directed to and 

stored in the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 3 would not result in a floodplain fill impact in the Remainder Area (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because the amount of development would be reduced substantially under Alternative 3, the magnitude 

of the construction site and post-development urban runoff water quality impacts would be reduced 

compared to the proposed Remainder Area (Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.11-5). 

Groundwater 

Under Alternative 3, less groundwater would be used in dry years, so impacts on the aquifer would be 

reduced (Impact 4.12-6). Groundwater recharge impacts would also be reduced compared to the 

proposed WRSP, because more land would be left in open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Visual Character 

Under Alternative 3, areas north of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the Wastewater Treatment Plant 

would be retained as open space. Like the proposed WRSP, development of this alternative would be an 

extension of the urban edge that exists east of the WRSP (the existing City of Roseville). Development of 

Alternative 3 would be visually compatible with surrounding developed uses, but would substantially 

and permanently alter the existing visual character of the site by introducing an extensive roadway 

network, houses, offices, commercial and industrial uses, and other urban facilities into an undeveloped 

area (Impact 4.13-1). 

Light and Glare 

Although Alternative 3 would reduce the amount of land developed as urban uses, it would still result in 

a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and alter nighttime views of the site 

(Impact 4.13-2). Light would be generated by residences, businesses, industrial areas, streetlights, and 

vehicles, all of which would increase the ambient nighttime illumination level. In addition, schools with 

sports facilities could use high-intensity lights for playing fields, which would create a large amount of 

nighttime light. With development of this alternative, views to the WRSP Area that are currently 

uninterrupted by light from the site would change to views of a developed, lit environment. 

Impacts on light and glare for Alternative 3 would be somewhat reduced in comparison to the Proposed 

Project, because the amount of area to be developed with light and glare-producing uses would be 

reduced, and there would not be a sports complex. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed WRSP, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less than 

significant under Alternative 3. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Under Alternative 3, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 1,073 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,292 acres of open space. Approximately 49.3 acres would be designated for 

parks. While the City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines would beneficially guide the scale and 

consistency of architecture, as well as the configuration of site improvements and landscaping, they 

would not preserve the existing character of the project site (Impact 4.13-1). 

Light and Glare 

Impacts on light and glare under Alternative 3 would be somewhat reduced in comparison to the 

proposed Remainder Area, because the amount of land to be developed with light and glare-producing 

uses would be reduced (Impact 4.13-2). Nonetheless, the Remainder Area, which currently lacks light 

and glare sources, would still be visibly changed in the context of nighttime lighting and daytime glare. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, impacts on visual compatibility (Impact 4.13-3) and scenic views 

(Impact 4.13-4) would be less than significant under Alternative 3. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Conc lus ions  

Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, because 

substantially fewer acres would be developed. In most cases, the impacts of Alternative 3 would be the 

same as or reduced compared to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. Several impacts that would 

be significant and unavoidable under the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment would not occur or 

would be less than significant under Alternative 3, including: 
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■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (Impact 4.1-4), and 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Impact 4.3-4 for the SOI Amendment only). 

In addition, several significant and unavoidable impacts would be more severe under Alternative 3, 

including: 

■ Loss of oak trees (Impact 4.7-8 for the WRSP only), loss of historically significant resources 
(Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

■ Loss of historically significant resources (Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

■ Impacts of increased solid waste generation on landfills (Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10) 

For the most part, Alternative 3 would meet the project objectives. This Alternative does not include low-

density residential land uses pursuant to Objectives 2 and 6, or regional parks to create an Activity Core. 

Alternative 3 also does not include adequate school facilities (Objective 7 or 3) or preserve the oak 

woodlands and the Fiddyment Ranch complex (Objective 7f). The reduction in nonresidential 

development could preclude achievement of Objective 10, calling for a mix of uses and facilities that are 

fiscally feasible to implement and do not negatively impact the City’s General Fund. 

6.2.7 Alternative 4: Reduced Development Alternative 

Under this alternative, development levels would be approximately 80 percent of the levels proposed in 

the WRSP and Remainder Area. No development would occur north of the Placer Parkway alignment 

shown in Figure 6-4 (Alternative 4: Reduced Development). In addition, the western edge of the SOI 

Amendment Area would remain in open space. Approximately 116 acres immediately east of the 

PGWWTP would also remain in open space in order to preserve wetlands. Therefore, open space under 

Alternative 4 would increase from 1,014 to 1,526 acres. No Village Center or large regional parks would 

be created. The land use assumptions for this alternative are shown in Table 6-33. 

Alternative 4 would not include the sports complex or Fiddyment Park (including the amphitheatre). A 

smaller regional park would be provided immediately east of the future Roseville Energy Park site. 

Under this alternative, it is assumed that Placer Parkway would be constructed through the northern 

portion of the WRSP and SOI Remainder Areas. An alignment for Placer Parkway has not been selected, 

but two of the potential study alignments being examined by the Placer County Transportation Planning 

Agency (PCTPA) would transect the SOI Amendment Area. One alignment would bisect the WRSP Area 

from north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the Fiddyment Ranch portion 

of the WRSP Area, and the SOI Remainder Area. PCTPA requested that an alternative with one of the 

study alignments be studied in this EIR. Therefore, Alternative 4 provides for the 1,000-foot Placer  
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Table 6-33 Alternative 4: Reduced Development 

WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 
Zoning Land Use Acres DUs Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 705.7  820.4  1,526.1  

PR Park and Recreation 218.9  156.7  375.6  

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 134.1  42.7  176.8  

LDR Low-density Residential 1,363.4 4,370.0 1,059.7 4,236 2,423.1 8,606 

LDR Low-density Residential (Age Restricted) 153.0 750.0 0  153.0 750 

MDR Medium-density Residential 102.2 770.0 66.1 496 168.3 1,266 

HDR High-density Residential 42.2 755.0 66.5 1190 108.7 1,945 

CC Community Commercial 66.8 100.0 54.1  120.9 100.0 

BP Business Professional 0  10.1  10.1  

LI Light Industrial 85.3  7.0  92.3  

IND Industrial 33.6  0  33.6  

R/W Road right-of-way 133.3  81.9  215.2  

OS/Paseo Paseo 14.2  0  14.2  

 Planning Corridor 114.1  0  114.1  

Total 3,166.8 6,745.0 2,365.2 5,922 5,540 12,667 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 

Parkway corridor shown in Figure 6-4. This does not analyze the impacts of constructing Placer Parkway, 

although it is treated as a particular land use within the WRSP and SOI Remainder Areas. 

Off site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, but slightly smaller 

in scale. 

Alternative 4 land uses are shown in Figure 6-4. Table 6-33 shows the land use assumptions for 

Alternative 4. 

 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

The mix of land uses under Alternative 4 would be the same as under the proposed WRSP, with 

residential uses occurring adjacent to schools, commercial and industrial uses, and agricultural areas 

(Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2). Therefore, the land use compatibility impacts would be the same as under the 

proposed WRSP. Because fewer residents would occupy the area and there would be no regional sports 

complex or amphitheatre, the impact would be less severe under Alternative 4. 
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As with the proposed WRSP, under Alternative 4, the PGWWTP would have a 1,000-foot nonresidential 

buffer, so there would be no land use conflicts with this use (Impact 4.1-3). 

Loss of Farmland 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of open space would increase slightly, by about 34.3 acres or 5.1 

percent. The area designated Prime Farmland would still be developed under this alternative (Impact 

4.1-4). However, there would be a corresponding reduction in the amount of grazing land converted to 

urban uses so the impact would be slightly less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Access 

As with the proposed WRSP, Alternative 4 would allow interim access to the residential parcels north of 

the WRSP (Impact 4.1-5). 

Consistency with City’s General Plan and Zoning Code 

For Alternative 4, the WRSP would include a Village Center land use designation. Currently, the City’s 

General Plan does not include a land use designation for Village Center. However, as part of the WRSP, 

the City will amend its General Plan to include the new land use designation (Impact 4.1-6).  

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

Under Alternative 4, the location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been 

determined, but it is assumed they would be a continuation of the types of land uses in the WRSP Area 

(e.g., residential, commercial, industrial). Therefore, there is the possibility that future development 

could include residential land uses near commercial and industrial operations, agricultural uses, and 

schools (Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-3). However, the impacts would be slightly less severe than under the 

proposed Remainder Area, because there would not be a regional sports complex or amphitheatre under 

Alternative 4, and because there would be a 20 percent reduction in the number of residents who could 

be exposed to nuisances. 
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Loss of Farmland 

Under Alternative 4, open space would increase by 490 acres, so there would be less conversion of 

grazing land than under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.1-4). 

Access 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 4 would provide interim access to the residential 

parcels north of the Remainder Area (Impact 4.1-5). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance 

Under Alternative 4, the number of residential units would be 20 percent lower than under the proposed 

WRSP. Approximately 3,389 jobs would be created under Alternative 4, along with 8,499 employees. As a 

result, the City’s jobs/housing ratio would be 1.42 percent, compared to 1.63 percent for the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.1-1). In either case, more than 80 percent of WRSP Area residents would live within 

eight miles of their home, and more than 60 percent would live within six miles. Because the 

jobs/housing ratio would decrease, Alternative 4 would have a slightly improved impact compared to 

the proposed WRSP. 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of residential and employment-generating uses within the Remainder 

Area would be lower than under the proposed SOI Remainder Area, because the amount of development 

would be reduced (Impact 4.2-1). With development of Alternative 4 in the SOI Amendment, there 

would be a total of 42,472 jobs500 for 54,868 employees citywide, resulting in at least 77.4 percent of the 

City population able to live within eight miles of employment opportunities. Given that Alternative 4 

would generate approximately 5,216 jobs, and that several major employment centers are located within 

three to four miles of the project site (e.g., Washington Boulevard and SR-65 Corridors), with additional 
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employment areas in north Sacramento and east of I-80, the additional jobs needed to meet the City’s 

ordinance should be available. However, the impact would be more severe than under the proposed 

Remainder Area, because the jobs/housing ratio would be lower. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under Alternative 4, which is consistent with 

City policy (Impact 4.2-2). The impact on affordable housing would be the same as the proposed WRSP, 

because the same proportion of housing would be considered affordable. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Similar displacement of existing housing would occur under Alternative 4 as the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area, and would be less than significant. 

Inducement of Substantial Population Growth 

Under this alternative, development levels would be approximately 80 percent of the levels proposed in 

the WRSP and Remainder Area. While this alternative would decrease the amount of population growth 

compared to the proposed project, the increase would still be substantial and this impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 4 proposes a similar mix of uses with the exception of the regional sports complex and 

Fiddyment Park. All development would remain consistent with applicable adopted City policies, the 

same as with the proposed project. This impact would remain less than significant under Alternative 4. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
500 Based on 2000 U.S. Census data indicating there were 37,256 jobs in the City, plus 5,216 jobs created by the SOI Amendment. 
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 Transportation and Circulation 

In order to assess the relative impacts of Alternative 4 on traffic conditions, comparison is made with the 

proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, which has the highest number of vehicle trips, and Alternative 2, 

which has the lowest. 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Trip generation for the SOI Amendment Area under of Alternative 4 would be about 126,700 daily 

vehicle trips. This compares to 168,900 for the proposed SOI Amendment and 89,200 for Alternative 2. 

Buildout of the proposed SOI Amendment would cause a significant level-of-service impact at 12 

intersections in the City of Roseville under 2020 conditions. Alternative 2 would result in significant 

level-of-service impact at seven intersections in the City of Roseville under cumulative conditions. 

Therefore, it is anticipated that the number of intersections in the City of Roseville with significant 

impacts under Alternative 4 would be between seven and 12 (Impact 4.3-1). 

Placer County Roadways 

Both the proposed SOI Amendment and Alternative 2 would result in significant level-of-service impacts 

on both Walerga Road and Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and PFE Road (Impact 4.3-3). It is 

anticipated that significant impacts would also occur on these roadway segments under Alternative 4. 

City of Rockl in Roadways 

Both the proposed SOI Amendment and Alternative 2 would result in a significant level-of-service 

impact on one segment of roadway in the City of Rocklin: Sunset Boulevard between Park Boulevard and 

Stanford Ranch Road (Impact 4.3-4). It is anticipated that the level of impact would also occur on this 

roadway segment under Alternative 4, although the severity would be reduced relative to the proposed 

SOI Amendment. 

State Highways and Sutter County 

Neither the proposed SOI Amendment nor Alternative 2 would result in significant level-of-service 

impacts on Sutter County roadways in the study area (Impact 4.3-5). The same impacts would occur on 

those roadway conditions for Alternative 4, although the severity would be reduced compared to the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 
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As with the proposed WRSP, impacts on State highways would be the same as the proposed SOI 

Amendment, but less severe under Alternative 4 because of the reduced number of trips (Impact 4.3-2). 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed SOI 

Amendment, because the number of people generated by Alternative 4 would be lower than under the 

proposed SOI Amendment (Impacts 4.3-7 and 4.3-8). 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 4 does include a Village Center, so the proposed General Plan Amendment to add a 

Pedestrian District policy would also be included, and impacts on traffic congestion would be identical to 

the proposed SOI Amendment and Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

It is anticipated that the impacts of Alternative 4 would lie between the impacts of the proposed WRSP 

and the Open Space Alternative (Alternative 2). The trip generation of Alternative 4 would be about 

67,400 daily vehicle trips. This compares to 89,900 for the proposed WRSP and 48,900 for Alternative 2. 

Buildout of the proposed WRSP would cause a significant level-of-service impact at eight intersections in 

the City of Roseville (Impact 4.3-1). Alternative 2 would result in significant level-of-service impact at 

four intersections in the City of Roseville under cumulative conditions. It is anticipated that under 

Alternative 4, the number of intersections impacted in the City of Roseville would be between four and 

eight. 

Placer County Roadways 

Both the proposed WRSP and Alternative 2 would result in significant level-of-service impacts on two 

segments of Placer County’s roadway system (Impact 4.3-3). Both Walerga Road and Watt Avenue 

between Baseline Road and PFE Road would worsen from LOS C to LOS D. It is anticipated that the 
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same impacts would occur on these roadway segments under Alternative 4, but that the severity would 

be reduced compared to the proposed WRSP. 

State Highways, City of Rockl in, Sutter County 

Neither the proposed WRSP nor Alternative 2 would result in significant level-of-service impacts on City 

of Rocklin roadways or Sutter County roadways in the study area under cumulative conditions. 

Therefore, it is anticipated that no significant impacts would occur on those roadways under cumulative 

conditions for Alternative 4. 

As with the proposed WRSP, there would be significant impacts on State highways, but they would be 

less severe under Alternative 4 than under the proposed WRSP, because of the reduced number of trips. 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed 

WRSP, because the number of people generated by Alternative 4 would be lower than under the 

proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.3-7 and 4.3-8). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 4, PM10 emissions from construction are estimated to be 319.84 lbs/day, which is only 

10 lbs/day less than the proposed SOI Amendment on a daily basis (Impact 4.4-1). As shown in Table 6-4, 

other construction emissions under Alternative 4 are estimated to be 175.19 lbs/day of ROG, 1,170.77 

lbs/day of NOx, and 177.12 lbs/day of CO for the entire SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.4-2). These 

emissions would be slightly lower than under the proposed SOI Amendment, but not below PCAPCD 

thresholds. 
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Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions from Alternative 4 would be lower than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.4-3), 

because less development would occur. As shown in Table 6-4, ROG emissions would be reduced by 

approximately 42 percent compared to the proposed SOI Amendment, while NOx emissions would be 

reduced by 34 percent. Nonetheless, the emissions would still exceed District thresholds. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 4 would result 19 percent fewer residents with potential exposure to TACs from the 

PGWWTP as well as pollutants from industrial operations (Impact 4.4-4). Therefore, under Alternative 4, 

the impact would be similar to but less severe than under the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Carbon Monoxide Emiss ions and Odor 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 4 would not result in any CO violations (see Impact 

4.4-5), and the impact would be less severe than under the proposed SOI Amendment. Under Alternative 

4, fewer people would live in proximity to the PGWWTP than under the proposed SOI Amendment, so 

odor impacts would be reduced (Impact 4.4-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 4, PM10 emissions from construction would be less severe than the proposed WRSP, 

because less land would be developed. PM10 emissions are estimated to be 173.83 lbs/day under 

Alternative 4, which would still exceed PCAPCD thresholds (Impact 4.4-1). 

As shown in Table 6-4, Alternative 4 is estimated to generate 104.04 lbs/day of ROG, 735.5 lbs/day of 

NOx, and 92.13 lbs/day of CO, which is less than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.4-2). In addition, 

construction emissions would be substantially reduced over the life of the project, because of the 

reduction in development. 



6-107

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions under Alternative 4 would be similar in kind to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.4-

2). Compared to the proposed WRSP, emissions would be reduced by approximately 54 percent (ROG), 

49 percent (NOx), 47 percent (CO), and 52 percent (PM10). Although emissions would be lower than 

under the proposed WRSP, the impact would remain significant under Alternative 4, because Air District 

thresholds would be exceeded. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under Alternative 4, approximately 3,737 fewer people would reside in the WRSP Area (an 18 percent 

reduction). Therefore, there would be fewer people who could be exposed to TACs from the PGWWTP, 

and other industrial uses in the WRSP Area (Impact 4.3-4). 

Carbon Monoxide and Odors 

As with the proposed WRSP, Alternative 4 would not result in violations of the CO thresholds at any 

intersections. Under Alternative 4, fewer people would be living in close proximity to the PGWWTP, 

which is not expected to generate substantial objectionable odors. Therefore, this impact would remain 

similar in magnitude to the proposed WRSP. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 4, PM10 emissions from construction are estimated to be 319.84 lbs/day, which is only 

10 lbs/day less than the proposed SOI Amendment on a daily basis (Impact 4.4-1). Other construction 

emissions under Alternative 4 are estimated to be 175.19 lbs/day of ROG, 1,170.77 lbs/day of NOx, and 

177.12 lbs/day of CO for the entire Remainder Area (Impact 4.4-2). These emissions would be slightly 

lower, but not below PCAPCD thresholds, than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions from Alternative 4 would be lower than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.4-3), 

because less development would occur. As shown in Table 6-4, ROG emissions would be reduced by 

approximately 42 percent compared to the proposed Remainder Area, while NOx emissions would be 

reduced by 34 percent. Nonetheless, the emissions would still exceed District thresholds. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 4 would result 19 percent fewer residents being exposed to TACs from the PGWWTP and 

industrial operations in the WRSP (Impact 4.4-4). Therefore, under Alternative 4, the impact would 

remain the same as under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Carbon Monoxide and Odors 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 4 would not result in any CO violations (Impact 4.4-

5), and the impact would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area. Under Alternative 4, 

fewer people would live in proximity to the PGWWTP than under the proposed Remainder Area so 

potential odor impacts would be reduced (Impact 4.4-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 4 is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial in proximity to each other. The total amount of industrial and 

commercial uses would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, so noise impacts would be similar 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3), although fewer residents would be exposed to such noise. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 4, elementary, middle and high schools would be constructed within the SOI 

Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-4), similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. The high school is assumed 

to have a stadium, like the proposed SOI Amendment. Because residential uses would be reduced under 

Alternative 4, potential exposure of residents to noise from schools would be reduced relative to the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 
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Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area, so 

noise from park activities would be substantially reduced (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 4, noise levels would be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along the same roadways as under 

the SOI Amendment, because traffic levels would be very similar. However, the contours would be 

reduced slightly, because of the reduction in traffic. Similarly, off-site increases in noise would be similar 

to but less severe than the proposed SOI Amendment (Impact 4.5-8, 4.5-9, and 4.5-10). 

Under Alternative 4, Placer Parkway is planned to be constructed through the northern portion of the 

SOI Amendment Area (see Figure 6-4). Placer Parkway is anticipated to be a 4-lane roadway with 200 

feet of right-of-way within a 1,000-foot planning corridor. Given the width of the roadway and the 

planning corridor, Placer Parkway could be built with ample setbacks from adjacent low-density 

residential uses. In addition, under Alternative 4, the WRSP Design Guidelines would require 

soundwalls along the planning corridors. The setbacks and soundwalls should be adequate to reduce 

noise from a 4-lane facility to acceptable levels. Therefore, the impacts of constructing residential uses in 

proximity to Placer Parkway would be less than significant. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 4, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Under Alternative 4, significant and unavoidable noise impacts would be similar to those of the 

proposed SOI Amendment, although reduced because there would be fewer residents and less traffic. 
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West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

As shown in Figure 6-4, the mix of land uses under Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed 

WRSP, but the densities would increase, and the distribution would change. Commercial uses would still 

be located adjacent to residential areas, while industrial uses would be buffered from residential areas 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). A smaller number of residents would be exposed to these potential noise 

sources, so the impacts would be reduced. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 4, there would be a high school, a middle school, and two elementary schools within 

the WRSP Area. The high school could have a stadium, which could generate substantial noise (Impact 

4.5-4). Because there would be fewer residents, the impact would be reduced. 

Park-Related Activit ies 

Under Alternative 4, there would be no regional parks, so no soccer fields or amphitheatre would be 

constructed within the WRSP Area (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 4, noise levels would be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along the same roadways as under 

the SOI Amendment, because, traffic levels would not be reduced enough to make a noticeable difference 

in noise levels (3 dB, which would require a 50 percent reduction in trips) either on- or off site (see 

Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 4, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Remainder  Area  

Commercial Noise 

Under Alternative 4 a variety of land uses would be located in the Remainder Area, including 

commercial and business/professional in proximity to residential uses. The amount of such uses would 

be reduced slightly, so the amount of noise from these sources would be lower under Alternative 4 

(Impact 4.5-2). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 4, one or more schools are likely to be constructed within the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.5-4). Noise levels would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area under 

Alternative 4, so there would be no significant park noise (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 4, project-related traffic would decrease by approximately 14,203 trips or 12.8 percent, 

which would not substantially alter traffic noise levels identified for the proposed Remainder Area (see 

Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Under Alternative 4, Placer Parkway is planned to be constructed through the northern portion of the 

SOI Amendment Area (see Figure 6-4). Placer Parkway is anticipated to be a four-lane roadway with 200 

feet of right-of-way within a 1,000 foot planning corridor. Given the width of the roadway and the 

planning corridor, Placer Parkway could be built with ample setbacks from adjacent low-density 

residential uses. In addition, under Alternative 4, the WRSP Design Guidelines would require 

soundwalls and along the planning corridors. The setbacks and soundwalls should be adequate to 

reduce noise from a 4-lane facility to acceptable levels. Therefore, the impacts of constructing residential 

uses in proximity to Placer Parkway would be less than significant. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 4, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), 

industrial noise (Impact 4.5-3), the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the 

same as under the proposed Remainder Area. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Seismic Hazards, Soi ls Constraints 

Alternative 4 would increase the number of structures and people exposed to seismic hazard and soil 

constraints over that which currently exists (Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-2). The number of residential units 

would be 19 percent lower than the proposed WRSP, and the amount of commercial, business, industrial 

and other building square feet would be reduced as well. As with the proposed WRSP, under Alternative 

4 any new structures would be constructed in accordance with the UBC and local building standards. 

Soi l  Erosion, Topographic Changes, Slope Instabi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed WRSP, Alternative 4 would result in grading to accommodate new structures 

and infrastructure. The amount of grading under Alternative 4 would be approximately 1.2 percent less 

than under the proposed WRSP. As with the proposed WRSP, under Alternative 4 any grading activities 

would be performed consistent with a Major Grading Plan. Road crossings adjacent to stream channels 

would be constructed consistent with City Improvement Standards, grading permit requirements and 

CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements. 

Loss of Top Soi l  

Similar to the WRSP, Alternative 4 would result in development that would not result in the loss of 

higher quality topsoil. However, the amount of development would be slightly reduced (Impact 4.6-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Remainder  Area  

Seismic Hazards, Soi ls Constraints 

As discussed above, similar to the proposed Remainder Area, under Alternative 4 any new structures 

would be constructed in accordance with the UBC and local building standards. Under Alternative 4, this 

impact would be slightly less severe than the proposed Remainder Area, because there would be fewer 

residents. 

Soi l  Erosion, Topographic Changes, Slope Instabi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 4 would require grading to accommodate new 

structures and infrastructure. However, the acreage to be graded would be reduced by 11 percent. As 

discussed above, any grading activities would be subject to a Major Grading Plan. Road crossings 

adjacent to stream channels would be constructed consistent with City Improvement Standards, grading 

permit requirements and CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement requirements. 

Loss of Top Soi l  

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 4 would result in development that would not 

result in the loss of higher quality topsoil. However, the amount of development would be substantially 

reduced (Impact 4.6-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Under the Alternative 4, open space would increase by approximately 5 percent, compared to the 

proposed WRSP. Consequently, impacts on federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. 

would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-1). Furthermore, only one crossing over Pleasant 

Grove Creek would be constructed. Loss of federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. 
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would include 12.17 acres of vernal pools (compared to 13.8 acres under the proposed WRSP), as well as 

wet swales and channels, seasonal wetlands, and emergent wetlands. 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would result in loss of wetlands, including vernal pools (Impacts 4.7-2, 

4.7-3, and 4.7-4). However, because fewer acres of habitat would be disturbed, this impact would be 

slightly less severe under Alternative 4. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 4, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-

5), because construction activity would still occur in areas adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek and a 

substantial portion of the oak woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks/Fiddyment intersection would be 

removed. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 4 would reduce the loss of annual grasslands (Impact 4.7-6), which provides foraging habitat 

for raptors, compared to the proposed WRSP. 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Alternative 4 would have a similar effect on migratory corridors to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-7), 

because there would be the same number of creek crossings. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Alternative 4 would remove oak trees for the Pleasant Grove Creek Crossing and require development of 

the area designated Fiddyment Park under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-8). This area contains 

extensive trees, including an oak woodland, so the impacts of Alternative 4 on oak tree loss would be 

more severe than those of the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Alternative 4 would require the same number of creek crossings as the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-9). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure would be required for Alternative 4, but improvements would be scaled down to 

reflect the decrease in development. Nonetheless, roadway and water and sewer conveyance lines would 

need to be extended (Impact 4.7-10). 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of open space would increase by approximately 453 acres. Nonetheless, 

impacts on wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would still likely occur as a result of such 

development, because of the dispersion of potential wetlands in the Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-1). 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Future development in the Remainder Area would also be substantially reduced under Alternative 4 

relative to the proposed Remainder Area. Nonetheless, wetland habitat would likely be destroyed and/or 

degraded (Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4). However, because fewer acres of habitat would be disturbed, 

this impact would be substantially less severe under Alternative 4. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 4, impacts on nesting raptors in the Remainder Area would be similar to the proposed 

Remainder Area, because construction activity would still occur in areas most likely to contain nests, 

such as adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. Therefore, the potential for disturbing nesting raptors would 

be similar to the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-5). 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 4 would reduce the loss of annual grasslands by increasing open space to 820 acres, from 365 

acres under the proposed Remainder Area. Therefore, the loss of foraging habitat would be reduced 

(Impact 4.7-6). 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Under Alternative 4, there would be the same number of stream crossings and other urban barriers to 

wildlife movement, as for the Remainder Area (Impacts 4.7-7 and 4.7-9). Because of the reduction in 

development, this impact would be less severe under Alternative 4 than under the proposed Remainder 

Area. 
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Loss Of Oak Trees 

Alternative 4, like the proposed Remainder Area, would result in the loss of oak trees (Impact 4.7-8). 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Alternative 4 would require the same number of stream crossings as the proposed Remainder Area 

(Impacts 4.7-7 and 4.7-9). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

The amount of off-site infrastructure needed to serve the Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed 

Remainder Area (Impacts 4.7-9 and 4.7-10). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Cultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of land to be disturbed would be similar to the proposed WRSP, but 

reduced slightly. As discussed in Impact 4.8-1, there could be subsurface historic or prehistoric resources 

in the WRSP Area. 

Historic Propert ies 

Like the proposed WRSP, Alternative 4 could affect the Fiddyment Ranch site, and would likely 

necessitate relocation or demolition of the Fiddyment Ranch structures because the area is designated for 

residential use. This would alter the context of the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex, which appears to 

meet the criteria for significance as a historical resource established in section 15064.5 of the CEQA 

Guidelines and California and National Register criteria 1, 3, and 4. Because Fiddyment Ranch would 

likely be removed, the impact would be more severe under Alternative 4 (Impact 4.8-2). 
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Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, Alternative 4 would disturb less land than the proposed WRSP so the potential for 

disturbance of paleontological resources would be reduced. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 4, off-site infrastructure would include roads, electrical infrastructure, water and 

sewer lines, and water tanks, similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 4 

Impact 4.8-2: Loss of historic resources (WRSP only) 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 4, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced (455 acres), so 

that less area would be subject to disturbance. Consequently, the potential for damaging or destroying 

archaeological resources would be reduced (Impact 4.8-1). Nonetheless, the potential exists for 

disturbance of unknown archaeological resources. 

Historic Propert ies 

The Remainder Area has not been surveyed, so it is not known whether it contains any historic resources. 

Therefore, development of Alternative 4 could affect historic resources, if present, through removal, 

relocation, reuse and/or substantially altering the context in which the historic resources occur (Impact 

4.8-2); this impact would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, but somewhat lessened due to the 

decreased amount of development under Alternative 4. 

Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, the increase in open space under Alternative 4 would reduce the potential to 

encounter paleontological resources during construction (Impact 4.8-3). 
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Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 4, the need for off-site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed SOI 

Amendment (Impact 4.8-4). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 4 would result in the same impacts identified for the proposed WRSP related 

to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the WRSP Area, including 

emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential 

uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming hazardous materials use 

is directly proportional to the amount of developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, 

commercial, and business land use categories, the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would 

be reduced because the amount of developed square footage for these uses would be approximately 12 

percent less than the proposed WRSP. With approximately 20 percent fewer dwelling units, there would 

also be less household hazardous waste generated under this alternative. Land uses within the 1,000-foot 

buffer around the PGWWTP would be restricted to nonresidential uses, identical to the proposed WRSP, 

so the impacts identified for the proposed WRSP would not differ under this alternative. Chemical 

deliveries to the PGWWTP are assumed to be temporarily routed through a residential area along 

Hayden Parkway, as described for the proposed WRSP. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Alternative 4 would be identical to the proposed WRSP, where past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch 

property were identified as a potential source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation 

and/or cleanup as necessary. However, because there would be less development under this alternative, 

the magnitude of the less-than-significant impacts would be reduced. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 4 would result in the same impacts identified for the proposed Remainder 

Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the WRSP, use of 

recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential uses and schools relative to 

sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming hazardous materials use is directly proportional to 

the amount of developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, commercial, and business land 

use categories, the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would be reduced because the amount 

of developed square footage for these uses would be approximately 45 percent less than the total 

Remainder Area. There would be less household hazardous waste generated under this alternative 

because there would approximately 20 percent fewer dwelling units. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, but reduced because of the reduction in 

developed area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Public Services 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Law Enforcement 

Alternative 4 would result in the need for fewer additional sworn staff, compared to under the proposed 

WRSP, as well as other staff and facilities (Impact 4.10-1). Under Alternative 4, the impact would be less 
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severe compared to the proposed WRSP, because fewer officers would be needed. No police stations 

other than as outlined in Impact 4.10-1. Therefore, potential impacts from construction of new or 

expansion of existing facilities would be substantially similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 4, existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant Grove Boulevard would serve the WRSP Area 

until other stations are constructed (Impact 4.10-2). Once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station 

#8, would also serve the WRSP Area. A new station would be provided within the WRSP Area, so the 

four-minute response time standard could be met with the existing stations. Therefore, the impact would 

be similar to the proposed WRSP, but less severe because less development would occur. The physical 

impacts from construction of the new fire station would be identical to the proposed WRSP. 

Schools 

Alternative 4 would generate additional students who would attend RCSD and RJUHSD schools. The 

three elementary schools, middle school, and high school would be adequate to serve these students. 

Because fewer students would be generated, the impact would be less severe than the proposed WRSP. 

The potential impacts of construction of new school facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be 

substantially similar to the proposed project, as the same number of new schools is required. 

Libraries 

Under Alternative 4 there would be 16,517 new residents in the WRSP Area. Because the City’s standard 

for libraries is one new branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 residents, a new library branch or expansion of 

existing branches could be warranted (Impact 4.10-5). The impact on libraries under Alternative 4 would 

be less severe than the proposed WRSP, because there would be 3,737 fewer residents. The potential 

impacts of construction of new library facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be substantially 

similar to the proposed project, as the same number of new schools is required. 

Parks and Recreation 

Alternative 4 would require approximately 149 acres of new parks in total, with 50 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive parks would be 

required to serve the new population (Impact 4.10-6). Alternative 4 would provide 218.9 acres of active 

park uses within the WRSP Area, which would be ample to meet City park standards. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Law Enforcement 

Alternative 4 would result in the need for additional law enforcement officers, as well as other staff and 

facilities (Impact 4.10-1). This impact would be similar to but less severe than if the full Remainder Area 

were developed. The potential impacts of construction of new police facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities would be substantially similar to the proposed project, as the same number of new schools is 

required. 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 4, the Remainder Area would be served by the existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard and, once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station #8. However, these stations 

may not be able to maintain adequate response times for the full Remainder Area. An additional station 

could be needed to serve the southern portion of the Remainder Area. This impact would be the same as 

if the entire Remainder Area were developed, but less severe because of the reduction in development. 

The potential impacts of construction of new fire station facilities or expansion of existing facilities would 

be substantially similar to the proposed project, as the same number of new schools is required. 

Schools 

Assuming that approximately 20 percent of the dwelling units in the Remainder Area would be within 

the RCSD and the RJUHSD, and 80 percent would be within the CUSD, development of the Alternative 4 

Remainder Area would result in the generation of 393 students in the RCSD, 182 students in the RJUHSD 

and 3,030 students in the CUSD. 

Under Alternative 4, fewer schools would be needed to support students generated by development in 

the Remainder Area. Therefore, the impact on schools for Alternative 4 would be less severe than 

impacts as a result of the proposed Remainder Area. Alternative 4 would provide three elementary 

schools, a middle school, and a high school within the WRSP Area to serve students in the RCSD and 

RJUHSD (Impacts 4.10-3 and 4.10-4). The potential impacts of construction of new school facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities would be substantially similar to the Proposed Project, as the same 

number of new schools is required. 
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Libraries 

The demand for libraries would be reduced under Alternative 4, as the population would be reduced. 

Nonetheless, with approximately 15,000 residents, the Alternative 4 Remainder Area could warrant up to 

one new library branch (Impact 4.10-5). The potential impacts of construction of new library facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities would be substantially similar to the Proposed Project, as the same 

number of new schools is required. 

