DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT-PLANNING DIVISION
I_E 311 Vernon St, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5276
I A

ADDENDUM TO SOUTH PLACER JUSTICE CENTER MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION (ADOPTED ON DECEMBER 11, 2003)

Project Title/File Number: NIPA PCL 55 - Justice Center Medium Security/ Vocational Training
and Mental Health Facilities Major Project Permit Stage 1 Modification
and Major Project Permit Stage 2, File # PL22-0243

Project Location: The project is located at 11751 Go For Broke Road, on the east side of
Go For Broke Road, within the South Placer Justice Center Campus.
The site is approximately 1,200 feet east of Industrial Avenue in the
North Industrial Plan Area of the City of Roseville.

Project Description: The proposed project consists of two (2) new buildings to the existing
South Placer Justice Center (SPJC) for special in-custody populations.
The Medium Security/ Vocational Training facility is approximately
32,879 square feet, and will include sleeping areas, offices, day rooms,
staff areas, restrooms, and recreation facilities to cater to a medium
security-level population. A total of 120 beds are proposed in this
facility. In addition, this building will devote approximately 20-percent of
the space to vocational training and education. The Medium
Security/Vocational Training facility has an exterior sidewalk that
connects it to the existing minimum security housing. The proposed
Mental Health facility is approximately 11,563 square feet in size, and
will be located to the rear of the main jail. The main jail and Mental
Health facility will be connected by an internal corridor. A total of 45
beds are proposed for the Mental Health facility.

Project Applicant: Ken Topper, Morton Pitalo
Property Owner: Placer County
Lead Agency Contact: Shelby Maples, Associate Planner, City of Roseville

An Addendum to a previously certified and adopted negative declaration or environmental impact report may be
prepared for a project if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions calling
for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred (California Environmental Quality
Act Guidelines [CEQA] Section 15164). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, the below analysis
has been prepared in order to demonstrate that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 of the CEQA
Guidelines calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred and that only minor technical changes or
additions are necessary in order to deem the adopted mitigated negative declaration adequate to describe the
impacts of the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 also states that an addendum need not be
circulated for public review, but can be included in or attached to the adopted mitigated negative declaration for
consideration by the hearing body. This Addendum focuses only on those aspects of the project or its impacts
which require additional discussion.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The project is located at 11751 Go For Broke Road, on the east side of Go For Broke Road, within the South
Placer Justice Center Campus. The site is approximately 1,200 feet east of Industrial Avenue in the North
Industrial Plan Area of the City of Roseville.

Background
Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property
Site General Industrial General Industrial (IND) South Placer Justice Center, vacant
(M2) Industrial (6-acre property in County)

Placer County . Industrial Complex

North (Industrial Park) Placer County (Industrial)

South M2 IND Hertz Equipment Rental

East HWY 65 HWY 65 HWY 65

West Placer.COunty Placer County (Industrial Park) Placer County (Industrial Park)
(Industrial Park)

Environmental Setting

The South Placer Justice Center is located at 10800 Industrial Avenue, which is north of Blue Oaks Boulevard
and South of Sunset Boulevard, in the North Industrial Plan area of the City of Roseville. The property is situated
at the northern extent of the City limits at the northern end of Industrial Boulevard. The north branch of the
Pleasant Grove Creek defines the southern edge of the property. Industrial Boulevard and the Union Pacific
Railroad border the site to the west, Highway 65 to the east, and an industrial park in Placer County to the north.
The site had been previously graded in association with a previously approved project called Commerce Center
65, and the majority of the South Placer Justice Center has since been developed consistent with its approved
plans. Aside from Pleasant Grove Creek, all wetlands on the property were permitted and filled in association
with the Commerce Center 65 project. There are no native oak trees or other significant natural features in the
area proposed for development.

The 19 acres of wetlands (Pleasant Grove Creek) have been preserved and were deeded to the City for perpetual
maintenance following the completion of a five-year monitoring period. The Operations and Management Plan
and deed restrictions for the preserve were approved by the Army Corps of Engineers in 2000.

Proposed Project

The proposed project consists of two (2) new buildings to the existing South Placer Justice Center (SPJC) for
special in-custody populations. The Medium Security/ Vocational Training facility is approximately 32,879 square
feet, and will include sleeping areas, offices, day rooms, staff areas, restrooms, and recreation facilities to cater
to a medium security-level population. A total of 120 beds are proposed in this facility. In addition, this building
will devote approximately 20-percent of the space to vocational training and education. The Medium
Security/Vocational Training facility has an exterior sidewalk that connects it to the existing minimum security
housing. The proposed Mental Health facility is approximately 11,563 square feet in size, and will be located to
the rear of the main jail. The main jail and Mental Health facility will be connected by an internal corridor. A total
of 45 beds are proposed for the Mental Health facility.
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The project also will reconfigure and increase two existing parking areas to the south of the minimum security
housing and proposed Medium Security/Vocational Training Building. The public parking area for visitors will be
increased from ten parking spaces to 23 spaces to accommodate the proposed facility. The staff parking area
will be reconfigured and increased from 118 parking spaces to 123 parking spaces.

Figure 1: Project Site

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM

This addendum has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the above-
described project. The document relies on previous environmental document and site-specific studies prepared
to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project, as well as updated technical studies
prepared by qualified consultants. This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA), (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental
consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority before acting on those projects.
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Where, as here, an EIR addressing an earlier version of the project has been previously prepared and certified,
the lead agency considers the adequacy of that prior EIR in light of the current modified version of the project
and changed circumstances since the time of the preparation of the prior EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815162-15163, if the lead agency determines, based on substantial evidence, that any aspect of the project,
either individually or cumulatively, will require major revisions to the previous EIR due either to a new significant
effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect on the environment, the
lead agency is required to prepare a Subsequent EIR or an EIR Supplement to analyze the project at hand.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815164, if the agency finds no basis for requiring the preparation of either a
Subsequent EIR or an EIR Supplement, an Addendum shall be prepared.

As described above, the project site is within the existing South Placer Justice Center, which assumed an
industrial-scale use and was evaluated in the prior South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration.
The 2003 Mitigated Negative Declaration was considered by the City of Roseville’'s Planning Commission and
City Council as part of the approval actions for the South Placer Justice Center project. The General Plan EIR
and South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration are available for review during normal weekday
business hours at the City of Roseville Development Services Department, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it was determined in the 1992 General Plan
EIR that the 2010 General Plan had the potential to have a significant adverse impact on the environment, and
the Final EIR (SCH #92072064) was prepared. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State of California
Office of Planning and Research. The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was certified by the City Council
on November 18, 1992.

The 1992 General Plan EIR and the prior Mitigated Negative Declarations prepared for the subject property are
referenced and utilized in the evaluation of this Project, which covers part of the project site analyzed in the 1992
General Plan EIR and the South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration (2003). Project-level
analysis was completed in the 2003 Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes to the portion of the plan area
contemplated by the current Project relate to areas for which project-level review was conducted. The scope of
the review in this Addendum is limited to 11751 Go For Broke Rd., where the proposed project is located.

The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations when it certified the 1992 General Plan EIR.
The 1992 EIR identified the following impacts associated with development of the project area as significant and
unavoidable:

Flood hazard

Construction air emissions (ozone)

Railroad noise

Conversion of open space outside of Infill area

Jobs/housing imbalance

Loss of annual grasslands

Loss of riparian woodlands

Loss of intermittent drainage and other seasonal wetland habitat
Risk of hazardous materials-related emergencies

Growth inducement

Vehicular air emissions (ozone)

Vehicle noise

Noise from fixed sources

Affordable housing

Increased traffic/degraded LOS at five key intersections (under 2010 Market/Specific Plan only)
Loss of oak trees and oak woodlands

Loss of vernal pools
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o Habitat fragmentation and loss of wildlife habitat
¢ Cumulative impacts affecting issues such as air quality, land use, traffic, biological, public services,
utilities, and water.

The 1992 EIR provides a summary of the findings leading to the conclusions of significance for each of the
categories listed above. The bulk of these listed categories are not relevant to the subject project due in large
part to the fact that the project is consistent with previously approved projects and proposed changes are
substantially consistent with what was originally anticipated. In accordance with Guidelines Section 15183, a
discussion of each of those impacts found to be significant in the prior EIR and the relative impact of the subject
project in each of those categories is provided below.

The mitigation measures contained within the 1992 EIR have been undertaken and the South Placer Justice
Center development is consistent with the mitigation measures identified in the 1992 EIR.

Additionally, a previous Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the Coroner’s facility,
as part of Project File # PL19-0042. This project was approved by the Planning Commission on May 9, 2019,
and included an Addendum to describe minor technical changes to the Mitigated Negative Declaration
associated with the project.

In addition to the 1992 EIR, this second Addendum primarily references the prior Mitigated Negative Declaration
adopted for the project site, as well as the 2019 Addendum. The original Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
site analyzed many of the same impacts discussed below; however, the current project represents a change in
use of the site that differs from the previous approvals, and requires additional analysis. The analyses below rely
on the EIR, Mitigated Negative Declaration, and Addendum analysis, with minor supplements or technical
updates where appropriate.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e. changed
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in a changed
environmental result. A “no” answer does not necessarily mean there are no potential impacts relative to the
environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was
analyzed and addressed in prior environmental documents.

EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES

Where Impact was Analyzed
This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the prior environmental documents where information
and analysis may be found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic.

Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes
represented by the current project will result in new significant impacts that have not already been considered
and mitigated by the prior environmental review documents and related approvals, or will result in a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified impact.

Any new Circumstances Involving New Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been
changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the project is undertaken) which have
occurred subsequent to the certification or adoption of prior environmental documents, which would result in the
current project having new significant environmental impacts that were not considered in the prior environmental
documents or that substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact.
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Any new Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable
diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified or adopted is available requiring an
update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the environmental conclusions and
mitigation measures remain valid. Either “yes” or “no” will be answered to indicate whether there is new
information showing that: (A) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior
environmental documents; (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the prior environmental documents; (C) that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not
to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or (D) that mitigation
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the prior environmental
documents would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. If “no,” then no additional environmental
documentation (supplemental or subsequent EIR) is required.

Mitigation Measures Implemented or Addressing Impacts

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the prior environmental
documents provide mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. In some cases, the
mitigation measures have already been implemented. A “yes” response will be provided in any instance where
mitigation was included, regardless of whether the mitigation has been completed at this time. If “none” is
indicated, this environmental analysis concludes a significant impact does not occur with this project, no
mitigation was previously included, and no mitigation is needed.

DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS

Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental category in order to clarify
the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how the project
relates to the issue and the status of any mitigation that may be required or has already been implemented.

