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Beale Air Force Base
Marysville, California, USA

GOING TO MARYSVILLE?
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HOTELS & RESORTS

Reserve a Hotel Room

FAA INFORMATION EFFECTIVE 08 SEPTEMBER 2022

Location

FAA Identifier: BAB

Elevation: 112.7 ft.
Variation: 16E (1985)
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From city: 6 miles E of MARYSVILLE, CA

Time zone: UTC -7 (UTC -8 during Standard Time)

Zip code: 95903

Airport Operations

Airport use:
Activation date:
Control tower:
ARTCC:

FSS:

NOTAMs facility:
Attendance:

Pattern altitude:
Wind indicator:
Segmented circle:
Lights:

Beacon:

International operations:

Road maps at: MapQuest Bing Google

Aerial photo

WARNING: Photo may not be current or correct

Private use. Permission required prior to landing
01/1960

yes

OAKLAND CENTER

RANCHO MURIETA FLIGHT SERVICE STATION
BAB (NOTAM-D service available)

ALL

OPR H24 FR 1400Z++ MON THRU 0600Z++ SAT,
AND/OR BY NOTAM; CLSD WKEND AND HOL.
TFC PAT: RECTANGULAR PAT 1100 FT; OVHD PAT
2100 FT. FTR TYPE ACFT FLY RP RWY 15.

T
Photo by Chris Leipelt
Photo taken 12-Feb-2017
looking southeast.

€S
y Do you have a better or more recent aerial photo of Beale
no Air Force Base that you would like to share? If so, please
SS-SR send us your photo.

white-white-green (lighted military airport)
Operates sunset to sunrise.

international airport of entry

US CUSTOMS USER FEE ARPT.

Sectional chart

Airport Communications
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ATIS:
BEALE GROUND:

124.55 273.5 ;OPR DUR WG OPR

121.6 257.75 [OPR H24 FR 1400Z++ MON
THRU 0600Z++ SAT, AND/OR BY
NOTAM; CLSD WKEND AND HOL.]
119.4 284.75 [OPR H24 FR 1400Z++ MON
THRU 0600Z++ SAT, AND/OR BY
NOTAM; CLSD WKEND AND HOL.]
125.4

125.4

125.4

311.0 ;WING CMD POST 321.0 ;WING
CMD POST

121.5243.0

141.1372.2

139.6 240.225

118.475 (530-742-0695)

124.25 (916-645-0698)

119.375 (530-888-8934)

BEALE TOWER:

NORCAL APPROACH:
NORCAL DEPARTURE:
CLASS C:

COMD POST:

EMERG:

PTD:

SOF:

WX ASOS at MYV (7 nm W):
WX AWOS-3 at LHM (14 nm S):
WX AWOS-3 at AUN (20 nm SE):

e WING COMD POST -321.0 311.0 (321.0 INBD ACFT CTC COMD POST 35 MIN PRIOR
ETA WITH INTENTIONS.)

e PTD-141.1 FOR USE ONLY WITHIN 16.2 NM, 15,000 FT OR BLW.

e RADAR - PAR - NO NOTAM MP: 1500-1730Z++ MON-FRI.

Nearby radio navigation aids

VYOR radial/distance
MYVr055/6.7
ILAr064/27.8
MCCr340/28.2

VOR name Freq Var
MARYSVILLE VOR/DME 110.80 16E
WILLIAMS VORTAC 114.40 18E
MC CLELLAN VOR/DME 109.20 17E

Airport Services

Parking:

Airframe service:
Powerplant service:
Bottled oxygen:
Bulk oxygen:

hangars
MINOR
MINOR
LOW
LOW

Runway Information

Runway 15/33
Dimensions: 12001 x 300 ft. / 3658 x 91 m
RWY 300 FT WIDE MARKED AT 200 FT; FULL
300 FT WIDTH USBL.
Surface: concrete/grooved
Weight bearing capacity: PCN 84 /R/B/W/T
Runway edge lights: high intensity
RUNWAY 15 RUNWAY 33
Latitude: 39-09.102640N 39-07.229488N
Longitude: 121-26.600955W 121-25.789250W
Elevation: 112.7 ft. 105.0 ft.
Traffic pattern: left left
Runway heading: 146 magnetic, 162 true 326 magnetic, 342 true