Parks and Recreation 

Alternative 4 would require approximately 144 acres of parkland, with 45 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive Parks in the 

Remainder Area (Impact 4.10-6). Alternative 4 is assumed to include a total of 156.7 active parks, which 

would be adequate to meet this demand, similar to the Remainder Area as assumed if fully developed. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply for the WRSP would be reduced by 586 AF/yr under Alternative 4. 

As with the proposed WRSP, there would be adequate supply in wet years, and, with mitigation, in dry 

years (Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-2). In addition, the demand for water treatment, storage, and conveyance 

would be reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-2 through 4.11-4). 

Recycled Water 

The PGWWTP would produce enough water to meet the demands of Alternative 4, and infrastructure to 

convey recycled water would be similar to the WRSP. The impact would be less severe than the proposed 

WRSP, due to reduced development. 
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Wastewater 

As shown in Table 6-6, Alternative 4 would generate approximately 18 percent less wastewater than 

compared to the proposed project WRSP. The demand on the PGWWTP under this alternative would, 

therefore, be less severe than the WRSP, although the plant as approved would still not have adequate 

capacity and would require expansion. This alternative would generate flows of 2.3 mgd. Considering 

the 1.1 mgd of capacity allocated to the VBO in the WWMP EIR, the net increase in capacity for this 

alternative is 1.2 mgd. The capacity to the PGWWTP would still need to be increased beyond the WWMP 

EIR-considered capacity of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 

would be slightly reduced, the mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development under Alternative 4 would require the installation of wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 56 more acres of open space, 

the area of land to be disturbed during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be 

less than the WRSP. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 4 would be approximately 2,081 tons less than what would be 

generated per year under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-8). The decrease in tonnage is due to the 

lower amount of commercial and industrial property as compared to the proposed project. Development 

under Alternative 4 could substantially shorten the lifespan of the landfill over thirty years; however, the 

impact would be less severe than the proposed WRSP. 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be reduced and waste generated 

during construction under Alternative 4 would be lower than under the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-9 

and 4.11-10), because less development would occur. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

As shown in Table 6-6, under Alternative 4 electricity and natural gas required in the WRSP would be 

reduced by 36 and 15 percent, respectively (Impacts 4.11-11 and 4.11-12). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Remainder  Area  

Water 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply would be reduced by only 340 AF/year in the Remainder Area 

under Alternative 4. As with the Remainder Area if entirely developed, the demand under Alternative 4 

could not be met by existing entitlements and recycled water alone, in either wet or dry years (Impacts 

4.11-1 and 4.11-2). However, the impact would be less severe, because demand would be lower under 

Alternative 4. 

The demand for water treatment (Impact 4.11-3) and water conveyance (Impact 4.11-4) would also be 

reduced under Alternative 4. 

Recycled Water 

As with the Remainder Area if fully developed, there would be adequate recycled water to serve 

Alternative 4 (Impact 4.11-5). 

Wastewater 

Flows anticipated to be generated by development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 4 would be 

1.82 mgd, which is 0.5 mgd lower than the proposed project Remainder Area assumptions, as shown in 

Table 6-6. The capacity to the PGWWTP would need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered 

capacity of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be 

slightly reduced, the mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development of the Remainder Area under this alternative would result in the need for installation of 

wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 

more acres in open space than the proposed SOI Amendment, the area of land to be disturbed during 

installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be smaller. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 4 would be approximately 3,310 tons less than what would be 

generated per year in the Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-8). In addition, the amount of materials 

transported to the MRF would be reduced (Impact 4.11-9). Waste generated during construction of the 

Remainder Area under Alternative 4 would also be lower than under the proposed Remainder Area (see 

Impact 4.11-10), because less development would occur. 
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Electr icity and Natural Gas 

As shown in Table 6-6, under Alternative 4 electricity and natural gas required in the Remainder Area 

would be reduced (Impacts 4.11-11 and 4.11-12). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stormwater (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 4, approximately 22 percent of the WRSP Area would remain as open space and 

would not be developed with new impervious surfaces (Impact 4.12-1). As a result, the rate and amount 

of stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced. 

Stormwater (Volume) 

While the volume of stormwater being discharged would also be proportionately reduced, as compared 

to the WRSP, this water would still need to be directed to and stored in the planned regional retention 

basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 4 would result in similar less-than-significant floodplain fill impacts as that identified for the 

proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Alternative 4 would develop only about 78 percent of the total proposed WRSP Area with new 

impervious surfaces, which would also reduce the magnitude of the construction site and post-

development urban runoff water quality impacts by approximately one-quarter (Impact 4.12-4 and 4.12-

5). 
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Groundwater Use During Dry Years 

Because less water supply would be required, the impact on the aquifer would be reduced under 

Alternative 4 (Impact 4.12-6). 

Groundwater Recharge 

Groundwater recharge impacts that were identified for the proposed WRSP would be reduced in 

magnitude because more area would remain as open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Stormwater (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 4, approximately 28 percent of the total Remainder Area would remain as open space 

and would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of 

stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced (Impact 4.12-1). This would reduce the magnitude of peak flow impacts 

identified for the Remainder Area for Pleasant Grove Creek. Further, there would be no contribution 

from the southern Remainder Area to the Curry Creek shed. 

Stormwater (Volume) 

The volume of stormwater being discharged would also be proportionately reduced, as compared to the 

Remainder Area, but this water would still need to be directed to and stored in the planned regional 

retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 4 would result in a similar floodplain fill impact as that identified for the Remainder Area 

because some development would occur in the northern Remainder Area along Pleasant Grove Creek 

(Impact 4.12-3). 
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Water Quality 

Alternative 4 would develop only 72 percent of the total proposed Remainder Area with new impervious 

surfaces, which would reduce the magnitude of the construction site and post-development urban runoff 

water quality impacts (Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.12-5). 

Groundwater Use During Dry Years 

Because less water supply would be required, the impact on the aquifer would be reduced under 

Alternative 4 (Impact 4.12-6). 

Groundwater Recharge 

Groundwater recharge impacts that were identified the proposed Remainder Area would be reduced in 

magnitude because more area would remain as open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Like the proposed WRSP, development of this alternative would be an extension of the urban edge that 

exists east of the WRSP (Impact 4.13-1). Under Alternative 4, the type of development would be similar 

to the proposed WRSP, but its extent would be reduced slightly, so the impact would be reduced 

compared to the proposed WRSP. 

Light and Glare 

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of development, Alternative 4 would still result in a 

substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and alter nighttime views of the site 

(Impact 4.13-2). Impacts on light and glare for Alternative 4 would be somewhat reduced in comparison 

to the Proposed Project, because less nonresidential development would occur. 
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Other Impacts 

As with the proposed WRSP, land uses within the WRSP would be visually compatible with one another 

under Alternative 4, in compliance with the City of Roseville and WRSP Design Guidelines (Impact 

4.13-3). 

No scenic roads, resources, or views are identified within or adjacent to the WRSP, and the area is not 

designated a scenic area in the City of Roseville General Plan or the Placer County General Plan (Impact 

4.13-4). 

Remainder  Area  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Under Alternative 4 there would be substantially more open space than if the entire Remainder Area 

were developed, but the dominant character of the Remainder Area would become urban (Impact 

4.13-1). 

Light and Glare 

Impacts on light and glare under Alternative 4 would be somewhat reduced in comparison to the 

proposed Remainder Area, because of the reduction in nonresidential development (Impact 4.13-2). 

Other Impacts 

Development in the Remainder Area would comply with the City of Roseville’s Community Design 

Guidelines under either Alternative 4 or development of the Remainder Area. 

Because views within and adjacent to the Remainder Area are not designated scenic vistas, development 

of the Remainder Area would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource (Impact 4.13-4). 

In addition, because the northern Remainder Area would be surrounded by open space under this 

alternative, more opportunities for views of the Sierras and surrounding natural landscapes would be 

available. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Conc lus ions  

Alternative 4 would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, because 

substantially fewer acres would be developed. Every impact would but one be the same as or reduced 

compared to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. An increased level of impact would occur to the 

landfill under the WRSP, Alternative 4 scenario. However, because the Remainder Area under the 

Alternative 4 scenario has a comparatively lessened impact to the landfill, the overall impact of the SOI 

Amendment is reduced as compared to the proposed project. 

For the most part, Alternative 4 would meet the project objectives. It does not include 8,430 units 

pursuant to Objective 4. Further, Alternative 4 does not include a Village Center, regional parks to create 

an Activity Core, or preserve the oak woodlands and Fiddyment Ranch Complex pursuant to Objective 

7. The reduction in development could preclude achievement of Objective 10, calling for a mix of uses 

and facilities that are fiscally feasible to implement and do not negatively impact the City’s General 

Fund. 

6.2.8 Alternative 5: Off-Site Alternative 

Alternative 5 assumes that the project would be developed in Placer County on the site currently 

proposed for the Placer Vineyards project (see Figure 6-5 [Alternative 5: Off-Site Alternative). 

The Alternative 5 site totals 5,012 acres compared to the proposed 5,527-acre SOI Amendment Area. 

However, the developable areas (all land uses except Open Space) are very similar—4,606 acres for 

Alternative 5 and 4,492 for the proposed SOI Amendment. In order to maintain the same program 

assumptions for Alternative 5, the difference of approximately 500 acres is taken from the Open Space 

designations for both the WRSP and the Remainder Area. Consequently, all other land uses are assumed 

to occupy the same acreage at the same densities. Under Alternative 5, the WRSP portion would contain 

425 acres of open space, compared to 670 under the proposed WRSP. Approximately 95 acres of open 

space would be provided in the Remainder Area, compared to 365 acres under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

The large amount of open space under the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment reflects, in part, the 

number of drainages running through the SOI Amendment Area and the extent of the 100-year 

floodplain, which must be maintained in Open Space. In addition, the Alternative 5 site has more land 

that has already been disturbed by agricultural use. Therefore, the 515-acre reduction in open space can 

be achieved without placing development in the floodplain or substantially degrading biological habitat. 



FIGURE 6-5

10659-00

Not to Scale
Alternative 5: Off-Site Alternative

Source: Mapquest.com; EIP Associates, 2003 City of Roseville

LEGEND

Proposed Project Site
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The WRSP portion of Alternative 5 is assumed to occupy the eastern two-thirds of the Alternative 5 site, 

while the land uses assumed for the Remainder Area would occupy the western one-third. 

Alternative 5 is assumed to remain in the unincorporated County, because it is not contiguous to a City. 

 Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

Under Alternative 5, it is assumed the same land use mix would be developed as described for the 

proposed WRSP. Therefore, the impact related to internal incompatibilities would be the same (Impact 

4.1-1). 

The potential for incompatibilities with external uses would be also be higher under Alternative 5, 

because there are more residences and active agricultural operations in the vicinity of the Alternative 5 

site (Impact 4.1-2). The County General Plan does require setbacks from agricultural uses, which would 

reduce the severity of incompatibilities between residential uses and active agricultural areas. 

There would be no impact due to incompatibilities with the PGWWTP, because none of the Alternative 5 

site is in proximity to the plant (in comparison, this would be a less-than-significant impact under the 

proposed SOI Amendment Area, as discussed in Impact 4.1-3). 

Loss of Farmland 

The Alternative 5 site is composed of extensive Important Farmlands and active agriculture. The eastern 

portion of the Alternative 5 site, where the WRSP land uses would be located, contains 33 acres of Prime 

Farmland, and most of the 252 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 578 acres of Unique 

Farmland. The amount of Prime Farmland is small enough that it could be designated Open Space, 

which would preserve the soils (see Impact 4.1-4). However, it may not be feasible to keep 33 acres of 

land in agricultural production if it is surrounded by urban uses, as would be expected to occur under 

this alternative. A portion of the remaining Important Farmland could be designated Open Space, but, 

because it is dispersed throughout the area, to do so would likely create agricultural islands within urban 

uses. For this reason, the loss of Important Farmland would substantially exceed the impact of the 

proposed WRSP. 
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Other Impacts 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 5 would not preclude access to existing residences or 

other uses (Impact 4.1-5). Alternative 5 would require amendments to the County General Plan, rather 

than the City General Plan, but these would be similar to the amendments required of the proposed 

WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed SOI Amendment 

would be expected to occur under Alternative 5. With the exception of Impact 4.1-3, discussed below, the 

significant and unavoidable impacts would be the same as the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts that Would Be More Severe Under Alternative 5 

■ Impact 4.1-3 (Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses) 

Remainder  Area  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

Under Alternative 5, the Remainder Area portion of the site would be developed with the same mix of 

uses as the proposed Remainder Area. Therefore, as with the proposed Remainder Area, residential uses 

could be located in proximity to schools, large regional parks, a stadium, commercial and light industrial 

uses, and agricultural activities (see Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2), and the same land use incompatibilities 

could occur. These impacts would be the same as under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Under Alternative 5, no land uses would be located in proximity to the PGWWTP (see Impact 4.1-3). 

Loss of Farmland 

Most of the land in the Remainder Area portion of the Alternative 5 site is designated other land or 

Farmland of Local importance. There is a small amount of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 

surrounded on three sides by Other Land. Therefore the farmland in Alternative 5 is of higher quality 

than the proposed Remainder Area. The loss of these farmlands would be less than significant in either 

case, but more severe under Alternative 5 (Impact 4.1-4). 
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Other Impacts 

Like the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 5 would not preclude access to existing residences or 

other uses (Impact 4.1-5). Alternative 5 would require amendments to the County General Plan, rather 

than the City General Plan, but these would be similar to the amendments required of the proposed 

Remainder Area (Impact 4.1-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed Remainder Area 

would be expected to occur under Alternative 5, and would be of the same severity. 

 Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Jobs/Housing Balance 

Under Alternative 5, the same uses would be developed as under the proposed WRSP, but they would be 

located within the Alternative 5 site in Placer County. Because the uses would not change, the amount of 

employment and residential uses would be the same as under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.2-1). 

Placer County General Plan goal 1.M states that the County should work toward achieving a jobs-

housing balance.501 However, a specific ratio is not provided. The County does not have an ordinance 

requiring that a certain percentage of residents live within a specified distance from employment uses. 

The total number of employees in Placer County in 2000 was 123,875.502 The total number of jobs in Placer 

County in 2000 was 118,647.503 In 2000, there was a ratio of 95.8 jobs per 100 Placer County resident 

employees. With the addition of Alternative 5, there would be 122,158 jobs and 134,497 employees in 

Placer County. This equates to 90.8 jobs per 100 employees. While Alternative 5 would lower the 

jobs/housing ratio in Placer County from 95.8 to 90.8 jobs per employee, the ratio would still remain 

strong. Although Alternative 5 would not be subject to the City’s ordinance, it should be noted that most 

                                                           
501 Placer County General Plan Update, Housing Element, August 16, 1994, page 43. 
502 U.S. Census Bureau website, American FactFinder, 
http://factfinder.census.gov/bf/_lang=en_vt_name_DEC_2000_SF3_U_DP3_geo_id=05000US06061.html, accessed January 29, 2003. 
503 U.S. Census Bureau website, American FactFinder, 
http://factfinder.census.gov/bf/_lang=en_vt_name_DEC_2000_SF3_U_DP3_geo_id=05000US06061.html, accessed January 29, 2003. 
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residents would be within eight miles of employment centers, because of the large number of 

employment uses in the City of Roseville and northern Sacramento County. For these reasons, the impact 

would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Affordable Housing 

As with the proposed WRSP, it is assumed that ten percent of residential units would be affordable. This 

would be consistent with Placer County General Plan Housing policy 2.A.11, and would result in the 

same number of affordable units as the proposed WRSP. Placer County is considering an inclusionary 

housing ordinance, which, if adopted, would further improve the impact on affordable housing. 

Therefore, the impact of Alternative 5 on affordable housing would be substantially similar to the 

impacts of the proposed WRSP. 

Displacement of Exist ing 

Similar displacement of existing housing would occur under Alternative 5 as the proposed project, and 

would remain less than significant. 

Inducement to Substantial Population Growth 

Under this alternative, development levels would be the same as under the proposed project, and 

impacts related to inducement of population growth would be the same as under the proposed project, 

and would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

As this alternative would occur in Placer County as opposed to with Roseville City limits, County plans 

and guidelines would therefore apply instead of City policies. The potential for inconsistencies would 

increase under this alternative and could be potentially significant. Placer County is currently 

considering adoption of an affordable housing ordinance, but as it is unknown at this time whether the 

County ordinance would be as stringent as the City ordinance. It is also unknown whether 80 percent of 

workers would live within eight miles and 60 percent within six miles in conformance with City 

Resolution 83-118. This impact must be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts on housing or employment would occur under either 

Alternative 5 or the proposed WRSP. 

Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, the western portion of Alternative 5 is assumed to develop after 

development of the eastern (WRSP) portion. Therefore, please see SOI Amendment for a discussion of 

jobs/housing balance. 

Affordable Housing 

The impact on affordable housing would be the same for Alternative 5 as for the proposed Remainder 

Area, unless the County adopted 

Displacement of Exist ing 

Similar displacement of existing housing would occur under Alternative 5 as the proposed project, and 

would remain less than significant. 

Inducement to Substantial Population Growth 

Under this alternative, development levels would be the same as under the proposed project, and 

impacts related to inducement of population growth would be the same as under the proposed project, 

and would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

As this alternative would occur in Placer County as opposed to with Roseville City limits, County plans 

and guidelines would therefore apply instead of City policies. The potential for inconsistencies would 

increase under this alternative and could be potentially significant. Placer County is currently 

considering adoption of an affordable housing ordinance, but as it is unknown at this time whether the 

County ordinance would be as stringent as the City ordinance. It is also unknown whether 80 percent of 

workers would live within eight miles and 60 percent within six miles in conformance with City 

Resolution 83-118. This impact must be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable impacts on housing or employment would occur under either 

Alternative 5 as under the proposed Remainder Area. 

 Transportation and Circulation 

The transportation impacts of Alternative 5 were assessed qualitatively under cumulative (2020) 

conditions. 

Trip Generation 

In order to determine the extent of traffic impacts under Alternative 5, DKS & Associates compared trip 

generation under Alternative 5 to the proposed Placer Vineyard project, then adjusted the anticipated 

impacts of Placer Vineyards accordingly (to correspond to the trips expected under Alternative 5). 

Table 6-33 compares the estimated trip generation. Separate estimates were made for both Phase 1 and 

full buildout of the proposed Placer Vineyard project. Initial estimates of each project’s trip generation 

were made. However, some of the vehicle trips generated by a major mixed-use project would remain 

within that project site (such as travel between the residential development and the retail uses or schools 

within the project). These trips are double-counted in the initial estimate, and eliminating the double-

counting yields the actual estimate of the daily vehicle trips generated by the project.  

The estimated trip generation for Phase 1 of the proposed Placer Vineyard project is about 21 percent 

greater than the estimated trip generation of the WRSP portion of Alternative 5, as shown in Table 6-34. 

Phase 1 of the proposed Placer Vineyard project contains fewer dwelling units but has substantially more 

nonresidential uses than the WRSP portion of Alternative 5. The estimated trip generation for buildout of 

the proposed Placer Vineyard project is about 25 percent greater than the estimated trip generation of the 

full Alternative 5. The full Placer Vineyard project contains fewer dwellings but substantially more 

nonresidential uses than the proposed SOI Amendment. 
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Table 6-34 Trip Generation Comparison for Off-Site Alternative Proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment Versus Proposed Placer Vineyard Project 
Proposed Project Proposed Placer Vineyards Project 

 WRSP 
Full SOI Amendment with 

WRSP Area 1 Full Project 

Proposed Land Uses 

- Dwelling Units 

- Nonresidential 

- School Enrollment 

- Parks 

 

8,430 DU 

2,219 KSF 

5,200 Students 

248 Acres 

 

15,833 DU 

3,455 KSF 

8,600 Students 

744 Acres 

 

7,657 DU 

3,652 KSF 

5,500 Students 

67 Acres 

 

14,132 DU 

6,514 KSF 

10,400 Students 

147 Acres 

Estimated Daily Vehicle Trips 

- Residential 

- Nonresidential 

- Schools 

- Parks 

 

67,156 

37,659 

4,980 

546 

 

130,066 

69,719 

7,800 

1,636 

 

67,286 

63,042 

5,100 

147 

 

121,766 

132,300 

9,640 

323 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips 
Generated by Project 

110,341 209,221 135,575 264,029 

Daily Vehicle Trips with Both Trip Ends within 
Project Site1 

20,419 40,325 27,115 52,806 

Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated by Project 

(adjusted to eliminate double-counting trips remaining 
internal to project site) 

89,922 168,896 108,460 211,223 

NOTES: 
DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 
1. About 23 percent of Proposed Project and 25 percent of Placer Vineyards trips were estimated to have both ends within those project sites 
SOURCE: EIP Associates; DKS 2003. 

 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

Local Roadway Operations 

The assessment of Alternative 5 considers the impact of adding the equivalent development of the 

proposed SOI Amendment to a cumulative scenario that has no development on the Alternative 5 project 

site. While detailed traffic forecasting and level-of-service analyses were not conducted for Alternative 5, 

a general assessment was made based on previous traffic studies conducted by DKS in the Alternative 5 

area. That general assessment indicates Alternative 5 would likely result in the following impacts: 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Baseline Road would degrade and likely require the widening 
of Baseline Road west of Watt Avenue to six lanes and additional improvements to most 
intersections along Baseline Road west of Foothill Boulevard. 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Watt Avenue would degrade and likely require the widening 
of Watt Avenue south of Baseline Road to six lanes and improvements to its major intersections 
with PFE Road. 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Fiddyment Road would degrade and likely require the 
widening of Fiddyment Road from Baseline Road to Pleasant Grove road to six lanes. 
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■ There would be some level-of-service impacts to intersections in Roseville. There may not be 
feasible mitigation measures for some of these impacts. 

■ Additional impacts could occur on roadways in Northern Sacramento County near Alternative 5. 

While the specific roadways that would be affected by Alternative 5 would differ from the proposed SOI 

Amendment, the magnitude of impacts would likely be similar, requiring some roadway improvements 

to maintain operations, where feasible, in Placer County, City of Roseville, and possibly City of Rocklin 

and Sacramento County. Impacts on Sutter County roadways would be expected to remain less than 

significant. 

State Highways 

The magnitude of impacts on highways would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, because the 

same number of trips would be generated. 

Bicycles and Transit 

The demand for bicycle and transit facilities would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, because 

land uses would be the same, and there are no bicycle or transit facilities within the Alternative 5 site at 

present. Trail connectivity to the City’s existing trail system would not be possible because development 

under Alternative 5 would not be adjacent to the City. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

Traffic modeling would need to be conducted to determine which mitigation measures would no longer 

be required, and what new measures would be needed to address Alternative 5 traffic impacts. The 

overall magnitude of mitigation is expected to be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts are expected to be eliminated under this alternative. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Local Roadway Operations 

While detailed traffic forecasting and level-of-service analyses were not conducted for the WRSP portion 

of Alternative 5, a general assessment was made based on previous traffic studies conducted by DKS in 

the Placer Vineyards/West Placer County area. Phase 1 of Placer Vineyards covers an area completely 

west of Watt Avenue. In contrast, the Alternative 5 analysis assumes that WRSP land uses would be 

located entirely in the eastern two-thirds of the Alternative 5 site. Assuming that the proposed WRSP 
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land uses are developed on the Alternative 5 site commencing on the east side of that site, closest to the 

City of Roseville, and continuing westward, buildout of the WRSP land uses would occupy the entire 

portion of the Alternative 5 site east of Watt Avenue and most of the site between Watt Avenue and 16th 

Street to the west. The general assessment indicates the WRSP portion of Alternative 5 would likely 

result in the following impacts: 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Baseline Road would degrade and likely require the widening 
of Baseline Road between Watt Avenue and 16th Street to 6 lanes and improvements to its 
intersections with Watt Avenue and Fiddyment Road. 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Watt Avenue would degrade and likely require improvements 
to its intersection with PFE Road. 

■ The level-of-service on portions of Walerga Road would degrade and likely require improvements 
to its intersections with PFE Road and Baseline Road. 

■ There would be some level-of-service impacts to intersections in Roseville. There may not be 
feasible mitigation measures for some of these impacts. 

■ Additional impacts may occur on roadways in Northern Sacramento County near the Off-site 
Alternative 

State Highways 

The magnitude of impacts on highways would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because the same 

number of trips would be generated. 

Bicycles and Transit 

The demand for bicycle and transit facilities would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because land uses 

would be the same, and there are no bicycle or transit facilities within the Alternative 5 site at present. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

Traffic modeling would need to be conducted to determine which mitigation measures would no longer 

be required, and what new measures would be needed to address Alternative 5 traffic impacts. The 

overall magnitude of mitigation is expected to be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts are expected to be eliminated under this alternative. 
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 Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  Area/WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Construction and Operational Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 5, construction and operational emissions would be identical to the proposed SOI 

Amendment because the same amount of land would be graded (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2), and the 

developed land uses would be identical (Impact 4.4-3). Table 6-4 shows estimated construction and 

operational emissions for both Alternative 5 and the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under Alternative 5, residents and employees would be located at a greater distance from one stationary 

source that could emit TACS (i.e. the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plan). However, receptors 

would still be exposed to TACs from industrial uses that are developed on-site (Impact 4.4-4). Therefore, 

this impact would be similar to but less severe in magnitude than the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5) and odor impacts (Impact 4.4-

6) would be less than significant. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Stationary Source Noise (Commercial ,  Industr ial ,  Schools ,  Parks) 

Alternative 5 would have the same land uses as the proposed SOI Amendment, so the noise sources and 

potential exposure of sensitive receptors would be the same (Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 and 4.5-7). 

There would be no exposure to noise from the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6). 
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Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 5, traffic levels would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, so traffic noise 

could be expected to be similar (see Impact 4.5-8). Depending on the noise contours for interior roads and 

the distance to actual residences exterior and interior noise levels could exceed noise standards. This 

impact would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Under Alternative 5, similar increases in noise levels could be expected along existing roadways in the 

vicinity of the Alternative 5 site (see Impact 4.5-9). 

Other Noise Sources 

Because the County does not have a Noise Ordinance governing construction noise, MM 6-3 would be 

required to ensure that construction noise levels were less than significant. 

Unlike the proposed SOI Amendment area, a portion of Alternative 5 is located between the 65 and 60 dB 

CNEL of the McClellan Airport (based on the Comprehensive Land Use Plan). Within this contour, 

aircraft noise could exceed the County standard for residential noise levels. MM 6-4 would ensure that 

only nonresidential uses would be located within the 60 dB CNEL contour. Given the relatively small 

portion of Alternative 5 that is located within this contour, there should be ample acreage outside of the 

contour to accommodate all residential (and some nonresidential) development. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

New Mitigation That Would Be Required for Alternative 5 

MM 6-3: Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm, Monday through 
Friday, and 9am to 9pm, Saturday and Sunday. Gas and diesel equipment shall be 
fitted with mufflers to minimize noise. (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

MM 6-4: Prohibit any residential development between the 65 and 60 dB CNEL contour of 
McClellan Airport. (WRSP Only) 
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West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stationary Source Noise 

Alternative 5 would have the same land uses as the proposed WRSP, so the noise sources and potential 

exposure of sensitive receptors would be the same (Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 and 4.5-7). 

There would be no exposure to noise from the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 5, traffic levels would be similar to the proposed WRSP, so traffic noise could be 

expected to be similar (Impact 4.5-8). Depending on the noise contours for interior roads and the distance 

to actual residences exterior and interior noise levels could exceed noise standards. 

Under Alternative 5, similar increases in noise levels could be expected along existing roadways in the 

vicinity of the Alternative 5 site (Impact 4.5-9). 

Other Noise Sources 

Because the County does not have a Noise Ordinance governing construction noise, MM 6-3 would be 

required to ensure that construction noise levels were less than significant. 

As discussed above, a portion of the Alternative 5 site is located between the 65 and 60 dB CNEL of the 

McClellan Airport (based on the Comprehensive Land Use Plan). MM 6-4 would ensure that only 

nonresidential uses would be located within the 60 dB CNEL contour. Given the relatively small portion 

of Alternative 5 that is located within this contour, there should be ample acreage outside of the contour 

to accommodate all residential (and some nonresidential) development. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

New Mitigation That Would Be Required for Alternative 5 

The following measures would apply to the WRSP. 
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MM 6-3: Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7 A.M. to 7 P.M., Monday 
through Friday, and 9 A.M. to 9 P.M., Saturday and Sunday. Gas and diesel equipment 
shall be fitted with mufflers to minimize noise. 

MM 6-4: Prohibit any residential development between the 65 and 60 dB CNEL contour of 
McClellan Airport. 

Remainder  Area  

Stationary Source Noise (Commercial ,  Industr ial ,  Schools ,  Parks) 

Alternative 5 would have the same land uses as the proposed WRSP, so the noise sources and potential 

exposure of sensitive receptors would be the same (Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-5 and 4.5-7). 

There would be no exposure to noise from the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 5, traffic levels would be similar to the proposed WRSP, so traffic noise could be 

expected to be similar (Impact 4.5-8). Depending on the noise contours for interior roads and the distance 

to actual residences exterior and interior noise levels could exceed noise standards. 

Under Alternative 5, similar increases in noise levels could be expected along existing roadways in the 

vicinity of the Alternative 5 site (Impact 4.5-9). 

Other Noise Sources 

Because the County does not have a Noise Ordinance governing construction noise, the MM 6-3 would 

be required to ensure that construction noise levels were less than significant: 

The Remainder Area portion of Alternative 5 is not located within the 65 dB CNEL of the McClellan 

Airport (based on the Comprehensive Land Use Plan), so there would be no impact due to aircraft noise, 

and the impact would be identical to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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New Mitigation That Would Be Required for Alternative 5 

The following measure would apply to both the WRSP and the Remainder Area. 

MM 6-3:  Construction activities shall be limited to the hours of 7am to 7pm, Monday through 
Friday, and 9am to 9pm, Saturday and Sunday. Gas and diesel equipment shall be 
fitted with mufflers to minimize noise. 

 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Seismic Hazards, Soi l  Erosion, and Topographic Changes 

As discussed in Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-3, compliance with laws and regulations, including the Uniform 

Building Code, would ensure that structures are engineered to respond to seismic activity, and that soil 

erosion would be controlled, so erosion and seismic impacts would be less than significant. Topographic 

changes would not be substantial, because the topography of the Alternative 5 site is fairly uniform. 

Under Alternative 5, these impacts would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because the topography, 

erosion potential, and seismic conditions are similar. 

Soi l  Constraints and Slope Instabi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed WRSP, Alternative 5 would increase the number of structures exposed to soil 

constraints over what currently exists. Like the proposed WRSP Area, Alternative 5 contains soils that 

exhibit high shrink-swell potential in the shallow subsurface, and a moderate risk of corrosion to steel 

(see Impact 4.6-2). Alternative 5 also has creeks and drainages, including Dry Creek, which forms the 

southeast boundary. Construction in the vicinity of drainages, particularly roadway and other crossings, 

could be affected by steep slopes (see Impact 4.6-5). The County General Plan includes policies directing 

the development of specific geotechnical evaluations to identify locations where special construction and 

design methods would be needed. However, unlike the City of Roseville, the County does not have a 

regulatory requirement that site-specific geotechnical evaluations be conducted and the 

recommendations implemented. Therefore, soil and slope-related impacts are considered significant for 

Alternative 5. Implementation of MM 6-5, below, would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant 

level, similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Topsoi l  

Unlike the WRSP Area, approximately 17 percent of the Alternative 5 site is composed of Important 

Farmland, much of which is under cultivation. This land would have better topsoil than the proposed 
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WRSP Area. As discussed under Land Use and Agricultural Resources, above, a substantial portion of 

this farmland would be converted to urban uses under Alternative 5. Once converted, the topsoil would 

be permanently lost (Impact 4.6-6). This would be a significant and unavoidable impact under 

Alternative 5. In contrast, the loss of topsoil under the proposed WRSP would be a less-than-significant 

impact. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable geologic impacts would occur under this alternative or the proposed 

WRSP, with the exception of Impact 4.6-6 (see below). 

New Mitigation That Would Be Required for Alternative 5 

MM 6-5:  Prior to final site design approval, the applicant shall prepare a geotechnical evaluation 
consistent with Placer County General Plan policies. The evaluation shall include, but 
may not be limited to, a soils index, pH and resistivity testing, and site-specific soil 
engineering recommendations. 

New Signif icant and Unavoidable Impact That Would Occur under Alternative 5 

■ Impact 4.6-6: Loss of topsoil due to conversion of agricultural land to urban uses (WRSP Only) 

Remainder  Area  

Seismic Hazards, Soi l  Erosion, and Topographic Changes 

As discussed above, compliance with laws and regulations, including the Uniform Building Code, would 

ensure that structures are engineered to respond to seismic activity, and that soil erosion would be 

controlled, so erosion and seismic impacts would be less than significant (see Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-4). 

Topographic changes would not be substantial, because the topography of Alternative 5 is fairly uniform 

(see Impact 4.6-3). Under Alternative 5, these impacts would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, 

because the topography, erosion potential, and seismic conditions are similar. 

Soi l  Constraints and Slope Instabi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 5 would increase the number of structures exposed 

to soil constraints. The Alternative 5 site contains soils that exhibit high shrink-swell potential in the 

shallow subsurface, and a moderate risk of corrosion to steel, similar to the Remainder Area (Impact 4.6-
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2). Alternative 5 also has creeks and drainages, including Dry Creek, which forms the southeast 

boundary. Construction in the vicinity of drainages, particularly roadway and other crossings, could be 

affected by steep slopes (Impact 4.6-5). The County does not have a regulatory requirement that site-

specific geotechnical evaluations be conducted and the recommendations implemented. Therefore, soil 

and slope-related impacts are considered significant for Alternative 5. Implementation of MM 6-6 would 

reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level, similar to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Loss of Topsoi l  

As discussed above, approximately 17 percent of Alternative 5 is composed of Important Farmland, 

much of which is under cultivation. This land would have better topsoil than the proposed Remainder 

Area. Once converted, the topsoil would be permanently lost, which is considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact under Alternative 5. In contrast, the loss of topsoil under the proposed Remainder 

Area would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable geologic impacts would occur under this alternative or the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

New Mitigation That Would Be Required for Alternative 5 

MM 6-6:  Prior to final site design approval, the applicant shall prepare a geotechnical evaluation 
consistent with Placer County General Plan policies. The evaluation shall include, but 
may not be limited to, a soils index, pH and resistivity testing, and site-specific soil 
engineering recommendations. 

 Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetland and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Area I of Alternative 5, which would be developed under Alternative 5, has been subject to a wetland 

delineation. Area I is reported to contain approximately 87 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, including 

26.7 acres of vernal pools. Some additional wetlands are likely contained in Area II as well. The WRSP 

contains 63.89 acres of wetlands, including 33.91 acres of vernal pools, so potential impacts on wetlands 
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would be similar (Impact 4.7-1). Because there is a higher percentage of Alternative 5 that is currently 

under active agriculture, the quality of the habitat is lower than on the WRSP Area, which has primarily 

been used for grazing. 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetland Species 

As discussed above, a higher percentage of Alternative 5 is currently under active agriculture, so the 

quality of the habitat is lower than on the WRSP Area. Nonetheless, Alternative 5 could require fill of 

wetlands or otherwise degrade habitat for protected wetlands species, including vernal pool crustaceans, 

rare plants, and western spadefoot (Impacts 4.7-2 through 4.7-4). 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Like the WRSP Area, Alternative 5 contains oak and other trees along drainages. There is also a blue oak 

woodland area of approximately 19 acres. Swainson’s hawk and other legally protected raptors could use 

these trees for nesting, and could be disturbed by construction activity (Impact 4.7-5). This would be a 

significant impact of similar magnitude to the WRSP impact. 

Loss of Annual Grassland 

Under Alternative 5, it is expected that impacts to potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and 

other legally protected raptors would be of a similar magnitude to those under the proposed WRSP 

(Impact 4.7-6), because the majority of the Alternative 5 site is composed of agricultural land and 

grassland. Although Alternative 5 has a higher percentage of actively farmed land, this agricultural land 

provides good foraging habitat for many legally protected raptor species. 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Alternative 5 has a far lower likelihood of supporting any significant wildlife corridors than the 

proposed WRSP Area, because Areas I and II of Alternative 5 do not have the same kind of drainages. 

However, intermittent drainages that occur within Alternative 5 could provide some means for wildlife 

to pass through the area. Stream crossings would still be necessary under Alternative 5 (Impact 4.7-7). 

Loss of Oak Trees 

As stated above, Alternative 5 site contains oak trees along drainages, as well as a 19-acre blue oak 

woodland. Therefore, under Alternative 5, native oak trees would likely need to be removed to 

accommodate project development, although the number of native oak trees that would be lost has not 

been quantified. Similar to the City of Roseville, Placer County has a Tree Ordinance, which requires 
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replacement of protected trees that are removed (Impact 4.7-8). In the long-term, the replacement trees 

would mature and replace the value of the trees that were lost. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

The drainages that occur within Alternative 5 are less extensive than those within the WRSP Area. 

Therefore, Alternative 5 would require less extensive alteration to riparian habitat than the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.7-9). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

As with the proposed WRSP, development of Alternative 5 would require off-site infrastructure 

improvements (Impact 4.7-9). 

Other Impacts 

Habitat has been identified within Alternative 5 for several special-status species that would not occur 

within the proposed WRSP, including Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB), western pond turtles, 

and tricolored blackbirds. Alternative 5 contains stockponds, which could provide habitat for western 

pond turtles, and seasonal marshes, which can support tricolored blackbirds. Valley elderberry shrubs 

could also be present. Individuals of these species and/or their habitat could be disturbed during 

construction and occupation of Alternative 5. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of 

MM 6-7 would reduce the impact on these species to a less-than-significant level by determining whether 

the species and/or their habitat are present, and, if it is, requiring avoidance and/or replacement. 

The creeks in the proposed WRSP Area could provide habitat for western pond turtle, but since the 

creeks would be in open space, there would be no impact on them under the proposed WRSP. There are 

no marshes within the WRSP Area, and valley elderberry shrubs have not been observed during surveys. 

For these reasons, the WRSP is not expected to support these three species, and the impact of Alternative 

5 would be more severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

New Mitigation Required under Alternative 5 

MM 6-7:  Prior to disturbance of any area that provides potential habitat for western pond turtle, 
VELB or tricolor blackbird, protocol-level surveys shall be conducted. If the species 
and/or suitable habitat are present, the habitat shall be avoided, if feasible. If the habitat 
cannot be avoided, then no net loss of habitat shall be achieved through on- or off-site 
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preservation, enhancement and recreation, participation in Placer Legacy (if adopted) 
or other conservation plan, and/or purchase of mitigation credits at an approved 
mitigation bank. (WRSP and Remainder Area). 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetland and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Neither the proposed Remainder Area nor the majority of the western portion of the Alternative 5 site 

have been subject to a wetland delineation. Nonetheless, these areas are likely to contain wetlands, 

including vernal pools. Because there is a portion of the Alternative 5 site that is currently under active 

agriculture, the quality of the habitat is likely lower than for the Remainder Area, which has primarily 

been used for grazing. Nonetheless, wetlands impacts would likely occur, because typically wetlands are 

distributed throughout grazing land in South Placer County (Impact 4.7-1). 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetland Species 

As discussed above, Alternative 5 could require fill of wetlands or otherwise degrade habitat for 

protected wetlands species, including vernal pool crustaceans, rare plants, and western spadefoot 

(Impacts 4.7-2 through 4.7-4). However, because the quality of habitat is lower, the impact would be less 

severe under Alternative 5. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

As discussed above, Alternative 5 contains oak and other trees along drainages and a 19-acre blue oak 

woodland. Legally protected raptors, including Swainson’s hawk, could use these trees for nesting, and 

could be disturbed by construction activity (Impact 4.7-5). 

Loss of Annual Grassland 

Under Alternative 5, it is expected that impacts to potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and 

other legally protected raptors would be of a similar magnitude to those under the proposed Remainder 

Area (Impact 4.7-6), because the majority of the 5,000-acre Placer Vineyard site is composed of 

agricultural land and grassland. Although Alternative 5 has a higher percentage of actively farmed land, 

this agricultural land provides good foraging habitat for many legally protected raptor species. 
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Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

As discussed above, Alternative 5 has a far lower likelihood of supporting any significant wildlife 

corridors than the proposed Remainder Area, because Alternative 5 does not have the same kind of 

drainages, except along its eastern boarder (Dry Creek). These intermittent drainages could provide 

some means for wildlife to pass through the area. Stream crossings would still be necessary under 

Alternative 5 Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-9). 

Loss of Oak Trees 

As stated above, the Alternative 5 site contains oak trees along drainages, as well as oak woodlands. 

Therefore, under Alternative 5, native oak trees would likely need to be removed to accommodate project 

development (Impact 4.7-8). 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

As discussed above, Alternative 5 would require less extensive alteration to riparian habitat than the 

proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-9). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Development of Alternative 5 would require off-site infrastructure improvements similar to that under 

the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-10). 

Other Impacts 

As discussed above, potential habitat has been identified within Alternative 5 for several special-status 

species that would not occur within the proposed Remainder Area, including Valley Elderberry 

Longhorn Beetle (VELB), western pond turtles, and tricolored blackbirds. MM 6-7, described above, 

would reduce the impact on these species to a less-than-significant level by determining whether the 

species and/or their habitat are present, and, if it is, requiring avoidance and/or replacement. 

The proposed Remainder Area is not expected to support these three species, so the impact of Alternative 

5 Remainder Area on these species would be more severe than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

New Mitigation Required under Alternative 5 

MM 6-7:  Prior to disturbance of any area that provides potential habitat for western pond turtle, 
VELB or tricolor blackbird, protocol-level surveys shall be conducted. If the species 
and/or suitable habitat are present, the habitat shall be avoided, if feasible. If the habitat 
cannot be avoided, then no net loss of habitat shall be achieved through on- or off-site 
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preservation, enhancement and recreation, participation in Placer Legacy (if adopted) 
or other conservation plan, and/or purchase of mitigation credits at an approved 
mitigation bank. (WRSP and Remainder Area). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Cultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

A number of archaeological resources exist on the Alternative 5 site. Such resources could be damaged 

during grading and/or construction (Impact 4.8-1). In addition, there could be subsurface historic or 

prehistoric resources elsewhere in the area. Alternative 5 is similar in size to the proposed WRSP, but 

would have a greater likelihood of encountering archaeological resources during development, because 

known resources are present on the site. 

Historic Propert ies 

A number of historic buildings exist on the Alternative 5 site. The loss or alteration of historic structures 

or buildings would change the character of the individual building or structure, and could compromise 

historic context. These potential changes (removal, relocation, reuse, demolition) could reduce the 

integrity of the resource so that it would no longer be considered potentially historically significant 

(Impact 4.8-2). This would be a significant impact, similar to that of the proposed WRSP impact on the 

Fiddyment Ranch complex. 

Paleontological Resources 

Alternative 5 site contains a number of paleontological resources. Such resources might not be visible 

where the ground has not been disturbed and the formations exposed. However, they could be damaged 

or destroyed during site preparation, similar to archaeological resources, which would be considered a 

significant impact (Impact 4.8-3). The Alternative 5 site is similar in size to the proposed WRSP, and 

would have a greater likelihood of encountering paleontological resources during development, because 

known resources are present on the site. 
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Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure associated with Alternative 5 would include roads, electrical infrastructure, water 

and sewer lines, and water tanks. Such infrastructure would be similar to infrastructure anticipated for 

the proposed WRSP, although sewer conveyance lines would need to extend farther, because the 

wastewater treatment plants for Alternative 5 are not adjacent to the site, as is the case with the proposed 

WRSP. Off-site infrastructure would probably be located within existing or planned roadway rights-of-

way, and the potential for cultural resources to occur would have been addressed during the planning of 

those roads. However, in some cases, new infrastructure may be required in areas that are not planned 

for development, or have not been subject to environmental review. Because the alignments for such off-

site infrastructure have yet to be determined, surveys have not been conducted. Therefore, this analysis 

assumes that historic, prehistoric, and/or paleontological resources could be located within areas that 

would be disturbed during construction of off-site infrastructure. If encountered during grading, 

excavation and/or construction, such resources could be damaged, destroyed, or removed, resulting in a 

direct loss and/or loss of integrity (Impact 4.8-4). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 5 or the proposed 

SOI Amendment, but such impacts area expected to be more severe under Alternative 5 because more 

resources are present on the site. 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

As discussed above, Alternative 5 is known to contain a number of archaeological resources. Similar to 

the proposed Remainder Area, damage to or destruction of such resources during grading and/or 

construction would be significant (Impact 4.8-1). The Remainder Area in Alternative 5 is similar in size to 

the proposed Remainder Area but would have a greater likelihood of encountering archaeological 

resources during development, because known resources are present on the site. 

Historic Propert ies 

As discussed above, a number of historic buildings are present on the Alternative 5 site. Under 

Alternative 5, and similar to the proposed Remainder Area, the loss or alteration of historic structures or 



6-153

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

buildings would change the character of the individual building or structure, and could compromise 

historic context (Impact 4.8-2). 

Paleontological Resources 

The Remainder Area in Alternative 5 is similar in size to the proposed Remainder Area, but would have 

a greater likelihood of encountering paleontological resources during development, because known 

resources are present on the site. 

Off-Site Infrastructure 

As discussed above, off-site infrastructure associated with Alternative 5 would include roads, electrical 

infrastructure, water and sewer lines, and water tanks. Because the alignments for off-site infrastructure 

have yet to be determined, surveys have not been conducted. If encountered during grading, excavation 

and/or construction, cultural resources could be damaged, destroyed, or removed, resulting in a direct 

loss and/or loss of integrity (Impact 4.8-4). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 5 or the proposed 

SOI Amendment, but such impacts area expected to be more severe under Alternative 5 because more 

resources are present on the site. 

 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Use, Storage, and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water, 
Electromagnetic Fields 

Development of Alternative 5 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed WRSP related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP (see Impact 4.9-1 and 4.9-5), as well as emergency response (Impact 4.9-2), use of recycled water in 

areas accessible to the public (Impact 4.9-5), and location of residential uses and schools relative to 

sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF) (Impact 4.9-8). The amount of household hazardous waste 

generated would be identical to the proposed WRSP because the number of dwelling units would be the 

same. There would be no impact related to transport of chemicals through residential areas to the 
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PGWWTP, or the use of temporary truck routes to the PGWWTP (Impact 4.9-8), as compared to the less-

than-significant impact identified for the proposed WRSP. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Similar to the proposed WRSP, there is a potential for encountering soil contamination due to past uses at 

the site, as evidence of soil and groundwater contamination, underground tanks, and buildings 

containing asbestos as a result of historic uses has been noted at the alternative site (Impact 4.9-5).504 As 

described for the proposed WRSP, site development could encounter these materials, which if left 

unmanaged, could present adverse human health and environmental risks. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Use, Storage, and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water, 
Electromagnetic Fields 

Development of Alternative 5 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed Remainder Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials 

within the WRSP, including emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, 

and location of residential uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). There 

would be no impact related to proximity to the PGWWTP. Like the Remainder Area, Alternative 5 would 

require additional fire protection services (Impact 4.9-2). 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, under Alternative 5 there is a potential for encountering soil 

contamination due to past uses at the site, as evidence of soil and groundwater contamination, 

underground tanks, and buildings containing asbestos as a result of historic uses has been noted at the 

alternative site.505 As described for the proposed Remainder Area, site development could encounter 

                                                           
504 Quad Knoff, 2nd Administrative Drafts EIR, Volume III, July 2003. 
505 Quad Knoff, 2nd Administrative Drafts EIR, Volume III, July 2003. 
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these materials, which if left unmanaged, could present adverse human health and environmental risks 

(see Impact 4.9-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Public Services 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Law Enforcement 

Under Alternative 5, the Placer County Sheriff’s Department would provide law enforcement services to 

the WRSP Area. According to the Placer County General Plan policy 4.H.1, the Department strives to 

maintain a staffing ratio of one officer for every 1,000 population in unincorporated areas.506 Policy 4.H.2 

suggests an average response time of six minutes in urban areas, eight minutes in suburban areas, 15 

minutes in rural areas, and 20 minutes in remote rural areas.507 

Under Alternative 5, 8,430 residences would be constructed in the WRSP Area, generating 20,810 

residents. These residents and other uses would increase demand for police protection services, to serve 

Alternative 5 development (Impact 4.10-1). This is fewer officers than required under the proposed 

WRSP, although officers for Alternative 5 would be from the Sheriff’s Department, and officers for the 

proposed WRSP would be from the Roseville Police Department. More administrative support staff 

would also likely be needed to support the additional police force. 

Local funding for the Sheriff’s Department comes from the County General Fund, originating from a 

variety of sources, most notably County property taxes, Proposition 172 monies, taxes and fines.508 This 

money would fund personnel expansions as well as any capital improvements that could be required by 

the development of Alternative 5. Such expansions could result in an effort to maintain the appropriate 

response times to the Alternative 5 area. Under Alternative 5, fewer police officers are needed than under 

the proposed WRSP. Therefore, this impact would be less severe under Alternative 5 than under the 

                                                           
506 Placer County General Plan Update, Public Services Element, August 16, 1994, page 92. 
507 Placer County General Plan Update, Public Services Element, August 16, 1994, page 92. 
508 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-11-21. 
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proposed WRSP. Physical impacts form development or expansion of any police facilities would be 

addressed in future project-specific environmental documentation. 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 5, the Placer County Fire District, in conjunction with the California Division of 

Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), would serve Alternative 5. Because Alternative 5 would be within a 

State Responsibility Area, CDF would also be responsible for providing wildland fire protection 

services.509 The Dry Creek Fire Station, located at 8350 Cook-Riolo Road, would serve the Alternative 5 

area.510 This station is approximately two miles east of the Alternative 5 area. Response times from this 

station range from two to 10 minutes.511 The Placer County General Plan’s policy 4.1.2 sets a standard for 

fire response times of four minutes in urban areas, six minutes in suburban areas, and 10 minutes in rural 

areas.512 

Alternative 5 populations as well as commercial, industrial, and public development, would need fire 

protection services (Impact 4.10-2). The development of Alternative 5 would likely require an additional 

CDF station. The development of a new station would provide an approximate five-mile separation 

between stations. With this separation, one fire station would be able to respond to Alternative 5 within 

the four-minute urban response time standard.513 

Because of the sizable residential population projected to occur, and the need to construct a fire station, 

the impact on fire protection would be considered significant. Under Alternative 5, the same number of 

fire stations are needed as under the proposed WRSP. Therefore, the impact of Alternative 5 on fire 

services would be the same as under the proposed WRSP. No additional fire stations would be required 

compared to the proposed WRSP, the construction of which case significant environmental impacts. 

Schools 

Development under Alternative 5 would generate approximately 5,963 students in the Center Unified 

School District (CUSD), resulting in the need for approximately 5.5 elementary schools, one intermediate 

school and one high school (Impact 4.10-3). Alternative 5 proposes four elementary, one intermediate, 

and one high school within the Alternative 5 area. The designation of these sites, plus the designation of 

one additional elementary school site, would ensure that enough schools are provided for students in the 

                                                           
509 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-11-7. 
510 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-11-7. 
511 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-11-7. 
512 Placer County General Plan Update, Public Services Element, August 16, 1994, page 92. 
513 Placer County, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-II-13. 
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Alternative 5 area. The impact would be more severe than the proposed WRSP because more school sites 

would be required. If future intermediate and high school facilities were to be constructed, construction 

could have potentially significant environmental impacts that would need to be addressed on a project-

specific basis prior to approval of construction. 

Libraries 

Placer County General Plan policy 4.A.5 states, "The County shall ensure that library facilities are 

provided to current and future residents in the unincorporated area. The County shall also require new 

development to fun its fair share of library facilities."514 The Auburn-Placer County Library Long Range 

Plan calls for 0.30 square feet of library space per resident.515 Based on this ratio, Alternative 5 would 

generate a demand for 6,241 square feet of library space. The City of Roseville operates the nearest 

facility to the Alternative 5 area. This library would be subject to additional users from Alternative 5. A 

portion of County Capital Facility Fees is used to fund capital improvements for new libraries.516 The 

potential impacts of construction of new library facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be 

substantially similar to the Proposed Project, as the same number of new libraries is required. Under 

Alternative 5, the impact on library facilities would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP 

because fewer library facilities would be required (Impact 4.10-5). 

Parks and Recreation 

Placer County General Plan policy 5.A.1 requires five acres of improved parkland and 5 acres of passive 

recreation area or open space per 1,000 population.517 Alternative 5 residents would generate the need for 

104 acres of active parks and 104 acres of open space. Alternative 5 would provide approximately 82 

acres of Neighborhood/Community parks, 166 acres of Citywide/Community parks, and 425 acres of 

passive open space, for a total of 673 acres. Parkland provided by Alternative 5 would meet the 

requirements of the Placer County General Plan (Impact 4.10-6). Parks and recreation facilities are funded 

through a variety of mechanisms. The County park fee would be collected from all residential units. The 

applicant and residents of Alternative 5 would require the dedication of land and to pay park 

development fees. Under Alternative 5, the impact on parks would be the same as the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

                                                           
514 Placer County General Plan Update, Public Services Element, August 16, 1994, page 80. 
515 Placer County, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-II-122, Table 4.II-13. 
516 Placer County, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-II-123. 
517 Placer County General Plan Update, Public Services Element, August 16, 1994, page 96. 
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New Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts under Alternative 5 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Law Enforcement 

Under Alternative 5, the development of 15,833 residences would result in the generation of 39,532 

residents in the County; 39.5 Sheriff’s Department officers would be required to serve the Remainder 

Area (Impact 4.10-1). This is 7.9 officers fewer than required under the proposed Remainder Area. Under 

Alternative 5, fewer police officers would be needed than under the proposed WRSP. Therefore, 

Alternative 5 would be less severe than the proposed Remainder Area. Physical impacts form 

development or expansion of any police facilities would be addressed in future project-specific 

environmental documentation. 

Fire Protection 

Both the CDF and Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District would respond to calls from Alternative 5. At 

full development of Alternative 5, it is likely that two additional fire stations would be needed to serve 

the population (Impact 4.9-2). The two stations would likely be Placer County Fire District stations, and 

would be sited to maintain a five-mile separation between stations. The addition of a Sacramento 

Metropolitan Fire District station would not be warranted because there are two stations located south of 

Alternative 5 that are within five miles of the project site. Therefore, the impact on fire protection would 

be considered significant. Under Alternative 5, the same number of fire stations are needed as under the 

proposed Remainder Area; therefore, the impact on fire services would be the same. No additional fire 

stations would be required compared to the proposed WRSP, the construction of which would cause 

significant environmental impacts. 

Schools 

Development under Alternative 5 would generate students in the CUSD, Elverta Joint Elementary School 

District (EJESD), and Grant Joint Union High School District (GJUHSD). Based on student generation 

rates for CUSD, approximately 11,488 students would be generated in under Alternative 5, resulting in 

the need for approximately 11 elementary schools, two intermediate schools and two high schools 

(Impact 4.10-3). The impact would be more severe than the proposed Remainder Area because more 
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school sites would be required. The potential impacts of construction of new school facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities would be substantially similar to the Proposed Project, as the same 

number of new schools is required. 

Libraries 

Alternative 5 would generate a demand for 11,862 square feet of library space, warranting an additional 

library branch (Impact 4.10-4). Under Alternative 5, the impact on library facilities would be less severe 

than under the proposed Remainder Area because fewer library facilities would be required. The 

potential impacts of construction of new library facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be 

substantially similar to the Proposed Project, as the same number of new libraries is required. 

Parks and Recreation 

Alternative 5 would generate the need for 198 acres of active parks and 198 acres of open space (Impact 

4.10-6). The County park fee would be collected from all residential units. The applicant and residents of 

Alternative 5 would require the dedication of land and to pay park development fees. With the allocation 

of five acres of active and five acres of passive parkland per 1,000 people and the payment of appropriate 

development fees to pay for construction of park facilities. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

Water demand would be the same for Alternative 5 and the WRSP, but no water would be available from 

the City of Roseville. Therefore, there would not be enough water to meet Alternative 5 demand in either 

wet or dry years. MM 6-8 would be required to ensure that water was available to Alternative 5. 

Wastewater 

Development of Alternative 5 would require the installation of wastewater collection and conveyance 

infrastructure (Impact 4.11-5). Sewer service in Placer County is provided by the Placer County Facilities 



6-160 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

Services Department. However, the site of this alternative is not currently served with public sewer. The 

site could be served by two wastewater treatment plants: either the Sacramento Regional Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (SRWWTP) (flows generated in the western 80 percent of the site) or the Dry Creek 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. (DCWWTP) (flows generated in the eastern 20 percent of the site).518 

Conveyance of wastewater to either of these plants could require installation of pipes and lift stations in 

previously undeveloped areas and, therefore, could result in impacts during construction similar to the 

WRSP. However, due the distance of Alternative 5 site from the two potential wastewater treatment 

plants, the impacts related to installation of the infrastructure would be greater due to the greater area of 

disturbance. In addition, conveyance of the wastewater flows generated by Alternative 5 to the SRWWTP 

would require the construction of the planned Rio Linda Interceptor, which is not scheduled to be 

completed until 2025. Even if the project proponents would construct the interceptor and its extension 

into Alternative 5 site, the construction would entail a substantial period of time and would require the 

approval of agencies that are outside of the control of Placer County as lead agency or the project 

proponents.519 This would be a significant impact that would not result from development of the WRSP. 

For these reasons, the impacts due to installation of wastewater collections and conveyance infrastructure 

under Alternative 5 would be more severe than the WRSP. 

It is anticipated that two wastewater treatment plants would treat the flows generated from the 

Alternative 5 site. Flows generated from the western portion of the site could be conveyed to the 

SRWWTP. However, the site is not currently within the sphere of influence of the Sacramento Regional 

Community Service District, and therefore, would need approval by LAFCO before the site could be 

served by the plant.520 Flows from Alternative 5 have not been formally included in projections for the 

future of the SRWWTP plant521 and no commitments have been made that existing or future treatment 

capacity exists for the purpose of serving the site.522 Therefore, the impacts resulting from treatment of 

the wastewater flows generated on the western portion of the site would be of greater severity than the 

WRSP. 

Wastewater flows generated from the eastern 890 acres of Alternative 5 would be treated at the 

DCWWTP. The area is currently within the service area of the plant and has adequate planned capacity 

to treat flows generated by the site if the site is developed in accordance with the WWMP EIR. A 

generation of approximately 1.8 mgd was assumed for development of this portion of the WWMP 

                                                           
518 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Page 4-11-52. 
519 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Page 4-11-63. 
520 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Page 4-11-63. 
521 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Page 4-11-66. 
522 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Page 4-11-65. 
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service area.523 The West Dry Creek CFD has already consumed some of this allocated capacity. The 

entire WRSP would generate approximately 2.8 mgd (see Table 6-6). Therefore, it can be assumed that 

the DCWWTP would not have the necessary capacity to serve the portion of development that would be 

on the eastern portion of Alternative 5 site. 

Because service by the DCWWTP to all of the eastern portion of the Alternative 5 site is not included in 

the design of the wastewater treatment facilities, and because the capacity of the SRWWTP does not 

include service to the western portion of the Alternative 5 site, MM 6-9 below would be needed to ensure 

that adequate treatment capacity is available and to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Sol id Waste 

Alternative 5 would generate approximately the same amount of solid waste as the proposed WRSP. As 

indicated in Impacts 4.11-9 through 4.11-11, this waste could shorten the lifespan of the landfill and the 

MRF. MM 4.11-10 and MM 4.11-12 call for expanding the landfill and MRF, but such action is out of the 

City’s or County’s jurisdiction. Therefore, the impact would be identical to the impact of the proposed 

WRSP. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 5, the WRSP Area would be served by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). During initial 

construction in the WRSP Area, the 12 kV circuit along Baseline Road could serve the area. However, 

PG&E would need to monitor the electricity demand of Alternative 5 to determine when, and if, a new 

substation would be required. Demand for energy would be the same as the proposed WRSP, and could 

be served by PG&E. MM 4.11-4 would ensure that electrical facilities are constructed as needed, so the 

impact would be less than significant. Because Alternative 5 would demand the same amount of 

electricity as the proposed WRSP, the impact on electrical facilities would be the same. 

Under Alternative 5, the demand for natural gas would be approximately 17,751,480 Therms per year, 

the same as under the proposed WRSP. There is currently no natural gas service to Alternative 5.524 PG&E 

extends natural gas service lines as demand increases.525 In order to serve Alternative 5, new gas 

distribution mains, transmission lines, and, in the future, a new natural gas regulator station, would be 

required to service the site. According to PG&E, there is adequate natural gas supply. Because 

                                                           
523 Quad Knopf, Alternative 5 EIR, Administrative Draft, Volume III, Pages 4-11-65 and 4-11-70. 
524 Placer County, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-II-106. 
525 Placer County, Alternative 5 Administrative Draft EIR, Volume III, March 2002, page 4-II-106. 
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Alternative 5 would demand the same amount of natural gas as the proposed WRSP, the impact on 

natural gas facilities would be the same, after mitigation. 

New Mitigation Measures Required of Alternative 5 

MM 6-8:  Demonstrate that adequate surface water supplies are available to meet demand. 

MM 6-9:  Expand the DCWWTP to be able to accept the increase in flow not considered in the 
WWMP EIR from Alternative 5. 

Section 15126.4 (a)(1)(D) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that if a mitigation measure would cause one 

or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the 

effects of the mitigation measure shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the 

project as proposed. The following discussion describes the potential impacts of construction of 

improvements to the DCWWTP to provide adequate wastewater treatment to the Alternative 5 site. 

With implementation of MM 6-8 and MM 6-9, impacts on water supply and wastewater infrastructure 

capacity under Alternative 5 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, construction of 

new or expansion of existing wastewater infrastructure pursuant to MM 6-9 could be potentially 

significant. The DCWWTP is located in the southwestern portion of the City of Roseville north and west 

of Atkinson Parkway. Surrounding land uses include County-owned open space to the west designated 

for residential land use. Existing residential development exists just east of the DCWWTP. South of the 

DCWWTP is a City yard. In addition, Dry Creek runs in an east/west direction through the DCWWTP 

property. Numerous trees and extensive riparian habitat occur along Dry Creek. The DCWWTP site and 

surrounding topography is flat. 

Impacts from construction of new or expanded wastewater infrastructure pursuant to MM 6-9 could be 

potentially significant in the areas of aesthetics, air quality, biologically resources, land use, geology. 

hydrology, and noise. The level of significance of these potential impacts is not known, but mitigation 

measures would likely be available to reduce at least some of these impacts to a less-than significant 

level. However, some impacts may be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. Therefore, for 

purposes of this analysis, impacts of construction of wastewater infrastructure improvements pursuant 

to MM 6-9 would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area. 
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Remainder  Area  

Water Supply 

Water demand for Alternative 5 would be the same as the proposed Remainder Area, and could not be 

met by existing supplies. No water would be available from the City of Roseville for Alternative 5, so the 

impact would be more severe than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Recycled Water 

Recycled water could be used to offset potable demands for Alternative 5, as described for the SOI 

Amendment. The DCWWTP would need to be analyzed to determine if it can produce enough recycled 

water to meet demand. However, infrastructure would need to be constructed outside Alternative 5 to 

convey water from the DCWWTP to the site. Installation of off-site infrastructure could result in 

environmental effects that would be more severe than the SOI Amendment (Impact 4.11-5). 

Wastewater 

Because Alternative 5 site is not currently served with public sewer, this alternative, similar to the SOI 

Amendment area, would require the installation of wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure 

(Impact 4.11-6). For these reasons, the impacts due to installation of wastewater collections and 

conveyance infrastructure under Alternative 5 would be more severe than the WRSP. 

As discussed above, the DCWWTP would need to be expanded to serve the eastern portion of the 

Alternative 5 site. Therefore, MM 6-9, below, would be required. 

Sol id Waste 

Alternative 5 would generate approximately the same amount of solid waste as the proposed SOI 

Amendment. As indicated in Impacts 4.11-9 through 4.11-11, this waste could shorten the lifespan of the 

landfill and the MRF. Therefore, the impact would be identical to the impact of the proposed Remainder 

Area. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

The amount of energy needed under Alternative 5 would be identical to the proposed Remainder Area, 

so the impacts would be similar. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 



6-164 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

New Mitigation Measures Required of Alternative 5 

MM 6-9:  Expand the DCWWTP to be able to accept the increase in flow not considered in the 
WWMP EIR from Alternative 5.Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater. 

WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows and Volume) 

The Alternative 5 site is undeveloped with scattered rural residences and consists of open spaces, 

pasture, and agricultural land. Existing drainage courses consist of defined channels interrupted by 

agricultural grading and poorly defined swales that drain from east to west. Culverts under roadways 

convey runoff. Alternative 5 would not have any impact on the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed. 

However, increases in peak flows and volume of stormwater water in the Dry Creek, Curry Creek, and 

NEMDC watersheds could be greater than the levels estimated for the proposed SOI Amendment 

(Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-2). Because the same intensity of development as the proposed SOI Amendment 

would occur, and the number of developed acres would be similar, the amount of new impervious 

surfaces that would generate runoff would be similar. To address stormwater runoff concerns within the 

Dry Creek watershed, the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (PCFCWCD) 

and the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) sponsored the Dry Creek Watershed Flood Control 

Plan (Dry Creek Plan) in April 1992. The report included information and recommendations for policies 

necessary to manage the storm waters within the Dry Creek watershed. According to the Dry Creek Plan, 

it is anticipated that future land use changes will increase the impervious surface area in the watershed 

by approximately 50 percent, resulting in increased flood flows.526 The Dry Creek Plan identifies potential 

locations where detention facilities could be provided within the watershed. Local (i.e., on-site) detention 

was not recommended for the portion of the watershed in which Alternative 5 is located.527 

The increased potential for downstream flooding that could be exacerbated by Alternative 5 peak flows 

and volumes would be a potentially significant impact that could be more severe than the SOI 

Amendment, particularly since detention is not recommended in that portion of the watershed. Because 

the focus on regional stormwater volume mitigation is related to effects at the Cross Canal, the approved 

                                                           
526 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Sacramento County Water Agency, Final Report Dry Creek Watershed 
Flood Control Plan, April 1992, prepared by James M. Montgomery Consulting Engineers. 
527 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Sacramento County Water Agency, Final Report Dry Creek Watershed 
Flood Control Plan, April 1992, prepared by James M. Montgomery Consulting Engineers, Figure 5-2. 
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Roseville retention basin on Pleasant Grove Creek could provide storage for the Off-site Alternative. 

However, an agreement would have to be established between Placer County and the City of Roseville. 

Further, the basin has not been constructed. Therefore, like the SOI Amendment, this would remain a 

significant and unavoidable impact. Mitigation in addition to MM 12-2 and MM 4.12-3 would also be 

required that addresses a mechanism for negotiating an agreement with the City of Roseville to provide 

capacity in the City-owned basin. Alternatively, another retention basin could be constructed elsewhere. 

For these reasons, the increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes would be considered significant 

and unavoidable. 

Floodplain Fi l l  

The boundaries of the 100-year floodplain along Dry Creek have been delineated. The 100-year Dry 

Creek floodplain extends from Walerga Road west across Watt Avenue and southwest to PFE Road. The 

floodplain has also been mapped in the NEMDC subshed at the west end of site at Pleasant Grove Road 

at the Sutter County line. 

Under Alternative 5, some fill may need to be placed in the 100-year floodplain, but no structures would 

be constructed in 100-year floodplain, similar to the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.12-3). The 

County regulates fill of the floodplain to ensure that the 100-year floodplain is not adversely affected. 

Therefore, the impact of Alternative 5 on the floodplain would be less than significant, similar to the SOI 

Amendment. 

Water Quality 

Assuming a similar amount of site development during construction and a similar increase in new 

impervious surfaces as the proposed SOI Amendment, construction and urban water quality impacts 

would be the same under Alternative 5 (see Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.12-5). Placer County has developed a 

SWMP that would require BMPs in the development. Construction and operational water quality 

impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through implementation of MM 12-5 and MM 

.12-6 and State and local requirements for Alternative 5. 

Groundwater Resources 

The Alternative 5 site currently has a number of private groundwater wells serving agricultural uses. 