Mitigation Measures
Applicable mitigation measures from the prior environmental review that apply to the project are listed under
each environmental category.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Since the publication of the 1992 EIR and SPJC MND, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has updated
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (Environmental Checklist Form). These updates address legislative changes to
CEQA, clarify language, and update language consistent with case law. None of the changes to the checklist
require new analysis related to impacts which were not known or which could not have been known at the time
the original EIR and MND were prepared. The majority of the checklist changes clarify language, reorganize
existing language, or eliminate analysis requirements. For analysis requirements which have been eliminated,
this is in response to case law affirming that analysis must focus on impacts caused by the project, not impacts
to the project. An example of each of these types of changes is included below:
e Cultural Resources (a): Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource
as-defired-n pursuant to Section 15064.5?
The replacement of “as defined in” with “pursuant to” is a phrasing change which has no impact on
required analysis.

e Cultural Resources (c) has been moved to Geology and Soils (f).
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Moving the topical section of this analysis requirement (which is related to paleontological resources)
from Cultural Resources to Geology and Soils has no impact on required analysis.

e Noise (b): Expesure-of persons-to-or-Generation of excessive ground borne vibration of ground borne

noise levels?
The above changes redirect the analysis from considering overall exposure of persons to ground borne
vibration, and focus the analysis on any ground borne vibration generated by a project. This same
change is reflected in all other checklist questions related to noise. Therefore, the EIR included more
analysis than is currently required, because they included analysis related to exposing neighboring areas
to noise, but also analyzed the effect of noise on the proposed uses; the latter analysis is no longer
required.

The updated CEQA Guidelines Appendix G also includes three new sections (Tribal Cultural Resources, Energy,
and Wildfire) and includes new and modified requirements as part of the Transportation/Traffic section. Although
the Tribal Cultural Resources section is new, the analysis of this impact area was included in the SPJC MND as
part of the Cultural Resources section. The new Energy section was formerly included in CEQA Guidelines
Appendix F, but has been moved into the Appendix G, so while it is new to the checklist it is not new to the CEQA
Guidelines. In regards to Wildfire, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is the
state agency responsible for wildland fire protection and management. As part of that task, CAL FIRE maintains
maps designating Wildland Fire Hazard Severity zones. The City is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone, and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area; fire suppression is entirely within local
responsibility. Therefore, the Wildfire section does not apply because the project site is not within a Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area.

The changes to the Transportation/Traffic section—which is now called simply Transportation—refocuses the
analysis on vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The General Plan Update (GPU) EIR! used the Roseville travel
forecasting model to estimate VMT for the City. The VMT data was then normalized to residents as a “per capita”
rate. As described in the GPU EIR, and consistent with the VMT reductions in OPR’s Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, the City has adopted a VMT significance threshold of 12.8
VMT/capita. This threshold represents a 15 percent reduction to baseline per capita VMT. The GPU EIR
concluded that buildout of the remaining undeveloped areas of the City, consistent with existing land use
designations and existing development agreements, would exceed the City’s adopted threshold resulting in a
Significant Impact in both the constrained and unconstrained buildout scenarios; and that mitigation requiring
land use changes was not feasible because of existing development agreements in place for the undeveloped
areas of the City.

As stated in the GPU EIR and pursuant to the tiering provisions of CEQA, projects that are consistent with the
General Plan do not require further VMT analysis. Quantitative analyses are not required if it can be
demonstrated that a project would generate VMT which is equivalent to or less than what was assumed in the
GPU EIR. The proposed project is consistent with the Industrial land use designation, and the current request
is consistent with the previously evaluated SPJC complex uses; therefore, the project does not require further
VMT analysis.

Based on the foregoing, none of the modifications to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G require new analysis related
to impacts which were not known or which could not have been known at the time the 1992 GP EIR or 2003
SPJC MND were prepared. Therefore, an Addendum is the appropriate environmental document to describe
the impacts of the proposed project.



CHECKLIST

Aesthetics

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

OHNETS ITT2EtE! CEMEES (Meie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed in New Significant s Information A
- Significant o Mitigation Measures
Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially o Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic SPJC MND, Pg.
vista? 17 No No No No
Substantially damage scenic resources,
including but not limited to, trees, rock | SPJC MND, Pg.
i o oy - No No No No

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 17
state scenic highway?
In non-urbanized area, substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public
views are those that are experienced from a | SPJC MND, Pg.

. . . . No No No No
publicly accessible vantage point.) If the project 17
is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect day or nighttime SPJC I\f7ND Pg. No No No No

views in the area?

Discussion:

Aesthetics and visual resources are subjective by nature, and therefore the extent of visual impacts associated with adoption and implementation
of development evaluated at a program level is difficult to quantify. The SPJC MND analysis was conducted qualitatively, assessing the potential
implications of full buildout of the Planning Area.

a-b. There is no change from the prior project. The project site does not abut and is not visible from any scenic vista or scenic highway.
c. There is no substantial change from the prior project. The project has been evaluated against the City's Community Design Guidelines for
Industrial Development, with the purpose of minimizing the aesthetic impacts of new development projects. The proposed building will be consistent

with the institutional nature of the surrounding buildings. The project has been design and will be conditioned to comply with the Community Design
Guidelines. Impacts are less than significant.

d. There is no change from the prior project. The project is required to comply with City standards regarding site lighting.
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Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources were considered less than significant in the prior SPJC MND. The current project is substantially
consistent with respect to visual and aesthetic resources and impacts remain less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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Agricultural & Forestry Resources

0 PeEEEe Cir?Sr%sNtaer\:\ées
OHNETS (TTSetE! CEMEES (Meie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information e
> e Significant - Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially o Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the SPJC MND
. o No No No None
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of Pg. 6
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b) COI’]ﬂIC.t ywth existing zoning for agricultural use, No No No None
or a Williamson Act contract?
¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section No No No None
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
No No No None
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to No No No None
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?
Discussion:
a-e. There is no change from the prior project.
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According to the California Department of Conservation, 11751 Go For Broke Rd. is classified as “Urban or Built Up Land”. Therefore, there is no
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

The Planning Area is not zoned for agricultural uses and no parcels are under Williamson Act contracts (Placer County 2020). Therefore, the

Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract and no impact would occur. This evaluation
remains adequate and is applicable to this Project.

The Planning Area does not contain any forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)), and therefore
there are no impacts related to forest land. This evaluation remains adequate and is applicable to this Project.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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M. Air Quality
Do ez CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
UiETe mPast || CliEneEs Ineie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information e
> T Significant - Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
: . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially o Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SPJC MND
: ) ) No No No No
applicable air quality plan? Pg. 9
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria for which the project region is non- SPJC MND
, . No No No No
attainment under an applicable federal or state Pg. 9
ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant | SPJC MND No No No No
concentrations? Pg. 9
d) Resultin other emissions (such as those leading
. . SPJC MND
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number Pq. 9 No No No No
of people? 9:
Discussion:

The SPJC MND determined that the project alone does not have the potential to substantially degrade air quality. However, the incremental impacts
associated with the Project, considered cumulatively with the incremental impacts of other projects, will degrade air quality. The SPJC MND
references the General Plan EIR, which found that the significant adverse air quality impacts cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level
even with the mitigation measures in place. Therefore, the General Plan EIR adopted findings of Overriding Consideration for the unmitigated
cumulative impacts to air quality.

The SPJC evaluates the short term impacts to air quality which can be expected due to construction activities. These impacts are primarily
associated with grading activities and the increased potential for dust and wind-driven erosion of soils. Particulate matter resulting from construction
dust will be reduced to a less than significant impact by implementing standard dust control measures on the job site as part of an erosion control
plan. Vehicle exhaust, produced during project construction, could temporarily contribute to the deterioration of ambient air quality. These impacts
are considered to be less than significant. The grading permit and the on-site inspections by City staff will ensure appropriate dust control measures,
such as watering, are done to reduce short-term air quality impacts to less than significant levels. The project changes associated with this
Addendum remain consistent with the evaluation in the SPJC MND.
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The proposed Medium Security/Vocational Training Facility and Mental Health Facility uses are consistent with the City’'s General Industrial land
use designation, and the uses in the previously evaluated SPJC complex. Table 2-2 of the PCAPCD’s screening methodology guidance indicates
that general industrial projects smaller than 894,262 square feet, provided that there are no special circumstances that might result in higher
emissions, will not generate NOx emissions that exceed the operational phase threshold of 55 Ibs/day. The proposed Medium Security/Vocational
Training Building is approximately 32,879 square feet, the Mental Health Facility is 11,563 square feet, and the entire South Placer Justice Center
complex is approximately 674,615 square feet in total. The overall area of the complex, 674,615 square feet, is consistent with the total evaluated
in the previous Addendum (Coroner’s Facility project, File # PL19-0042)This is smaller than the PCAPCD’s provided size threshold. No special
design features or unique circumstances related to the project’s location have been identified for the current request for the prior projects. Air
quality impacts were previously evaluated in the SPJC MND, and impacts were determined to be less than significant. No changes in impact are
anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

e. No objectionable odors will be generated by the proposed facilities, which are primarily residential in function. Impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None
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(\VA Biological Resources
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
HiliEe Impgct Was Inyolyg e Invcl)lwln.g NIELY Informg tion Prior Environmental Documents’
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring Mitigation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New A
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communlty |dent|f!ed in local or regllonallplans, SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
policies or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as atree | SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
preservation policy or ordinance?
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f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

SPJC MND Pg. 14

No

No

No

No

Discussion:

The SPJC MND includes a discussion to evaluate whether or not the Project would result in impacts to biological resources. According to the

SPJC MND, there are no known endangered, threatened, or rare species on the site.

a-b,d. There is no change from the prior project. There are no known endangered, threatened, or rare species on the site.

c. There is no change from the prior project. The site previously supported wetlands habitat; however, as authorized by, and pursuant to State
and Federal permits, the landowner filled the wetland habitat during grading activities for the Commerce Center 65 project. There are no
remaining wetlands in the area proposed for development. The lost wetlands were mitigated both on-site in the wetlands preserve area, and

through purchase of off-site mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank.

e,f) No change from the prior project. No conflicts with local policies, ordinances, or conservation plans have been identified.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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V. Cultural Resources
Do ez Cir?Sr%sNtaer\:\ées
OHNETS (TTSetE! CEMEES (Meie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information e
> T Significant - Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially o Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the SPJC MND
significance of an historic resource pursuant to in Pa. 16 No No No No
Section 15064.5? g
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the SPJC MND
significance of an archaeological resource Pa. 16 No No No No
pursuant to Section 15064.5? 9
¢) Disturb any human remains, including those SPJC MND No No No No
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion:

Mitigation Measures: None for this project.

The SPJC MND states that the project site was previously graded, and no cultural resources are known to exist on the project site. The proposed

project is located within the boundaries of the SPJC complex, on an area that has been previously disturbed and graded. There are no existing
structures located within the area of the new proposed buildings.
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VI.

Energy
0 PeEEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
UEETE Ui Clenyes Inveliie Involving New YN Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant oving Information e
> Significant - Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially o Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful,_lnefﬂuent, or ) No No No No
unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or Ipcal plan for i No No No No
renewable energy or energy inefficiency?