Markings: precision, in good precision, in good

www.airnav.com/airport/BAB
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Download PDF
of official airport diagram from the FAA

Airport distance calculator

Flying to Beale Air Force Base? Find the
distance to fly.

From to KBAB

Y CALCULATE DISTANCE

Sunrise and sunset
Times for 04-Oct-2022

Local Zulu

(UTC-7) (UTC)

Morning civil twilight 06:39 13:39
Sunrise 07:06 14:06
Sunset 18:43 01:43
Evening civil twilight 19:10 02:10

Current date and time

Zulu (UTC) 04-0Oct-2022 20:19:59
Local (UTC-7) 04-Oct-2022 13:19:59

2/5


http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=MYV&type=VOR.DME&name=MARYSVILLE
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condition condition METAR
Visual slope indicator: 4-light PAPI on left (2.75 4-light PAPI on left KBAB 0419557 AUTO 26005KT 10SM CLR
; ; 27/12 A2997 RMK AO2 SLP151
degrees glide path) (3.00 degrees glide 00122 &
‘ path) KMYV  041953Z AUTO VRBO4KT 10SM CLR
RVR equipment: touchdown touchdown 6nm W %g/z }f—,; 641229299 RMK AO2 SLP157
Approach lights: ALSF'I: s‘Fandarfl 2,400 ALSF'I: s‘Fandarfl 2,400\ uM 0419552 AUTO 00000KT 10SM CLR
foot high intensity foot high intensity 14nm'S 27/11 A2998 RMK AO1
iohti iohti KAUN  041955Z AUTO 26008KT 9SM CLR
approach hghtmg system approach .hghtlng ' SONSE 29711 5004 RMK AOL
with centerline system with centerline TAF
sequenced flashers sequenced flashers
KBAB 0410587 0411/0517 VRBO6KT 9999
o ) (category I) (category I) SKC QNH2994INS BECMG 0416/0417
Runway end identifier lights: no no 21006KT 9999 SKC QNH2990INS WND
e . . VRBO6KT AFT 0503 TX30/0423Z
| Touchdown pomﬁ. ieg,cl;g élghts ie(:;,cr/lg élghts TN12/0414Z /
nstrument approach: NOTAMs
. . . ¥ Click for the latest NOTAMs
Airport Ownership and Management from official FAA NOTAMs are issued by the DoD/FAA and
records will open in a separate window not controlled
by AirNav.
Ownership: U.S. Air Force
Owner: USAF
BEALE AFB

MARYSVILLE, CA 95903
Manager: BASE OPERATIONS (USAF)
9TH CBAT SUP GP(SAC)BEALE AFB
MARYSVILLE, CA 95903
Phone 530-634-4823

Airport Operational Statistics

Aircraft based on the field: 4
Military aircraft: 4

Additional Remarks

BEARING STRENGTH RWY 15/33: S160 T300 ST175 ST175 SBTT620 TT490 TDTS840.
CSTMS/AG/IMG: 24 HR PN RQR FOR CSTMS AND AG.

MISC: TRAN ACFT EXP PROGRESSIVE TAXI. NO COMSEC MATERIAL AVBL. TRAN
AIRCREW SHOULD PLAN TO ARR WITH APPROPRIATE COMSEC TO COMPLETE
ENTIRE MSN. RWY 15-33 GROOVED. CLASS C AIRSPACE CONT.

RWY LGTS: RY 15, SF.

CAUTION: BEALE AFB IS LCTD ON A MAJ MIGRATORY BIRD FLY WAY.