Groundwater use for agricultural purposes is expected to decrease as the land is converted and domestic 

water demand is met through surface water, so in-lieu groundwater recharge is expected to increase.528 

                                                           
528 Quad Knoff, 2nd Administrative Draft EIR, Volume II, July 2003 
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Groundwater could be used in dry years to supplement surface water supplies, which would be 

consistent with regional planning and assumed in the WFA. However, reduced groundwater pumping at 

Reason Farms (MM 4.11-2) would not be within the ability of Placer County to implement. Because the 

MOU Guiding Principles direct that groundwater use be mitigated to less-than-significant levels, it is 

uncertain what options would be available to the County to offset the use. The use of groundwater 

during dry years is, therefore, considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Groundwater Recharge 

Groundwater recharge impacts of Alternative 5 would be similar to the less-than-significant impact 

identified for the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.12-4), because the potential for recharge 

would be along creeks, primarily, which would remain in open space. However, the impact would be 

somewhat more severe under Alternative 5, because, unlike the proposed SOI Amendment, a substantial 

portion of Alternative 5 is irrigated farmland, and this land would be converted to urban uses. 

New Mitigation Required Under Alternative 5 

MM 6-10:  Ensure no net increase in stormwater volume by contributing toward the construction 
and/or expansion of regional retention facilities. (WRSP and Remainder Area). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

New Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts under Alternative 5 

■ Increases in stormwater peak flows and volumes and groundwater use from construction of 
Alternative 5. 

■ Increased pumping of groundwater. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Visual Character 

Development of Alternative 5 would substantially and permanently alter the existing visual character of 

the site by introducing an extensive roadway network, houses, offices, commercial and industrial uses, 
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and other urban facilities into a fairly undeveloped area, similar to the proposed WRSP. Certain 

components of Alternative 5 would be constructed off site. Off-site infrastructure would include roads, 

electrical infrastructure, water and sewer lines, and water tanks. Such infrastructure would likely be 

similar to infrastructure anticipated for the proposed WRSP, except that sewer lines would be longer. 

Development under Alternative 5 would not be subject to the Roseville Community Design Guidelines, 

but would be subject to the WRSP Design Guidelines, which address factors such as the size, type, and 

treatment of buildings, setbacks, landscaping. The Placer County General Plan contains design 

guidelines that would apply to this alternative. MM 6-11, below, would further reduce visual impacts by 

requiring development of design guidelines, but would not reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 

level. Therefore, although this impact would be less severe than the Proposed WRSP, the impact would 

remain significant and unavoidable. 

Light and Glare 

Similar to the proposed WRSP, Alternative 5 would develop over 5,000 acres of open space grassland in 

urban uses, resulting in a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and alter 

nighttime views of the site. Light would be generated by residences, businesses, industrial areas, 

streetlights, and vehicles, all of which would increase the ambient nighttime illumination level. In 

addition, parks and schools with sports facilities could use high-intensity lights for playing fields, which 

would create a large amount of nighttime light. With development of this alternative, views to the Placer 

Vineyard site that are currently uninterrupted by light pollution from the site would change to views of a 

developed, lit environment. 

As discussed above, City of Roseville Design Guidelines would not apply to Alternative 5. However, the 

WRSP and Placer County Design Guidelines would apply. The Placer County Design Guidelines contain 

guidelines for reducing light spillover through visual screening and downward-directed light. In 

addition, MM 6-11 would require development of design guidelines for Alternative 5 to address lighting 

issues. 

Alternative 5 would include schools and parks, which would be adjacent to residential areas and could 

potentially produce bright light from associated sports facilities that could illuminate adjacent residential 

areas. Lighting of parks (athletic fields) could cause light spillover into adjacent residential 

neighborhoods during these hours. Additionally, because construction of sports facilities associated with 

schools would be under the jurisdiction of the school districts, implementation of design guidelines and 

these mitigation measures is at the discretion of the Districts. Like the City, the County could not compel 

the school districts to implement these measures. Should the districts choose not to implement the above-
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mentioned mitigation measures for facilities within their jurisdiction, nighttime lighting impacts may not 

be reduced. 

The Placer Vineyards site, due to its current open grassland character, is not currently a source of 

daytime glare. Development of Alternative 5 could result in glare from commercial and office buildings. 

The amount of development proposed by this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed WRSP, 

and could substantially alter the amount of daytime glare on the site. 

Impacts on light and glare for Alternative 5 would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because the amount 

of area to be developed with light and glare-producing uses would be similar. Nonetheless, the change in 

the level of light and glare on the project site under Alternative 5 would remain significant and 

unavoidable, because the area, which currently lacks light and glare sources, would still be visibly 

changed in the context of nighttime lighting and daytime glare. 

Visual Compatibi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed WRSP, the Placer Vineyards site is currently open grassland. Unlike the 

proposed WRSP, development of this alternative would not be an extension of an existing urban edge. 

Rather, it would represent much denser urbanization than adjacent land uses, which consists primarily of 

open space, some large roadways, and rural residential development. Development under Alternative 5 

would not be subject to the Roseville Community Design Guidelines, but would be subject to the WRSP 

Design Guidelines, which address factors such as the size, type, and treatment of buildings, setbacks, 

landscaping. The Placer County General Plan contains design guidelines that would apply to this 

alternative. MM 6-11 would reduce visual incompatibility impacts by requiring development of design 

guidelines, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level, similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Scenic Resources 

Alternative 5 would result in large-scale development that could impair long-range views by placing 

buildings within these view corridors. However, because these views are not designated scenic vistas, 

development of Alternative 5 would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource. 

New Mitigation Required under Alternative 5 

MM 6-11:  Design Guidelines shall be developed to ensure that development under Alternative 5 
is visually compatible with existing and future land uses. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Visual Character 

As discussed above, development of Alternative 5 would substantially and permanently alter the 

existing visual character of the site by introducing an extensive roadway network, houses, offices, 

commercial and industrial uses, and other urban facilities into an fairly undeveloped area, similar to the 

proposed Remainder Area. The Placer County General Plan design guidelines, along with MM 6-11, 

would further reduce visual impacts by minimizing visual conflicts. Even so, the visual character of the 

site would be permanently and substantially altered. 

Light and Glare 

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 5 would develop over 5,000 acres of open space 

grassland in urban uses, resulting in a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, 

and alter nighttime views of the site. With development of this alternative, views to the Placer Vineyard 

site that are currently uninterrupted by light pollution from the site would change to views of a 

developed, lit environment. Alternative 5 would also include schools and parks, which would be 

adjacent to residential areas and could potentially produce bright light from associated sports facilities 

that could illuminate adjacent residential areas. Lighting of parks (athletic fields) could cause light 

spillover into adjacent residential neighborhoods during these hours. Additionally, because construction 

of sports facilities associated with schools would be under the jurisdiction of the school districts, 

implementation of design guidelines and these mitigation measures is at the discretion of the Districts. 

Like the City, the County could not compel the school districts to implement these measures. Should the 

districts choose not to implement the above-mentioned mitigation measures for facilities within their 

jurisdiction, nighttime lighting impacts may not be reduced. 

The Placer Vineyards site, due to its current open grassland character, is not currently a source of 

daytime glare. Development of Alternative 5 could result in glare from commercial and office buildings. 

The amount of development proposed by this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed SOI 

Amendment, and could substantially alter the amount of daytime glare on the site. 

Impacts on light and glare for Alternative 5 would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, because 

the amount of area to be developed with light and glare-producing uses would be similar. 



6-170 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

Visual Compatibi l i ty 

Similar to the proposed Remainder Area, the Placer Vineyards site is currently open grassland. Unlike 

the proposed Remainder Area, development of this alternative would not be an extension of an existing 

urban edge. Rather, it would represent much denser urbanization than adjacent land uses, which consists 

primarily of open space, some large roadways, and rural residential development. Development under 

Alternative 5 would not be subject to the Roseville Community Design Guidelines, nor would such 

development be subject to the WRSP Design Guidelines, which address factors such as the size, type, and 

treatment of buildings, setbacks, landscaping. The Placer County General Plan contains design 

guidelines that would apply to this alternative. MM 6-11 would require development of design 

guidelines in future specific plans or developments within Alternative 5, thereby reducing visual 

incompatibility impacts to a less-than-significant level, similar to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Scenic Resources 

Alternative 5 would result in large-scale development that could impair long-range views by placing 

buildings within view corridors. However, because these views are not designated scenic vistas, 

development of Alternative 5 would not create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource. 

New Mitigation Required under Alternative 5 

MM 6-11:  Design Guidelines shall be developed to ensure that development under Alternative 5 
is visually compatible with existing and future land uses. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Conc lus ions  

Alternative 5 would not be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, 

because it would result in additional impacts on biological and agricultural resources, and would not 

substantially reduce impacts identified for the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. Two significant 

and unavoidable impacts would be more severe under Alternative 5, including 

■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (Impact 4.1-4) 

■ Increased stormwater peak flows and volumes (Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-2) 

In addition a new significant and unavoidable impact would occur 

■ Impact 4.6-6: Loss of topsoil (WRSP Only) 
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For the most part, Alternative 5 would meet the project objectives. However, it would not provide for the 

orderly and logical extension of the City of Roseville (Objective 2), would not ensure land use 

compatibility with the 1,000-foot buffer surrounding the PGWWTP (Objective 5), does not allow for 

extension of the existing age-restricted community (Objective 6), does not include permanent open space 

on the western edge of the City (Objective 7a), does not provide housing diversity in the City (Objective 

7b), and does not implement the project according to City standards. In addition, Objective 12 would not 

be met, as Alternative 5 may not be fiscally feasible. A number of the objectives would not apply to 

Alternative 5, because they are specific to development in the City of Roseville (Objectives 3, 4, 8, 9 and 

10). 

6.2.9 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

According to Section 15126.6(d)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to identify an 

environmentally superior alternative from among the range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. 

The environmentally superior alternative would be the alternative that results in the fewest significant 

environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project. If the environmentally superior alternative 

is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative from 

among the other alternatives. 

The No Project Alternative would reduce the greatest number of project impacts and would, therefore, be 

considered the environmentally superior alternative. Among the other alternatives, Alternative 2 (Open 

Space Alternative) would be considered the environmentally superior alternative as it reduces more 

significant project impacts as compared to the other project alternatives, although it fails to meet most of 

the project objectives. As indicated by Tables 6-1 through 6-6, which provides a comparison of the 

various impacts of the alternatives and the proposed project, the Open Space Alternative would preserve 

the most open space and would provide the least number of dwelling units. The population attributable 

to this alternative would also be the least, as would the number of employees and/or jobs that would be 

generated. Accordingly, this alternative would result in the fewest impacts with respect to: (1) wetlands 

and grasslands; (2) construction and operational air quality emissions; (3) public services (police, schools, 

and libraries); (4) public utilities (solid waste, water, wastewater, electricity, and natural gas); 

(5) transportation; (6) construction and operational noise; and (7) conversion of agricultural land to 

developed uses. 

The provision of Section 15126.6(d)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines must be read together with 

Section 15126.6(d), which requires that an EIR compare the significant effects of the alternatives with 

those that would result from the project. Often, alternatives will reduce some impacts and increase 
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others. Therefore, it is also appropriate for an EIR to explain the environmental advantages and 

disadvantages of each alternative in comparison with the project. This comparison is made in the 

concluding paragraph of each alternative. 
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Chapter 7 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter addresses consistency with applicable documents that are part of the planning context in 

which the proposed project would be developed, including 

■ LAFCO policies 

■ City of Roseville Specific Plans 

■ City of Roseville General Plan (1992, updated through 2003) 

■ City of Roseville Guiding Principles (2001) 

■ City/County Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the MOU Transition Area 

■ Placer County Applicable goals and policies 

■ City of Roseville/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Memorandum of Understanding 

The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) would result in an SOI amendment and annexation to the City 

of Roseville, an amendment to the City’s General Plan, adoption of a Specific Plan, and a change in the 

existing zoning of the WRSP. Development of the WRSP Area could not proceed as proposed without 

annexation. Further, the WRSP Area and, eventually, the Remainder Area are annexed, the City’s 

General Plan would apply to the SOI Amendment Area rather than the County’s General Plan. The 

proposed project would alter existing land use plans by changing lands currently planned by the County 

for agricultural use to residential, open space, community commercial, light industrial, industrial, 

business professional, and public/quasi-public uses. Implementation of the WRSP would be consistent 

with the City’s General Plan with approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment. Therefore, 

consistency with existing General Plan and zoning designations is not considered an impact; however, a 

discussion of consistency with General Plan policies is provided to demonstrate that no inconsistencies 

exist between the existing General Plan and the proposed project. 

Because this document provides a project-level analysis of impacts resulting from construction and 

operation of the WRSP, the policy analysis focuses on the WRSP. Any future development in the 

Remainder Area would rely upon the programmatic analysis provided in this document, supplemented 

by additional analysis, which would include a detailed review of consistency with applicable plans, 

policies, and regulations 
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For the reader’s information, County General Plan policies are provided in Appendix D and the City’s 

General Plan polices are provided in Appendix C. The technical sections within Chapter 4 identify 

components of the project that could be considered inconsistent with the County General Plan or where 

impacts would be less severe if development occurred under the County rather than the City. 

Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR shall discuss “any inconsistencies between 

the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans…” An EIR may provide 

information regarding land use, planning and socio-economic effects; however, CEQA does not 

recognize these issues as typical environmental impacts on the physical environment. Physical impacts 

on the environment that could result from implementation of the WRSP and SOI amendment are not 

addressed in this chapter, but in the appropriate technical environmental sections of Chapter 4 of this 

EIR (see Sections 4.2 through 4.13). All of the documents are available for review at the City of Roseville 

Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, California. 

7.1.1 Policy Setting 

 LAFCO 

The objectives of a Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) are to encourage the orderly 

formation of local government agencies, preserve agricultural land, and discourage urban sprawl. 

LAFCOs review proposals for the formation of new local government agencies and regulate changes, 

such as boundary lines, of existing agencies. A LAFCO is the entity that evaluates proposals for the 

creation of cities or special districts, as well as proposals to annex additional land to local jurisdictions. If 

the WRSP is approved, the City of Roseville would provide most municipal services. In addition, any 

future development in the Remainder Area would require annexation to the City of Roseville where the 

City would provide most municipal services. These boundary changes must be reviewed and approved 

by LAFCO. 

Placer County LAFCO would be responsible for approval of (1) the proposed annexation for the WRSP 

and (2) the amendment to the City’s SOI to include the project site, except for a small portion of the site 

east of existing Fiddyment Road that is currently in the City’s SOI. 

This EIR will be used by the Placer County LAFCO during their review of the proposed SOI amendment 

and annexation of the WRSP Area to the City of Roseville. Placer County LAFCO has adopted a 

comprehensive list of guidelines and policies to implement its stated objectives; however, some policies 

are intended to provide guidance to the Commission and are not directly applicable to actions by local 

jurisdictions. Therefore, only the LAFCO policies that apply to annexation of the WRSP or the SOI 
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amendment are addressed. Appendix E provides a complete list of applicable LAFCO policies. As part of 

recent changes to State law, a Municipal Services Review will be prepared separate from the EIR to 

analyze the provision of services for the WRSP. 

 City of Roseville 

F ramework  o f  Land Use  P lans  in  Rosev i l l e  P lann ing  Area  

The City of Roseville establishes land use designations and policies in its General Plan and various 

specific plans. Planning policies are implemented through infrastructure plans and programs, the zoning 

and subdivision ordinances, and the development review process. While the formal responsibility for 

land use decisions in territory located outside the City limits and within its SOI resides with Placer 

County, the City receives notices from the County and provides comments (as appropriate) on 

development proposals within the sphere. A small portion of the WRSP Area west of proposed 

Fiddyment Road and east of existing Fiddyment Road is currently located within the City’s SOI, as 

shown on Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1 (Introduction). 

General Plan 

The City of Roseville last completed a comprehensive update of its General Plan in 1992. This General 

Plan update addressed goals, policies, and implementation measures, but did not modify land uses or 

land use allocations beyond those identified in the previous General Plan. A minor technical update 

incorporating many of the changes that occurred since 1992 was completed in January 2003. The 2003 

update identified the following: (1) modifications to the land use allocation of the General Plan that 

occurred since 1992; (2) the current household totals for the City is 34,532 as of September 30, 2001;529 and 

(3) vacant residential land in the City is fully entitled and is expected to be built out by 2005.530 

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Project Description), revisions to the City’s General Plan are being evaluated 

in this EIR. A summary of the revised General Plan goals and policies is included in the Project 

Description. The revisions to the City’s General Plan were made, in part, to include the WRSP because 

the City is planning to annex this portion of the SOI Amendment Area. The City is also proposing to 

amend the General Plan to include a new land use designation, Village Center (VC). As discussed in 

Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agricultural Resources), the addition of this new land use designation 

provides for residential, commercial, park, and public/quasi-public uses to support the creation of a 

walkable mixed-use community. While the VC designation is proposed as part of the WRSP, the 

                                                           
529 City of Roseville Quarterly Development Activity Report, Second Quarter 2002, p. 1 
530 Kathy Pease, City of Roseville, written communication, September 18, 2002 
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designation may also be applied to land uses that currently exist in the City (e.g., residential and 

commercial) in different configurations or to future areas. 

Applicable General Plan policies are identified in Appendix C of this Draft EIR. 

Guiding Principles 

In June 2001 the Roseville City Council adopted a set of “Guiding Principles” that, together with the 

City’s existing General Plan policies, are intended to be used to guide any new development proposed to 

the west of the City in order to ensure that the City’s typical standards for new development were met or 

exceeded. The thirteen Guiding Principles are listed below. Appendix L includes a copy of the complete 

text of the Guiding Principles. 

Fiscal Health 

 1. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall, on a stand-alone basis, have an overall neutral 
or positive fiscal impact on the City’s General Fund services. 

A Well-Planned Community, a Strong Community Identi ty, and Sense of Place 

 2. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include logical growth/plan boundaries and an 
east to west growth pattern. 

 3. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall not conflict with the Pleasant Grove 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and future Power Generation Facility. 

 4. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall maintain the integrity of existing 
neighborhoods and create a sense of place in new neighborhoods. 

Community Infrastructure That Is Complete and Up-to-Date, a Healthy, Safe and 
Secure Community, and the Highest Quali ty Community Services and Organizations 

 5. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a plan to ensure full funding and 
maintenance of improvements and services at no cost to existing residents (including increased 
utility rates). A proposal shall not burden/increase the cost, or diminish the supply and reliability 
of services. 

 6. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in regional traffic solutions and in right of 
way preservation. 

 7. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall secure and provide a new source and supply of 
surface water and should include reduced water demand through the use of recycled water and 
other off-sets. 

 8. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall consider development potential within the 
entire MOU Transition Area in the design and sizing of infrastructure improvements. 
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 9. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in resolution of regional storm water 
retention. 

 10. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall incorporate mechanisms to ensure new schools 
are available to serve the residents and shall not impact existing schools. 

Outstanding Recreational Opportunit ies 

 11. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a significant interconnected public 
open space component/conservation plan in coordination with the City of Roseville/USFWS 
Memorandum of Understanding. 

An Active, Educated, and Involved Cit izenry 

 12. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a public participation component to 
keep the public informed and solicit feedback throughout the specific plan process. 

A High Quali ty of Life 

 13. Any development proposal west of Roseville shall provide a “public benefit” to the City and 
residents. 

Specif ic Plans 

A specific plan is a policy and regulatory tool for the systematic implementation of the General Plan. It 

contains a set of land use designations and implementation programs reflecting the unique 

characteristics of the particular area. A specific plan is required to be internally consistent and consistent 

with the General Plan. In Roseville, specific plans are incorporated into the General Plan by reference. 

At the present time, eight areas of the City are governed by Specific Plans, including two areas that 

immediately border the WRSP. These plans and accompanying development agreements have been 

developed to address growth issues and the unique constraints and opportunities found within each 

area, and provide a context within which implementation of the land use plan and associated public 

facilities can be successfully accomplished. 

Zoning Ordinance 

The City’s Zoning Ordinance is a tool to implement the broad policies and uses contained in the General 

Plan. Zoning focuses on the specific uses of land rather than the longer term, planned uses contained in 

the General Plan. Typically, a General Plan land use designation is intended to guide development over a 

20 year horizon, while a zoning classification specifies particular uses, development intensities, and other 

standards for particular parcels. 
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State law has imposed consistency requirements to ensure that local zoning ordinances conform to the 

General Plan (although charter cities with a population of fewer than two million, such as the City of 

Roseville, are exempt). To ensure that the zoning ordinance is consistent with the General Plan, the Plan 

itself must be complete, adequate, and internally consistent. Typically, a General Plan and zoning 

ordinance are consistent when they allow the same general range of types, density, and intensity of 

development at the same location. 

The City’s Zoning Ordinance was last updated comprehensively through Ordinance No. 3014 on May 22, 

1996. Periodic revisions have been completed and are planned to keep the zoning ordinance up to date. 

 City of Roseville/Placer County Memorandum of Understanding 

In 1997, the City of Roseville and Placer County entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

to promote interagency communication and foster cooperative land use planning between the City and 

the County. Recognizing that future development was likely to occur in this area, the MOU establishes a 

transitional area (MOU Transition Area) that includes 5,527 acres adjacent to the City’s western 

boundary in which any proposed development must be reviewed by both the City and the County and 

meet certain standards required to mitigate any development-related impacts. The 5,527 acres includes 

all but the 167.7 acres located within the WRSP Area and 180 acres of City-owned land, as illustrated by 

Figure 1-1. The MOU states that, regardless of which entity processes an application for development 

within this area, environmental review must be conducted, and “all identified Fiscal, Transportation and 

Circulation, Utilities and Services, Affordable Housing, and Groundwater impacts of proposed 

development will be mitigated to a level that is less than significant, unless both the County and the City 

agree that specific overriding considerations render such mitigation measures infeasible.”531 In addition, 

the MOU states that “to the greatest extent practically and legally feasible, the City and the County will 

process development applications in the Transition Area such that development proceeds in a orderly 

east-to-west progression.”532 

 Placer County 

Placer County updated the County General Plan in 1994 and completed a technical update in June 2003. 

The Placer County General Plan presently designates all of the area west of Fiddyment Road as 

Agricultural/80-acre minimum, and the associated zoning includes an 80-acre minimum Farm Zone.533 

                                                           
531 Memorandum of Understanding Placer County/City of Roseville, p. 4 
532 Memorandum of Understanding Placer County/City of Roseville, p. 5 
533 Placer County, Placer County General Plan, 1994, Land Use Diagram 
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Placer County has also adopted a 1-mile buffer for the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill along 

Fiddyment Road and Athens Roads. This boundary is only applicable to residential uses; industrial, 

commercial, and recreation uses would be allowed within this buffer zone. The northernmost boundary 

of the SOI Amendment Area is located over 1 mile from the southern boundary of the landfill facility. 

The proposed project site is currently within Placer County and subject to the Placer County General 

Plan. As stated in Chapter 2, the proposed project includes annexation of the WRSP Area to the City of 

Roseville and amendment of the City’s SOI boundaries to include the entire project site. It is anticipated 

that in the future when, and if, the City receives an application to develop areas within the Remainder 

Area, this area would also be annexed to the City. If annexed, these areas would be subject to the City 

General Plan, not the County General Plan. However, for the reader’s information, this EIR electively 

considers consistency of the proposed project with the County General Plan where County policies are 

more protective of a resource than City policies). A complete list of all the County’s General Plan policies 

is included in Appendix D. If a potential conflict or more restrictive County policy is identified, it is 

discussed in the technical sections provided in Chapter 4 of this document. 

 City of Roseville/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Memorandum of 
Understanding 

In 2000, the City of Roseville and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) entered into a 

Memorandum of Understanding (USFWS/MOU) to address specific issues that were raised during the 

permitting process for the City’s PGWWTP. The USFWS/MOU sets forth some specific objectives that 

were established to address indirect growth issues and the potential loss of habitat associated with 

operation of the City’s PGWWTP. In addition, the USFWS/MOU establishes guidelines to be followed for 

the City’s preparation of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), or equivalent document. A copy of the 

USFWS/MOU is included as Appendix G. 

7.1.2 Policy Analysis 

 LAFCO Policies 

As discussed in the Policy Setting, LAFCO must approve both the annexation of the WRSP and the SOI 

boundary change for the SOI amendment area. Therefore, LAFCO must find that the amendment is 

consistent with LAFCO policies provided in Appendix E. While neither this document nor the City of 

Roseville can make a determination of consistency for LAFCO, the following information is provided for 

the reader’s information and LAFCO’s consideration. Further, inconsistency with LAFCO policies would 

not be considered an environmental impact because such inconsistencies are not related to a physical 
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change to the environment. Therefore, this analysis does not make findings of significance, or provide 

mitigation measures. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

The WRSP includes both an amendment to the City’s SOI and annexation to the City. A small portion of 

the WRSP east of Fiddyment Road is already within the City’s SOI and would not be affected by the 

Sphere of Influence request (refer to Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1). However, the rest of the WRSP, as well as a 

portion of Fiddyment Road would require annexation to the City before any development within the 

WRSP Area could occur. 

LAFCOs objectives under the Cortese/Knox Hertzberg Act include preserving agricultural land, 

encouraging logical patterns of growth, and discouraging urban sprawl. This analysis addresses project 

consistency with LAFCO policies, including concerns expressed by LAFCO. The analysis addresses the 

policies in the order that they appear in Appendix E. 

LAFCO’s Goal 1 is to encourage the orderly formation of local government agencies. Policy 1a(3) 

addresses changes in territory as they affect service districts. Specific requirements of Policy 1a(3) include 

disclosure of the physical boundaries to be served, extent of improvements required, comparison of the 

existing and proposed service levels, any existing resource shortages or facility inadequacies, and means 

of financing. Section 4.10 (Public Services) and Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) describe the extent to which 

service boundaries and infrastructure required to serve the WRSP and Remainder Areas would change; 

compares existing and proposed service levels; and identifies any potential resource shortages or facility 

inadequacies. As stated in Sections 4.10 Public Services, and 4.11 Public Utilities, service providers would 

be able to accommodate the WRSP and any future development proposals in the Remainder Area 

(assuming implementation of identified mitigation). Sections 4.10 and 4.11 also describe financing 

methods, such as connection fees and developer contributions towards fair-share costs of system 

improvements. 

Policy 1(a)(4) requires that proposals for jurisdictional change include a plan for services. Technical 

studies prepared for the WRSP include service plans, and a Municipal Services Review (MSR) is being 

prepared for the proposed annexation of the project site. 

Policy 1(b)(2) encourages that annexation to a city and special district be simultaneous. The WRSP would 

require the expansion of the City’s service area boundaries to serve the WRSP Area. In addition, the 

service area for the PGWWTP would need to be expanded to include all of the WRSP Area, including a 

portion that is currently not within the service area. Applications for annexation to the City of Roseville 
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and the applicable service districts would be submitted simultaneously. This policy does not apply to the 

Remainder Area at this time because annexation is not proposed. 

Policy 1(d)(2) addresses inclusion or exclusion of roads adjacent to one or more boundaries of a proposed 

annexation. The only existing roadway that borders the WRSP Area is Fiddyment Road, which is located 

along the eastern boundary of the WRSP. Fiddyment Road is currently under Placer County’s 

jurisdiction, but is proposed to be annexed to the City as part of the WRSP. Other roads that would be 

constructed as part of the WRSP, including the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard, would also be entirely 

within the City’s boundaries if the WRSP Area is annexed. 

Policy 1(d)(3) states that the environmental document for a project that has one or more roads forming 

boundaries between the City and County shall include an analysis of placing the road within the 

jurisdiction of each. As stated above, Fiddyment Road is currently within the County’s boundaries. As 

part of the WRSP, Fiddyment Road would be annexed to the City. An analysis of Fiddyment Road is 

included in this EIR. Blue Oaks Boulevard would also delineate the border between the County and City 

until, and unless, the Remainder Area is annexed. The environmental effects of constructing these 

roadways would be unaltered by the jurisdiction in which they are located because the roadway widths 

and construction techniques would be similar. The severity of the impacts might be slightly greater 

under the City’s jurisdiction because more land would be graded for sidewalks, bike lanes, and 

landscaping that the City would require as opposed to the County. These roadways would include four 

travel lanes, 8-foot-wide sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. Once constructed, however, there would be no 

difference in environmental effects. 

This policy also requires that the applicant address long-term maintenance costs associated with locating 

the roadway in each jurisdiction. A separate cost analysis in the finance plan is being prepared by the 

applicant to determine the long-term maintenance costs associated with roadways. 

Policy 1(d)(4) requires that special districts be detached from an area when that area is annexed to a city 

that will assume the role of the district. The WRSP is part of Placer County Water Agency’s Zone No. 5. 

Because the City of Roseville would become the water provider if the WRSP Area is annexed, 

detachment from Zone No. 5 will be requested of LAFCO as part of the project’s entitlements. The 

detachment of special districts for the Remainder Area would be analyzed if and when the City receives 

a request for annexation for the Remainder Area. 

LAFCO Agricultural and Open Space Policies 2(1), 2(2), and 2(3) are intended to protect open space and 

agricultural land from premature conversion. Policy 2(1) encourages promotion of orderly development 

and protection of agricultural lands and open space areas, including riparian areas. The WRSP would 
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result in the loss of grazing land, but this loss is not considered significant because the productivity of the 

site for other agricultural uses is limited, as discussed under Impact 4.1-4 in Section 4.1 (Land Use and 

Agricultural Resources). In addition, a small amount of land designated as Prime Farmland (±20 acres) 

would be impacted under the WRSP (see Impact 4.1-4). The EIR concluded that this loss, although small, 

would be significant and unavoidable. The WRSP includes 670.1 acres of permanent open space, 

generally located along natural drainages present on the site. All of the natural drainages, which include 

most of the riparian habitat in the WRSP Area, would be preserved within open space areas. No land use 

plan is proposed for the Remainder Area at this time, nor is this area being considered for annexation. 

This issue will be addressed if and when the City receives a request for annexation. 

Policy 2(2) states that annexation will be linked to a proposal to develop and not be speculative in nature. 

Further, development plans are to include a timetable. The WRSP includes a Specific Plan, a financing 

plan, and a schedule for phasing of development. The Specific Plan provides land use designations for 

the entire WRSP and information regarding the intensity and type of development that is proposed. 

Policy 2(3) states that annexation of farmlands shall not be permitted where significant areas of 

nonproductive farmland are already available. As stated above, most of the WRSP Area is grazing land 

of low productivity. However, there are approximately 40 acres of Prime Farmland present on the WRSP. 

This includes an existing pistachio orchard that would be partially developed and partially set aside for a 

community garden and open space. Approximately ±20 acres of Prime Farmland would be developed 

under the WRSP. The pistachio orchard, which is located on prime farmland, is on the eastern edge of the 

WRSP, adjacent to Fiddyment Road (refer to Figure 4.1-4 in Section 4.1, Land Use and Agricultural 

Resources). It is proposed for annexation with the WRSP or it would be a County “island” surrounded by 

the City. 

Policy 3a(1) states that vacant or underdeveloped land within the City should be considered prior to 

annexing additional land. All residential land within the City is fully entitled and, as of 2005, the City 

anticipates that all of the residential land will be built out.534 The WRSP proposes to develop 8,430 

residential units on approximately 1,753 acres; therefore, there would not be sufficient land within the 

City to accommodate the residential component of the project. In addition, there are approximately 453 

acres of unentitled, undeveloped non-residential land remaining in the City that could accommodate the 

non-residential portions of the WRSP.535 However, the City determined that, due to the size of the project, 

it should include employment-generating uses and residences for a jobs/housing balance internal to the 

                                                           
534 Kathy Pease, written communication, September 18, 2002 
535 Supplement to the City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program EIR, June 2002, p. 5-6 
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WRSP. Developing proposed non-residential land elsewhere in the City would not provide the desired 

mix of jobs and housing in the WRSP Area. Further, because only non-residential uses are allowed within 

1,000 feet of the PGWWTP, areas within this buffer must be developed with non-residential uses. 

LAFCO Policy 3a(2) includes factors that LAFCO will consider in determining logical growth patterns 

when considering annexation to a city, such as adjacency to existing and planned growth in the City; 

projected growth in relation to remaining undeveloped areas in the City; ability to provide services to the 

annexed area; and pending or anticipated development applications to the County for areas within the 

City’s SOI. Policy 3a(3) specifically discourages urban development in unincorporated areas adjacent to 

City boundaries. As stated previously in this chapter, the WRSP is adjacent to developed areas within the 

City of Roseville. Based upon projections for residential development, the supply of residential land in 

the City is limited. Further, incorporating the non-residential area within the City’s existing SOI would 

reduce the amount of development in unincorporated areas of the County, consistent with Policy 3a(3). 

The ability of the City to provide services to the WRSP Area is analyzed in Section 4.10 (Public Services) 

and Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) in this EIR. As discussed in those sections, the City is able to provide 

services and utilities to the WRSP, assuming implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

The market absorption study required by LAFCO Policies 3b(1)(a) and 3(c)(1)(a) will be prepared prior to 

formal submittal to LAFCO and will analyze the proposed uses of the project in relation to similar uses 

within the City. This study would address projected growth demand and its relationship to the 

remaining lands to be developed within the City. In addition, the project provides light industrial, 

industrial, business professional, and community commercial land uses to provide a mix of employment 

opportunities in close proximity to residential development. 

Policies 3(b)(1)(b) and 3(c)(1)(b) require that alternative project sites in the City and/or its existing sphere 

be analyzed. As discussed in Chapter 6 (Alternatives), most of the City’s Sphere extends north of the City 

boundary to Athens Road. While this area contains several thousand acres, it is not necessarily 

appropriate for the mix of uses proposed in the WRSP. Most of the Sphere area is within the Sunset 

Industrial Area, which has been planned for industrial and agricultural uses by the County. In addition, 

over 1,000 acres of the land in the Sphere is within the one-mile, non-residential buffer for the Western 

Regional Sanitary Landfill. Existing and planned industrial uses are located along the SR-65 corridor, 

which makes up the eastern portion of the City’s Sphere, and to the south, within the City’s limits. A 

more detailed discussion of alternatives is provided in Chapter 6 of this EIR. LAFCO staff will have an 

opportunity to review the alternatives analysis during circulation of this Draft EIR. 
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Policies 3(b)(2) and 3(c)(2) discourage expansion of a City’s sphere or the City’s incorporated area if there 

is feasible land appropriate for the proposed uses already within the City and/or its sphere. As discussed 

above, most of the land within the City’s sphere is located in the County’s Sunset Industrial Area, Plan 

Area, which would not be suitable for residential development, because most of the area is within the 

one-mile non-residential buffer area for the land fill.  

Policy 3(c)(4) requires that all annexation proposals be prezoned. Prezoning is proposed as part of the 

WRSP and consists of the land use designations on the land use plan. 