Discussion: As outlined in the “Other Considerations” section of this Addendum, the Energy section was formerly included in the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix F, but has since been moved to Appendix G. While it is new to the checklist, it is not new to the CEQA Guidelines. There was no direct
evaluation of the Energy checklist section in the prior MND as it was not a requirement at the time the document was prepared. However, the
Utilities section of the SPJC MND does evaluate the provision of energy to the project site through Roseville Electric for electricity and PG&E for
gas. While the project overall will increase demand for electrical services, the project was determined to be consistent with the approved land use
(Industrial), which was anticipated for development with the General Plan EIR.

The proposed project will allow for the development of approximately 674,515 square feet of the SPJC “justice” complex. The project would
consume energy both during project construction and during project operation. During construction, fossil fuels, electricity, and natural gas would
be used by construction vehicles and equipment. However, the energy consumed during construction would be temporary, and would not represent
a significant demand on available resources. There are no unusual project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment
or methods that would be less energy-efficient or which would be wasteful.

The completed project would consume energy related to building operation, exterior lighting, landscape irrigation and maintenance, and vehicle
trips to and from the use. In accordance with California Energy Code Title 24, the Project would be required to meet the Building Energy Efficiency
Standards. This includes standards for water and space heating and cooling equipment; insulation for doors, pipes, walls, and ceilings; and
appliances, to name a few. The project would also be eligible for rebates and other financial incentives from both the electric and gas providers
for the purchase of energy-efficient appliances and systems, which would further reduce the operational energy demand of the project. The project
was distributed to both PG&E and Roseville Electric for comments, and was found to conform to the standards of both providers; energy supplies
are available to serve the project.
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Changes introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 General Plan EIR or
the 2003 SPJC MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than impacts previously
disclosed. In addition, there Is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant effects
not previously discussed, or that any previously examined effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in the
previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Previously applied mitigation is adequate to address potential impacts of the project.

Mitigation Measures: None
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VII. Geology and Soils
Do Proposed C_Any i
Changes |r<iumsltgnc
Wvggirﬁallm zp:cftin Involve New €s rlll\(/;vvmg Any New Information Prior Environmental
Prioyr Significant Significant Requiring New Documents’ Mitigation
Environmental Impacts or Img acts or Analysis or Measures Implemented or
Documents Substantially Subgtantiall Verification? Addressing Impacts.
’ More Severe y
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death SPJC ;\ASND Pg. No No No No
involving:
i) Ruptures of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 7-8
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.)
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? SPJC '7\/|ng Pg. No No No No
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
liquefaction? 7-8
iv) Landslides? SPJC ;V_'g'D Pg. No No No No
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? SPJC '7\/|ng Pg. No No No No
c) Be located in a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral 7-8
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating SPJC ;ASND Pg. No No No No
substantial risks to life or property?
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems | SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 7-8
wastewater?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
resource or site or unique geological feature? 7-8

Discussion: a-e. There is no change from the prior project. The proposal is not a geologic-related project, and does not result in or expose people
to potential geologic impacts. Additionally, the Roseville General Plan finds such impacts to be less than significant since new buildings and
structures are required to comply with all applicable building codes. Construction plans will be reviewed by the Building Department of Placer
County before building permits are issued, and the City of Roseville Engineering Division will review and approve all grading plans to ensure that
all grading and structures would withstand shrink-swell potentials and earthquake activity in this area.

Grading activities will result in the disruption, displacement, compaction and over-covering of soils. These activities include minor grading for the
building foundation, trenching for utilities, the installation of asphalt pavements for parking, concrete-work for walkways and patio areas, and the
construction of the buildings. All grading activities will require a grading permit from the Engineering Division. Grading and erosion control
measures, including drainage, dust control and erosion control, will be incorporated into the grading plans as required by the City’s Improvement
Standards. Based on the information above, the impacts associated with grading and geology are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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VIIl.  Greenhouse Gases

Any New

Do Proposed Circumstances

UUTEE IMEEE) | (G EngEe Invelie Involving New YN Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant oving Information e

; - Significant . Mitigation Measures

in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .

: . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or

Substantially o Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?

More Severe

?
Impacts? Impacts?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant N/A No No No No
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the N/A No No No No
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Discussion: While the 1992 EIR did not evaluate impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the potential environmental impact of
GHG emissions was known or could have been known at the time of the certification of the 1988 EIR. Thus, based on a body of case law, the
1988 EIR’s lack of GHG analysis did not preclude adoption of an addendum. The prior SPJC MND did not discuss potential impacts of greenhouse
gases.

CEQA case law holds that agencies cannot and need not require supplemental environmental review in connection with proposed project changes
solely because the earlier environmental documents for the projects at issue had not dealt with global warming/climate change as a CEQA topic
(Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 515, Concerned Dublin
Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, and Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788.)
Those cases hold that, going back as far as the 1970s, climate change was a matter of public discussion and could have been raised as a CEQA
issue by persons exercising reasonable diligence.

Changes introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 EIR and the 2003 SPJC
MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than significant impacts previously disclosed. In
addition, there is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant effects not previously
discussed or that any previously examined significant effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in the previous
EIR or MND.

Mitigation Measures: None




ADDENDUM
December 21, 2022

NIPA PCL 55 — Justice Center Medium Security/Vocational Training and Mental Health Facilities
11751 Go For Broke Rd.; File #PL22-0243

Page 23 of 45

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
HiliEe Impgct Was Inyolyg NELY Invcl)lwln.g NIELY Informg tion Prior Environmental Documents’
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring Mitigation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New 9 Addressing Im F;cts
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or 9 mp :
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, | SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment though reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely ha}za}rdous matenals,. SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, Wlthln two miles of a quhc a|rpor.t or SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
emergency evacuation plan?
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g) Expose people or structures either directly or
indirectly to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

SPJC MND Pg. 15

No

No

No

No

Discussion: The California Health and Safety Code, and local City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage, and transportation of hazardous
and toxic materials. The California Health and Safety Codes also require a Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses
that handle specified quantities of toxic and/or hazardous materials. Also, businesses or entities that handle toxic or hazardous materials are
required to complete a Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP). Furthermore, all businesses or entities must file a site-specific
business plan with the City Fire Department before a new building is occupied. All plans would specify what to do in the event of an accident,
and which transportation routes would be used. This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services. As a result,
the project would cause a less than significant impact to the City’s Emergency Response or Management Plans. Potential impacts associated
with hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None
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X. Hydrology and Water Quality
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Anv New
Where Impact Was Involve New Involving New y e Prior Environmental Documents’
) . L S Information S
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiri Mitigation Measures
; equiring New .
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
. ; Analysis or
Documents. Substantially Substantially Verification? Impacts.
More Severe More Severe ’
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
d|scharg¢ requirements or otherwise SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:
i) result in s.ubstantlal erosion or siltation on SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
or off-site;
i) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
result in flooding on- or off-site;
iii) create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater systems or provide SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or
iv) impede or redirect flood flows? SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
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d) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
groundwater management plan?

e) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,

including flooding as a result of the failure of a SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
levee or dam?
f) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiches zones, risk SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No

release of pollutants due to project inundation?

Discussion: a, c-f. There is no change from the prior project. Development of the site will not result in any substantial water-related impacts.
Construction of the proposed project and development of the site with impervious surfaces will have a minor effect on the absorption rate of water
onsite. However, the project includes a drainage system designed in accordance with City Improvement Standards that will adequately handle
onsite drainage associated with the development of the property. Minor amounts of wind and/or water erosion may be associated with construction
of the project.

b. There is no change from the prior project. No groundwater withdrawal is proposed, and the proposed project will not have an impact on
groundwater recharge that is greater than what was anticipated by the prior project.

g-h. There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not within a designated 100-year flood boundary or within the designated 100-
year floodplain. No impact.

i. There is no change from the prior project. The closest dam to the project site is the Folsom Dam, over eight miles to the southeast, and the
project is not located in a watershed.

j- There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not located in an area at risk for seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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XI. Land Use and Planning
0 PeEEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information e
> Significant - Documents’ Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New | d
Environmental Substantially Impacts.or Analysis or QLR Imp SR
Substantially o Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Physically divide an established community? SP]]DC '\gND No No No No
g.
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or SPJC MND
. No No No No

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose Pg. 6
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Discussion: a,b. There is no change from the prior project. City staff has determined that the project is consistent with the City’s General
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Community Design Guidelines. No conflicts with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

environmental effect have been identified.

Mitigation Measures: None
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XIl. Mineral Resources
Do Proposed Any New
Where Impact Changes Clrcumstances Any New _ _
. Involve New Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed in L S Information e
i Significant Significant . Documents’ Mitigation
Prior Requiring New | d
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or i s Measures Implemented or
Documents Substantially Substantially Verification? Addressing Impacts.
’ More Severe More Severe :
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the SPJC '\1/|4ND Pg. No No No No
region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 14
or other land use plan?

Mitigation Measures: None.

Discussion: There is no change from the prior project. The City of Roseville does not overlie any known deposits of economically valuable
mineral resources (Loyd 1995), and the City does not have a Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) permit. No mining activities are
currently underway nor does the City anticipate that any mining activities will take place in the future. The proposed project is consistent with
the level of development anticipated for the site by the General Plan, and the project will not have an impact to mineral resources beyond what
was assumed within the previous environmental analysis. Impacts to mineral resources are less than significant.
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XIll.  Noise
0 PeEEEe Cir?Sr%sNtaer\:\ées
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information YN it
> T Significant - Documents’ Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New | d
Environmental Substantially Impacts.or Analysis or QLR Imp SR
Substantially o Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards SPJC MND
. ) ; No No No No
established in the local general plan or noise Pg. 15
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration SPJC MND
; No No No No
of ground borne noise levels? Pg. 15
¢) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
. L0 : ; SPJC MND
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, Pa. 15 No No No No
would the project expose people residing or 9
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
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Discussion: a-d. There is no change from the prior project. Construction activities could expose nearby tenants/landowners to increased
noise levels. These impacts would be temporary and are considered less than significant since noise resulting from construction activities are
regulated by the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 9.24 Noise Regulation, during nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., Monday through
Friday, and 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays.

For operational noise, it is noted that the project site is located in an industrial area of the city. According to the General Plan, the General
Industrial land use is intended to provide areas for industrial uses that tend to generate noise, vibration, odor, dust, smoke, light, and an
aesthetic appearance not compatible with residential and other sensitive receptors.