BEARING STRENGTH RWY 15/33: S81, T122, ST175, SBTT590, TT490, TDT840.

PMSV METRO: WX OBSN AVBL H24 VIA AUTO OBSN SYS; WX SVC AVBL 1 HR PRIOR
TO AFLD OPR HRS AND DUR FCST SEVERE WX DSN 368-9134, C530-634-9134. DUR WX
FLT CLOSURES REMOTE BRIEFING SVC AVBL FROM 25 OP WX SQ DSN 228-
6598/6599/6588.

JASU: (AM32A-60A) (A/M32A-86) 7(MC-1A) (MC-2A).

PMSV METRO: WHEN AUTO OBSN SYS INOP, OBST FR 325-060 DEG, 080-220 DEG,
AND 245-280 DEG MAY IMPACT PREVAILING VIS.

CAUTION: USE EXTREME CAUTION FOR UNMANNED ACFT ACT IN VCNTY OF
BEALE AFB.

CSTMS/AG/IMG: LTD CSTMS/AG AVBL TO MIL ACFT ONLY, 24 HR PN RQR. CTC AFLD
MGT AT C530-634-2002 OR DSN 368-2002.

ATIS: OPR WHEN AERODROME IS OPEN.
FOR CD WHEN ATCT IS CLSD CTC NORCAL APCH AT 916-361-6874
MISC: NO SPACE-A PAX SUPPORT AVBL ON WKENDS, HOL, AND ACC FAMILY DAYS.

RSTD: VIP PRKG RSTD TO ACFT WITH WINGSPAN 95 FT OR LESS. LRGR DV ACFT
WILL PARK ON CARGO SPOTS.

www.airnav.com/airport/BAB 3/5
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MISC: WX SVC AVBL H24. CURRENT WX OBSN AVBL VIA ATIS OR CTC ATC.

FUEL: 8.

- SVC TRAN ALERT: LAV CART AVBL FOR TSNT ACFT WITH PRIOR CDN. AIRCREW

WILL HAVE TO PERFORM THEIR OWN LAV SVC AND CLEANUP.
SVC TRAN ALERT: NO POTABLE WATER OR ICE SVC.
AFRC: 940TH COMD POST, DSN 368-1960, C530-634-1960.

- MISC: FOR SUPPORT OUTSIDE OF AIRFIELD OPR HRS (L.E., WKENDS, WING DOWN
DAYS AND HOL) CTC BEALE 9RW COMMAND POST, DSN 368-5700, C530-634-5700.

FLUID: W SP LPOX LOX.
RWYLGTS: RY 33, SF.
OIL: O-128-133-148.

- TRAN ALERT :SVC AVBL 1500-0000Z++ MON-FRI EXC FEDERAL HOL. ACFT THAT
ARR AFTER 2300Z++ WILL NOT BE SVC TIL NEXT DUTY DAY. FLEET SVC AVBL, 24

HR PN RQR.

PPR VALID 1 HR +/- ETA, EARLY/LATE ARR/DEP MUST RE-COORD.

RSTD: PPR 24 HR PN, CTC BASE OPS DSN 368-2002/9120, C530-634-2002/9120. ISSUED

RSTD: NO UNANNOUNCED ACFT PRACTICE APCH. INBOUND TSNT ACFT OBTAIN

APVL FROM CTL TWR DSN 368-9140 FOR ACFT PRACTICE APCH PRIOR TO FLT. LTD

PRKG AVBL.

Instrument Procedures

NOTE: All procedures below are presented as PDF files. If you need a reader for these files, you

should download the free Adobe Reader.

NOT FOR NAVIGATION. Please procure official charts for flight.

FAA instrument procedures published for use from 8 September 2022 at 0901Z to 6 October 2022

at 0900Z.