LAFCO Policy 4(b)(1) states that the environmental impacts of annexation or jurisdictional 

reorganization must be considered and that LAFCO must be treated as a responsible agency. This EIR 

evaluates the impacts of the proposed WRSP, including annexation to the City of Roseville and 

reorganization of service districts. LAFCO has been identified as a responsible agency in Chapter 2. 

SOI  Amendment  

Under the SOI amendment, the City would request that LAFCO amend the City’s Sphere boundaries to 

include the SOI Amendment Area. (As stated above, a portion of the WRSP is already in the City’s 

Sphere). For analysis purposes in this EIR, some land use assumptions were made regarding the 

Remainder Area; however, at this time, the only LAFCO action that is requested is to amend the City’s 

SOI boundaries to include the SOI Amendment Area. Only policies addressing a change to the City’s 

Sphere are addressed below. 

To avoid redundancy, the policy discussions under the WRSP also pertain to the Remainder Area for 

Policies 1(a)3, 1(a)4, 1(b)2, 1(d)4, 2(1), 2(2), and 2(3). 

The only roadway that would border the County within the Remainder Area is Baseline Road. Baseline 

Road is currently under the County’s jurisdiction but if and when the Remainder Area is annexed to the 

City, it is anticipated Baseline Road would also be annexed (Policy 1(d)2). 

If the road were left under the jurisdiction of the County it would be maintained consistent with County 

standards. If and when the Remainder Area is annexed to the City, this issue will be further analyzed at 

that time, consistent with Policy 1(d)(3). 

Policy 3a(1) states that vacant or underdeveloped land within the City should be considered prior to 

annexing additional land. As discussed above, all residential land within the City is fully entitled and, as 
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of 2005, the City anticipates that all of this land will be built out.536 The WRSP proposes 8,430 residential 

units, and the Remainder Area assumes approximately 7,403 units for a total of approximately 15,833 

dwelling units. The City’s supply of undeveloped, unentitled acreage is not sufficient to accommodate 

the residential component of the project. 

There are approximately 453 acres of unentitled, undeveloped, non-residential land remaining in the City 

that could accommodate the approximately 320 acres of industrial, commercial, and business 

professional uses assumed to develop in the proposed project area.537 However, as discussed above, a mix 

of employment-generating uses and residences is desirable, and this mix could be provided within the 

proposed project site. 

LAFCO Policy 3a(2) includes factors that LAFCO will consider in determining logical growth patterns 

when considering annexation to a city, such as adjacency to existing and planned growth in the City; 

projected growth in relation to remaining undeveloped areas in the City; ability to provide services to the 

annexed area; and pending or anticipated development applications to the County for areas within the 

City’s SOI. Policy 3a(3) specifically discourages urban level development in unincorporated areas 

adjacent to City boundaries. The project site is adjacent to the City of Roseville. The City will consider the 

extent to which land is available within its existing SOI and corporate limits, as well as the demand for 

additional residential and non-residential growth, when determining whether to approve the proposed 

project. Based upon projections for residential development, the supply of residential land in the City is 

limited. Incorporating the non-residential area within the City’s existing SOI would reduce the amount of 

development in unincorporated areas of the County, consistent with Policy 3a(3). The ability of the City 

to provide services to the WRSP Area is analyzed in Sections 4.10 (Public Services) and 4.11 (Public 

Utilities) in this EIR. As discussed in those sections, the City is able to provide services and utilities to the 

WRSP, assuming implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

As discussed above, a market absorption study required by LAFCO policy 3b(1)(a) will be prepared prior 

to formal submittal to LAFCO for the SOI amendment and will analyze the proposed uses of the project 

in relation to similar uses within the City. This study will examine the factors identified by the policy. 

Policies 3(b)(1)(b) and 3(c)(1)(b) require that alternative project sites elsewhere in the City and/or its 

existing Sphere be analyzed. As discussed above and in Chapter 6, most of the City’s Sphere extends 

north of the City boundary, to Athens Road. While this area contains several thousand acres, it is not 

                                                           
536 Kathy Pease, written communication, September 18, 2002 
537 Supplement to the City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program EIR, June 2002, p. 5-6 
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necessarily appropriate for the mix of uses assumed for the proposed project. The area north of the City 

is within the Sunset Industrial Area and is designated for industrial uses. 

Consistent with the above policies, LAFCO staff will have an opportunity to review the alternatives 

analysis during circulation of this Draft EIR. 

Policies 3(b)(2) discourages expansion of a City’s sphere if there is feasible land appropriate for the 

proposed uses already within its sphere. As discussed above, most of the land within the City’s Sphere is 

located in the Sunset Industrial Area, which is not suitable for residential development as it is planned 

for industrial and agricultural uses by the County. 

Consistent with Policy 4(b)(1), this EIR provides an environmental analysis of the proposed SOI 

expansion and identifies LAFCO as a responsible agency. 

 City of Roseville Plans and Policies 

C i ty  o f  Rosev i l le  Genera l  P lan  

Implementation of the City’s General Plan policies, as well as City Improvement Standards, and 

compliance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines has 

been assumed in the analysis of the project’s impacts. In some cases (e.g., noise), the General Plan policies 

were used as the standard against which the significance of impacts were measured. The relevant land 

use goals and policies from the existing City of Roseville General Plan are identified in Appendix C. A 

list of all the revisions made to the General Plan policies pertaining to land use are included in Chapter 2 

in this EIR. Overall the changes are minor and would not result in any additional environmental effects 

beyond those caused by construction and operations of the WRSP. It is within the City’s purview to 

interpret its General Plan and to ultimately decide if the WRSP is consistent or inconsistent with any City 

goals or policies. 

Under the proposed SOI amendment, the Remainder Area would be included in the City’s sphere, but 

would not be annexed to the City. Therefore, it would remain under the County’s jurisdiction. However, 

development of the SOI Amendment Area could not occur until the portion to be developed was 

annexed to the City and a Specific Plan was adopted. Further, if the City approved residential 

development within the Remainder Area, the General Plan’s residential unit allocation would need to be 

amended. 
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As with the WRSP, it is assumed that any future development in the Remainder Area (if it is annexed) 

would be required to comply with the City’s General Plan policies, ordinances, Community Design 

Guidelines, and Improvement Standards. 

General Plan policies were reviewed to determine whether the proposed project could be inconsistent 

with the direction and general intent of the General Plan and individual policies. In accordance with 

CEQA Section 15125(d), which states, “The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed 

project and applicable general plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not limited 

to, the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan (or State Implementation Plan), areawide 

waster treatment and water quality control plans, regional transportation plans, regional housing 

allocation plans, habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans and regional land use 

plans for the protection of the coastal zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, San Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica 

Mountains.” 

There are a number of underlying principles that form the foundation for the goals and polices of the 

General Plan elements. Each of these principles is discussed below grouped by General Plan Element. 

The WRSP has been found to be consistent with the each of the underlying principles; therefore, it is 

assumed that it is consistent with each of the individual, applicable policies. For a comprehensive list of 

applicable General Plan policies, refer to Appendix C: Roseville General Plan Policies. 

Land Use Element 

■ Promote and enhance Roseville’s unique character and identity. 

The WRSP is planned primarily as a residential community with an overall mix of intensity of 
uses similar to that found in adjacent portions of the City. Emphasis has been placed on creating a 
community that complements the existing community and is compatible with adjacent uses. 

■ Distinguish Roseville from adjacent communities through the quality of development and design, 
and the level of public services and facilities provided. 

Emphasis has been placed on creating a vibrant, comprehensively planned community. The 
WRSP is planned primarily as a residential community, which incorporates a unique mixed-use 
village center, as well as recreation, open space, and employment and educational opportunities. 
Development within the WRSP Area is required to comply with the WRSP Design Guidelines, 
and all applicable City requirements. It is assumed that development within the Remainder Area 
will require the preparation of a Specific Plan and associated Design Guidelines and all future 
development within that area would be consistent with those plans and guidelines to ensure a 
high-quality development and design and the provision of adequate public services and facilities. 



7-16 

Chapter  7  P lann ing Cons iderat ions  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

■ Protect and enhance Old Town/Downtown and the City’s established neighborhoods. 

Emphasis has been placed on creating a vibrant, comprehensively planned community that 
complements the existing community. The Old Town/Downtown area is located east of the WRSP 
Area and will not be directly affected by the project. The land uses in the project are of a different 
scale than the uses in the Old Town/Downtown. 

■ Promote new development, which is an integrated and connected part of the City’s land use 
pattern. 

The WRSP will create a master planned community grounded in solid planning principles: one 
that will be desirable and functional for future residents and businesses and will provide new 
opportunities and benefits accessible to all of Roseville. Further, emphasis has been placed on 
creating a comprehensively planned community that complements the existing community. 
Permitted uses, development standards, processing requirements, and other regulations are 
specified by the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance with additional guidance provided by the 
WRSP Specific Plan and Design Guidelines. 

■ Provide a variety of housing types and opportunities, including those for all income groups. 

The WRSP proposes a mix of housing types including low-density residential (LDR), medium 
density residential (MDR), and high-density residential (HDR). The LDR neighborhoods will 
provide market-rate housing for moderate- and above moderate-income residents. The WRSP 
affordable housing program focuses on the MDR and HDR parcels, located throughout the project 
area and has been structured to be consistent with and implement the General Plan affordable 
housing goals. It is assumed that development in the Remainder Area would similarly include an 
affordable housing program to achieve the General Plan’s affordable housing goal. 

■ Create a balanced land use pattern with an appropriate mix of uses to accommodate resident 
employment, service, and social needs within the community. 

The WRSP is designed as a residential community supplemented by a mix of commercial and 
employment uses that could support specific uses such as retail, commercial, restaurants, service, 
offices, theaters, churches, schools, and park uses. Some of these uses will be located in the Village 
Center, which is envisioned as the heart of the WRSP, a destination where residents will meet, 
shop, eat, recreate, obtain services, and socialize. Parks, schools and smaller commercial uses are 
located within the neighborhood nodes. 

■ Promote a land use pattern that provides a high level of open space and recreational amenities 
and is sensitive to the natural environment. 

The WRSP establishes contiguous permanent open space areas designed to protect significant 
natural resources and allow for potential connectivity with larger-scale regional conservation 
efforts. Resource management efforts focus on wetlands, riparian and oak woodlands, habitat, 
and historic resources within the project site. Over 20 percent of the WRSP Area is designated as 
permanent open space. In addition to resource protection, the open space will provide for passive 
recreational opportunities. 
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■ Create a land use mix and pattern which accommodates and promotes alternative transportation 
modes for ease of access and improved air quality. 

The WRSP circulation system includes a hierarchy of roadways, a pedestrian and bikeway 
network, and public transit. The circulation system has been designed to link with existing City 
and regional systems. The pedestrian and bikeway network is an important component in 
ensuring connectivity and promoting nonvehicular travel in the project area. The highest intensity 
land uses have been located within close proximity to major transportation corridors and potential 
public transit stops. Park-and-ride lots are planned throughout the project area in commercial, 
office, industrial, and park locations. 

■ Proactively manage and plan for growth. 

Emphasis has been placed on creating a comprehensively planned community that generates a 
sense of place for residents and users, complements the exiting community, ensures realization of 
City policies, and defines Roseville’s western edge. 

Circulation Element 

■ Promote the safe, efficient, and reliable movement of people and goods. 

The circulation system includes a hierarchy of roadways, a pedestrian and bikeway network, and 
public transit. Emphasis is placed on ensuring connectivity between uses and on creating a safe 
and efficient circulation system that complies with City policies and allows for transportation 
options. 

■ Shift from the automobile to other modes of transportation. 

The WRSP encourages the use of detached sidewalks and includes modified residential 
development standards to promote their use. Bike lanes and sidewalks are provided on all 
roadways in the project area. The Village Center is designated as a Pedestrian District in 
accordance with the City’s General Plan. A Pedestrian District is intended to encourage increased 
pedestrian activity and improve walkability through enhanced safety, security, and convenience. 
The resulting interconnected open space and park network provides for pedestrian and bicycle 
access throughout the project site with connections outside the project area. 

■ Provide an adequate level of transportation service for all persons traveling in and through 
Roseville. 

The roadway system includes arterial, collector, and local roadways. Emphasis is placed on 
ensuring connectivity between uses and on creating a safe and efficient circulation system that 
complies with City policies and allows for transportation options. 
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Air Quality Element 

■ Protect the health and welfare of the community by promoting development that is compatible 
with air quality standards. 

The proposed project includes a variety of mitigation measures designed to reduce air quality 
impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in order to protect the 
health and welfare of the community. 

Open Space and Conservation Element 

■ Preserve a comprehensive interconnecting system of open space, encompassing preservation and 
enhancement of natural habitat and significant resource areas, for the use, appreciation, and 
enjoyment of the community. 

The WRSP establishes contiguous open space areas that are driven by the protection of significant 
natural resources and allow for potential connectivity with larger-scale conservation efforts. The 
resources management plan focuses on wetlands, riparian and oak woodlands, and historic 
resources within the project area. Over 20 percent of the WRSP Area is designated as permanent 
open space. In addition to resource protection, the open space will provide for passive recreational 
opportunities. 

Parks and Recreation Element 

■ Provide a variety of both passive and active recreational opportunities for all City residents. 

The WSRP provides recreational facilities, parkland, and open space to comply with the policies 
and requirements of the City’s General Plan Parks and Recreation Element. Approximately thirty 
percent (30%) of the WRSP Area is planned for park and open space use. The parks and open 
space program provides for a range of active and passive recreational opportunities that exceed 
the City’s General Plan requirement of 9 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. The placement and 
sizing of parks is reflective of community need, General Plan policy, proximity to users, ability to 
promote joint use activities, and existence of natural resources. 

Public Faci l i t ies Element 

■ Provide adequate services for residents and enterprises and ensure that new development 
contribute its fair share toward the provision of these services and facilities. 

The proposed project will provide the public services necessary to meet the needs of area 
residents, in accordance with the policies of the City’s General Plan. Public services include fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and library facilities. Each component 
of the utilities infrastructure system is also designed to accommodate buildout of the project site. 
Utilities infrastructure includes water, wastewater, recycled water, drainage and flood control, 
electric service, natural gas, communications, and solid waste disposal. Utilities infrastructure will 
be constructed, dedicated, and easements provided consistent with the WRSP, the project 
development agreements, and all applicable standards and requirements. 
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Safety Element 

■ Protect the life, property, and environment of community residents, enterprises, employees, and 
visitors. 

The proposed project will provide services necessary to meet the needs of the area residents, in 
accordance with the policies of the City’s General Plan. The Roseville Fire Department will 
provide fire protection, emergency medical service, and hazardous materials management to the 
project site. The Roseville Police Department will provide police protection to the project site, and 
all development will comply with City of Roseville Police Department recommendations 
regarding safety and security. The project site is within the Pleasant Grove and Curry Creek 
watersheds. Drainage facilities will be designed and constructed in conformance with City of 
Roseville Improvement Standards, the Placer County Flood Control Agency’s Stormwater 
Management Manual, and the open space preserve Operations and Maintenance Plan. The project 
applicants will participate with the City of Roseville in constructing a regional retention basin to 
mitigate stormwater volume runoff. 

Noise Element 

■ Protect the health and welfare of the community by promoting community development, which is 
compatible with noise level criteria. 

With the implementation of all recommended mitigation measures, interior noise levels at 
sensitive uses would not exceed City noise levels. 

Housing Element 

■ Work to accommodate the housing needs of the City’s current and future residents by providing a 
range of purchase and rental housing affordable to all income groups. 

The WSRP creates a master planned community that will be desirable and functional for future 
residents and businesses. The Plan proposes a mix of housing types including low-density 
residential (LDR), medium-density residential (MDR), and high-density residential (HDR). 

■ Strive to guarantee housing affordability over time through the adoption of policies and 
implementation measures as detailed in this Housing Element. 

The LDR neighborhoods will provide market-rate housing for moderate- and above moderate-
income residents. The WRSP affordable housing program focuses on the MDR and HDR parcels, 
located throughout the project site and has been structured to be consistent with and implement 
the General Plan affordable housing goal. 

No inconsistencies with the General Plan have been identified for the WRSP Area. 

As stated previously, development of the Remainder Area could not occur until it is annexed to the City 

and a Specific Plan is adopted. For the purposes of this EIR, certain land use assumptions were made to 

assist in evaluating potential impacts associated with expansion of the sphere of influence boundary. As 
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shown in Table 2-3 in Chapter 2, the land use assumptions for this area include residential of a density 

and type similar to the WRSP along with commercial and business professional uses. While any future 

development within the Remainder Area would be expected to be consistent with the City’s General 

Plan, as amended, if necessary, until specific development proposals are submitted, consistency with the 

General Plan for the Remainder Area cannot be determined. It is expected that a detailed consistency 

analysis would be included in any future environmental review for projects proposed in the Remainder 

Area. 

 City of Roseville Guiding Principles 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

As discussed earlier, in June 2001 the Roseville City Council adopted a set of “Guiding Principles” that, 

together with the City’s existing General Plan policies, are intended to be used to guide any new 

development proposed to the west of the City in order to ensure that the City’s typical standards for new 

development were met or exceeded (see Appendix L). It is within the City’s purview to interpret its 

General Plan and to ultimately decide if the proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with any City 

goals or policies. The following is a review of the project’s consistency with the thirteen Guiding 

Principles. 

Fiscal Health—Principle 1 states that development west of the City of Roseville is to have a neutral or 

positive effect on the City’s General Fund services. A fiscal analysis will be provided to the City Council 

prior to consideration of the proposed project. That analysis will indicate whether the project, including 

the WRSP, would have a negative, positive, or neutral fiscal effect. 

The addition of new residential areas will provide property tax revenues to the City along with increased 

sales tax revenues. In addition, all new development is required to pay its fair-share of any required 

roadway improvements or other infrastructure or public improvements that may be required due to the 

project. Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation), Section 4.10 (Public Services), and Section 4.11 

(Public Utilities), discuss the requirement that the WRSP pay its fair share of any required infrastructure 

or service fee. The extent to which these provisions would affect the fiscal aspects of the WRSP will be 

evaluated in the fiscal analysis. 

Well-Planned Community, a Strong Community Identity, and Sense of Place—Principle 2 states that 

development proposals west of Roseville must include logical growth boundaries and an east to west 

growth pattern. The pattern of development proposed under the WRSP includes an east to west growth 

pattern and proposes to extend Blue Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard through the WRSP 
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Area and extend and realign Fiddyment Road and Phillip Road through the WRSP Area as well. In 

addition, the WRSP proposes to maintain the City’s goal of leaving riparian corridors as undeveloped 

open space and providing bike paths to connect the project site to existing developed areas in the City to 

the east. 

Pursuant to Principle 3, the WRSP has been designed to accommodate the PGWWTP and the proposed 

Roseville Electric Park that may be constructed on the 70 acres of City-owned land to the north of the 

PGWWTP. The WRSP also includes a 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP to ensure there is an 

adequate separation between residential uses and the PGWWTP. Sections 4.3 through 4.13 in this EIR 

also evaluate the consistency between these uses and the WRSP. 

Principle 4 states that development shall maintain the integrity of existing neighborhoods and create a 

sense of place in new neighborhoods. The WRSP includes a land use plan that is similar in use, type, and 

density as the adjacent Del Webb Specific Plan and North Roseville Specific Plan. However, these 

Specific Plan areas would remain separated from the WRSP Area by Fiddyment Road, landscaping 

setbacks, and soundwalls. 

In order to create a community identity and sense of place, the residential portion of the WRSP is 

organized as a series of small neighborhoods with a park or a school as a central feature. A Village 

Center is proposed in the southern portion of the WRSP, north and south of Pleasant Grove Boulevard 

between Market Street and Bob Doyle Drive, which is envisioned as the heart of the WRSP and will 

provide a pedestrian-oriented destination where residents will meet, shop, eat, recreate, obtain services, 

and socialize. 

Community Infrastructure; Healthy, Safe and Secure Community; and Highest Quality Community Services and 

Organizations—The proposed project includes the expansion and/or realignment of existing roadways 

including Blue Oaks Boulevard, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Phillip Road, and Fiddyment Road. The 

WRSP also includes new roadways throughout the WRSP Area, as well as water, wastewater, storm 

drainage, natural gas, and electrical infrastructure. Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) describes the proposed 

infrastructure plan for the WRSP and any proposed funding requirements. In addition, Section 4.11 

discusses the proposed water supply and use of recycled water to decrease demand on domestic water 

supplies, as well as proposed stormwater detention plans. Lastly, Section 4.10 (Public Services) addresses 

the demand on public services, including the demand on school facilities. Section 4.3 (Transportation and 

Circulation) describes the proposed roadway plan and addresses any regional traffic concerns. 
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The fiscal impact analysis will indicate whether the WRSP will be able to construct and maintain roads 

and infrastructure and provide for public services at an acceptable level at no cost to existing residents, 

consistent with Principle 5. 

Principle 6 requires the WRSP to aid in regional traffic solutions and right-of-way reservation. Section 4.5 

(Transportation and Circulation) identifies impacts on roadways in and outside of the City associated 

with development of the WRSP. Rights-of-way necessary to provide adequate roadways have been 

identified in the WRSP. The WRSP also includes an open space area that could accommodate Placer 

Parkway, a proposed regional facility that would relieve traffic congestion on State Route 65 and 

Interstate 80. 

The WRSP provides for new sources of surface water supply (e.g., San Juan Water District) and for the 

use of recycled water on landscaped areas, consistent with Principle 7, as discussed in Section 4.11 

(Public Utilities). 

As required by Principle 8, the WRSP infrastructure is sized to accommodate future development in the 

Remainder Area (refer to Section 4.11, Public Utilities). 

The WRSP would contribute toward the regional retention facility being planned by the City, as required 

by Principle 9 (refer to Section 4.12, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater). 

The WRSP identifies school sites to accommodate the elementary and high school students living within 

the project site, in accordance with Principle 10. As discussed in Section 4.10 (Public Services), the 

Roseville Joint Union High School District and the Roseville City School District have capacity to accept 

project-generated students given the school sites proposed within the WRSP. The project applicants have 

negotiated with the school districts regarding the location of school sites and the provision of adequate 

funding to support development of additional schools. 

Outstanding Recreational Opportunities—Principle 11 states that development proposals west of Roseville 

shall include a significant interconnected public open space component and conservation plan, in 

coordination with the City of Roseville/USFWS Memorandum of Understanding. The WRSP Area 

includes a total of approximately 670.1 acres of open space and 270.4 acres of parks, including two 

Citywide parks. The park and open space dedication exceeds City standards (see Section 4.10, Public 

Services). The WRSP includes open space areas that would contain a continuous trail network that would 

connect to the City’s existing open space/trail network to the east of the project site. A Section 404 permit 

application has been submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and includes provisions for 
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protection of open space. For a discussion of the City/USFWS MOU, refer to the policy consistency 

discussion for the City/USFWS MOU, which is provided below. 

Active, Educated, and Involved Citizenry—As discussed in Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 (Summary of 

Environmental Effects), the City has held a number of public workshops and meetings during the 

evaluation of the proposed project to educate the public and to solicit feedback. The public participation 

process will continue throughout preparation of the EIR. A public scoping meeting was held during the 

30-day review of the NOP and additional public meetings are planned during the 45-day review period 

for the EIR, as recommended by Principle 12. 

High Quality of Life—Quality of life in Roseville is defined through a combination of a strong business 

community, a fiscally sound general fund, good schools, quality housing inventory, and excellent public 

services (i.e., infrastructure, parks, polices, fire, etc.). Preserving the high quality of life means continuing 

to maintain and exceed the expectations of the residents and business community that live and work in 

Roseville and not burden or threaten the quality of life. 

The proposed project includes large areas of undeveloped open space, two regional parks, as well as 

numerous smaller parks and a trail system to connect the project site to the rest of the City. The regional 

parks include a regional sports park and a more traditional park that includes lawns areas and trees for 

picnicking, a small outdoor festival area, and other passive activities, to meet the intent of Principle 13. 

The City Council must make a finding that the project is consistent with the Guiding Principles prior to 

project approval. 

Any future development within the Remainder Area would be expected to meet the City’s Guiding 

Principles. However, more detailed consistency analysis will be included in any future environmental 

review for projects proposed within the Remainder Area. Until specific development proposals are 

submitted, consistency with the Guiding Principles cannot be determined for the Remainder Area. 

 City/County MOU Regarding the MOU Transition Area 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  and Remainder  Area  

The City/County MOU was adopted by both the City and the County in 1997 to establish a set of 

procedures for both the City and the County to evaluate development proposed within the area west of 

the City of Roseville north of Baseline Road (the MOU Transition Area). The MOU provides a process by 

which both the City and the County must follow if a development application is submitted to either 

jurisdiction for development within this area of the County. The MOU also promotes interagency 
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communication and fosters cooperative land use planning between both the City and County. The 

landowners opted to submit their development application to the City of Roseville for this project; 

therefore, the City is required under the MOU to submit the project to the Roseville City Council for 

direction on whether to annex the site, decline the request, or request additional information. The City 

Council directed staff to move forward with the project in March 2002. The MOU also requires that if the 

City elects to move forward with annexation, the City refer the application to the County Board of 

Supervisors for their consideration of the annexation, which was done in May 2002. The Placer County 

Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to conditionally support consideration of the annexation. 

The City also must file an application with LAFCO within 60 days of the County’s action. The City 

contacted LAFCO and it was mutually agreed that the application for annexation should follow the City 

action of the project. 

Section 3 of the MOU requires that an Initial Study be prepared to ensure that any impacts associated 

with the project would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level unless both jurisdictions agree that 

specific overriding considerations render such mitigation measures infeasible. Due to the size and 

complexity of the WRSP, the City of Roseville determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

was the appropriate analysis to comply with CEQA requirements. Because the EIR would address every 

issue in the CEQA Guidelines Checklist, an Initial Study was not prepared. However, the NOP (provided 

in Appendix A of this document) did indicate which environmental impacts were expected to occur as a 

result of the WRSP. 

Under the MOU, all fiscal, transportation and circulation, utilities and services, affordable housing and 

groundwater impacts must be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, or both the County and the City 

must agree that overriding considerations render mitigation infeasible. 

If the City determines that any of the mitigation measures identified are infeasible, the rationale for 

rejecting the measure will be provided in the project’s Findings of Facts. The benefits of the project, and 

the extent to which they outweigh significant impacts, will be addressed in the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. The County must also concur with that Statement. 

The MOU also requires adherence to specific development standards to ensure that all physical 

development, infrastructure development, and public services “be constructed, installed, financed or 

provided at an urban standard of development service.” 538 The project, as described in this EIR, has been 

                                                           
538 Memorandum of Understanding Placer County/City of Roseville, p. 5 
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designed to meet the City of Roseville’s development standards, which meet the standard set forth in this 

MOU. 

A requirement is also set forth in the MOU requiring that all development, to the greatest extent 

practically and legally feasible, proceeds in an orderly east-to-west progression. The project proposes that 

development is extended from the City/County boundary to the west, following an east-to-west 

direction. 

The City Council must make a finding of consistency with the MOU before acting on the WRSP Area and 

SOI amendment. In addition, the County must also make a finding of consistency. While the City cannot 

compel the County to make such a finding, this EIR and any necessary supporting information will be 

provided to the County to aid in its deliberation. 

 City/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service MOU 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  and SOI  Amendment  Area  

In May 2000, the City and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) entered into a MOU to prepare a 

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or an equivalent document. For a full discussion of this MOU, as well 

as the project’s consistency with its provisions, refer to Impact 4.7-12 of Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) 

of this EIR. 
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Chapter 8 REPORT PREPARATION 

 Lead Agency 

City of Roseville 
Planning Department 
311 Vernon Street 
Roseville, California 95678 

 Project Applicants 

Signature Properties, Inc. 
1322 Blue Oaks Blvd, Suite 100 
Roseville, California 95678 

Westpark Associates 
2130 Professional Drive, Suite 240 
Roseville, California 95661 

 EIR Preparers 

EIP Associates 
1200 Second Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, California 95814 

 Transportation Consultants 

DKS & Associates 
8950 Cal Center Drive, Suite 340 
Sacramento, California 95826-3259 

 Noise Consultants 

Bollard and Brennan, Inc. 
1293 Lincoln Way 
Auburn, California 95603 
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Chapter 9 ACRONYMS 

The following is a list of acronyms that are found in the document’s text.  

 
AB Assembly Bill 
ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 
ac acre 
ac-ft acre-feet 
ADWF Average Daily Water Flow 
ADT Average Daily Traffic 
AF/yr Acre-Feet per year 
APN Assessor’s Parcel Number 
ARWRI American River Water Resources Investigation 
ASR Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
ASTM American Society for Testing Materials 
BACT Best Available Control Technology 
BAT Best Available Technology 
BMP Best Management Practices 
BOD Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
CalARP California Accidental Release Program 
CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CBC California Building Code 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDC California Department of Conservation 
CDF California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CFD Community Facilities District 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs Cubit Feet per Second 
CGS California Geological Society 
CHSC California Health and Safety Code 
CIP Capital Improvement Program 
CJUSD Center Joint Unified School District 
CLUE Comprehensive Land Use Element 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CNPS California Native Plant Society 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
CSC Species of Special Concern 
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CTC California Transportation Commission 
CUPA Certification Unified Program Agency 
CUSD Center Unified School District 
CVP Central Valley Project 
CVRWQCB Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
CWA Clean Water Act 
DARE Drug Abuse Resistance Eduction 
dB/dBA Decibel 
dbh Diameter at breast height 
DCJESD Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District 
DCWWTP Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 
DHS Department of Health Services 
DMMs Demand Management Measures 
DO Dissolved Oxygen 
DOT Department of Transportation 
DS Development Standards 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substance Control 
du Dwelling Units 
DWR Department of Water Resources 
DWSP Del Webb Specific Plan 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EJESD Elverta Joint Elementary School District 
ELF Extremely Low Frequency 
EMF Electric and Magnetic Fields 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Environmental Site Assessment 
FCAA Federal Clean Air Act 
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report 
FEMA Federal Emergency Mapping Agency 
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
fps Feet per second 
GJUHSD Grant Joint Union High School District  
GMP Groundwater Management Plan 
gpd Gallons per day 
gpm Gallons per minute 
HABS Historical American Building Surveys 
HAP Hazardous Air Pollutants 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 
HVAC Heating, Ventilating, and Air Conditioning 
HWMP Hazardous Waste Management Plan 
IGSM Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model 
IIC Impact Insulation Classification 
IJS Influent Junction Structure 
I/O Input/Output 
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IS Initial Study 
ISO Insurance Services Office, Inc.  
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 
JPA Joint Powers Agreement 
kV Kilovolt 
LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission 
LDL Larson Davis Laboratories 
Ldn Day-Night Average Sound Level 
Leq Equivalent Sound Level 
Lmax Maximum Noise Level  
LOMR Letter of Map Revision 
LOS Level of Service 
LRTMP Long Range Transit Master Plan 
LUA Land Use Allocation 
MCLs Maximum Contaminant Levels 
MCMs Minimum Control Measures 
MFP Middle Fork Project 
mg Million gallons 
mG Milligauss 
mgd Million gallons per day 
MLD Most Likely Descendant 
MM Mitigation Measure 
MMP Mitigation Monitoring Program 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
MRF Material Recovery Facility 
MRP Monitoring and Reportaing 
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
MSR Municipal Services Review 
MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
MW Mega-Watt 
MWH Montgomery Watson Harza 
NCCP Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
NCPA Northern California Power Agency 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NIEHS National Institute of Environmental Health Services 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPU Neighborhood Policing Unit 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NRSP North Roseville Specific Plan 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NTU Turbidity 
NWRSP Northwest Roseville Specific Plan 
OES Office of Emergency Services 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
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PCAPCD Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
PCBs Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
PCDEH Placer County Department of Health and Medical Services 
PCFCWCD Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
PCTPA Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
PCWA Placer County Water Agency 
PEA Preliminary Endangerment Assessment 
PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric 
PGWWTP Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 
PM2.5 Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
PM10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
ppm Parts Per Million 
PRC Public Resources Code 
PSA Purveyor Specific Agreements 
psi Pounds per square inch 
PSR Project Study Report 
PWWF Peak Daily Wet Weather Flow 
RAPID Research and Public Information Dissemination 
RCONA Roseville Coalition of Neighborhood Associations 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCSD Roseville City School District 
RFD Roseville Fire Department 
RHNAP Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 
RJUHSD Roseville Joint Union High School District 
ROG Reactive Organic Gas 
ROW Right of Way 
RPD Roseville Police Department 
RWD Report of Water Discharge 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SA Special Area 
SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
SB Senate Bill 
SCE Candidate Endangered Species 
SCH State Clearinghouse 
SCT Candidate Threatened Species 
SCWA Sacramento County Water Agency 
SHPO State Office of Historic Preservation 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SJWD San Juan Water Dsitrict 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
SMUD Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
SOx Sulfur Oxides 
SOI Sphere of Influence 
SPMUD South Placer Municipal Utility District 
SOPs Standard Operating Procedures 
SR-65 State Route 65 
SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Elements 
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SRTP Short Range Transit Plan 
SRWWTP Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 
SSWD Sacramento Suburban Water District 
STC Sound Transmission Classification 
SVAB Sacramento Valley Air Basin 
SWMM Stormwater Management Manual 
SWMP Stormwater Management Plan 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
TACs Toxic Air Contaminants 
TDS Total Dissolved Solids 
TSD Treatment, Storage and Disposal 
TSM Transportation Systems Management 
UBC Uniform Building Code 
UP Unified Program 
USBR United States Bureau of Reclamation 
USCOE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
VBO Villages at Blue Oaks 
VC Village Center 
VdB Decibel Velocity 
VEE Visible Emissions Evaluations 
VELB Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
VOC Volatile Organic Compound 
WAPA Western Area Power Administration 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirements 
WFA Water Forum Agreement 
WPWMA Western Placer Waste Management Authority 
WRSL Western Regional Sanitary Landfill 
WRSP West Roseville Specific Plan 
WWMP Wastewater Master Plan 
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Roseville, California Municipal Code

Title 4 REVENUE AND FINANCE

Chapter 4.39 FEES IN LIEU OF PARKLAND DEDICATION

4.39.040 Establishment and administration of in-lieu park fees.

           A.       The amount of land required for parkland dedication shall be consistent with the requirements in the City of Roseville general
plan. Proposed residential subdivisions containing four or fewer parcels are exempted from the requirements of this ordinance, per the
Subdivision Map Act (California Government Code Sections 66410 et seq.). Proposed residential subdivisions containing 50 or fewer parcels
may be subject only to the payment of fees, and shall not necessarily be required to dedicate parkland, unless otherwise required by the
director. With regard to proposed residential subdivisions of 50 parcels or more, the project applicant shall either:

           1.       Dedicate parkland in accordance with the City of Roseville general plan; or

           2.       Dedicate parkland and pay in-lieu fees when only a portion of the land proposed for a park site(s) is required by city, at the
director’s sole discretion; or

           3.       Pay fees in accordance with this section and with Section 4.39.060, with no parkland dedication required.

           B.       For the purposes of this chapter, the number of new dwelling units shall be the total number of dwelling units indicated at the
time of project submittal and submittal of the tentative map or specific plan residential land use designation to city by the project applicant. In
the case of a condominium or apartment project, the number of new single-family dwelling units shall be the total number of condominium or
apartment dwelling units.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code
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           C.       With respect to project eligible applications under Section 4.30.039, the director may, in his or her sole discretion, require the
payment of fees in lieu of part or all of the parkland dedication requirement. The amount of the Fee shall be based on the fair market value of
the land that would otherwise be required for dedication and based on its prospective residential land use/zoning designation as requested
by the project applicant. The fair market value shall be determined by a current fair market value appraisal valuation of the applicable land
based on assumed land use and zoning designation in accordance with the project application. Should the city and/or project applicant
desire to pursue payment of fees in lieu of the park land dedication requirement for the project, an appraisal shall be completed and
submitted to city within 60 days following submittal of the project application, unless extended by director in his or her sole discretion. Such
appraisal shall be provided by the applicant and the appraisal shall be prepared by an appropriately licensed and qualified appraiser
approved by city. Such appraisal report shall be subject to the approval of director. Any dedicated parkland shall be free of environmental or
other constraints or encumbrances, unless expressly waived by city. Title shall be conveyed to the city in fee simple and without restriction or
limitation on use(s), unless approved otherwise by the city attorney. (Ord. 4577 § 1, 2007.)