While the project is expected to generate some noise, the proposed Medium Security/ Vocational Training Facility and Mental Health Facility
will not have the potential to generate excessive noise levels that could result in impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. The noise-generating
aspects of the project may include vehicle noise, or mechanical equipment such as rooftop air conditioning units. The nearest sensitive
receptors to the SPJC are the residents in the Highland Reserve neighborhood, which is approximately 1.1 miles to the south. The distance
between the SPJC and the residential land uses will be sufficient to ensure that the uses on the site do not generate noise levels that exceed
the criteria of the City’s General Plan. Therefore, operational noise impacts are considered less than significant.

e-f. There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area nor is it located within two
miles of an airport or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact will occur.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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XIV. Population and Housing

0 PeEEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant S Information e
> T Significant - Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New | d
Environmental Substantially Impacts.or Analysis or QLR Imp SR
Substantially o Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
. A SPJC MND
proposing new homes and businesses) or No No No No
e ; Pg. 7
indirectly (for example, though extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people
) o . SPJC MND
or housing, necessitating the construction of Pa. 7 No No No No
replacement housing elsewhere? 9:

Mitigation Measures: None

Discussion: According to the SPJC MND, the project does not include a residential component; however, the project does house inmates in
the correctional facility, which for population purposes are considered new residents. The City services demanded by the additional residents
include water, sewer, and electricity. Utility demands are analyzed in the Utilities section of the SPJC MND. The majority of the residents are
incarcerated 24 hours a day, and will not contribute to traffic.

SPJC MND anticipates that the project may indirectly contribute to housing demand and population growth during and after construction;
however, these impacts were anticipated by the General Plan EIR and are less than significant. The current project will add two new buildings,
with 120 beds available in the Medium Security/ Vocational Training Facility, and 45 beds in the Mental Health Facility. These beds will serve
the incarcerated individuals. The project is consistent with the anticipated impacts identified in the General Plan.




ADDENDUM

December 21, 2022

NIPA PCL 55 — Justice Center Medium Security/Vocational Training and Mental Health Facilities
11751 Go For Broke Rd.; File #PL22-0243

Page 32 of 45

XV. Public Services

Any New
0 PeEEEe Circumstances
Where Impact Changes Involve | . Any New . .
- nvolving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Sianif Information e
; i ignificant . Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantiall Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I g EEEe! er
D y Substantially aysIS Addressing Impacts.
ocuments. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts? |
mpacts?
Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the SPJC MND
construction of which could cause significant Pg. 16
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any the public services:
a) Fire protection? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
b) Police protection? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
c¢) Schools? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
d) Parks? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
e) Other public facilities? SF’FJ’C 'l/'GND No No No Yes
g.
Discussion: a-c. There is no change from the prior project. The subject property is in an area of the City that currently receives City services.
The General Plan anticipated industrial development for the site and planned for services accordingly. The project is not residential and is not
anticipated to have an impact on school services. The increased demand of police and fire services (with respect the previously evaluated
annexation of six additional acres into the City) was evaluated with the prior project and found to be less that significant.
d,e. There is no change from the prior project. The project will require connections to the City’s water and sewer system, electric system,
roadway circulation system, and storm drain system. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in services
beyond that assumed for the previous industrial project. However, all private development projects are required to mitigate the incremental
impacts that the project will have on city utilities, roadways, as well as regional facilities such as roads and sewer systems. Development
impact fees are collected at the time building permits are issued for individual buildings. In this particular case, The County of Placer is the
owner of the project site. As a quasi-state entity, the County may exempt itself from payment of local fees and building permit processes.
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Development impact fees are used to mitigate development-related impacts on a Citywide basis, such as roadway and utility infrastructure
improvements. Without payment of development impact fees on a project-specific basis, funding for capital improvement projects necessary
to mitigate impacts are reduced, which results in a potentially significant impact.

In order to reduce this impact to a less than significant level, the following mitigation measure was adopted with the prior project:

Mitigation Measure #5: The property owner shall pay all applicable development impact fees in effect at the time of building and/or
grading permit issuance for each phase of development.

As this measure is to apply with each phase of development, impact fees are also applicable to the current project.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure #5, impacts to public services are considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure #5: The property owner shall pay all applicable development impact fees in effect at the
time of building and/or grading permit issuance for each phase of development.
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XVI. Recreation
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Documents. More Severe Verification?
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: o : SPJC MND
recreational facilities such that physical No No No No
S " Pg. 18
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of SPJC MND No No No No
recreational facilities which might have an Pg. 18
adverse physical effect on the environment?

more severe impacts.

Mitigation Measures: None

Discussion: The proposed project is an institutional use which includes a correctional facility. The SPJC MND determines that the overall
project will not generate demand for recreational opportunities within the City, and will not impact any existing or planned recreational facilities
in Roseville. The current project evaluated by this Addendum is substantially consistent with the prior project, and does not create any new or
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XVII.  Transportation
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Discussion:

identified by the traffic study.

a,b. There is no change from the prior project. A traffic study was prepared to evaluate potential impacts to traffic and circulation

as a result of the development of the overall SPJC project, and evaluated the project’s potential impact on several roadway segments and
intersections. The traffic study, prepared by DKS Associates in October 2003, was included as Attachment 5 to the SPJC MND. The prior
SPJC MND includes a more in-depth analysis of the potential impacts. Two mitigation measures were adopted to address potential impacts

Two intersections, Sierra Gardens Dr./Douglas Bl. And Foothills Bl./ Blue Oaks Bl., were found to be impacted in the existing plus project
condition. Therefore, Mitigation Measure #1 (below) was adopted to include additional turn lanes at those locations, reducing the impact to

less than significant levels. Additionally, modeling showed that by reducing the Office A building, which is part of the SPJC but not associated
with the current request, by 10,000 square feet, potential impacts could be further reduced. This can be seen in Mitigation Measure #2 below.
The area of the overall center was also limited to 676,149 square feet by that Mitigation Measure #2. The proposed project keeps the overall

area of the SPJC below the approved level, and therefore impacts remain less than significant.

The prior MND also included an analysis to determine what level of impact the SPJC would have on public transit services within the City.
This analysis focused on the City’s Dial-a-Ride program, as well as the potential need to provide fixed-route bus service out to the SPJC. A
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cost analysis was conducted for both programs. Mitigation Measures #3 and #4 were included with the project to ensure that adequate
provision would be made to pay for these transit programs. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was adopted by the City Council as a
result of the mitigation measures. The MOU is current and still in place. No additional impact is anticipated due to the changes proposed by
the current project, and Mitigation Measures #3 and #4 have been implemented by the MOU.

The following four mitigation measures were adopted to reduce potential project impacts to less than significant levels:

Mitigation Measure #1: The City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program shall be modified to include a westbound right-turn lane
at the Sierra Gardens Dr./Douglas Bl. Intersection and a 3ra southbound through and 3ra northbound left turn lanes or 4twwestbound
through lane at the Foothills Bl./Blue Oaks BI. Intersection.

Mitigation Measure #2:0ffice A shall be reduced in size to 163,677 square feet. The project as a whole shall be limited to 676,149
square feet.

Mitigation Measure #3: The County shall enter into an agreement with the City to provide reimbursement for capital and on-going
operational costs associated with providing transit services to the Justice Center facility. Capital cost reimbursement shall be in the
amount of $12,600 for Dial-a-Ride service, and $50,000 for fixed route service upon an identified need for fixed-route service.
Reimbursement for operational cost shall reflect the City’s actual cost for providing the service and shall be determined by the
following formulas:

Fixed Route: ([No. of Service Days (N) x Hours of Service Per Day on Route (H) x Hourly Operating Cost (C) ] = Annual Cost of bus
replacement (B) x Percent of fixed route miles need to service project (Y%RM)

Dial-a-Ride: Actual cost per trip (currently $17.50), not to exceed $9,000 annually

Mitigation Measure #4: Reimbursement shall continue for the life of the project or until the City and County mutually agree that it is
no longer necessary. Dial-a-Ride reimbursement will be maintained until fixed-route service is initiated. Reimbursement for fixed-
route service shall begin in the fiscal year following a PCTPA finding than an unmet need exists and is reasonable to meet, or the
City determines that fixed route service is needed to alleviate demands on the Dial-a-Ride service.

c. The project as proposed has no impact on air traffic patterns, and does not present substantial safety risks.

d. The project design does not introduce hazards such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. The site layout has been reviewed by the
City Engineering Division. No incompatible uses are located adjacent to the project site. Impacts are less than significant.

e. The City Fire Department and Engineering Division have reviewed the proposed project, and have determined that adequate emergency
access is available on the project. Impacts are less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures: All four mitigation measures related to traffic and circulation impacts (Mitigation Measures #1-4) have already been

implemented as part of the SPJC project. The proposed project does not change the overall allowable square-footage of the SPJC, per
Mitigation Measure #2. None of these mitigation measures, therefore, apply to the current project.
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XVIII.

Tribal Cultural Resources
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subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1 the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.
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Discussion: In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment. Tribal cultural resources are
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred place,
or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or Historical
Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the
prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached, but cultural resources were addressed in that document.

Changes introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 General Plan EIR
or the 2003 SPJC MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than impacts previously
disclosed. In addition, there Is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant
effects not previously discussed, or that any previously examined effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in
the previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Previously applied mitigation is adequate to address potential impacts of the project.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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XIX.  Utilities and Service Systems
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Discussion:

The SPJC MND notes that the 2010 General Plan anticipated the provision of services to the SPJC complex, and the proposed development
is consistent with the level of use anticipated by the General Plan. The MND notes that electric, water, and sewer services are provided by the
City of Roseville, natural gas services are provided by PG&E, telephone services are provided by Roseville Telephone Company, and cable
services (if needed) are provided by Comcast. Additionally, the project has been distributed for review to the various service providers within
the City of Roseville, as well as to external providers. All departments have indicated that there are adequate facilities to provide service to the
project site.

The SPJC MND states that all of the noted utilities are available to the site via Industrial Blvd. The project will be required to provide
connections to these utilities as necessary to meet current City standards and the standards of other service providers. The SPJC MND
determines that the project will not create a substantial need for or alteration of any utility services. The current project evaluated by this
Addendum is substantially consistent with the prior project, and no new or more severe impacts have been identified.

Mitigation Measures: None
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XX. Wildfire
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Discussion: he Wildfire section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental document to which this
Addendum is attached. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is the state agency responsible for wildland fire
protection and management. As part of that task, CAL FIRE maintains maps designating Wildland Fire Hazard Severity zones. The City is
not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area; fire suppression is entirely within local
responsibility. Checklist questions a—d above do not apply, because the project site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and
is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area. Therefore, there would be no impact to this criteria.

Mitigation Measures: None
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XXI.  Mandatory Findings of Significance
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Discussion: The SPJC MND determined that the project was consistent with the long term cumulative impacts contemplated by the 2010
General Plan EIR. According to the MND, the project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, reduce the habitat
of the any wildlife species, nor create adverse effects on human beings beyond what was previously anticipated. The proposed project does
not introduce any new or substantially more severe impacts that would change this determination. The current project is consistent with previous
findings.




ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

In reviewing the site specific information provided for this project and acting as Lead Agency, the City of
Roseville, Development Services Department, Planning Division has analyzed the potential environmental
impacts created by this project and determined that the findings of CEQA Section 15162 concerning the decision
not to prepare a subsequent EIR or negative declaration and the findings of CEQA Section 15164 concerning
the decision to prepare an Addendum can be made. As supported by substantial evidence within the Addendum
to the South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration, adopted December 11, 2003, the Lead
Agency makes the following findings:

[ X] No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require major revisions of the
previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration.