IAPs - Instrument Approach Procedures
HI-ILS OR LOC Z RWY 15
HI-ILS OR LOC Z RWY 33
ILS OR LOCY RWY 15
ILSORLOCY RWY 33
RNAV (GPS) RWY 15
RNAV (GPS) RWY 33
HI-TACAN Z RWY 15
HI-TACAN Z RWY 33
TACAN Y RWY 15
TACAN Y RWY 33

Departure Procedures
PYNUN SIX
NOTE: Special Take-Off Minimums/Departure Procedures

apply
Other nearby airports with instrument procedures:

KMYYV - Yuba County Airport (7 nm W)

download (130KB)
download (119KB)
download (98KB)

download (115KB)
download (127KB)
download (119KB)
download (154KB)
download (114KB)
download (98KB)

download (103KB)

download (90KB)

download

KLHM - Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl Harder Field (14 nm S)

KAUN - Auburn Municipal Airport (20 nm SE)
KGOO - Nevada County Airport (21 nm E)
KOVE - Oroville Municipal Airport (23 nm N)

Would you like to see your business listed on this page?

If your business provides an interesting product or service to pilots, flight crews, aircraft, or users of the Beale Air Force Base, you should

consider listing it here. To start the listing process, click on the button below

www.airnav.com/airport/BAB
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http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771R33.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771HTZ15.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771HTZ33.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771TY15.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771TY33.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/00771PYNUN.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://aeronav.faa.gov/d-tpp/2209/SW2TO.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KMYV
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KLHM
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KAUN
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KGOO
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KOVE
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Y ADD YOUR BUSINESS OR SERVICE

Other Pages about Beale Air Force Base

F www.beale.af.mil

Y UPDATE, REMOVE OR ADD A LINK

Copyright © AirNav, LLC. All rights reserved.

Privacy Policy Contact

www.airnav.com/airport/BAB
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AirNav: KLHM - Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl Harder Field

TITAN

AVIATION FUELS

[ Airports ][ Navaids ][Airspace Fixes][Aviation Fuel][

Hotels

] iPhone App

1760 users online SHIEEIF

KLHM

Lincoln, California, USA

Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl Harder Field

GOING TO LINCOLN? CLRIO

Reserve a Hotel Room

FAA INFORMATION EFFECTIVE 08 SEPTEMBER 2022

Location

FAA Identifier: LHM
Lat/Long: 38-54-33.0000N 121-21-04.8000W
38-54.550000N 121-21.080000W
38.9091667,-121.3513333
(estimated)
Elevation: 121.4 ft. / 37.0 m (surveyed)
Variation: 14E (2010)
From city: 3 miles W of LINCOLN, CA
Time zone: UTC -7 (UTC -8 during Standard Time)

Zip code: 95648

Airport Operations

Airport use:
Activation date:
Control tower:
ARTCC:

FSS:

NOTAMs facility:
Attendance:

Wind indicator:
Segmented circle:
Lights:

Beacon:

Open to the public

07/1944

no

OAKLAND CENTER

RANCHO MURIETA FLIGHT SERVICE STATION
RIU (NOTAM-D service available)

MON-FRI 0630 - 1500

lighted

yes

ACTVT MALSR RWY 15; MIRL RWY 15/33, HELI
PERIMETER LGTS - CTAF. PAPIRWYS 15 & 33
TURNED ON DURING DALGT HRS, AFTER DARK
ACTVT - CTAF.

white-green (lighted land airport)

Operates sunset to sunrise.

Airport Communications

CTAF/UNICOM: 123.0

WX AWOS-3: 124.25 (916-645-0698)

https://www.airnav.com/airport/KLHM
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Road maps at: MapQuest Bing Google

Aerial photo

WARNING: Photo may not be current or correct

ARG Pt
Photo by Rockne Green
Photo taken 29-Sep-2009

-4 -

Do you have a better or more recent aerial photo of Lincoln
Regional Airport/Karl Harder Field that you would like to
share? If so, please send us your photo.