Contact:

City Clerk: 916-774-5263

Published by Quality Code Publishing, Seattle, WA. By using this site, you agree to the terms of use.

https://www.qcode.us/
https://library.qcode.us/page/terms_of_use
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Roseville, California Municipal Code

Title 9 HEALTH AND SAFETY

Chapter 9.24 NOISE REGULATION

9.24.100 Sound limits for sensitive receptors.

           It is unlawful for any person at any location to create any sound, or to allow the creation of any sound, on property owned, leased,
occupied or otherwise controlled by such person, which causes the exterior sound level when measured at the property line of any affected
sensitive receptor to exceed the ambient sound level by three dBA or exceed the sound level standards as set forth in Table 1, by three dBA,
whichever is greater.

Table 1
SOUND LEVEL STANDARDS 

(for non-transportation or fixed sound sources)

Sound Level Descriptor Daytime
(7:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m.)

Nighttime
(10:00 p.m. to

7:00 a.m.)

Hourly leq, dB 50 45

Maximum level, dB 70 65

 

           A.       Each of the sound level standards specified in Table 1 shall be reduced by five dB for simple tone noises, consisting of speech
and music. However, in no case shall the sound level standard be lower than the ambient sound level plus three dB.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code
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           B.       If the intruding sound source is continuous and cannot reasonably be discontinued or stopped for a time period whereby the
ambient sound level can be measured, the sound level measured while the source is in operation shall be compared directly to the sound
level standards of Table 1. (Ord. 3638 § 1, 2001.)

Contact:

City Clerk: 916-774-5263

Published by Quality Code Publishing, Seattle, WA. By using this site, you agree to the terms of use.
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Roseville, California Municipal Code

Title 14 PUBLIC UTILITIES

Chapter 14.20 URBAN STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE
CONTROL

Note

Article I. General Provisions

14.20.010 Title.

14.20.020 Findings.

14.20.030 Purpose and intent.

14.20.040 Definitions.

14.20.050 Applicability.

14.20.060 Responsibility for administration.

14.20.070 Severability.

14.20.080 Regulatory consistency.

14.20.090 Conflicts.

14.20.100 Disclaimer of liability.
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14.20.110 Indemnification.

Article II. Discharge Prohibitions

14.20.120 Prohibition of illegal discharges.

14.20.130 Exemptions.

14.20.140 Exceptions to otherwise applicable exemptions.

14.20.150 Solid waste disposal prohibitions.

14.20.160 Discharges in violation of industrial or construction activity NPDES stormwater discharge permit.

Article III. Stormwater Quality Management for Development

14.20.170 Stormwater management plans.

14.20.180 Stormwater maintenance plans.

14.20.190 Stormwater control maintenance agreement required.

14.20.200 Stormwater management permit required.

14.20.210 Prerequisites for permit issuance.

14.20.220 Fees.

14.20.230 Stormwater quality design requirements and waivers.

14.20.240 Self certification reports and inspections.
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14.20.250 Replacement of stormwater control measures.

14.20.260 Records of installation and maintenance.

14.20.270 Unlawful to tamper with stormwater control measures.

14.20.280 Time limit for filing application for permit.

Article IV. Regulations and Requirements

14.20.290 Requirement to prevent, control, and reduce stormwater pollutants.

14.20.300 Requirement to eliminate illegal discharges.

14.20.310 Prohibition of illicit connections.

14.20.320 Requirement to eliminate or secure approval for illicit connections.

14.20.330 Watercourse protection.

14.20.340 Prohibition of spills.

14.20.350 Notification of spills.

14.20.360 Hazardous materials response.

Article V. Inspection and Monitoring

14.20.370 Authority to inspect and enter property.

14.20.380 Authority to sample, establish sampling devices, and test.
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14.20.390 Requirement to monitor and analyze.

14.20.400 Requirement to remediate.

Article VI. Enforcement

14.20.410 Violations.

14.20.420 Acts potentially resulting in a violation of the Clean Water Act and/or Porter-Cologne Act.

14.20.430 Enforcement authority.

14.20.440 Hearing.

14.20.450 Appeal.

14.20.460 Abatement by the city.

14.20.470 Administrative costs.

14.20.480 Stop work orders.

14.20.490 Urgency abatement on private property.

14.20.500 Urgency abatement of municipal storm drain system.

14.20.510 Compensatory actions.

14.20.520 Separate offense for each day and each violation.

14.20.530 Public nuisance.
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14.20.540 Remedies not exclusive.

14.20.550 Judicial review.

14.20.560 Appeal of City abatement costs.

Note

*     Prior ordinance history: Ord. 4395.

Article I. General Provisions

14.20.010 Title.

           This chapter shall be known as the “Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance” of the City of
Roseville and may be so cited. (Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.020 Findings.

           The city council adopts this chapter based upon the following findings:

           A.       The Federal Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants into the waters of the United States and requires National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits requiring the reduction of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable for all
discharges of stormwater and urban runoff discharges from the city’s stormwater conveyance system.

           B.       Stormwater and urban runoff may flow from individual properties to the city’s municipal storm drain system and then ultimately
to the waters of the United States.

           C.       The city holds a permit under the Waste Discharge Requirements for Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Order
No. 2013-0001-DWQ), which also serves as an NPDES permit (No. CAS000004) under the Federal Clean Water Act. Under the provisions
of this NPDES permit, the city is required to possess the necessary legal authority and implement appropriate procedures to regulate the
entry of pollutants and non-stormwater discharges into the city’s stormwater conveyance system. (Ord. 5787 § 1, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1,
2010.)
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14.20.030 Purpose and intent.

           The purpose and intent of this chapter is to ensure the health, safety, and general welfare of citizens, and protect and enhance the
water quality of watercourses and water bodies in a manner pursuant to and consistent with the Federal Clean Water Act and the city’s
NPDES permit by reducing pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable and by effectively prohibiting non-
stormwater discharges to the city’s stormwater conveyance system. (Ord. 5787 § 2, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.040 Definitions.

           For the purposes of this chapter, the following definitions shall apply:

           “Best management practice” or “BMP” means activities, practices, and procedures to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants
directly or indirectly to the city’s municipal storm drain system and waters of the United States to the maximum extent practicable. Best
management practices may include, but are not limited to: treatment facilities to remove pollutants from stormwater; operating and
maintenance procedures; facility management and good housekeeping practices to control urban runoff, spillage, or leaks of non-
stormwater; proper waste disposal; controlling drainage from materials storage; erosion and sediment control practices; the prohibition of
specific activities, practices, and procedures; and such other provisions as the city determines appropriate for the control and reduction of
pollutants. Please refer to the City of Roseville BMP guidance series as discussed further in Section 14.20.290 herein, for specific
requirements.

           “Board of appeals” means the board established pursuant to city ordinance, Chapter 2.26.

           “CFR” means the Code of Federal Regulations.

           “City” means the City of Roseville.

           “City council” means the controlling leadership of the city’s municipal body having legislative and administrative powers, such as
passing ordinances and appropriating funds.

           “City engineer” means the city engineer of the City of Roseville or the city engineer’s authorized representative.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.290
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.26
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           “Clean Water Act” means the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.), and any amendments thereto.

           “Commercial” means property use types that include the distribution, sale and rental of goods, and the provision of services.

           “Construction activity” means construction projects or activities resulting in land and soil disturbance and include, but are not limited
to, clearing and grubbing, grading, excavating, demolition and utility work. These activities may also be subject to the State Water Resources
Control Board’s NPDES construction permit requirements if land disturbance area exceeds one acre.

           “Director” means the environmental utilities director of the City of Roseville or the director’s authorized representative.

           “Enforcement officer” means any city employee or agent of the city with the authority to enforce any provision of this chapter and the
authority to make any decision on behalf of the director or city engineer required or called for by this chapter.

           “Garbage” means trash or other solid waste from domestic, commercial, and industrial sources, and includes wastes from the
preparation, cooking, and dispensing of food, and from the handling, storage and sale of produce.

           “Hazardous materials” means any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses
a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the environment. “Hazardous
materials” include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous waste, and any material that a handler or the administering
agency has a reasonable basis for believing would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released
into the environment.

           “Illegal discharge” means any direct or indirect non-stormwater discharge to the city’s storm drain system, including sewage, process
wastewater, and wash water from organized car washes, mobile cleaning, and pressure washing operations, except as specified by the
exemptions listed in Section 14.20.130 of this chapter.

           “Illicit connection” is defined as any pipe, drain, conveyance or other physical or non-physical connection, whether on the surface or
subsurface, which allows an illegal discharge to enter the city’s storm drain system, regardless of whether said drain or connection had been
previously allowed, permitted, or approved by a government agency, or had been documented in plans, maps, or equivalent records and
approved by the city.

           “Incidental runoff” means unintended amounts (volume) of non-stormwater runoff, such as minimal over spray from sprinklers that
escapes the area of intended use. Water leaving an intended use area is not considered “incidental runoff” if runoff is part of the facility
design, is due to excessive application, is due to intentional overflow or application, or is due to negligence.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.130
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           “Industrial activity” means industrial business or activities, such as manufacturing, finishing, production, or processing of products,
and materials or waste recycling, transportation, or storage, whether or not subject to NPDES industrial permit requirements as defined in 40
CFR Section 122.26(b)(14).

           “Industrial stormwater NPDES permit” means an NPDES permit issued to an industry or group of industries that regulates the
pollution levels associated with industrial stormwater discharges or specifies on-site pollution reduction and control strategies.

           “Industrial wastes” means the liquid wastes from industrial manufacturing processes, trade, or business.

           “Landowner” means the legal or beneficial owner of land or any other person holding proprietary right to land.

           “Local health officer” means the Placer County health officer.

           “National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater discharge permits” means general, group, and individual
stormwater discharge permits that regulate facilities defined in federal NPDES regulations pursuant to the Clean Water Act. The California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region and the State Water Resources Control Board have adopted general
stormwater discharge permits that regulate small municipal separate storm sewer systems, general construction activity, and general
industrial activity.

           “Natural outlet” means any non-man made outlet into a watercourse, pond, ditch, lake or other body of surface or groundwater.

           “Non-stormwater discharge” means any discharge to the storm drain system that is not composed entirely of stormwater.

           “Person” means any individual, partnership, co-partnership, firm, company, corporation, association, joint stock company, trust,
estate, municipality, state or federal agency, governmental entity, or any other legal entity, or their legal representatives, agents or assigns.

           “Pollutant” means dredged spoil, solid waste, incinerator residue, sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions, chemical wastes,
biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt and industrial, municipal and
agricultural waste. Pollutants may also include paints, varnishes, and solvents; oil and other automotive fluids; non-hazardous liquid and
solid wastes; yard wastes, refuse, rubbish, garbage, litter, or other discarded or abandoned objects, articles, and accumulations; floatables;
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers; hazardous substances and wastes; water or waste containing fecal coliform and pathogens, including
animal wastes; dissolved and particulate metals; construction and industrial wastes.
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           “Pollution” means the alteration of the quality of water by wastes or other materials in concentrations sufficient to unreasonably affect
the designated beneficial uses of water (e.g., agricultural supply; municipal or industrial supply; recreation and aesthetic enjoyment;
groundwater recharge; preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources). Pollution may include “contamination”
as defined in California Water Code Section 13050(k).

           “Porter-Cologne Act” means the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and as amended (California Water Code Section
13000 et seq.).

           “Premises” means any building, lot, parcel of land, or portion of land, whether improved or unimproved, including adjacent sidewalks
and parking strips.

           “Redevelopment” or “development” means any significant construction, alteration or improvement to any portion of real property that
replaces or creates more than 2,500 square feet of impervious surface (including projects with no net increase in impervious footprint, and
detached single-family homes that are not part of a larger plan of development), or as otherwise defined in the city’s most current NPDES
permit. This includes, but is not limited to: creation or expansion of a building footprint; replacement of a structure; replacement of an
impervious surface that is not part of routine maintenance activity; land-disturbing activities related to structural or impervious surfaces; and
significant construction, alteration, or improvement to multiple adjacent parcels owned by the same person.

           “Regional Board” means the California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Central Valley Region.

           “Regulated projects” means and includes all development or redevelopment projects that create and/or replace 5,000 square feet or
more of impervious surface. However, “regulated projects” do not include:

           1.       Detached single-family home projects that are not part of a larger plan of development;

           2.       Interior remodels;

           3.       Routine maintenance or repair such as: exterior wall surface replacement, pavement resurfacing within the existing footprint; or

           4.       Linear Underground/overhead Projects (LUPs) - Unless the LUP has a discrete location that has 5,000 square feet or more of
newly constructed contiguous impervious surface. When the LUP has a discrete location that has 5,000 square foot or more of new
contiguous impervious surface, only that specific discrete location is a “regulated project.”

           “Rubbish” means any and all solid waste materials, including, but not limited to, paper, rags, bottles, cans, glass, boxes, packing
material, yard waste and trimmings from lawns, trees and gardens, magazines, books, ashes, and construction debris.

https://library.qcode.us/redirect/state_code/ca/ca_wat
https://library.qcode.us/redirect/state_code/ca/ca_wat
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           “Sewage” means a combination of the municipal wastewater from residences, business buildings, institutions, portable restroom
facilities, and industrial establishments, combined with any groundwater, surface water, and stormwater that may be present.

           “Site design measures” means measures to reduce project site runoff from development or redevelopment projects, and can include
one or more of the following:

           1.       Stream Setbacks and Buffers - a vegetated area including trees, shrubs, and herbaceous vegetation that exists or is
established to protect a stream system, lake, reservoir, or wetland area;

           2.       Soil Quality Improvement and Maintenance - improvement and maintenance soil through soil amendments and creation of
microbial community;

           3.       Tree Planting and Preservation - planting and preservation of healthy, established trees that include both evergreens and
deciduous, as applicable;

           4.       Rooftop and Impervious Area Disconnection - rerouting of rooftop drainage pipes to drain rainwater to rain barrels, cisterns, or
permeable areas instead of the storm sewer;

           5.       Porous Pavement - pavement that allows runoff to pass through it, thereby reducing the runoff from a site and surrounding
areas and filtering pollutants;

           6.       Green Roofs - a vegetative layer grown on a roof (rooftop garden);

           7.       Vegetated Swales - a vegetated, open-channel management practice designed specifically to treat and attenuate stormwater
runoff; and/or

           8.       Rain Barrels and Cisterns - system that collects and stores stormwater runoff from a roof or other impervious surface.

           “Spill” means any leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, or disposing of
any liquid or solid waste into the environment, unless permitted or authorized by a regulatory agency.

           “Storm drain system” means publicly-owned facilities operated by the city by which stormwater is collected and/or conveyed,
including, but not limited to, any roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, gutters, curbs, inlets, piped storm drains, pumping facilities,
retention and detention basins, natural and human-made or altered drainage channels, reservoirs, and other drainage structures which are
within the city and are not part of a publicly owned treatment works as defined at 40 CFR Section 122.2 or privately owned facilities outletting
to waters of the United States or connected to the city storm drain system.
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           “Stormwater” means surface flow, urban runoff, and drainage consisting entirely of water from precipitation events such as rain, snow,
sleet, or hail.

           “Stormwater control maintenance agreement” means a legally recorded document that stipulates the long term maintenance
obligations for stormwater control measures, and can include, but is not limited to, sales or lease agreement conditions, recorded property
deed restriction, contract, or other legal mechanism.

           “Stormwater control measures” means post-construction source control measures, structural control measures, and treatment control
measures as defined in the city’s Stormwater Quality Design Manual.

           “Urban runoff” means water runoff generated in or by urbanized areas, including precipitation and dry weather flows from a drainage
area that reaches a receiving water body. Dry weather flows include incidental nuisance flows, such as excess irrigation water and washing
activities.

           “Watercourse” means a channel or depression in which a flow of water occurs, either continuously or intermittently.

           “Water of the United States” means surface watercourses and water bodies as defined within 40 CFR Section 122.2, including waters
such as lakes, rivers, streams, and wetlands.

           “West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual” means the most recent version of the design manual for the Sacramento and
South Placer regions, which sets forth the design criteria and operation and maintenance requirements for stormwater control measures for
development and redevelopment projects and regulated projects. A copy of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual is available to view in the
city’s development services department and can be found on the city’s website.

           “Wetland” means an area that is inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support,
and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (commonly
known as hydrophytic vegetation). Wetlands may be regulated by either the United States Army Corps of Engineers or the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, or both.

           Any term(s) defined in the Federal Clean Water Act, as amended, and/or defined in the regulations for the stormwater discharge
permitting program issued by the Environmental Protection Agency, as amended, and which are not specifically defined in this section shall,
when used in this chapter, have the same meaning as set forth in said act or regulation. (Ord. 5787 § 3, 2017; Ord. 5279 § 14, 2014; Ord.
4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.050 Applicability.
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           This chapter shall apply to all water or other material entering the storm drain system generated on any developed and undeveloped
lands lying within the City of Roseville, unless an exemption or waiver is granted by the city or the Regional Board.  (Ord. 5787 § 4, 2017;
Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.060 Responsibility for administration.

           The director and the city engineer shall administer, implement, inspect, and enforce the provisions of this chapter. Any powers
granted or duties of the director and the city engineer may be delegated by them to persons or entities acting in the beneficial interest of or in
the employ of the city. (Ord. 5787 § 5, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.070 Severability.

           The provisions of this chapter are hereby declared to be severable. If any provision, clause, word, sentence, or paragraph of this
chapter or the application thereof to any person, establishment, or circumstances shall be held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect the
other provisions or application of this chapter. (Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.080 Regulatory consistency.

           This chapter shall be construed to assure consistency with the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Porter-Cologne Act and acts
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, or any applicable implementing regulations, including the city’s current NPDES stormwater
permit. (Ord. 5787 § 6, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.090 Conflicts.

           In the event of any conflict between this chapter and any federal or state law, regulation, order, or permit, the requirement establishing
the higher standard for public health or safety shall govern. To the extent permitted by law, nothing in this chapter shall preclude enforcement
of any other applicable law, regulation, order, or permit. (Ord. 5787 § 7, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.100 Disclaimer of liability.
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           The standards set forth herein and promulgated pursuant to this chapter are minimum standards. Therefore this chapter does not
intend nor imply that compliance by any person with this chapter will ensure that there will be no contamination, pollution, or unauthorized
discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States caused by said person. This chapter shall not create liability on the part of the city or
any agent or employee thereof for any damages that result from any discharger’s reliance on this chapter or any administrative decision
lawfully made thereunder. (Ord. 5787 § 8, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.110 Indemnification.

           Any discharge that threatens, results in, or contributes to a violation of the city’s NPDES permit(s) or any amendment, revision, or
reissuance thereof, either separately considered or when combined with other discharges, is prohibited. Liability for any such discharge shall
be the responsibility of the person(s) causing or responsible for the discharge, and such person(s) shall defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless the city against any claim, expense, liability, or payment for injury or damage to any person or property and shall defend, indemnify,
and hold harmless the city in any administrative or judicial enforcement or any legal action against the city resulting from such discharge.
(Ord. 5787 § 9, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

Article II. Discharge Prohibitions

14.20.120 Prohibition of illegal discharges.

           It is unlawful to discharge, permit to be discharged, or cause to be discharged any sewage, industrial waste, pollutant, garbage, or
rubbish into any municipal storm drain system, watercourse, natural outlet, creek, or channel, except in accordance with the provisions of
Chapter 14.20.130, or with the terms of a state or federally issued NPDES permit or city stormwater permit. Non-stormwater runoff discharge
that is not incidental is prohibited, unless otherwise specified in Section 14.20.130. (Ord. 5787 § 10, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.130 Exemptions.

           The commencement, conduct, or continuance of any illegal discharge to the storm drain system is prohibited except as follows:

           A. The following non-storm water discharges are not prohibited provided any significant sources of pollutants present in the
discharges are identified and appropriate control measures are developed and implemented to minimize the impacts of such discharges:

           1.       Water line flushing;

           2.       Individual residential car washing;

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.130
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.130
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           3.       Diverted stream flows;

           4.       Rising groundwater;

           5.       Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR Section 35.2005(20)) to separate storm sewers;

           6.       Uncontaminated pumped groundwater;

           7.       Discharges from potable water sources;

           8.       Foundation drains;

           9.       Air conditioning condensation;

           10.     Springs;

           11.     Water from crawl space pumps;

           12.     Footing drains;

           13.     Flows from riparian habitats and wetlands;

           14.     Dechlorinated swimming pool discharges;

           15.     Incidental runoff from landscaped areas, and

           16.     Discharges or flows from fire-fighting activities are excluded from effective prohibition against non-stormwater and need only be
addressed where they are identified as significant sources of pollutants.
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           B.       The prohibition in Section 14.20.120 shall not apply to any non-stormwater discharge permitted under an NPDES permit,
waiver, or waste discharge order issued to the discharger and administered by the State of California or the federal Environmental Protection
Agency, provided that the discharger is in full compliance with all requirements of the permit, waiver, or order and other applicable laws and
regulations, and provided that approval has been granted by the city for any discharge to the city’s storm drain system. However, this
exemption provision does not obviate the need to obtain any other necessary permits for such discharges. Further, if the city or the Regional
Board determines that any individual or class of non-stormwater discharge(s) listed above may be a significant source of pollutants to waters
of the United States or to the physically interconnected MS4, or poses a threat to water quality standards (beneficial uses), the city may
require the discharger to monitor and submit a report and to implement BMPs on the discharge.

           C.       Any discharge that the director, enforcement officer, the local health officer, or the Regional Board determines in writing is
necessary for the protection of public health and safety.

           D.       With concurrence of the Regional Board, the city may exempt in writing other non-stormwater discharges that are not a
significant source of pollutants to the storm drain system or waters of the United States. (Ord. 5787 § 11, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.140 Exceptions to otherwise applicable exemptions.

           A.       Notwithstanding the exemptions provided for in the previous section above, if the Regional Board or the director determines
that a discharge that is otherwise exempt from the prohibition on illegal discharges causes or significantly contributes to a violation of any
NPDES permit requirement or results in the conveyance of significant quantities of pollutants to surface waters, or is otherwise a danger to
public health or safety, the director may give written notice to the owner or operator of the facility that the discharge exception shall not apply
to the discharge at issue and require elimination of the discharges pursuant to Section 14.20.300.

           B.       Discharges in excess of an amount deemed to be incidental runoff shall be controlled. Parties responsible for controlling runoff
in excess of incidental runoff shall:

           1.       Detect leaks (for example, from broken sprinkler heads) and correct the leaks within 72 hours of learning of the leak;

           2.       Properly design and aim sprinkler heads;

           3.       Not irrigate during precipitation events; and

           4.       Manage ponds containing recycled water such that no discharge occurs unless the discharge is a result of a 25 year, 24-hour
storm event or greater. In the case of such discharge, the Regional Board is to be notified by an email sent no later than 24 hours after the
discharge that includes identifying information, including the discharger’s name and address. (Ord. 5787 § 12, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.120
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.300
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14.20.150 Solid waste disposal prohibitions.

           No person shall throw, deposit, leave, maintain, keep, or permit to be thrown, deposited, left, or maintained, in or upon any public or
private property, driveway, parking area, street, alley, sidewalk, component of the storm drain system, or waters of the United States, any
refuse, rubbish, garbage, litter or other discarded or abandoned objects, articles, and accumulations, so that the same may cause or
contribute to pollution. Wastes properly deposited in streets in proper waste receptacles or pursuant to a city sponsored collection program
are exempted from this prohibition. (Ord. 5787 § 13, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.160 Discharges in violation of industrial or construction activity NPDES stormwater
discharge permit.

           It is unlawful for any person subject to an industrial stormwater NPDES permit, construction stormwater NPDES permit, or city
stormwater permit to violate any conditions of such permit. Proof of compliance with said permits may be required in a form acceptable to the
director for all industrial stormwater NPDES permit holders, and the city engineer for all construction stormwater NPDES permit holders,
prior to or as a condition of approval of a subdivision map, site plan, building permit, or development or redevelopment plan; upon inspection
of the facility; during any enforcement proceeding or action; or for any other reasonable cause. (Ord. 5787 § 14, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

Article III. Stormwater Quality Management for Development

14.20.170 Stormwater management plans.
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           Site development construction plans must be accompanied by a stormwater management plan as required by the Stormwater Quality
Design Manual. Prior to the issuance of a permit to construct and prior to installation and implementation of the specified BMPs, the
construction plan and stormwater management plan shall have been reviewed and accepted by the city engineer. The stormwater
management plan shall detail how stormwater generated from a site will be controlled, managed, and treated, including, but not limited to,
incorporation of low impact development (LID) and hydromodification management concepts. The stormwater management plan shall
evaluate the environmental characteristics of the project site and the potential impacts of all proposed development plans for the site on the
water resources, and shall demonstrate the effectiveness of the type of stormwater control measures proposed for managing stormwater
generated from the site. The stormwater management plan together with the site development construction plans shall indicate the size and
location of all stormwater control measures, but need not include any information protected by Homeland Security laws or regulations. (Ord.
5787 § 15, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.180 Stormwater maintenance plans.

           A stormwater BMP maintenance plan shall be developed for all post-construction stormwater control measures and shall include a
schedule for when and how often maintenance of the stormwater control measures will occur, a list of any special equipment or skills
required for proper maintenance, the estimated cost of maintenance, and a schedule for periodic inspections to ensure proper performance
between maintenance events. (Ord. 5787 § 16, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.190 Stormwater control maintenance agreement required.

           As a condition of issuance of the annual stormwater management permit, a stormwater control maintenance agreement shall be
entered into by and between the developer of the development or redevelopment project and the current or future landowner(s) of all
privately owned stormwater control measures. Certification of legal transfer and the existence of a stormwater control maintenance
agreement shall be provided to the city upon the transfer of any land containing privately owned stormwater control measures from a
development or redevelopment project. For new development and redevelopment, the stormwater control maintenance agreement shall run
with the land and be recorded in the office of the Placer County recorder. The stormwater control maintenance agreement shall be
irrevocable and shall obligate all current and future landowners to bear all costs for the annual maintenance, replacement, record keeping,
and annual permitting of all stormwater control measures. (Ord. 5787 § 17, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.200 Stormwater management permit required.
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           No landowner shall own or operate one or more post-construction stormwater control measures without obtaining an annual
stormwater management permit as provided in this chapter. Each stormwater management permit shall be valid for one year and must
thereafter be annually renewed. (Ord. 5787 § 18, 2017; Ord. 5279 § 14, 2014; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.210 Prerequisites for permit issuance.

           Applications for annual stormwater management permits shall be filed with the city’s development services department. The initial
stormwater management permit application must be accompanied by a stormwater management plan (for new construction only), a post-
construction stormwater BMP maintenance plan, and a stormwater control maintenance agreement as detailed in Sections 14.20.170,
14.20.180 and 14.20.190. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of completion or a certificate to occupy, satisfactory stormwater management
and post-construction stormwater BMP maintenance plans and a stormwater control maintenance agreement shall have been reviewed and
accepted by the city engineer. (Ord. 5787 § 19, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.220 Fees.

           If applicable, every application for an annual stormwater management permit or renewal shall be accompanied by a nonrefundable
fee, as established by resolution adopted by the city council, as amended from time to time. (Ord. 5800 § 43, 2017; Ord. 5787 § 20, 2017;
Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.230 Stormwater quality design requirements and waivers.

           A.       All stormwater control measures shall be constructed and designed in accordance with the Stormwater Quality Design Manual.

           B.       A waiver from the requirements of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual may be requested if impracticability for a specific
property can be established. A waiver for impracticability shall be granted only when all other stormwater control measures have been
considered and rejected as infeasible. The city engineer may grant a waiver for the following situations of impracticability:

           1.       If there are extreme limitations of space for treatment on a redevelopment project;

           2.       If there are unfavorable or unstable soil conditions at a site to attempt infiltration;

           3.       If there is a risk of ground water contamination because a known unconfined aquifer lies beneath the land surface or an existing
or potential underground source of drinking water is less than 10 feet from the soil surface.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.170
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.180
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.190
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           Any waivers to stormwater quality design requirements for situations of impracticability not specified in this section must be granted
by the Regional Board.

           C.       All requests to waive the stormwater quality design requirements, or any portions thereof, shall be submitted in writing to the
city engineer for review. All requests shall be accompanied by a proposed stormwater management plan, including site plans and design
documentation, which demonstrates the impracticability. The city engineer will review all requests and determine if a separate petition must
be submitted to the Regional Board for consideration.

           D.       When a waiver is granted pursuant to this section, the landowner may be required to pay a stormwater control measure
mitigation fee as established by resolution adopted by the city council, as amended from time to time.

           E.       Where any development or redevelopment project involves a new or rehabilitated flood management project associated with
the city’s municipal stormwater system, the landowner will need to coordinate with the city and any other local flood control entities to
incorporate water quality and habitat enhancement features into the project. (Ord. 5800 § 44, 2017; Ord. 5787 § 21, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1,
2010.)

14.20.240 Self certification reports and inspections.

           A.       All stormwater management permittees shall annually submit to the city engineer a self certification report demonstrating
compliance with the approved stormwater maintenance plan. The self certification report shall verify that the operating condition of the
stormwater control measures are in good working order and that the stormwater maintenance plan has been executed to ensure that
stormwater control measures continue to perform adequately. The city engineer may conduct inspections of the stormwater control
measures to confirm the information filed in the self certification report. It shall be unlawful to make any false statement or representation in a
self certification report submitted to the city engineer.

           B.       If a stormwater management permittee fails to submit the required self certification report, the city engineer or enforcement
officer may conduct an inspection of the stormwater control measures to verify compliance with the approved stormwater maintenance plan.
If the city engineer or enforcement officer determines the stormwater management permittee is not in compliance with the stormwater
maintenance plan, or the stormwater control measures are not in good working order, the city engineer or enforcement officer may issue a
compliance order pursuant to Section 14.20.430 setting forth a schedule for compliance. The city engineer or enforcement officer shall
perform a follow-up reinspection at the conclusion of the schedule for compliance. Each time a reinspection is required beyond the initial
follow-up reinspection for the compliance order, a reinspection fee will be charged to the permittee, until such time that the permittee comes
into compliance. The amount of the reinspection fee shall be as established by resolution adopted by the city council, as amended from time
to time. Any unpaid costs owed by the permittee may be charged as a lien against the property.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.430


10/4/22, 2:23 PM Chapter 14.20 URBAN STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE CONTROL

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/item/title_14-chapter_14_20?view=all 20/31

           C.       The city engineer or enforcement officer shall perform a follow-up re-inspection at the conclusion of any prescribed schedule
for compliance. Each time a re-inspection is required beyond the initial follow-up re-inspection for the compliance order, a re-inspection fee
will be charged to the permittee, until such time that the permittee comes into compliance. The amount of the re-inspection fee shall be
established by city council resolution. Any unpaid costs owed by the permittee may be charged to the landowner, and if not paid, the city
shall have the authority to place a lien against the property. (Ord. 5800 § 45, 2017; Ord. 5787 § 22, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.250 Replacement of stormwater control measures.

           Once a post-construction stormwater control measure reaches the end of its life cycle or has been damaged and can no longer
operate as designed, that stormwater control measure shall be replaced by the landowner at the landowner’s expense and inspected by the
city engineer. Replacement stormwater control measures replaced in kind or with different technologies shall, at a minimum, meet the
requirements of the then current Stormwater Quality Design Manual, LID Manual, and the requirements prescribed in this chapter. (Ord.
5787 § 23, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.260 Records of installation and maintenance.

           Persons responsible for the operation and maintenance of stormwater control measures shall retain records of the initial installation of
the stormwater control measures and records of all maintenance and repairs for the life of that control measure, but in no case less than five
years. These records shall be made available to the city during inspection of the stormwater control measures and at other reasonable times
upon request. (Ord. 5787 § 24, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.270 Unlawful to tamper with stormwater control measures.

           It is unlawful to tamper with or knowingly render inoperable any stormwater control measure. (Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.280 Time limit for filing application for permit.

           All landowners with existing stormwater control measures as of the date of adoption of this chapter must apply for and obtain an
annual stormwater management permit and enter into a stormwater control maintenance agreement pursuant to Section 14.20.220, within
12 months of the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter. Continued operation of stormwater control measures without an
annual stormwater management permit more than 12 months after the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter shall constitute
a violation of this chapter. (Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.220
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Article IV. Regulations and Requirements

14.20.290 Requirement to prevent, control, and reduce stormwater pollutants.

           A.       The city will establish guidance documents identifying best management practices for any activity, operation, or facility that may
cause or contribute to pollution or contamination of stormwater, the storm drain system, or waters of the United States as a separate BMP
guidance series. Where BMP requirements are promulgated by the city or any federal, state of California, or regional agency for any activity,
operation, or facility that would otherwise cause the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system or waters of the United States, every
person undertaking such activity or operation, or owning or operating such facility, shall comply with such promulgated requirements. BMPs
developed by these other entities will be included or incorporated by reference in the city’s BMP guidance series. The BMP guidance series
includes suggested structural and/or operational best management practices for various activities, operations and facilities and may be
obtained from the city’s environmental utilities department and/or the city’s development services department, or viewed on the city’s
website.