[ X] No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken.

[ X1 There is no new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of due diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or
the Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted.

[ X] Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary in order to deem the adopted environmental
document adequate.

Addendum Prepared by:

Shelby Maples, Associate Planner
City of Roseville, Development Services—Planning Division

Attachments:

1. 2019 Addendum to the SPJC Mitigated Negative Declaration
2. SPJC Mitigated Negative Declaration, Adopted December 11, 2003
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CITYOF \")f DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT-PLANNING DIVISION
ROS I I_E 311 Vernon St, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5276
CALIFORNIA

ADDENDUM TO SOUTH PLACER JUSTICE CENTER MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION (ADOPTED ON DECEMBER 11, 2003)

Project Title/File Number: NIPA PCL 55 — Placer County Coroner’s Office/ PL19-0042

Project Location: The project is located at 10951 Veterans Drive, on the north
side of Veterans Drive, approximately 1,200 feet east of
Industrial Avenue in the North Industrial Plan Area.

Project Description: The project includes a Major Project Permit Stage 1
Modification and Major Project Permit Stage 2 to allow
construction of a one-story, 19,492 square foot steel and
concrete structure, with parking for eight visitors. Additionally,
there will be a secure parking area with 34 spaces for staff and
official vehicles to the north of the building. The secure yard
will be screened with an eight-foot-tall, split face concrete
masonry wall with an ornamental iron swinging vehicular gate.

Project Applicant: Mike Smith, Nacht & Lewis
Property Owner: Placer County
Lead Agency Contact: Shelby Vockel, Associate Planner, City of Roseville

An Addendum to a previously certified and adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration or environmental impact
report may be prepared for a project if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the
conditions calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration have occurred (California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines [CEQA] Section 15164). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164,
the below analysis has been prepared in order to demonstrate that none of the conditions described in Section
15162 of the CEQA Guidelines calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred and that only minor
technical changes or additions are necessary in order to deem the adopted Negative Declaration adequate to
describe the impacts of the proposed project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 also states that an addendum
need not be circulated for public review, but can be included in or attached to the adopted negative declaration
for consideration by the hearing body. This Addendum focuses only on those aspects of the project or its impacts
which require additional discussion.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The proposed project is located at 10951 Veterans Drive, within the existing South Placer Justice Center.

Background
Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property
Site General Industrial General Industrial (IND) South Placer Justice Center, vacant
(M2) Industrial (6-acre property in County)

Placer County : Industrial Complex

North (Industrial Park) Placer County (Industrial)

South M2 IND Hertz Equipment Rental

East HWY 65 HWY 65 HWY 65

West Placer.C0unty Placer County (Industrial Park) Placer County (Industrial Park)
(Industrial Park)

Environmental Setting

The South Placer Justice Center is located at 10800 Industrial Avenue, which is north of Blue Oaks Boulevard
and South of Sunset Boulevard, in the North Industrial Plan area of the City of Roseville. The property is situated
at the northern extent of the City limits at the northern end of Industrial Boulevard. The north branch of the
Pleasant Grove Creek defines the southern edge of the property. Industrial Boulevard and the Union Pacific
Railroad border the site to the west, Highway 65 to the east, and an industrial park in Placer County to the north.
The site had been previously graded in association with a previously approved project called Commerce Center
65, and the majority of the South Placer Justice Center has since been developed consistent with its approved
plans. Aside from Pleasant Grove Creek, all wetlands on the property were permitted and filled in association
with the Commerce Center 65 project. There are no native oak trees or other significant natural features in the
area proposed for development.

The 19 acres of wetlands (Pleasant Grove Creek) have been preserved and were deeded to the City for perpetual
maintenance following the completion of a five-year monitoring period. The Operations and Management Plan
and deed restrictions for the preserve were approved by the Army Corps of Engineers in 2000.

Proposed Project

The applicant proposes the construction of a 19,492 —square-foot coroner’s facility as part of South Placer Justice
Center complex. Parking for eight visitors is proposed in front of the building, and a 34-space secure parking
areas is proposed along the north side of the building. The secure parking area will also provide access to a
drive-through vehicular bay and mass casualty receiving dock. The secure parking area will be screened with
an 8-foot-tall split face, concrete masonry wall with ornamental iron swinging vehicular gates, facing Veterans
drive and Go For Broke Road.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM

This addendum has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the above-
described project. The document relies on previous environmental document and site-specific studies prepared
to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project, as well as updated technical studies
prepared by qualified consultants. This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental
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Quiality Act (CEQA), (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental
consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority before acting on those projects.

Where, as here, an EIR addressing an earlier version of the project has been previously prepared and certified,
the lead agency considers the adequacy of that prior EIR in light of the current modified version of the project
and changed circumstances since the time of the preparation of the prior EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
815162-15163, if the lead agency determines, based on substantial evidence, that any aspect of the project,
either individually or cumulatively, will require major revisions to the previous EIR due either to a new significant
effect or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect on the environment, the
lead agency is required to prepare a Subsequent EIR or an EIR Supplement to analyze the project at hand.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815164, if the agency finds no basis for requiring the preparation of either a
Subsequent EIR or an EIR Supplement, an Addendum shall be prepared.

As described above, the project site is within the existing South Placer Justice Center, which assumed an
industrial-scale use and was evaluated in the prior South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration.
The 2003 Mitigated Negative Declaration was considered by the City of Roseville's Planning Commission and
City Council as part of the approval actions for the South Placer Justice Center project. The General Plan EIR
and South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration are available for review during normal weekday
business hours at the City of Roseville Development Services Department, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA.

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it was determined in the 1992 General Plan
EIR that the 2010 General Plan had the potential to have a significant adverse impact on the environment, and
the Final EIR (SCH #92072064) was prepared. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State of California
Office of Planning and Research. The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was certified by the City Council
on November 18, 1992.

The 1992 General Plan EIR and the prior Mitigated Negative Declarations prepared for the subject property are
referenced and utilized in the evaluation of this Project, which covers part of the project site analyzed in the 1992
General Plan EIR and the South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration (2003). Project-level
analysis was completed in the 2003 Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes to the portion of the plan area
contemplated by the current Project relate to areas for which project-level review was conducted. The scope of
the review in this Addendum is limited to 19051 Veterans Drive, where the proposed project is located.

The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations when it certified the 1992 General Plan EIR.
The 1992 EIR identified the following impacts associated with development of the project area as significant and
unavoidable:

e Flood hazard e Vehicle noise

e Construction air emissions (ozone) ¢ Noise from fixed sources

¢ Railroad noise o Affordable housing

e Conversion of open space outside of Infill e Increased traffic/degraded LOS at five key
area intersections (under 2010 Market/Specific

e Jobs/housing imbalance Plan only)

¢ Loss of annual grasslands e Loss of oak trees and oak woodlands

e Loss of riparian woodlands e Loss of vernal pools

e Loss of intermittent drainage and other e Habitat fragmentation and loss of wildlife
seasonal wetland habitat habitat

e Risk of hazardous materials-related e Cumulative impacts affecting issues such as
emergencies air quality, land use, traffic, biological, public

o Growth inducement services, utilities, and water.

Vehicular air emissions (ozone)



The 1992 EIR provides a summary of the findings leading to the conclusions of significance for each of the
categories listed above. The bulk of these listed categories are not relevant to the subject project due in large
part to the fact that the project is consistent with previously approved projects and proposed changes are
substantially consistent with what was originally anticipated. In accordance with Guidelines Section 15183, a
discussion of each of those impacts found to be significant in the prior EIR and the relative impact of the subject
project in each of those categories is provided below.

The mitigation measures contained within the 1992 EIR have been undertaken and the South Placer Justice
Center development is consistent with the mitigation measures identified in the 1992 EIR.

In addition to the 1992 EIR, this Addendum primarily references the prior Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted
for the project site. The original Mitigated Negative Declaration for the site analyzed many of the same impacts
discussed below; however, the current project represents a change in use of the site that differs from the previous
approvals, and requires additional analysis. The analyses below rely on the EIR and Mitigated Negative
Declaration analysis, with minor supplements or technical updates where appropriate.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e. changed
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in a changed
environmental result. A “no” answer does not necessarily mean there are no potential impacts relative to the
environmental category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was
analyzed and addressed in prior environmental documents.

EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES

Where Impact was Analyzed
This column provides a cross-reference to the pages of the prior environmental documents where information
and analysis may be found relative to the environmental issue listed under each topic.

Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the changes
represented by the current project will result in new significant impacts that have not already been considered
and mitigated by the prior environmental review documents and related approvals, or will result in a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified impact.

Any new Circumstances Involving New Impacts?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been
changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the project is undertaken) which have
occurred subsequent to the certification or adoption of prior environmental documents, which would result in the
current project having new significant environmental impacts that were not considered in the prior environmental
documents or that substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact.

Any new Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A-D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable
diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified or adopted is available requiring an
update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the environmental conclusions and
mitigation measures remain valid. Either “yes” or “no” will be answered to indicate whether there is new
information showing that: (A) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior
environmental documents; (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the prior environmental documents; (C) that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not
to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or (D) that mitigation
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the prior environmental
documents would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
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proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. If “no,” then no additional environmental
documentation (supplemental or subsequent EIR) is required.

Mitigation Measures Implemented or Addressing Impacts

Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether the prior environmental
documents provide mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. In some cases, the
mitigation measures have already been implemented. A “yes” response will be provided in any instance where
mitigation was included, regardless of whether the mitigation has been completed at this time. If “none” is
indicated, this environmental analysis concludes a significant impact does not occur with this project, no
mitigation was previously included, and no mitigation is needed.

DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS

Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental category in order to clarify
the answers. The discussion provides information about the particular environmental issue, how the project
relates to the issue and the status of any mitigation that may be required or has already been implemented.

Mitigation Measures
Applicable mitigation measures from the prior environmental review that apply to the project are listed under
each environmental category.

Conclusions
A discussion of the conclusion relating to the analysis contained in each section.



CHECKLIST

l. Aesthetics

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

views in the area?

OINETS ITT2EtE! CEMEES (MEie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed in New Significant s Information A
- Significant o Mitigation Measures
Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially 0 Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic SPJC MND, Pg.

vista? 17 No No No No
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, SPJC MND, Pg. No No No No

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 17

state scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual

character or quality of the site and SPJC I\f;\ID Pg. No No No No

surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime SPJC '\]/_l;\ID Pg. No No No No

Discussion:

Mitigation Measures: None.

a-b. There is no change from the prior project. The project site does not abut and is not visible from any scenic vista or scenic highway.

c. There is no substantial change from the prior project. The project has been evaluated against the City's Community Design Guidelines for
Industrial Development, with the purpose of minimizing the aesthetic impacts of new development projects. The proposed building will be consistent
with the institutional nature of the surrounding buildings. The project has been design and will be conditioned to comply with the Community Design
Guidelines. Impacts are less than significant.

d. There is no change from the prior project. The project is required to comply with City standards regarding site lighting.

Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources were considered less than significant in the prior SPJC MND. The current project is substantially
consistent with respect to visual and aesthetic resources and impacts are anticipated to remain less than significant.
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Agricultural & Forestry Resources

0 PeoEEe Cir?Sr%sNtaer\:\ées
OIS (TToetE! CEMEES IMeie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information L
- . Significant RoF Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially 0 Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on thg maps prepareq pursuant to the No No No No
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b) Confllc_t yv|th existing zoning for agricultural use, No No No No
or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section No No No No
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
No No No No
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to No No No No
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?
Discussion: a-e. There is no change from the prior project. The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural resources.
Mitigation Measures: None.
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Air Quality

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

UiETE TmPatt || CliEneEs Ineie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information L
; . Significant RoF Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
: . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially 0 Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the SPJC MND
: . ) No No No No
applicable air quality plan? Pg. 9
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
) o . . . SPJC MND
substantially to an existing or projected air quality Pq. 9 No No No No
violation? 9:
¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state SPJC MND
. . . . ; : No No No No
ambient air quality standard (including releasing Pg. 9
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant | SPJC MND No No No No
concentrations? Pg. 9
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial SPJC MND
No No No No
number of people? Pg. 9

Discussion: a-d. The proposed coroner’s facility is consistent with the City’s General Industrial land use designation, and the uses in the previously
evaluated SPJC complex. Table 2-2 of the PCAPCD’s screening methodology guidance indicates that general industrial projects smaller than
894,262 square feet, provided that there are no special circumstances that might result in higher emissions, will not generate NOx emissions that
exceed the operational phase threshold of 55 Ibs/day. The proposed coroner’s facility is 19,492 square feet, and the entire South Placer Justice
Center complex is approximately 674,615 square feet in total. This is smaller than the PCAPCD’s provided size threshold. No special design
features or unique circumstances related to the project’s location have been identified for the current request for the prior projects. Air quality
impacts were previously evaluated in the SPJC MND, and impacts were determined to be less than significant.
anticipated as a result of the proposed project.

No changes in impact are
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e. Any objectionable odors that may be generated by the use of the coroner’s facility will be contained within the facility. Specialized autopsy
facilities are planned for the processing of remains in advanced stages of decomposition. It is not anticipated that odors will impact a substantial
number of people. Impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.

AV Biological Resources
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
Where Imp_act Was In\(olv_e_ New Invc_)lw_n_g New Inform_a_tlon Bt (B vl e TEe
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring Mitioation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New 9 Addressing Im F;cts
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or 9 mp :
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
communlty |dent|f!ed in local or regllonallplans, SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
policies or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
Qf t.he Clean Water Act (including, but not SPJC MND Pg. 14 No No No No
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
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d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

SPJC MND Pg. 14

No

No

No

No

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

SPJC MND Pg. 14

No

No

No

No

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

SPJC MND Pg. 14

No

No

No

No

Discussion:

a-b,d. There is no change from the prior project. There are no known endangered, threatened, or rare species on the site.

c. There is no change from the prior project. The site previously supported wetlands habitat; however, as authorized by, and pursuant to State
and Federal permits, the landowner filled the wetland habitat during grading activities for the Commerce Center 65 project. There are no
remaining wetlands in the area proposed for development. The lost wetlands were mitigated both on-site in the wetlands preserve area, and
through purchase of off-site mitigation credits through an approved mitigation bank.

e,f) No change from the prior project. No conflicts with local policies, ordinances, or conservation plans have been identified.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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V. Cultural, Archeological, or Paleontological Resources
Do s CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
OIS (TToetE! CEMEES IMeie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information L
- . Significant RoF Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
. . Impacts or > Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially : Analysis or
Substantially 0 Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
S Lo . . SPJC MND
significance of an historic resource as defined in Pa. 16 No No No No
Section 15064.5? g
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
S ) SPJC MND
significance of an archaeological resource Pa. 16 No No No No
pursuant to Section 15064.5? 9
c) Directly or |nd|rectly destroy a unique SPJC MND
paleontological resource or site or unique No No No No
) Pg. 16
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those SPJC MND No No No No
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? Pg. 16

on the project site.

Mitigation Measures: None.

Discussion: a-d. There is no change from the prior project. The project site was previously graded and no cultural resources are known to exist
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VI. Geology and Soils
Do Proposed C_Any i
Changes |r<iumsltgnc
szg'irﬁallm zp:;tin Involve New €s RI\:NVIHQ Any New Information Prior Environmental
Prio): Significant Significant Requiring New Documents’ Mitigation
Environmental Impacts or Img acts or Analysis or Measures Implemented or
Documents Substantially Subgtantially Verification? Addressing Impacts.
M?rLe ift\gre More Severe
P ) Impacts?
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or SPJC ;\ASND Pg. No No No No
death involving:
i) Ruptures of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 7-8
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.)
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? SPJC ;V”;D Pg. No No No No
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
liquefaction? 7-8
iv) Landslides? SPJC ;V_”;D Pg. No No No No
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? SPJC '7\/|ng Pg. No No No No
c) Be located in a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, SPJC MND Pg. No No No No
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral 7-8
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating SPJC ;ASND Pg. No No No No
substantial risks to life or property?
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems | SPJC MND Pg.
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 7-8
wastewater?

No No No No

Discussion: a-e. There is no change from the prior project. The proposal is not a geologic-related project, and does not result in or expose people
to potential geologic impacts. Additionally, the Roseville General Plan finds such impacts to be less than significant since new buildings and
structures are required to comply with all applicable building codes. Construction plans will be reviewed by the Building Department of Placer
County before building permits are issued, and the City of Roseville Engineering Division will review and approve all grading plans to ensure that
all grading and structures would withstand shrink-swell potentials and earthquake activity in this area.

Grading activities will result in the disruption, displacement, compaction and over-covering of soils. These activities include minor grading for the
building foundation, trenching for utilities, the installation of asphalt pavements for parking, concrete-work for walkways and patio areas, and the
construction of the buildings. All grading activities will require a grading permit from the Engineering Division. Grading and erosion control
measures, including drainage, dust control and erosion control, will be incorporated into the grading plans as required by the City’s Improvement
Standards. Based on the information above, the impacts associated with grading and geology are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.

VIl.  Greenhouse Gases
1D eIl CircALrI]r)rggtlgr\:\i:es
UiETE TmPatt || CliEneEs Ineie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information L
; . Significant RoF Mitigation Measures
In Prior Impacts or Impacts or Requiring New Implemented or Addressin
Environmental Substantially p : Analysis or P 9
Substantially R Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant N/A No No No No
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the N/A No No No No
emissions of greenhouse gases?
Discussion: While the 1992 EIR did not evaluate impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the potential environmental impact of
GHG emissions was known or could have been known at the time of the certification of the 1988 EIR. Thus, based on a body of case law, the
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1988 EIR’s lack of GHG analysis did not preclude adoption of an addendum. The prior SPJC MND did not discuss potential impacts of greenhouse
gases.

CEQA case law holds that agencies cannot and need not require supplemental environmental review in connection with proposed project changes
solely because the earlier environmental documents for the projects at issue had not dealt with global warming/climate change as a CEQA topic
(Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4th 515, Concerned Dublin
Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, and Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788.)
Those cases hold that, going back as far as the 1970s, climate change was a matter of public discussion and could have been raised as a CEQA
issue by persons exercising reasonable diligence.

Changes introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 EIR and the 2003 SPJC
MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than significant impacts previously disclosed. In
addition, there is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant effects not previously

discussed or that any previously examined significant effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in the previous
EIR or MND.

Mitigation Measures: None

VIIl.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
Where Imp_act Was In\(olv_e_ New Invc_)lw_n_g New Inform_a_tlon Bt (B vl e TEe
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring Mitioation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New 9 Addressing Im gcts
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or 9 mp :
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, | SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment though reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the SPJC MND Pg. 15 No No No No
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
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c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within on-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing in the project area?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

)}

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

SPJC MND Pg.

15

No

No

No

No

Discussion: The California Health and Safety Code, and local City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage, and transportation of hazardous
and toxic materials. The California Health and Safety Codes also require a Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses
that handle specified quantities of toxic and/or hazardous materials. Also, businesses or entities that handle toxic or hazardous materials are
required to complete a Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP). Furthermore, all businesses or entities must file a site-specific
business plan with the City Fire Department before a new building is occupied. All plans would specify what to do in the event of an accident,
and which transportation routes would be used. This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services. As a result,
the project would cause a less than significant impact to the City’s Emergency Response or Management Plans. Potential impacts associated
with hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures: None.

IX. Hydrology and Water Quality
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New _ _
Where Impact Was Involve New Involving New : Prior Environmental Documents’
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Info.rr.nanon Mitigation Measures
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or RTINS Implemented or Addressing
. : Analysis or
Documents. Substantially Substantially Verification? Impacts.
More Severe More Severe :
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Vlolate any water quality standards or waste SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, ina | SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on or off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
aIteratlor] of t_he course of a stream or river, or SPJC MND Pg. 8 No No No No
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on or off-site?
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e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
water?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures, which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

SPJC MND Pg.

No

No

No

No

Discussion: a, c-f. There is no change from the prior project. Development of the site will not result in any substantial water-related impacts.
Construction of the proposed project and development of the site with impervious surfaces will have a minor effect on the absorption rate of water
onsite. However, the project includes a drainage system designed in accordance with City Improvement Standards that will adequately handle
onsite drainage associated with the development of the property. Minor amounts of wind and/or water erosion may be associated with construction
of the project.

b. There is no change from the prior project. No groundwater withdrawal is proposed, and the proposed project will not have an impact on
groundwater recharge that is greater than what was anticipated by the prior project.

g-h. There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not within a designated 100-year flood boundary or within the designated 100-
year floodplain. No impact.

project is not located in a watershed.

j- There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not located in an area at risk for seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

There is no change from the prior project. The closest dam to the project site is the Folsom Dam, over eight miles to the southeast, and the
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Mitigation Measures: None.
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X. Land Use and Planning
0 PeoEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information R
] : Significant Af Documents’ Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I E EEEe er
Substantially 0 Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Physically divide an established community? SP]]:C '\gND No No No No
g.
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the SPJC MND
o No No No No
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, Pg. 6
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation SPJC MND
. ) No No No No
plan or natural community conservation plan? Pg. 6

environmental effect have been identified.

project site. Therefore, no impact will occur.

Mitigation Measures: None.

Discussion: a,b. There is no change from the prior project. City staff has determined that the project is consistent with the City’s General
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Community Design Guidelines. No conflicts with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

c. There is no change from the prior project. There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans covering the
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XI.