           B.       Notwithstanding the presence or absence of requirements promulgated pursuant to subsection A, any person engaged in
activities or operations, or owning or operating facilities or property that will or may result in pollutants entering stormwater, the municipal
storm drain system, or waters of the United States shall implement best management practices to the extent they are technologically
achievable and economically feasible to prevent and reduce such pollutants. The owner or operator of a commercial or industrial
establishment shall provide reasonable protection from discharge of prohibited materials or other wastes into the municipal storm drain
system or watercourses. Facilities to prevent discharge of prohibited materials or other wastes shall be provided and maintained at the
owner’s or operator’s expense.

           C.       Any landowner or person responsible for construction activities that is required by the State Water Resources Control Board to
prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) must, at a minimum, adhere to the reviewed SWPPP. If the reviewed SWPPP, or
any element thereof, is not fully implemented or is not functioning as needed to protect the waters of the United States, the responsible party
will be required to immediately correct insufficiencies or will be subject to the enforcement procedures set forth in this chapter. The city has
made available on its website a Stormwater Quality Best Management Practices (BMP) Guidance Manual for Construction Activities, which
addresses proper best management practice installation and stormwater quality site management. This manual is consistent with the
California Storm Water Quality Association (CASQA) Best Management Practices Handbook, and is part of the city’s BMP guidance series
available at the city’s development services department.



10/4/22, 2:23 PM Chapter 14.20 URBAN STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE CONTROL

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/item/title_14-chapter_14_20?view=all 22/31

           D.       As required by Section 14.20.230, any landowner or person responsible for new development or redevelopment projects or
regulated projects shall implement city requirements that address the volume, rate and potential pollutant load of stormwater runoff from said
projects per the latest version of the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual. The city has established the West Placer Storm Water
Quality Design Manual which addresses appropriate design considerations for post-construction BMPs, and is part of the city’s BMP
guidance series, available at the city’s development services department and on the city’s website. (Ord. 5787 § 25, 2017; Ord. 5279 § 14,
2014; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.300 Requirement to eliminate illegal discharges.

           Notwithstanding the requirements of this chapter, the director or city engineer may require by written notice that a person responsible
for an illegal discharge immediately or by a specified date discontinue the discharge and, if necessary, take measures to eliminate the
source of the discharge to prevent the occurrence of future illegal discharges. (Ord. 5787 § 26, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.310 Prohibition of illicit connections.

           The construction, use, maintenance, or continued existence of illicit connections to the storm drain system is prohibited. This
prohibition expressly includes, without limitation, illicit connections made in the past regardless of whether the connection was permissible
under law or practices applicable or prevailing at the time of connection. (Ord. 5787 § 27, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.320 Requirement to eliminate or secure approval for illicit connections.

           A.       The director or city engineer may require by written notice that a person responsible for an illicit connection to the storm drain
system comply with the requirements of this chapter to eliminate or secure approval for the connection by a specified date, regardless of
whether or not the connection or discharges to it had been established or approved prior to the effective date of this chapter.

           B.       If, subsequent to eliminating a connection found to be in violation of this chapter, the responsible person can demonstrate that
an illegal discharge will no longer occur, said person may request city approval to reconnect. If allowed by the city, the reconnection or
reinstallation of the connection shall be at the responsible person’s expense. (Ord. 5787 § 28, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.330 Watercourse protection.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.230
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           Every person owning property through which a watercourse passes, or such person’s lessee, shall keep and maintain that part of the
watercourse within the property reasonably free of trash, debris, excessive or overgrown vegetation, and other obstacles that would pollute,
contaminate, or significantly retard the flow of water through the watercourse. In addition, the owner or lessee shall maintain existing
privately owned structures within or adjacent to a watercourse, so that such structures will not become a hazard to the use, function, or
physical integrity of the watercourse. The owner or lessee shall not remove healthy bank vegetation beyond that actually necessary for utility
or other construction and/or maintenance, flood control, or fire protection, nor remove said vegetation in such a manner as to increase the
vulnerability of the watercourse to unnaturally high rates of erosion. These maintenance activities within the watercourse may require federal
and/or state permits or approvals. (Ord. 5787 § 29, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.340 Prohibition of spills.

           It is unlawful for any person to allow a spill to discharge into the city’s municipal storm drain system or any watercourse. (Ord. 5787 §
30, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.350 Notification of spills.

           A.       Notwithstanding other requirements of law, any person responsible for a spill into stormwater, the mu-nicipal storm drain
system, any watercourse, or waters of the United States shall take all necessary steps to ensure the discovery, containment, and cleanup of
such release. In the event of such a release of a hazardous material, said person shall immediately notify emergency response officials of
the occurrence via emergency dispatch services or by calling “911.”

           B.       Notwithstanding other requirements of law, as soon as any person responsible for a facility or operation, or responsible for
emergency response for a facility or operation has information of any known or suspected release of materials that are resulting or may
result in illegal discharges or pollutants discharging into stormwater, the city’s municipal storm drain system, any watercourse, or waters of
the United States from said facility, said person shall take all necessary steps to ensure the discovery, containment, and cleanup of such
release. In the event of such a release of a hazardous material, said person shall immediately notify emergency response officials of the
occurrence via emergency dispatch services or by calling “911.” In the event of a release of non-hazardous materials, said person shall
notify the city’s environmental utilities department’s stormwater management program, the city’s stormwater discharge hotline (916-746-
1000), or non-emergency dispatch services (916-774-5000). If the discharge of prohibited materials emanates from a commercial or
industrial establishment, the owner or operator of such establishment shall also retain an on-site written record of the discharge and clean-up
records and best management practices or corrective actions taken to prevent its recurrence. Such records shall be retained for at least five
years and be made available for inspection by the city on request. (Ord. 5787 § 31, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)
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14.20.360 Hazardous materials response.

           Any person engaged in activities that may result in pollutants entering the municipal storm drain system shall undertake the measures
set forth below to reduce the risk of non-stormwater discharge and/or pollutant discharge.

           A.       Any business requiring a hazardous materials release response and inventory plan under Chapter 6.95 (commencing with
Section 25500) of Division 20 of the California Health and Safety Code or amendments thereto, shall include in that plan provisions for
compliance with this chapter, including the provisions prohibiting non-stormwater discharges and illegal discharges or connections, and
requiring the reduction of pollutants in all stormwater discharges.

           B.       Any business requiring a hazardous waste transfer, treatment, storage, and disposal facility contingency plan and emergency
procedures pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Chapter 15, Sections 66265.51 to 66265.56, shall include in that plan
provisions for compliance with this chapter, including the provisions prohibiting non-stormwater discharges and illegal discharges, and
requiring the reduction of pollutants in all stormwater discharges. (Ord. 5787 § 32, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

Article V. Inspection and Monitoring
14.20.370 Authority to inspect and enter property.

           Whenever necessary to make an inspection to enforce any provision of this chapter, or whenever the director or city engineer has
cause to believe that there exists, or potentially exists, in or upon any premises any condition which constitutes a violation of this chapter, the
city may enter such premises at all reasonable times to inspect the same, and to inspect and copy records related to stormwater compliance.
In the event the owner or occupant refuses entry after a request to enter and inspect has been made, the city is hereby empowered to seek
assistance from any court of competent jurisdiction in obtaining such entry. (Ord. 5787 § 33, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.380 Authority to sample, establish sampling devices, and test.

https://library.qcode.us/redirect/state_code/ca/ca_hsc
https://library.qcode.us/redirect/state_code/ca/ca_ccr
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           During any inspection as provided herein, a city representative may take samples, perform any testing deemed necessary, and take
photographs to aid in the pursuit of the inquiry or to record site activities. This authority may include the installation of sampling and metering
devices on private property, or requiring the person owning or occupying the premises to supply samples. The enforcement officer may
require monitoring, analysis, and reporting of discharges from any premises to the city’s municipal storm drain system. Upon service of
written notice by the enforcement officer, the burden, including the cost of these activities, analyses, and reports incurred in complying with
the requirement, shall, to the extent permitted by law, be borne by the landowner or occupant of the facility or activity for which testing and
monitoring has been requested or performed. (Ord. 5787 § 34, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.390 Requirement to monitor and analyze.

           The director or city engineer may require by written notice that any person engaged in any activity and/or owning or operating any
facility that may cause or contribute to stormwater pollution, illegal discharges, and/or non-stormwater discharges to the storm drain system
or waters of the United States, to undertake at said person’s expense such monitoring and analyses and furnish such reports to the city as
deemed necessary to determine compliance with this chapter. (Ord. 5787 § 35, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.400 Requirement to remediate.

           Whenever the director or city engineer finds that a discharge of pollutants is taking place or has occurred that will result in or has
resulted in pollution of stormwater, the storm drain system, or waters of the United States, the director or city engineer may require by written
notice to the owner of the property and/or the responsible person that the pollution be remediated and the affected property restored at the
landowner or other responsible person’s expense within a specified time pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. (Ord. 5787 § 36, 2017;
Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

Article VI. Enforcement

14.20.410 Violations.

           It is unlawful for any person to violate any provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this chapter. Causing, permitting,
aiding, abetting or concealing a violation of any provision of this chapter shall constitute a violation of this chapter. A violation of the
provisions of this chapter shall occur irrespective of the negligence or intent of the violator to construct, maintain, operate or utilize an illicit
connection or to cause, allow or facilitate any prohibited discharge. A violation of or failure to comply with any of the requirements of this
chapter may be addressed pursuant to the city’s enforcement response plan and/or may be charged as either an infraction or a
misdemeanor in the discretion of the city attorney. (Ord. 5787 § 37, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)
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14.20.420 Acts potentially resulting in a violation of the Clean Water Act and/or Porter-
Cologne Act.

           Any person who violates any provision of this chapter or any provision of any requirement issued pursuant to this chapter may also be
in violation of the Clean Water Act and/or the Porter-Cologne Act and may be subject to the sanctions of those acts, including civil and
criminal penalties. Any enforcement action authorized under this chapter shall also include written notice to the violator of such potential
liability. (Ord. 5787 § 38, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.430 Enforcement authority.

           A.       Cease and Desist Orders. Whenever the director, city engineer or enforcement officer determines that a person has violated a
prohibition or failed to meet a requirement of this chapter, the city shall require:

           1.       The discharger to effectively abate and clean up the discharge, spill, or pollutant release within 72 hours of notification, with
high risk spills being ordered to be cleaned up as soon as possible;

           2.       Uncontrolled sources of pollutants that could pose an environmental threat to be abated within 30 days of notification;

           3.       Activities discharging pollutants to cease until such discharges are adequately addressed; and/or

           4.       If clean-up activities cannot be completed within the time frames listed above, the discharger shall notify the Regional Board in
writing within five business days of the determination that the time frame requires revision.

           Nothing in this section shall be in conflict with the State Water Resources Control Board’s notification requirements associated with
the construction stormwater NPDES permit or the industrial stormwater NPDES permit.

           B.       Other Enforcement Authority. An administrative citation pursuant to Chapter 2.50, or a written compliance order pursuant to
Chapter 2.52 may be issued to any person responsible for the violation. Any compliance order issued may require without limitation any or
all of the following:

           1.       The performance of monitoring, analyses, and reporting;

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.50
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.52
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           2.       The elimination of illicit connections or illegal discharges;

           3.       The cessation of violating discharges, practices, or operations;

           4.       The abatement or remediation of stormwater pollution or contamination hazards and the restoration of any affected property;

           5.       The implementation, maintenance, and documentation of source control, treatment, or operational best management practices;

           6.       Compliance with a post-construction stormwater BMP maintenance plan, stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) or
other city-reviewed action plan; and

           7.       The maintenance, repair or replacement of stormwater control measures.

           Any compliance order shall set forth a deadline within which the requirements of the compliance order must be completed. Said
compliance order shall further advise that, should the violator fail to comply with the compliance order within the established deadline, a
hearing on the compliance order shall be set. (Ord. 5787 § 39, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.440 Hearing.

           If full compliance is not achieved within the time specified in the compliance order, a hearing on the compliance order shall be set
pursuant to Chapter 2.52. All penalties and remedies authorized by Chapter 2.52 shall apply to violations of this chapter. (Ord. 4822 § 1,
2010.)

14.20.450 Appeal.

           Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 14.20.440, any person receiving a cease and desist order, administrative citation, or
compliance order under Section 14.20.430 may appeal that determination of the director, city engineer or enforcement officer to a hearing
panel drawn from the membership of the city’s board of appeals. Filing of the appeal does not suspend the need to comply with the terms of
the citation or order if compliance is ordered to be accomplished in less than 15 days. The notice of appeal must be received by the city
within 10 days from the date of the citation or order. Notice of hearing and hearing on the appeal will be conducted pursuant to the
requirements of Chapter 2.52. (Ord. 5787 § 40, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.460 Abatement by the city.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.52
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           A.       If correction of the violation has not occurred within the time period specified by the hearing panel after a hearing conducted
pursuant to Section 14.20.440 or 14.20.450, the continuing violation shall be deemed a public nuisance and the city or a contracting agent
hired by the city is authorized to enter upon the private property on which the violation exists for the purpose of abating the violation. It is
unlawful for any person, owner, agent or person in possession of any premises to refuse to allow the city or its contracting agents to enter
upon the premises for the purpose of abating the violation.

           B.       The cost of any such abatement by city authorized herein shall be borne by the property owner, which cost shall include
administrative costs as well as the actual cost of abatement. The cost of abatement, including administrative costs, may be enforced as a
personal obligation against the property owner, and shall be invoiced to the property owner. If the invoice is not paid within 60 days, the city
shall have the authority to place a lien upon and against the property. Any relief under this section shall not prevent the city from seeking
other and further relief authorized under this chapter. (Ord. 5787 § 41, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.470 Administrative costs.

           If the city prevails in any administrative, civil, or criminal proceeding initiated under this chapter, the city shall be entitled to seek
reimbursement for all costs incurred in connection with said proceeding. Such reimbursable expenses may include, but are not limited to,
costs of investigations and inspections, staffing costs, administrative overhead, out-of-pocket expenses, costs of administrative hearings,
and costs of suit. If any such costs are awarded or granted to the city, said costs shall be recoverable pursuant to Section 14.20.460(B).
(Ord. 5787 § 42, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.480 Stop work orders.

           Whenever any work is being done contrary to the provisions of this chapter, the city engineer or enforcement officer may order the
work stopped by notice in writing served on any persons engaged in the doing or causing such work to be done, and any such persons shall
forthwith stop such work until authorized to proceed with the work by the city engineer or enforcement officer. (Ord. 5787 § 43, 2017; Ord.
4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.490 Urgency abatement on private property.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/14.20.440
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           The director or city engineer is authorized to require immediate abatement of any violation of this chapter that constitutes an
immediate threat to the health, safety or well-being of the public or the environment, or is a violation of any NPDES permit. If any such
violation is not abated immediately as directed by the director or city engineer, the city or the city’s designated agent is authorized to enter
onto private property and to take any and all measures required to abate the violation. It is unlawful for any person, owner, agent or person in
possession of any premises to refuse to allow the city or its contracting agents to enter upon the premises for the purpose of abating the
violation. The cost of any such abatement by city authorized herein shall be borne by the property owner and/or responsible party, which
cost shall include administrative costs as well as the actual cost of abatement. These costs may be enforced as a personal obligation against
the property owner, and shall be invoiced to the landowner and/or responsible party. If the invoice is not paid within 60 days, the city shall
have the authority to place a lien upon and against the property. Any relief under this section shall not prevent the city from seeking other
and further relief authorized under this chapter. (Ord. 5787 § 44, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.500 Urgency abatement of municipal storm drain system.

           The city is authorized to immediately abate or require the abatement of any illegal discharge or spill into the municipal storm drain
system when, in the opinion of the enforcement officer, the discharge may constitute an immediate threat to the public health, safety or well-
being, or to the environment, or may cause or contribute to a violation of any NPDES permit. The cost of any such abatement by the city, as
authorized herein, shall be borne by the property owner and/or responsible party, which cost shall include administrative costs as well as the
actual cost of abatement. These costs may be enforced as a personal obligation against the property owner, and shall be invoiced to the
landowner and/or responsible party. If the invoice is not paid within 60 days, the city shall have the authority to place a lien upon and against
the property. Any relief under this section shall not prevent the city from seeking other and further relief authorized under this chapter. (Ord.
5787 § 45, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.510 Compensatory actions.

           In lieu of or in addition to enforcement proceedings, penalties, and remedies authorized by this chapter and Chapters 2.50 and 2.52,
the director or city engineer may impose upon a violator one or more alternative compensatory actions including, but not limited to, storm
drain stenciling, attendance at compliance workshops, creek cleanup activities, and staff training sessions. Any alternative compensatory
actions shall be imposed on the violator in writing by the director or city engineer. Failure to comply with the terms of the compensatory
actions may result in the enforcement proceedings, penalties, and remedies authorized by this chapter and Chapters 2.50 and 2.52. (Ord.
5787 § 46, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.520 Separate offense for each day and each violation.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.50
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.52
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https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/2.52
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           Any person that violates any provision of this chapter shall be guilty of a separate offense for each violation and for every day during
any portion of which any such person commits, continues, permits, or causes a violation(s) thereof, and shall be punished accordingly. (Ord.
5787 § 47, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.530 Public nuisance.

           In addition to the enforcement processes and penalties hereinbefore provided, any condition caused or permitted to exist in violation
of any of the provisions of this chapter is a threat to public health, safety, and welfare, and is declared and deemed a nuisance, and may be
summarily abated or restored by the city at the violator’s expense, and/or through a civil action to abate, enjoin, or otherwise compel the
cessation of such nuisance brought by the city. (Ord. 5787 § 48, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.540 Remedies not exclusive.

           Remedies under this chapter are in addition to and do not supersede or limit any and all other available civil or criminal remedies. The
remedies provided for herein shall be cumulative and not exclusive. (Ord. 5787 § 49, 2017; Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.550 Judicial review.

           Any decision of the hearing panel shall be final. Any person aggrieved by an order of the hearing panel may obtain review of the order
in the superior court by filing with the court a petition for writ of mandate within 90 days pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.6. (Ord. 4822 § 1, 2010.)

14.20.560 Appeal of City abatement costs.

           Within 60 calendar days after the city’s abatement of the violation, the director, or designee, will notify the owner of the property of the
cost of abatement. The property owner and/or responsible party may file a written protest objecting to the amount of the abatement
assessment within 10 calendar days after the city’s issuance of the notice. The director, as applicable, shall conduct a hearing on the appeal
within 30 calendar days from the date of receipt of the notice of the appeal. Appellant may appear at the hearing in person or may submit a
written statement signed under penalty of perjury in lieu of a hearing. Following the hearing, the director shall make written findings of fact as
to whether the abatement was proper. The director’s decision shall be final. (Ord. 5787 § 50, 2017.)

https://library.qcode.us/redirect/state_code/ca/ca_ccp


10/4/22, 2:23 PM Chapter 14.20 URBAN STORMWATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT AND DISCHARGE CONTROL

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/item/title_14-chapter_14_20?view=all 31/31

Contact:

City Clerk: 916-774-5263

Published by Quality Code Publishing, Seattle, WA. By using this site, you agree to the terms of use.

https://www.qcode.us/
https://library.qcode.us/page/terms_of_use


10/4/22, 2:23 PM Chapter 19.10 RESIDENTIAL ZONES

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/item/title_19-article_ii-chapter_19_10?view=all 1/12

Roseville, California Municipal Code

Title 19 ZONING

Article II. Regulations for the Principal and Special Purpose Zones

Chapter 19.10 RESIDENTIAL ZONES

Alert: This item has been affected by: Ordinance 6476, Ordinance 6538. Visit the CodeAlert page for more information on pending
legislation.

19.10.010 Purpose.

19.10.020 Permitted use types. 

19.10.030 Residential zone general development standards. 

19.10.040 Supplemental design standards in the residential small lot (RS) district.

19.10.045 Design review required for compact residential development. 

19.10.010 Purpose.

This chapter provides regulations applicable to primary uses in the residential zoning districts established by Section 19.06.010 (Zoning
districts established). The residential zoning districts are as follows:

A.       Single-Family Residential (R1) District. The R-1, single-family residential district is intended for detached, single-family homes and
similar and related uses inclusive of half-plexes.

B.       Small Lot Residential (RS) District. The R-S, small lot residential district is intended to allow either attached or detached single-
family dwellings, and similar and related compatible uses.







https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code
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https://content.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/alerts/documents/ordinance_6476.pdf
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C.       Two-Family Residential (R2) District. The R-2, two-family residential district is intended to allow two dwellings per lot, either
detached single-family dwellings or duplexes, and similar and related compatible uses.

D.       Multi-Family Housing (R3) District. The R-3, multi-family housing district is intended for a range of high density and multiple-family
housing. The types of land use intended for the R-3 zoning district include apartments, condominiums, townhomes, small lot cluster housing,
and similar and related compatible uses.

E.       Residential Mixed Use (RMU) District. The residential mixed-use district is intended to promote a variety of residential uses/dwelling
types and the flexible citing of uses that are typically considered to be compatible with residential development. The RMU zoning district
establishes a mix of uses, through the use of overlay zones, to ensure that different residential uses and densities will be successfully
integrated into desirable, cohesive residential neighborhoods. The RMU zoning district shall always be applied in conjunction with either the
DS (Development Standards) or SA (Special Area) overlay zones. (Also see Chapter 19.18.) (Ord. 6198 § 1, 2020; Ord. 5428 § 1, 2014.)

19.10.020 Permitted use types.

 Alert: This item has been affected by: Ordinance 6538. See the CodeAlert page for details on recent amendments and newly-added
provisions.

Primary uses are permitted in residential zones subject to the requirements of this title as designated below:

A.       Principally permitted use, designated as “P”;

B.       Conditionally permitted use, designated as “CUP”; and

C.       Administratively permitted use, designated as “A.”

Primary use types not listed or designated by a dash (-) are not permitted in that zone district.

 R1 RS R2 R3 RMU

AGRICULTURE AND OPEN SPACE USE TYPE

Animal Keeping P P P P P

Resource Protection and Restoration P P P P P



https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.18
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 R1 RS R2 R3 RMU

Resource Related Recreation P P P P P

CIVIC USE TYPES

Community Assembly CUP CUP CUP P P

Community Servicess CUP CUP CUP CUP P

Essential Services P P P P P

Schools, Public/Private Elementary and Secondary CUP CUP CUP CUP P

Power Generating Facilities (3)

Emergency P P P P P

Passive Power P P P P P

RESIDENTIAL USE TYPES

Accessory Dwelling Units (1)     P P P P P

Community Care Facilities, Small P P P P P

Community Care Facilities, Large CUP CUP CUP P P

Dwelling (5)

Multi-Family - - - P P

Single-Family P P P P P

Two-Family - - P P P

Family Day Care Homes, Small P P P P P

Family Day Care Homes, Large (2) A A A A P

Mobile Home Park CUP CUP CUP CUP P

Rooming and Boarding House - - - P P

Short-Term Rental (6) P P P P P
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 R1 RS R2 R3 RMU

COMMERCIAL USE TYPES

Commercial Recreation, Residential Recreation Facilities CUP CUP CUP CUP P

Community Care Facility - - - P P

Day Care Center CUP CUP CUP CUP P

Long-Term Care Facility - - - CUP P

Neighborhood Commercial    CUP P

TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATION USE TYPES

Telecommunication Facilities (4) AP/CUP AP/CUP AP/CUP AP/CUP AP/CUP

Notes:

(1)  Accessory dwelling/junior accessary dwelling units are only permitted within areas zoned to allow single-family, two-family or multi-family
residential use and must be located on a lot that contains an existing or proposed single-family, two-family or multi-family dwelling unit as
defined in Sections 19.08.080(F)(1) and (F)(2) (Residential Use Types). See Chapter 19.60 for additional accessory dwelling/junior accessory
dwelling unit regulations.

(2)  See Chapter 19.46 for large family day care home regulations.

(3)  See Chapter 19.55 for power generating facilities requirements.

(4)  See Chapter 19.34 for antennas and communications facilities requirements.

(5)  Transitional housing and supportive housing are considered residential use types.

(6)  Short-Term Rentals are only permitted in a single-family dwelling unit. See Chapter 4.25 for additional Short- Term Rental requirements.

(Ord. 6198 § 1, 2020; Ord. 5974 § 7, 2018; Ord. 5428 § 1, 2014.)

19.10.030 Residential zone general development standards.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.08.080
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.60
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 Alert: This item has been affected by: Ordinance 6476, Ordinance 6538. See the CodeAlert page for details on recent amendments
and newly-added provisions.

A.       Residential Development Standards. Permitted uses and associated structures shall comply with the following development
standards, in addition to any other applicable requirements of this title:

RESIDENTIAL ZONE GENERAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

 Requirement by Zoning District

 R1
RS

with attached
sidewalk(10)

RS

with separated

sidewalk(8), (10)

R2 R3(2) RMU

Area, interior lot 6,000 sq ft 4,500 sq ft 4,275 sq ft 6,000 sq ft 6,000 sq ft

None (7)

Area, corner lot 7,500 sq ft 5,500 sq ft 4,710 sq ft 7,500 sq ft 7,500 sq ft

Width,

interior
60 ft 45 ft 45 ft 60 ft 60 ft

Width, corner 75 ft 55 ft 50 ft 75 ft 75 ft

Residential Density

Maximum number of
primary dwelling units
per lot

1 dwelling 1 dwelling 1 dwelling
2

dwellings(1)

As

provided by

General Plan, but a
minimum of 3

dwellings

As

provided by

General Plan

Maximum number of
accessory/junior
dwelling units per
lot(11)

Up to 2 dwellings Up to 2 dwellings Up to 2 dwellings Up to 2 dwellings Up to 2 dwellings Up to 2 dwellings

See Chapter 19.22 for accessory structure development standards for the following standards

Setbacks (minimum)



https://content.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/alerts/documents/ordinance_6476.pdf
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 Requirement by Zoning District

 R1
RS

with attached
sidewalk(10)

RS

with separated

sidewalk(8), (10)

R2 R3(2) RMU

Front(9)

20 ft for interior lots;
15 ft for corner lots;

20 ft minimum
driveway depth

15 ft to living space or
side wall of garage;

12.5 ft to porch; 18 ft
minimum driveway

depth(6)

10 ft to first floor
living space or side
wall of garage; 7.5 ft
to porch, but in no

case may encroach
into a PUE; 15 ft to
second floor living

space; 18 ft
minimum driveway

depth(6)

20 ft for interior lots;
15 ft for corner lots;

20 ft minimum
driveways depth

20 ft minimum on all
street frontages

None(7)

Sides(9) 5 ft interior; 15 ft
street side on corner

5 ft interior; 12.5 ft
street side on first floor;

15 ft street side on
second floor

5 ft interior; 10 ft
street side on first

floor; 13 ft street side
on second floor

5 ft interior; 15 ft
street side on corner

5 ft interior; 20 ft
minimum on all
street frontages

None(7)

       

Rear
20% of lot depth;

need not exceed 20
ft; 10 ft minimum(3)

10 ft minimum with
minimum useable open

space of 700 sq ft or
500 sq ft where a

usable front porch is
provided(4)

10 ft minimum with
minimum useable
open space of 500

sq ft(4)

20% of lot depth;
need not exceed 20

ft; 10 ft minimum

20 ft; 20 ft minimum
on all street
frontages

None(7)

Lot Coverage
(primary buildings)

35% for 2 story; 45%
for 1 story

None(4) None(4) 40% 50% None(7)

Height Limits 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft 45 ft(5) None(7)
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 Requirement by Zoning District

 R1
RS

with attached
sidewalk(10)

RS

with separated

sidewalk(8), (10)

R2 R3(2) RMU

Additions to the
primary structure
greater than 700
square feet in

area(12)

May only be
permitted upon

approval of an

Administrative

Permit

     

Notes:

(1)  Attached or detached. Detached dwelling units must maintain a minimum 10-foot building separation.

(2)  The general development standards for the R3 district may be modified through approval of a Design Review Permit.

(3)  On corner lots, the minimum rear setback may be determined by using an average of three measurements taken at the ends of the
structure and a point midway between the ends of the structure. The measurements shall be made perpendicular to the rear lot line.

(4)  The rear and side yards may be utilized to meet the minimum usable open space provided the minimum dimension, measured
perpendicular to the applicable rear or side yard is 10 feet. Maximum coverage is a function of lot size, required setbacks and usable open
space. A minimum usable open space of 500 square feet may be applied where a front porch is provided with minimum dimensions of six feet
by 10 feet exclusive of entry way.

(5)  Except for units immediately adjacent to the R1 and RS zone districts, where the height limit shall be 35 feet.

(6)  Minimum driveway depth of 18 feet requires a roll-up garage door.

(7)  As provided in development standard overlay or special area overlay district.

(8)  Sidewalk separated from back of curb by five-foot planter strip.
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(9)  Front setback (and side setback where adjacent to street) measured from back of walk. Fence side yard setback is five feet from back of
walk where facing a street. In the absence of sidewalk, setbacks measured from the edge of right-of-way.

(10)    Variations to the standards and other housing product types may be permitted subject to processing of a Design Review Permit for
Residential Subdivision (DRRS) concurrent with the approval of a tentative subdivision map and review of product type.

(11)    A combination of up to two accessory dwelling/junior accessory dwelling units are permitted within areas zoned to allow single-family,
two-family or multi-family residential use provided the lot contains an existing or proposed single-family dwelling, two-family or multi-family unit
as defined in Sections 19.08.080(F)(1) and (F)(2) (Residential Use Types) and the accessory dwelling/junior accessory dwelling unit complies
with the standards identified in Chapter 19.60 (Accessory Dwelling Units). See Chapter 19.60 for the maximum number and combination of
units allowed per lot. For purposes of density, accessory dwelling units shall be deemed to be an accessory use or an accessory building or
structure and shall not be considered to exceed the allowable density for the lot upon which it is located.

(12)    Additions (attached or detached) to primary structures that exceed 700 gross square feet in area may be permitted upon approval of an
Administrative Permit, which may include a public hearing as provided in Sections 19.74.010 and 19.78.020. Excludes accessory dwelling
units complying with the standards identified in Chapter 19.60 (Accessory Dwelling Units).

B.       Clear Vision Triangle, Residential. The following standards shall apply to the installation of structures on corner parcels:

1.       On a corner parcel, no fence, wall, sign or other structure, mounds of earth, or other visual obstruction over 36 inches in height
above the top of the existing or planned curb elevation shall be erected or placed within a residential clear vision triangle (see Chapter
19.95 Definitions).

2.       The foregoing provision shall not apply to public utility poles; trees trimmed (to the trunk) to a line at least eight feet above the
elevation of the intersection; saplings or plant species of open growth habits and not planted in the form of a hedge, which are so
planted and trimmed as to leave, at all seasons, a clear and unobstructed cross view; supporting members of appurtenances to
permanent structures existing on the date that the ordinance codified in this section becomes effective; and official warning signs or
signals.

C.       Exceptions to Height Limits. Notwithstanding the requirements of subsection A, the following structures are permitted to exceed the
maximum height limits, as follows:

Architectural features, mechanical equipment, chimneys, vents, and other architectural or mechanical appurtenances on buildings may be a
maximum of 15 percent higher than the height limit of the applicable zone.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.08.080
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.60
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https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.60
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D.       Exceptions to Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of subsection A, the following structures are permitted to encroach into
the required development setbacks, as follows:

1.       Architectural features, such as but not limited to: cornices, eaves, canopies, fireplaces and similar features, but not any flat wall
or addition creating living space, may encroach up to two feet into any required setback.

2.       Covered, unenclosed projections attached to the primary structure may encroach up to six feet into any front yard setback.

E.       Manufactured Homes. Manufactured homes are permitted in residential zones provided they meet the following architectural
standards:

1.       The manufactured home shall be covered with exterior material customarily used on conventional dwellings within the
subdivision. The exterior covering material shall extend to the ground as close to grade as allowed by the manufacturer’s
recommendation;

2.       The manufactured home shall have a minimum of 16-inch roof overhangs and roofing material on the manufactured home shall
be compatible with other dwellings existing in the area and shall consist of materials customarily used on conventional dwellings. The
roof shall have a minimum 2 1/2 in 12 pitch.

F.       Landscaping Requirements in Setback Areas.

1.       Single-Family and Two-Family Dwellings—Front-Yard and Street Side-Yard Setbacks.

a.       Setback Area Paving Restrictions. A maximum of 50 percent of the required front-yard setback may be paved for off-street
parking, driveways, walkways, or uncovered patio use. A maximum of 50 percent of the required street side-yard setback may be
paved for off-street parking, driveways, walkways, or uncovered patio use; however, this maximum limitation does not apply to that
portion of the street side-yard located behind a fence that is in compliance with the street side fence requirements set forth in
Chapter 19.22 of this code. These requirements may be modified with approval of a Design Review Permit for Residential
Subdivision (DRRS), as provided for in Article V of this title.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.22
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b.       Landscape and Maintenance Requirements. The unpaved portion of a front-yard setback and street side-yard setback shall
be landscaped, irrigated, and maintained. The landscape shall include grass, annuals, perennials, groundcover, shrubs, trees, or
other living vegetation. Synthetic grass or artificial turf may be used if it is permeable and has a minimum pile height of 1.25
inches. Design elements like planters, rocks, mulch, or similar elements are permitted when integrated as part of the landscape. All
landscaping materials shall be mowed, trimmed, and maintained as often as necessary to prevent overgrowth and blight. No junk,
debris, or other similar materials shall be stored in the landscaped setback area.

c.        Height Restrictions for Landscaping Located in the Clear Vision Triangle. All landscaping located within the clear vision
triangle for corner lots, as defined in Section 19.95.030 of this code, shall not exceed three feet in height, except that trees
exceeding three feet in height are allowed if the tree is maintained free of branches eight feet above the curb grade.

d.       Vehicle Parking Requirements. Vehicles, including without limitation, automobiles, boats, campers, trailers, and other
recreational vehicles, must be parked on a paved surface, as provided for in Section 11.20.110 of this code. Vehicles shall not be
parked within the landscaped setback area.