Mineral Resources

Do Proposed

Any New

Where Impact Changes Clrcumstances Any New _ _
. Involve New Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed in L s Information R
. Significant Significant Af Documents’ Mitigation
Prior Requiring New | d
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or Analysis or Measures Implemented or
Documents Substantially Substantially Verification? Addressing Impacts.
’ More Severe More Severe :
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the SPJC '\1/|4ND Pg. No No No No
region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site PSJC MND Pg.
X . No No No No
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 14

or other land use plan?

Discussion: There is no change from the prior project. The proposed project is consistent with the level of development anticipated for the
site by the General Plan, and the project will not have an impact to mineral resources beyond what was assumed within the previous

environmental analysis. Impacts to mineral resources are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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XII. Noise
0 PeoEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information R i e
] : Significant Af Documents’ Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I g CEEe er
Substantially 0 Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Exposer of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the SPJC MND
: . No No No No
local general plan or noise ordinance, or Pg. 15
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of SPJC MND
excessive ground borne vibration of ground Pa. 15 No No No No
borne noise levels? 9
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient SPJC MND
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels No No No No
S . . Pg. 15
existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
. . i . L SPJC MND
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above No No No No
o : : Pg. 15
levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use SPJC MND
. ) o No No No No
airport, would the project expose people residing Pg. 15
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing SPJC MND
U . . . No No No No
or working in the project area to excessive noise Pg. 15
levels?
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Mitigation Measures: None.

Discussion: a-d. There is no change from the prior project. Construction activities could expose nearby tenants/landowners to increased
noise levels. These impacts would be temporary and are considered less than significant since noise resulting from construction activities are
regulated by the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 9.24 Noise Regulation, during nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., Monday through
Friday, and 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays.

For operational noise, it is noted that the project site is located in an industrial area of the city. According to the General Plan, the General
Industrial land use is intended to provide areas for industrial uses that tend to generate noise, vibration, odor, dust, smoke, light, and an
aesthetic appearance not compatible with residential and other sensitive receptors.

While the project is expected to generate some noise, the proposed coroner’s facility will not have the potential to generate excessive noise
levels that could result in impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. The noise-generating aspects of the project may include vehicle noise, or
mechanical equipment such as rooftop air conditioning units. The nearest sensitive receptors to the SPJC are the residents in the Highland
Reserve neighborhood, which is approximately 1.1 miles to the south. The distance between the SPJC and the residential land uses will be
sufficient to ensure that the uses on the site do not generate noise levels that exceed the criteria of the City’s General Plan. Therefore,
operational noise impacts are considered less than significant.

e-f. There is no change from the prior project. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area nor is it located within two
miles of an airport or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact will occur.

XIll.  Population and Housing

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

example, though extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

BT ! Clemyes Invelie Involving New YN Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant oving Information e
> Significant - Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New | d
Environmental Substantially Impacts.or Analysis or QLR Imp SR
Substantially 0 Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
) 7 SPJC MND
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for Pg. 7 No No No No
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b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement SP‘IJDC I\QND No No No No
housing elsewhere? 9:

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, SPJC MND
necessitating the construction of replacement Pg. 7 No No No No

housing elsewhere?

Discussion: a-c. There is no change from the prior project. The project does not include a residential component; though the previous project

evaluated the detention facility that houses a maximum of 980 inmates. Impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.

XIV. Public Services

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

BT ! Clemyes Invelie Involving New YN Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant oViIng Information L
] : Significant Af Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I E EEEe er
Substantially 0 Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the SPJC MND
construction of which could cause significant Pg. 16
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any the public services:
a) Fire protection? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
b) Police protection? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
c¢) Schools? SPJC MND No No No Yes

Pg. 16
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d) Parks? SPJC MND No No No Yes
Pg. 16
e) Other public facilities? SPF‘)]gC 'lAGND No No No Yes

Discussion: a-c. There is no change from the prior project. The subject property is in an area of the City that currently receives City services.
The General Plan anticipated industrial development for the site and planned for services accordingly. The project is not residential and is not
anticipated to have an impact on school services. The increased demand of police and fire services (with respect the previously evaluated
annexation of six additional acres into the City) was evaluated with the prior project and found to be less that significant.

D,e. There is no change from the prior project. The project will require connections to the City’s water and sewer system, electric system,
roadway circulation system, and storm drain system. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in services
beyond that assumed for the previous industrial project. However, all private development projects are required to mitigate the incremental
impacts that the project will have on city utilities, roadways, as well as regional facilities such as roads and sewer systems. Development impact
fees are collected at the time building permits are issued for individual buildings. In this particular case, The County of Placer is the owner of
the project site. As a quasi-state entity, the County may exempt itself from payment of local fees and building permit processes. Development
impact fees are used to mitigate development-related impacts on a Citywide basis, such as roadway and utility infrastructure improvements.
Without payment of development impact fees on a project-specific basis, funding for capital improvement projects necessary to mitigate impacts
are reduced, which results in a potentially significant impact.

In order to reduce this impact to a less than significant level, the following mitigation measure was adopted with the prior project:

Mitigation Measure #5: The property owner shall pay all applicable development impact fees in effect at the time of building and/or
grading permit issuance for each phase of development.

As this measure is to apply with each phase of development, impact fees are also applicable to the current project.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure #5, impacts to public services are considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure #5: The property owner shall pay all applicable development impact fees in effect at the
time of building and/or grading permit issuance for each phase of development.
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XV. Recreation

0 PeoEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information P
] : Significant Af Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New | d
Environmental Substantially Impacts.or Analysis or QLR Imp SR
Substantially 0 Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
: L . SPJC MND
recreational facilities such that physical Py, 18 No No No No
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 9
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of SPJC MND
. - . ' No No No No
recreational facilities which might have an Pg. 18
adverse physical effect on the environment?

significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.

Discussion: There is no change from the prior project. The proposal will not generate additional demand for recreation opportunities within
the City and will not impact existing or planned recreational facilities in Roseville. Therefore, impacts to recreation facilities are less than
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XVI.  Transportation/Traffic
0 PeoEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant s Information P
] : Significant Af Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I E EEEe er
Substantially R Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including SPJC MND
mass transit and non-motorized travel and No No No Yes
: . Pg. 10-13
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand SPJC MND No No No Yes
measures, or other standards established by the Pg. 10-13
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including SPJC MND
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in Pg. 10-13 No No No Yes
location that results in substantial safety risks? 9
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature(s) (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous SPJC MND No No No Yes
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm Pg. 10-13
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? SpPJCl(I)Wl\IgD No No No Yes
g. 1u-
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f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian SPJC MND
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance Pg. 10-13
or safety of such facilities?

No No No Yes

Discussion: a,b. There is no change from the prior project. A traffic study was prepared to evaluate potential impacts to traffic and circulation
as a result of the development of the overall SPJC project, and evaluated the project’s potential impact on several roadway segments and
intersections. The traffic study, prepared by DKS Associates in October 2003, was included as Attachment 5 to the SPJC MND. The prior
SPJC MND includes a more in-depth analysis of the potential impacts. Two mitigation measures were adopted to address potential impacts
identified by the traffic study.

Two intersections, Sierra Gardens Dr./Douglas Bl. And Foothills Bl./ Blue Oaks Bl., were found to be impacted in the existing plus project
condition. Therefore, Mitigation Measure #1 (below) was adopted to include additional turn lanes at those locations, reducing the impact to
less than significant levels. Additionally, modeling showed that by reducing the Office A building, which is part of the SPJC but not associated
with the current request, by 10,000 square feet, potential impacts could be further reduced. This can be seen in Mitigation Measure #2 below.
The area of the overall center was also limited to 676,149 square feet by that Mitigation Measure #2. The proposed project keeps the overall
area of the SPJC below the approved level, and therefore impacts remain less than significant.

The prior MND also included an analysis to determine what level of impact the SPJC would have on public transit services within the City.
This analysis focused on the City’s Dial-a-Ride program, as well as the potential need to provide fixed-route bus service out to the SPJC. A
cost analysis was conducted for both programs. Mitigation Measures #3 and #4 were included with the project to ensure that adequate
provision would be made to pay for these transit programs. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was adopted by the City Council as a
result of the mitigation measures. The MOU is current and still in place. No additional impact is anticipated due to the changes proposed by
the current project, and Mitigation Measures #3 and #4 have been implemented by the MOU.

The following four mitigation measures were adopted to reduce potential project impacts to less than significant levels:

Mitigation Measure #1: The City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program shall be modified to include a westbound right-turn lane
at the Sierra Gardens Dr./Douglas Bl. Intersection and a 3" southbound through and 3™ northbound left turn lanes or 4" westbound
through lane at the Foothills Bl./Blue Oaks Bl. Intersection.

Mitigation Measure #2:0ffice A shall be reduced in size to 163,677 square feet. The project as a whole shall be limited to 676,149
square feet.

Mitigation Measure #3: The County shall enter into an agreement with the City to provide reimbursement for capital and on-going
operational costs associated with providing transit services to the Justice Center facility. Capital cost reimbursement shall be in the
amount of $12,600 for Dial-a-Ride service, and $50,000 for fixed route service upon an identified need for fixed-route service.
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Reimbursement for operational cost shall reflect the City’s actual cost for providing the service and shall be determined by the
following formulas:

Fixe Route: ([No. of Service Days (N) x Hours of Service Per Day on Route (H) x Hourly Operating Cost (C) ] = Annual Cost of bus
replacement (B) x Percent of fixed route miles need to service project (%RM)

Dial-a-Ride: Actual cost per trip (currently $17.50), not to exceed $9,000 annually

Mitigation Measure #4: Reimbursement shall continue for the life of the project or until the City and County mutually agree that it is
no longer necessary. Dial-a-Ride reimbursement will be maintained until fixed-route service is initiated. Reimbursement for fixed-
route service shall begin in the fiscal year following a PCTPA finding than an unmet need exists and is reasonable to meet, or the
City determines that fixed route service is needed to alleviate demands on the Dial-a-Ride service.

c. The project as proposed has no impact on air traffic patterns, and does not present substantial safety risks.

d. The project design does not introduce hazards such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections. The site layout has been reviewed by the
City Engineering Division. No incompatible uses are located adjacent to the project site. Impacts are less than significant.

e. The City Fire Department and Engineering Division have reviewed the proposed project, and have determined that adequate emergency
access is available on the project. Impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: All four mitigation measures related to traffic and circulation impacts (Mitigation Measures #1-4) have already been
implemented as part of the SPJC project. The proposed project does not change the overall allowable square-footage of the SPJC, per
Mitigation Measure #2. None of these mitigation measures, therefore, apply to the current project.
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XVII.  Tribal Cultural Resources
0 PeoEEe CiréSr%sthr\:\::es
Where Impact Changes Involve . Any New . .
- Involving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Sianif Information L
- . ignificant fof Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I E EEEe er
Substantially R Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural
Resource as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
. ) . . N/A No
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Reg|ster of H|stqr|cal Resources, or ina chal N/A No No No No
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in N/A No No No No
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1 the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.
Discussion: a,b. In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment. Tribal cultural resources
are defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or
Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the
prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached, but cultural resources were addressed in that document.
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Changes introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 General Plan EIR or
the 2003 SPJC MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than impacts previously
disclosed. In addition, there is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant
effects not previously discussed or than any previously examine effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in
the previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Previously applied mitigation should be adequate to address potential impacts of the
project.