2.       Multi-Family Dwellings (Three or More Units)—Front-Yard and Street Side-Yard Setbacks. All minimum front-yard and street
side-yard setbacks shall be landscaped, irrigated and maintained with primarily low ground cover or turf. The landscape shall include
grass, annuals, perennials, groundcover, shrubs, trees, or other living vegetation. Synthetic grass or artificial turf may be used if it is
permeable and has a minimum pile height of 1.25 inches. Design elements like planters, rocks, mulch, or similar elements are permitted
when integrated as part of the landscape. All landscaping materials shall be mowed, trimmed, and maintained as often as necessary to
prevent overgrowth and blight. No junk, debris, or other similar materials shall be stored in the landscaped setback area. Driveways and
uncovered walkways are permitted to cross over the required front-yard and street side-yard setback. The required front-yard and street
side-yard setbacks may not be paved for parking or patio areas. (Ord. 6198 § 1, 2020; Ord. 5974 § 8, 2018;  Ord. 5663 § 3, 2016; Ord.
5428 § 1, 2014.)

19.10.040 Supplemental design standards in the residential small lot (RS) district.

A.       Residential Design Standards. In addition to the residential zone development standards listed above, the following supplemental
design standards apply in all residential small lot (RS) districts:

1.       Front Yard Stagger. None required, but optional per unit design.

2.       Stagger for Third Car Garage. Two feet between third car bay and two-car garage.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.95.030
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3.       Two-Story Unit Mix. No limit.

4.       Separation Between Second Story Elements. A minimum of 10 feet shall be provided between second story elements of
adjacent two-story dwellings.

5.       Building Exterior. Architectural treatment shall be applied to all elevations of a building. At a minimum, all doors, windows and
other wall openings shall be trimmed consistent with the architectural style. Panelized windows or other architectural treatment shall be
used on all garage doors.

B.       Exceptions. The supplemental design standards as listed above may be modified, expanded or eliminated through the approval of a
Design Review Permit for Residential Subdivision (DRRS), as provided for in Article V of this title.

C.       Expiration of Supplemental Design Standards Requirements. Supplemental design standards requirements do not apply to any
residential dwelling unit that has received a final occupancy permit, unless a Design Review Permit for residential subdivision specifies a
different (longer) term. (Ord. 5428 § 1, 2014.)

19.10.045 Design review required for compact residential development.

 Alert: This item has been affected by: Ordinance 6538. See the CodeAlert page for details on recent amendments and newly-added
provisions.

A.       Applicability. Design review shall be required for compact residential development projects that qualify under either of the following:

1.       Attached or detached single-family housing units on property with a General Plan land use designation of medium density
residential or higher (seven dwelling units per acre or higher, as depicted on the General Plan Land Use Map) (except for properties
within the Downtown Specific Plan area); or

2.       Residential projects of any density on a parcel or parcels zoned small lot residential (RS) where modifications to the RS
supplemental design standards are requested.

B.       Approvals Required. Compact residential development projects shall require approval of a Design Review Permit for Residential
Subdivision (DRRS). The Approving Authority for a DRRS shall be the Planning Commission or as otherwise provided in Section
19.74.010(D).



https://content.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/alerts/documents/ordinance_6538.pdf
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/alerts
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.74.010
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C.       Exceptions. The residential development standards identified in Section 19.10.030(A) applying to compact residential development
projects may be modified, expanded, or eliminated through the approval of a Design Review Permit for Residential Subdivision (DRRS), as
provided for in Article V of this title.

D.       Modification. Modifications to a DRRS previously approved by the Planning Commission may be approved by the Planning Manager,
pursuant to the requirements of Section 19.76.180. (Ord. 5428 § 1, 2014.)

Contact:

City Clerk: 916-774-5263

Published by Quality Code Publishing, Seattle, WA. By using this site, you agree to the terms of use.

https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.10.030
https://library.qcode.us/lib/roseville_ca/pub/municipal_code/lookup/19.76.180
https://www.qcode.us/
https://library.qcode.us/page/terms_of_use
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Whether it's a medical incident, �re, hazardous material incident, rescue situation, or natural

disaster, our �re�ghters are trained and ready to respond.

Every Roseville Fire Department Fire�ghter is certi�ed as a Paramedic or Emergency Medical

Technician and with at least one Paramedic on every response unit, patients with even the most

serious conditions can be stabilized and treated prior to being transported to a hospital. 

The City of Roseville Fire Department’s mission is to protect and enhance the safety and well

being of residents, businesses, customers and partners. 

The Department received an ISO Public Protection Classi�cation rating of 2 in January of 2021.

 Fire Department
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  Fire Chief Rick Bartee
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On behalf of the men and women of the Roseville Police Department, welcome to our website. We

are dedicated to improving the quality of life in our city through relentless problem solving and

working in partnership with our larger community. 

This site contains useful information that will provide you with knowledge of what is occurring in

your neighborhood and how we can work together to ensure our neighborhoods and business

districts remain safe places to live, work and play. 

We encourage you to sign up for our public safety and neighborhood news alerts here. You can

also follow us on Facebook (City of Roseville Public Safety);  Twitter (RSVL_Pub_Safety); and

Instagram (@RosevillePolice). 

The latest edition of our 911 Newsletter can be found by clicking here

Take a look at our Annual Summary which outlines some of the major accomplishments, workload,

and general structure of the Department.

Thank you for visiting your police department’s website, and we look forward to working with you to

ensure Roseville remains a great city.

What's Happening

 Police Department
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Roseville Police Department

1051 Junction Blvd.

Roseville, Ca 95678

916-774-5000 (Non-emergency)
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December 12, 2019 
 
Mr. Clifton Taylor 
Taylor Builders LLC 
508 Gibson Drive, Suite 260 
Roseville, CA 95678 
 
Subject: Fiddyment Ranch - Phase 3 
 North Hayden Parkway 
 Roseville, California 
 
  PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Taylor: 
 
ENGEO is pleased to present our phase I environmental site assessment of the subject property 
(Property), located in Roseville, California. The attached report includes a description of the site 
assessment activities, along with ENGEO's findings, opinions, and conclusions regarding the 
Property. 
 
ENGEO has the specific qualifications based on education, training, and experience to assess the 
nature, history, and setting of the Property, and has developed and performed all appropriate 
inquiries in conformance with the standards and practices set forth in 40 CFR Part 312 and the 
American Standard Testing Method (ASTM) Practice E1527-13. We declare that, to the best of our 
professional knowledge and belief, the responsible charge for this study meets the definition of 
Environmental Professional as defined in Section 312.10 of 40 CFR Part 312 and ASTM E1527-13. 
 
We are pleased to be of service to you on this project. If you have any questions concerning the 
contents of our report, please contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ENGEO Incorporated  
 
 
 
 
Travis Chatters Shawn Munger, CHG 
 
tc/sm/dt
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
ENGEO conducted a phase I environmental site assessment for the property located at 
North Hayden Parkway in Roseville, California (Property). The Property is approximately 
374.2 acres in area and is identified by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 492-011-016-000 and 
492-012-085-000.  
 
The Property consists of predominantly undeveloped land to the north and south, with residential 
development at the center of the Property. Review of historical records indicates that the Property 
has remained undeveloped land since at least 1937.  
 
This assessment included a review of local, state, tribal, and federal environmental record 
sources, standard historical sources, aerial photographs, fire insurance maps and physical setting 
sources. A reconnaissance of the Property was conducted to review site use and current 
conditions to check for the storage, use, production or disposal of hazardous or potentially 
hazardous materials and interviews with persons knowledgeable about current and past site use.  
 
The site reconnaissance and records review did not find documentation or physical evidence of 
soil, soil gas, or groundwater impairments associated with the use or past use of the Property. A 
review of regulatory databases maintained by county, state, tribal, and federal agencies found no 
documentation of hazardous materials violations or discharge on the Property and did not identify 
contaminated facilities within the appropriate American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
search distances that would reasonably be expected to impact the Property.  
 
Based on the findings of this assessment, no Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), no 
historical RECs, and no controlled RECs were identified for the Property.  
 
ENGEO has performed a phase I environmental site assessment in general conformance with 
the scope and limitations of ASTM E1527-13 and the standards and practices of the All 
Appropriate Inquiry – Final Rule (40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 312). Any exceptions to, 
or deletions from, this practice are described in Section 5.1 of this report. 
 
ENGEO recommends no further environmental studies at this time. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
 
ENGEO conducted a phase I environmental site assessment for the Property located at North 
Hayden Parkway in Roseville, California (Figures 1 and 2). The approximately 374.2-acre 
Property is identified as APNs 492-011-016-000 and 492-012-085-000 (Figure 3) and is currently 
occupied predominantly undeveloped land to the north and south, with ongoing development at 
the center of the Property. 
 
1.2 CURRENT USE OF PROPERTY AND ADJOINING PROPERTIES 
 
The predominantly undeveloped Property consists of sparsely vegetated low hills and partially 
developed lots. Pleasant Grove Creek and an associated riparian corridor with oak trees crosses 
the Property from east to west in the southern portion of the Property. Drainage is generally 
towards Pleasant Grove Creek. Several unpaved roads and trails cross the Property, including 
the future Hayden Parkway extension, which is in various stages of construction. Numerous 
manholes and other indications of underground utilities are present along the  unpaved roads.  
 
The northeastern portion of Village 3A (Figure 2) is being developed with an elementary school, 
including partially completed school structures, paved parking areas, and associated 
underground improvements. The structure area is surrounded with a chain-link fence. Also in the 
vicinity of the future school is a cluster of construction offices and storage containers, and various 
construction materials. The eastern portion of Village 3B appears to have been mass graded. 
 
Undeveloped land is located to the west and north of the Property, while residential development 
is location to the east and south.  
 
1.3 SITE AND VICINITY CHARACTERISTICS 
 
According to Google Earth (WGS84), the Property ranges in elevation from approximately 
110 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the center of the Property, to approximately 75 feet above 
msl to the south. Review of the Preliminary Geologic Map of the Sacramento  Quadrangle found 
that the Property is underlain primarily by Turlock Lake Formation, with Riverbank Formation 
located to the south and Holocene Basin deposits located on the northwest corner of the Property.  
 
We reviewed the Department of Water Resources On-line Water Data Library for depth to water 
in the vicinity of the Property. The website identified six wells within 1 mile of the Property The 
following information was obtained regarding local groundwater conditions. 
 

TABLE 1.3-1: Local Groundwater Conditions 

PROXIMITY TO 
PROPERTY (MI) 

DIRECTION FROM 
PROPERTY 

REPORTED DEPTH  
TO GROUNDWATER (FT) 

0.2 West 73 to 97 

0.2 West 83 to 96 

0.2 West 82 to 96 

0.4 West 71 to 116 

0.7 East 17 to 66 

0.8 Southeast 83 to 86 
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We reviewed EnviroStor, a website maintained by the State of California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, and GeoTracker, a website maintained by the State of California Water 
Resources Control Board, for nearby facilities with records that include depth to groundwater 
measurements. No groundwater information was identified within the vicinity of the Property. 
 
The site-specific depth to groundwater and direction of groundwater flow was not determined as 
part of this assessment. Fluctuations in groundwater levels may occur seasonally and over a 
period of years due to variations in precipitation, temperature, irrigation and other factors.  
 
We reviewed the Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
(DOGGR) website and map database to determine if any historic oil and/or gas wells were located 
within the Property. No wells were mapped within 1 mile of the Property. 
 
1.4 PURPOSE OF PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
 
This assessment was performed at the request of Taylor Builders LLC for the purpose of 
environmental due diligence during property acquisition. The objective of this phase I 
environmental site assessment is to identify Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) 
associated with the Property. As defined in the ASTM Standard Practice E1527-13, an REC is 
“the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at 
a property: (1) due to release to the environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to 
the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the 
environment.”  
 
1.5 DETAILED SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
The scope of services performed included the following: 
 

 A review of previous environmental reports prepared for the Property. 
 

 A review of publicly available and practically reviewable standard local, state, tribal, and 
federal environmental record sources. 
 

 A review of publicly available and practically reviewable standard historical sources, aerial 
photographs, fire insurance maps and physical setting sources. 
 

 A reconnaissance of the Property to review site use and current conditions. The 
reconnaissance was conducted to check for the storage, use, production or disposal of 
hazardous or potentially hazardous materials. 

 

 Interviews with owners/occupants and public sector officials.  
 

 Preparation of this report with our findings, opinions, and conclusions. 
 
1.6 SIGNIFICANT ASSUMPTIONS OR DEVIATIONS FROM ASTM STANDARD 

PRACTICE 
 
There were no significant deviations from ASTM E1527-13. 
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1.7 LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS OF ASSESSMENT 
 
The professional staff at ENGEO strives to perform its services in a proper and professional 
manner with reasonable care and competence but is not infallible. The recommendations and 
conclusions presented in this report were based on the findings of our study, which were 
developed solely from the contracted services. The findings of the report are based in part on 
contracted database research, out-of-house reports, and personal communications. The opinions 
formed by ENGEO are based on the assumed accuracy of the relied upon data in conjunction 
with our relevant professional experience related to such data interpretation. ENGEO assumes 
no liability for the validity of the materials relied upon in the preparation of this report. 
 
This document must not be subject to unauthorized reuse; that is, reuse without written 
authorization of ENGEO. Such authorization is essential because it requires ENGEO to evaluate 
the document's applicability given new circumstances, not the least of which is passage of time. 
The findings from a phase I environmental site assessment are valid for one year after completion 
of the report. Updates of portions of the assessment may be necessary after a period of 180 days 
after completion. 
 
This phase I environmental site assessment is not intended to represent a complete soil, soil gas, 
or groundwater characterization, nor define the depth or extent of soil, soil gas, or groundwater 
contamination. It is intended to provide an evaluation of potential environmental concerns 
associated with the use of the Property. A more extensive assessment that would include a 
subsurface exploration with laboratory testing of soil, soil gas, and groundwater samples could 
provide more definitive information concerning site-specific conditions. If additional assessment 
activities are considered for the Property and if other entities are retained to provide such services, 
ENGEO cannot be held responsible for any and all claims arising from or resulting from the 
performance of such services by other persons or entities. ENGEO can also not be held 
responsible from any and all claims arising or resulting from clarifications, adjustments, 
modifications, discrepancies or other changes necessary to reflect changed field or other 
conditions. 
 
1.8 SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
ENGEO has prepared this report for the exclusive use of our client, Taylor Builders LLC. It is 
recognized and agreed that ENGEO has assumed responsibility only for undertaking the study 
for the client. The responsibility for disclosures or reports to a third party and for remedial or 
mitigative action shall be solely that of the Client. 
 
Laboratory testing of soil or groundwater samples was not within the scope of the contracted 
services. The assessment did not include an asbestos survey, an evaluation of lead-based paint, 
an inspection of light ballasts for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), a radon evaluation, or a mold 
survey.  
 
This report is based upon field and other conditions discovered at the time of preparation of 
ENGEO's assessment. Visual observations referenced in this report are intended only to 
represent conditions at the time of the reconnaissance. ENGEO would not be aware of site 
contamination, such as dumping and/or accidental spillage, that occurred subsequent to the 
reconnaissance conducted by ENGEO personnel. 
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2.0 RECORDS REVIEW 
 
2.1 PROPERTY RECORDS 
 
2.1.1 Title Report/Ownership 
 
The Title Report lists recorded land title detail, ownership fees, leases, land contracts, easements, 
liens, deficiencies, and other encumbrances attached to or recorded against a subject property. 
Laws and regulations pertaining to land trusts vary from state to state and the detail of information 
presented in a Title Report can vary greatly by jurisdiction. As a result, ENGEO utilizes a Title 
Report, when provided to us, as a supplement to other historical record sources. 
 
A Preliminary Title Report for the Property, prepared by Old Republic Title Company and dated 
November 5, 2019, was provided for our review. The Property title is vested in ATC Realty 
One, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company. No references to environmental liens, deed 
restrictions or other potential environmental issues were noted. This report is included in 
Appendix D.  
 
2.2 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTS 
 
Rosewood Environmental Engineering; Phase I – Environmental Site Assessment, Fiddyment 
Property, Roseville, California; Project No. REE 01-15A-99; August 6, 1999. 
 
Rosewood Environmental Engineering (Rosewood) prepared a Phase I ESA for the 
approximately 1,700 acre Fiddyment Property, consisting of predominantly undeveloped 
agricultural land with 5 small areas of residential/commercial development. A review of the site 
history indicated the site has been a turkey ranch from 1875 to 1990. Cattle, chicken, and sheep 
ventures were tried at the ranch during different periods. Wheat and oat hay were grown on the 
ranch for feed. Other crops tried at the ranch in various locations included clover, rice, grapes, 
and row crops. Pistachios were also grown from 1965 to approximately 2005. The orchard had 
replaced a vineyard which had operated from approximately 1930 to 1955. Rosewood 
recommended the following:  
         

 All wells that are not to be used be properly abandoned and permitted as closed 

 That prior to site grading activities, all areas with drum and/or liquid container storage, car 
parts and/or debris, storage tanks,  be cleared and reassessed for leaks and staining. All such 
areas identified should be analyzed for possible hydrocarbon, pesticide, and/or metal 
contaminations. 

 The soil around the former turkey barn be analyzed for residual formaldehyde.    
 
Our review of the report indicates the structures, wells, orchard area, and animal/agriculture areas 
identified were all located to the south, beyond the Property boundary.  
 
2.3 HISTORICAL RECORD SOURCES 
 
The purpose of the historical record review is to develop a history of the previous uses or 
occupancies of the Property and surrounding area in order to identify those uses or occupancies 
that are likely to have led to recognized environmental conditions on the Property. 
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2.3.1 Historical Topographic Maps 
 
Historical USGS topographic maps were reviewed to determine if discernible changes in 
topography or improvements pertaining to the Property had been recorded. The following maps 
were provided to us through an EDR Historical Topographic Map Report, presented in 
Appendix C.  

 
TABLE 2.3.1-1: Historical Topographic Maps 

QUAD YEAR DESCRIPTION 

Sacramento 
1891, 1892, 

1893 

Property: Pleasant Grove Creek is mapped on the south end of the 
Property. A roadway is shown along the northern Property 
boundary. 

 
Adjoining:  Pleasant Grove Creek is mapped to the east and west of the 

Property. Fiddyment Road is shown to the east. 

Roseville, 
Pleasant 

Grove 
1910 

Property: A structure is mapped on the northeast corner of the 
Property. An east-west trending intermittent stream is 
denoted on the northern portion of the site. A north-south 
trending roadway is mapped along the western Property 
boundary.  

 
Adjoining:  A creek is mapped ½ mile to ¼ mile north of the Property. A 

structure is mapped west of the Property border. Kaseberg 
Creek is shown to the southeast 

Markham 
Ravine 

1941, 1942 

Property: The intermittent stream mapped on the northern portion of 
the site is no longer present. A roadway is noted on the 
northeast corner of the Property.  

 
Adjoining:  Two structures are mapped near the northeast corner of the 

Property. A north-south trending roadway is shown east of 
the site. Additional structures are mapped to the west. 
Fiddyment Ranch is mapped south of the Property.  

Roseville, 
Pleasant 

Grove 

1953, 1967, 
1975, 1981, 
1992, 2012 

Property: An intermittent stream is shown entering the property from 
the east. A portion of an airstrip enters the southern portion 
of the Property; the airstrip has been removed by 1967. A 
portion of the western 1975 and 1992 topographic maps are 
missing. The structures on the northeast corner is no longer 
present by 1992. 

 
Adjoining: The structures to the east are no longer present. A well is 

mapped north of the Property border in 1967. The structure 
near the northeast corner is no longer present by 2012. 

 
2.3.2 Aerial Photographs 
 
The following aerial photographs, provided by EDR, were reviewed for information regarding past 
conditions and land use at the Property and in the immediate vicinity. These photographs are 
presented in Appendix E. 
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TABLE 2.3.2-1: Aerial Photographs 

YEAR DESCRIPTION 

1937 

Property: A structure is visible on the northeast corner of the Property. The Pleasant 
Grove Creek is located on the southern end of the Property.  

 
Adjoining:  A structure is located just beyond the western Property boundary and along 

the northeastern Property border.  

1947, 1952 

Property: Earthwork that appears to be associated with the airstrip from the 1953 
topographic map is visible on the southern end of the Property.  

 
Adjoining:  The airstrip earthwork extends to the south of the Property. The structure to 

the west is no longer visible. 

1966, 1975 

Property: The earthwork associated with the airstrip to the south. There appears to be 
minor dry crop cultivation just north of the Pleasant Grove Creek.   

 
Adjoining:  The dry crop cultivation extends to the east.  

1984, 1993, 
1998 

Property: Structures are no longer visible on the northeast. The dry crop cultivation the 
south is no longer visible by 1993. 

 
Adjoining: It appears the Property to the north is being use for rice farming, but is no 

longer visible by 1998. There is minor development to the southwest and 
southeast.  

2006, 2009, 
2012, 2016 

Property: There is minor earth disturbance along the northeastern Property boundary.  
 
Adjoining:  There is residential development to the northeast and to the south.  

 
2.3.3 Fire Insurance Maps 
 
EDR reported that no maps were available for the Property and surrounding properties.  
 
2.3.4 City Directory 
 
City Directories, published since the 18th century for major towns and cities, lists the name of the 
resident or business associated with each address. A city directory search conducted by EDR is 
located in Appendix F. No listings for the Property were identified.  
 
2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES  
 
EDR performed a search of federal, tribal, state, and local databases regarding the Property and 
nearby properties. Details regarding the databases searched by EDR are provided in Appendix A. 
A list of the facilities documented by EDR within the approximate minimum search distance of the 
Property is provided below. 
 
2.4.1 Standard Environmental Records 

 
2.4.1.1 Subject Property 

 
The Property is on the Standard Environmental Record source databases under ENVIROSTOR 
as “Roseville City SD - F-71 Proposed New Elementary School”. The Department of Toxic 
Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s) 
EnviroStor database identifies sites that have known contamination or sites for which there may 
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be reasons to investigate further. The database includes the following site types: Federal 
Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL)); State Response, including Military Facilities and 
State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites. EnviroStor provides similar information to 
the information that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information, including, 
but not limited to, identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for 
reuse, properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent 
inappropriate land uses, and risk characterization information that is used to assess potential 
impacts to public health and the environment at contaminated sites. A review of the Property on 
ENVIROSTOR indicated the site is listed due to a proposed school on the Property.  
 
2.4.1.2 Other Properties  
 
The following database(s) include(s) facilities listed within the appropriate ASTM search distances 
of the Property on Standard Environmental Records sources. 
 
TABLE 2.4.1.2-1 

FACILITY STREET DATABASE(S) 

Westplan Substation 2200 Blue Oaks Blvd AST 

City Of Roseville-Roseville Energy 
Park 

5120 Phillip Rd AST 

Rep Switchyard 5120 Phillip Rd RCRA-SQG 

Elementary School (F-70) Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks Boulevard ENVIROSTOR 

Elementary School (W-75) Fiddyment Road/Del Webb Boulevard ENVIROSTOR 

Middle School (W-73) Fiddyment Road/Del Webb Boulevard ENVIROSTOR 

Comprehensive High School #6 Southwest Of The Intersection Of High 
School Road 

ENVIROSTOR 

 
2.4.2 Additional Environmental Records 
 
2.4.2.1 Subject Property 
 
The Property is listed on the Additional Environmental Record source databases under SCH as 
“Roseville City SD - F-71 Proposed New Elementary School”. The SCH category contains 
proposed and existing school sites that are being evaluated by DTSC for possible hazardous 
materials contamination. In some cases, these properties may be listed in the CalSites category 
depending on the level of threat to public health and safety or the environment they pose. A review 
of the Property ENVIROSTOR indicates the Property is listed on this database due to a proposed 
school on the Property.  
 
2.4.2.2 Other Properties 
 
The following database(s) include(s) facilities listed within the appropriate ASTM search distances 
of the Property on the Additional Environmental Record sources. 
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TABLE 2.4.2.2-1 

FACILITY STREET DATABASE(S) 

Esway Mobile Mechanic 2501 Hayden Pkwy Unit 413 RCRA NONGEN / NLR 

City Of Roseville-Roseville 
Energy Park 

5120 Phillip Rd RCRA NONGEN / NLR,CERS HAZ 
WASTE,CERS 
TANKS,NPDES,CIWQS,CERS 

Rep Switchyard 5120 Phillip Rd FINDS,HAZNET 

Verizon Wireless (Fiddyment) 2150 Blue Oaks Blvd EMI,CA PLACER CO. MS,CERS 

Elementary School (F-70) Fiddyment Road/Blue Oaks 
Boulevard 

SCH 

Elementary School (W-75) Fiddyment Road/Del Webb 
Boulevard 

SCH 

Middle School (W-73) Fiddyment Road/Del Webb 
Boulevard 

SCH,CERS 

Comprehensive High School 
#6 

Southwest Of The Intersection 
Of High School Road 

SCH 

 
Based on the distances to the identified database sites, regional topographic gradient, and the 
EDR findings, it is unlikely that the above-stated database sites pose an environmental risk to the 
Property. Properties that are on the “Orphan Summary” list appear to be located within the ASTM 
recommended radius search criteria. However, the sites are at a lower elevation, are listed under 
CIWQS, and are not anticipated to pose a risk to the Property.  
 
2.5 REGULATORY AGENCY FILES AND RECORDS 
 
The following agencies were contacted pertaining to possible past development and/or activity at 
the Property. 
 
TABLE 2.5-1: Regulatory Agency Records 

NAME OF AGENCY RECORDS REVIEWED 

City of Roseville City Clerk 
We submitted a records request to the Roseville City Clerk for 
documents pertaining to the Property. No documents were 
identified at the time of report publication. 

City of Roseville Fire Department 

We contacted the City of Roseville Fire Department for 
documents pertaining to the Property; the Department 
requested that all inquiries be submitted as a records request 
with the City Clerk. 

Placer County Department of 
Environmental Health 

We contacted the Placer County Department of Environmental 
Health for documents pertaining to the Property; the 
Department informed us the Property was under City of 
Roseville jurisdiction, and suggested we submit inquiries to the 
City.  

Placer County Assessor’s Office 

The Assessor’s Office online database was used to confirm the 
Parcel Number and physical address, if any, for the Property. 
The Assessor’s Office identified an address of 2450 Blue Oaks 
Boulevard for APN 492-012-085-000, and an address of 2900 
N Hayden Parkway for APN 492-011-016-000. 

California State Water Resources 
Control Board 

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s online 
database, GeoTracker, was reviewed for files relating to the 
Property. No listings are documented for the Property. 
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NAME OF AGENCY RECORDS REVIEWED 

Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s online 
database, EnviroStor, was reviewed for files pertaining to the 
Property. A DTSC No Action Determination in response to a 
Phase I ESA and a Site Visit Summary, both dated March 2018, 
were identified for the proposed school site located within APN 
492-011-016-000. The Phase I ESA was not available on 
ENVIROSTOR; however, DTSC noted concurrence with the 
ESA, and determined that further environmental investigation of 
the site was not required.   

 

3.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 
 
3.1 METHODOLOGY 
 
ENGEO conducted a reconnaissance of the Property on December 5, 2019. Stephen Blakely, an 
ENGEO Staff Geologist, performed the reconnaissance. The Property was viewed for hazardous 
materials storage, superficial staining or discoloration, debris, stressed vegetation, or other 
conditions that may be indicative of potential sources of soil or groundwater contamination. The 
Property was also checked for evidence of fill/ventilation pipes, ground subsidence, or other 
evidence of existing or preexisting underground storage tanks. Photographs taken during the site 
reconnaissance are presented in Figure 4.  
 
3.2 GENERAL SITE SETTING 
 
The predominantly undeveloped Property consists of sparsely vegetated low hills and partially 
developed lots. Pleasant Grove Creek and an associated riparian corridor with oak trees crosses 
the Property from east to west in the southern portion of the Property. Drainage is generally 
towards Pleasant Grove Creek. Several unpaved roads and trails cross the Property, including 
the future Hayden Parkway extension, which is in various stages of construction. Numerous 
manholes and other indications of underground utilities are present at or near several of the 
unpaved roads. Two stormwater discharge areas are present on the Property – one in the 
northeast corner of Village 3B, and one south of Village 3A at Pleasant Grove Creek. 
 
The northeastern portion of Village 3A is being developed with an elementary school, and has 
numerous partially completed school structures, paved parking areas, associated underground 
improvements, and is surrounded with a chain-link fence. Also in the vicinity of the future school 
is a cluster of construction offices and storage containers, and construction materials. The eastern 
portion of Village 3B appears mass graded. 
 
The adjoining properties to the east are currently developed as residential subdivisions. The 
property to the north is undeveloped. A single-family residence and several associated 
outbuildings is located to the southwest of Village 3A; the remaining land to the west remains 
largely undeveloped. Blue Oaks Boulevard is currently being constructed to the south, and the 
southern adjoining property appears undeveloped.  
 
3.3 SITE OBSERVATIONS 
 
The following table summarizes our observations during the reconnaissance: 
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TABLE 3.3-1: Site Observations 

FEATURE TYPE OBSERVATIONS 

Structures 

Several partially completed structures were observed in the 
eastern portion of Village 3A, associated with the under-
construction Riego Creek Elementary School. Additionally, 
several temporary mobile construction offices were present at 
the school site. 

Hazardous Substances and 
Petroleum Products/Containers 

No evidence of spills or leaks were observed during site 
reconnaissance.  

Storage Tanks (underground and 
above-ground) 

Temporary above-ground water storage tanks were observed 
during the site reconnaissance. 

Odors No odors were observed during the reconnaissance. 

Pools of Potentially Hazardous Liquid No pools of liquid were observed during the reconnaissance. 

Drums No drums were observed during the reconnaissance. 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 
No PCB-containing sources was identified during the 
reconnaissance. 

Pits, Ponds, and Lagoons 

Several apparent stormwater retention / settling basins were 
observed on the Property. Two settling ponds were observed 
south of Village 3A and north of Pleasant Grove Creek. An 
apparent shallow basin was observed in the northern portion of 
Village 3B. 

Stained Soil/Pavement 
No stained soil or pavement was observed during the 
reconnaissance. 

Stressed Vegetation 
No stressed vegetation was observed during the 
reconnaissance. 

Solid Waste/Debris 

Multiple solid waste piles were observed on the Property at the 
time of reconnaissance. At the northeastern corner of Village 
3B, several large piles of debris were located near the 
stormwater discharge station. Numerous piles of construction 
debris were strewn about the active work areas in the eastern 
portions of Villages 3A and 3B. 

Stockpiles/Fill Material 

Multiple stockpiles were observed during the reconnaissance. 
A large stockpile and numerous individual “end dump” piles 
were observed in the southeast corner of Village 3A. These 
stockpiles appeared to be related to recent construction 
activities, and contained some construction debris including 
concrete, wood, and aggregate. Numerous other individual 
piles were observed throughout the Property, and appeared 
associated with construction activities. The various stockpiles 
consisted of soil, aggregate base, and crushed rock.  No 
obvious hazardous materials, odors, or stained soils were 
noted. 

Wastewater No wastewater was observed during the reconnaissance. 

Wells No wells were observed during the reconnaissance. 

Septic Systems 
Underground sanitary sewer lines have been installed at the 
Property. No evidence of private septic systems were observed 
on the Property. 

 
3.4 ASBESTOS-CONTAINING MATERIALS AND LEAD-BASED PAINT  
 
An asbestos and lead-based paint survey was not conducted as part of this assessment. No 
structures are currently located on the Property.  
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3.5 INDOOR AIR QUALITY 
 
An evaluation of indoor air quality, mold, or radon was not included as part of the contracted scope 
of services. The California Department of Health Services has conducted studies of radon risks 
throughout the state, sorted by zip code. Results of the studies indicate that 15 tests were 
conducted within the Property zip code, with none of the tests exceeding the current EPA action 
level of 4 picocuries per liter {pCi/L}1).  
 
In accordance with ASTM E2600-15 (Tier 1) (Standard Guide for Vapor Encroachment Screening 
on Property Involved in Real Estate Transactions); There are no potential petroleum hydrocarbon 
sources for vapor intrusion within 1/10 mile of the Property or volatile organic compound (VOCs) 
sources within 1/3 mile of the Property.  
 

4.0 INTERVIEWS 
 
Clifton Taylor completed the Client based environmental site assessment questionnaire 
pertaining to applicable past and present uses and physical characteristics of the Property and 
surrounding properties. In the questionnaire, Mr. Taylor did not identify potential environmentally 
related issues with the Property. The questionnaire is presented in its entirety in Appendix G.  
 

5.0 EVALUATION 
 
5.1 OPINIONS AND DATA GAPS 
 
It is our opinion that the findings of this study are based on a sufficient level of information obtained 
during our contracted scope of services to render a conclusion as to whether additional 
appropriate investigation is required to identify the presence or likely presence of a REC. We note 
the following data gaps: 
 

 We did not receive a response from the City of Roseville City Clerk at the time of report 
publication.  
 

 We did not receive a Key Site Manager questionnaire at the time of report publication. 
 
The data gaps identified during this process, if any, do not affect the conclusions as to the 
presence or lack of presence of RECs at the Property.  
 
5.2 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The study included a review of local, state and federal environmental record sources, standard 
historical sources, aerial photographs, fire insurance maps and physical setting sources; a 
reconnaissance of the Property to review site use and current conditions to check for the storage, 
use, production or disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials; and interview with 
persons knowledgeable about current and past site use.  
 

                                                
 
1 California Department of Public Health – Radon Program– 

(https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DRSEM/CDPH%20Document%20Library/EMB/Radon/Radon%
20Test%20Results.pdf).  

http://www.ehow.com/info_7803014_summary-astm-e260010.html##
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DRSEM/CDPH%20Document%20Library/EMB/Radon/Radon%20Test%20Results.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEH/DRSEM/CDPH%20Document%20Library/EMB/Radon/Radon%20Test%20Results.pdf


Taylor Builders LLC Fiddyment Ranch - Phase 3 
16880.000.000  Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

 

  
 Page | 13 December 12, 2019 
   

The site reconnaissance and records review did not find documentation or physical evidence of 
soil, soil gas, or groundwater impairments associated with the use of the Property. A review of 
regulatory databases maintained by county, state, and federal agencies found no documentation 
of hazardous materials violations or discharge on the Property. A review of regulatory agency 
records and available databases did not identify contaminated facilities within the appropriate 
ASTM search distances that would be expected to impact the Property.  
 
Based on the findings of this assessment, no RECs, no historical RECs, and no controlled RECs 
were identified for the Property.  
 
ENGEO has performed a phase I environmental site assessment in general conformance with 
the scope and limitations of ASTM E1527-13 and the standards and practices of the All 
Appropriate Inquiry – Final Rule (40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 312). This assessment has 
revealed no evidence of Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the Property.   
 
ENGEO recommends no further environmental studies at this time.  
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