Mitigation Measures: None.

XVIII. Utilities and Service Systems

Any New

Do Pr .
O BB Circumstances

Where Impact Was Changgs '.“."O'Ve Involving New o Neyv Prior Environmental
; . New Significant s Information P
Analyzed in Prior Significant A Documents Mitigation
A Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental : Impacts or : Measures Implemented or
Substantially : Analysis or .
Documents. Substantially R Addressing Impacts.

More Severe Verification?

More Severe

2
Impacts? Impacts?

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality SPJC MND Pg. 17 No No No No
Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the SPJC MND Pg. 17 No No No No
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which | SPJC MND Pg. 17 No No No No
could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

SPJC MND Pg. 17 No No No No
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e) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition of the
provider’s existing commitments?

SPJC MND Pg. 17

No

No

No

No

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

SPJC MND Pg. 17

No

No

No

No

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

SPJC MND Pg. 17

No

No

No

No

Discussion: a-g. There is no change from the prior project. Electric, water, and sewer services will be provided by the City of Roseville.
Natural gas service will be provided by PG&E, telephone services by Roseville Telephone Company, and cable services (if needed) by
Comcast. The General Plan anticipated the need for services to the site, and the proposed use is consistent with the anticipated level of use
assumed by the General Plan. The City Utility Departments (Environmental Utilities, Electric) have confirmed that adequate capacity is
present to service the project, without impacting their ability to maintain existing levels of service. All of the noted utility services are available
to the site via Industrial Boulevard. The project will be required to provide connections to these utilities as necessary to meet current City
standards and the standards of the other service providers. The project will not create a substantial need for or alteration of any utility
services. Therefore, project related impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: None.
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XIX.  Mandatory Findings of Significance

Any New
0 PeoEEe Circumstances
Where Impact Changes Involve | : Any New . .
- nvolving New : Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Sianif Information L
- . ignificant fof Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts or Analysis or EESITES I g CEnEe er
D Substantially R Addressing Impacts.
ocuments. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a SPJC MND
. . . No No No No
plant or animal community, substantially reduce Pg. 14
the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, threatened or rare species, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project SPJC MND No No No No
are considerable when viewed in connection with Pg. 9,10, 18
the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.)
c) Does the project have environmental effects
) ; . SPJC MND
which will cause substantial adverse effects on Pg. 18 No No No No
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 9
Discussion: a. Checklist item a) above concerns impacts to biological and cultural resources. Impacts on these resource areas were evaluated
both by the 1992 General Plan EIR and the South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration. The analysis showed that SPJC project
would not result in any new significant impacts, nor will the current project result in a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant impacts. The proposed project includes a change from an approximately 40,000 square feet of archive and storage space to a 19,492
square-foot coroner’s facility, with the remainder (20,508 square feet) to remain as potential archive/storage space. Buildout under the proposed
project would be substantially consistent with the development assumptions in the previous CEQA documents; therefore, as discussed
throughout this Addendum, the Project would not substantially increase the severity of the identified significant cumulative impacts. Checklist
item c), above, is concerned with direct and indirect substantial adverse effects to human beings. The various environmental topic analyses in
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the 1992 General Plan EIR and SPJC MND include evaluation of impacts, both direct and indirect, on human beings. Overall, as supported by

the analyses in each environmental topic, the Project would not result in any new significant impacts, or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts.




ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

In reviewing the site specific information provided for this project and acting as Lead Agency, the City of
Roseville, Development Services Department, Planning Division has analyzed the potential environmental
impacts created by this project and determined that the findings of CEQA Section 15162 concerning the decision
not to prepare a subsequent EIR or negative declaration and the findings of CEQA Section 15164 concerning
the decision to prepare an Addendum can be made. As supported by substantial evidence within the Addendum
to the South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Lead Agency makes the following
findings:

[ X] No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require major revisions of the
previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration.

[ X] No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken.

[ X] There is no new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of due diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or
the Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted.

[ X1 Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary in order to deem the adopted environmental
document adequate.

Addendum Prepared by:

Shelby Vockel, Associate Planner
City of Roseville, Development Services—Planning Division

Attachments:

1. 2003 South Placer Justice Center Mitigated Negative Declaration
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	EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES
	Where Impact was Analyzed
	Do Proposed Changes Involve New Significant Impacts?
	Any new Circumstances Involving New Impacts?
	Any new Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?

	DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS
	Discussion
	Mitigation Measures

	Discussion:  
	Changes  introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 General Plan EIR or the 2003 SPJC MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than impacts previously disclosed. In addition, there Is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant effects not previously discussed, or that any previously examined effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in the previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Previously applied mitigation is adequate to address potential impacts of the project.
	Discussion:  The California Health and Safety Code, and local City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage, and transportation of hazardous and toxic materials. The California Health and Safety Codes also require a Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses that handle specified quantities of toxic and/or hazardous materials. Also, businesses or entities that handle toxic or hazardous materials are required to complete a Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP). Furthermore, all businesses or entities must file a site-specific business plan with the City Fire Department before a new building is occupied. All plans would specify what to do in the event of an accident, and which transportation routes would be used. This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services. As a result, the project would cause a less than significant impact to the City’s Emergency Response or Management Plans. Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.
	Discussion:  a,b. There is no change from the prior project. City staff has determined that the project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Community Design Guidelines. No conflicts with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect have been identified.
	Discussion:  There is no change from the prior project. The City of Roseville does not overlie any known deposits of economically valuable mineral resources (Loyd 1995), and the City does not have a Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) permit. No mining activities are currently underway nor does the City anticipate that any mining activities will take place in the future. The proposed project is consistent with the level of development anticipated for the site by the General Plan, and the project will not have an impact to mineral resources beyond what was assumed within the previous environmental analysis. Impacts to mineral resources are less than significant.
	Discussion:  a-d. There is no change from the prior project. Construction activities could expose nearby tenants/landowners to increased noise levels. These impacts would be temporary and are considered less than significant since noise resulting from construction activities are regulated by the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 9.24 Noise Regulation, during nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays.
	Discussion:  The proposed project is an institutional use which includes a correctional facility. The SPJC MND determines that the overall project will not generate demand for recreational opportunities within the City, and will not impact any existing or planned recreational facilities in Roseville. The current project evaluated by this Addendum is substantially consistent with the prior project, and does not create any new or more severe impacts.
	Discussion:  In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment.  Tribal cultural resources are defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial evidence, to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe.  This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached, but cultural resources were addressed in that document. 
	Changes  introduced by the Project and/or new circumstances relevant to the project would not, as compared to the 1992 General Plan EIR or the 2003 SPJC MND, result in a new significant impact or significant impacts that are substantially more severe than impacts previously disclosed. In addition, there Is no new information of substantial importance showing that the project would have one or more significant effects not previously discussed, or that any previously examined effects would be substantially more severe than significant effects shown in the previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Previously applied mitigation is adequate to address potential impacts of the project.
	Discussion:  
	Discussion:  he Wildfire section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached.  The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is the state agency responsible for wildland fire protection and management.  As part of that task, CAL FIRE maintains maps designating Wildland Fire Hazard Severity zones.  The City is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area; fire suppression is entirely within local responsibility.  Checklist questions a—d above do not apply, because the project site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area.  Therefore, there would be no impact to this criteria.  
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	Discussion:  
	Discussion:  The California Health and Safety Code, and local City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage, and transportation of hazardous and toxic materials. The California Health and Safety Codes also require a Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses that handle specified quantities of toxic and/or hazardous materials. Also, businesses or entities that handle toxic or hazardous materials are required to complete a Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP). Furthermore, all businesses or entities must file a site-specific business plan with the City Fire Department before a new building is occupied. All plans would specify what to do in the event of an accident, and which transportation routes would be used. This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services. As a result, the project would cause a less than significant impact to the City’s Emergency Response or Management Plans. Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant.
	Discussion:  a,b. There is no change from the prior project. City staff has determined that the project is consistent with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Community Design Guidelines. No conflicts with policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect have been identified.
	Discussion:  There is no change from the prior project. The proposed project is consistent with the level of development anticipated for the site by the General Plan, and the project will not have an impact to mineral resources beyond what was assumed within the previous environmental analysis. Impacts to mineral resources are less than significant.
	Discussion:  a-d. There is no change from the prior project. Construction activities could expose nearby tenants/landowners to increased noise levels. These impacts would be temporary and are considered less than significant since noise resulting from construction activities are regulated by the City’s Municipal Code, Chapter 9.24 Noise Regulation, during nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., Saturday, Sunday, and Holidays.
	Discussion:  There is no change from the prior project. The proposal will not generate additional demand for recreation opportunities within the City and will not impact existing or planned recreational facilities in Roseville. Therefore, impacts to recreation facilities are less than significant.
	Discussion:  a,b. There is no change from the prior project. A traffic study was prepared to evaluate potential impacts to traffic and circulation as a result of the development of the overall SPJC project, and evaluated the project’s potential impact on several roadway segments and intersections. The traffic study, prepared by DKS Associates in October 2003, was included as Attachment 5 to the SPJC MND. The prior SPJC MND includes a more in-depth analysis of the potential impacts.  Two mitigation measures were adopted to address potential impacts identified by the traffic study. 
	Two intersections, Sierra Gardens Dr./Douglas Bl. And Foothills Bl./ Blue Oaks Bl., were found to be impacted in the existing plus project condition. Therefore, Mitigation Measure #1 (below) was adopted to include additional turn lanes at those locations, reducing the impact to less than significant levels.  Additionally, modeling showed that by reducing the Office A building, which is part of the SPJC but not associated with the current request, by 10,000 square feet, potential impacts could be further reduced. This can be seen in Mitigation Measure #2 below. The area of the overall center was also limited to 676,149 square feet by that Mitigation Measure #2. The proposed project keeps the overall area of the SPJC below the approved level, and therefore impacts remain less than significant.
	Discussion: a,b. In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment.  Tribal cultural resources are defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial evidence, to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe.  This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached, but cultural resources were addressed in that document. 
	Discussion:  a-g. There is no change from the prior project. Electric, water, and sewer services will be provided by the City of Roseville. Natural gas service will be provided by PG&E, telephone services by Roseville Telephone Company, and cable services (if needed) by Comcast. The General Plan anticipated the need for services to the site, and the proposed use is consistent with the anticipated level of use assumed by the General Plan.  The City Utility Departments (Environmental Utilities, Electric) have confirmed that adequate capacity is present to service the project, without impacting their ability to maintain existing levels of service. All of the noted utility services are available to the site via Industrial Boulevard. The project will be required to provide connections to these utilities as necessary to meet current City standards and the standards of the other service providers. The project will not create a substantial need for or alteration of any utility services. Therefore, project related impacts are less than significant.