Sectional chart
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NORCAL APPROACH: 125.4 [1600-0800Z++ MON-FRI, 1800-
0200Z++ SAT-SUN]
NORCAL DEPARTURE: 125.4 [1600-0800Z-++ MON-FRI, 1800-
0200Z++ SAT-SUN]
WX AWOS-3 at AUN (13 nm E): 119.375 (530-888-8934)
WX AWOS-3 at MCC (15 nm S): 125.975 (916-641-1272)
WX ASOS at MYV (15 nm NW): 118.475 (530-742-0695)
WX ASOS at SMF (17 nm SW): PHONE 916-649-3996

Nearby radio navigation aids

VOR radial/distance VOR name Freq Var
MCCr353/14.7 MC CLELLAN VOR/DME 109.20 17E
MYVr122/15.4 MARYSVILLE VOR/DME 110.80 16E
SACr002/29.5 SACRAMENTO VORTAC 115.20 17E
HNWr274/30.2 HANGTOWN VOR/DME 115.50 17E
1LAr089/33.0 WILLIAMS VORTAC 114.40 18E

Airport Services

Fuel available: 100LL JET-A
100LL:FOR JET A AND 100LL FUEL TRUCK CTC
(916) 257-4854, 0600-1700. SELF SVC FUEL AVBL 24
HRS.
Parking: tiedowns
Airframe service: MAJOR
Powerplant service: MAJOR
Bottled oxygen: NONE
Bulk oxygen: NONE

Runway Information
Runway 15/33

Dimensions: 6001 x 100 ft. / 1829 x 30 m
Surface: asphalt, in good condition
Weight bearing capacity: Single wheel: 30.0
Double wheel: 60.0
Runway edge lights: medium intensity
RUNWAY 15 RUNWAY 33

. 38-
Latitude: 38-55.027855N 54.071655N
. 121-
Longitude: 121-21.240792W 20.919870W
Elevation: 119.8 ft. 119.7 ft.
Traffic pattern: left left
Runway heading: 151 magnetic, 165 true 331 magnetic,
345 true
Markings: precision, in good condition nonprecision,
in good
condition
Visual slope indicator: 4-light PAPI on left (3.00 4-light PAPI
degrees glide path) on left (3.00

https://www.airnav.com/airport/KLHM
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Airport distance calculator

Flying to Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl
Harder Field? Find the distance to fly.

From to KLHM

Sunrise and sunset

Times for 04-Oct-2022
Local Zulu

(UTC-7) (UTC)
Morning civil twilight 06:39 13:39
Sunrise 07:05 14:05
Sunset 18:43 01:43
Evening civil twilight 19:10 02:10

Current date and time

Zulu (UTC) 04-Oct-2022 20:21:05
Local (UTC-7) 04-Oct-2022 13:21:05
METAR

KLHM 0419557 AUTO 00000KT 10SM CLR
27/11 A2998 RMK AO1

KAUN 041955Z AUTO 26008KT 9SM CLR

13nmE  27/11 A3004 RMK AO1

KBAB 0419557 AUTO 26005KT 10SM CLR

14nm N  27/12 A2997 RMK AO2 SLP151
T02700122 $

KMCC 041955Z AUTO 21004KT 10SM

15nm S 26/12 A2998 RMK AO2

KMYV 041953Z AUTO VRBO04KT 10SM CLR

15nm NW 28/12 A2999 RMK AO2 SLP157
T02830122

KSMF 041953Z VRBO3KT 10SM CLR

17nm SW 27/13 A2998 RMK AO2 SLP151
T02720128

TAF

KBAB  041058Z 0411/0517 VRBO6KT 9999

14nm N SKC QNH2994INS BECMG
0416/0417 21006KT 9999 SKC
QNH2990INS WND VRBO6KT AFT
0503 TX30/0423Z TN12/0414Z

KMCC  041720Z 0418/0518 15006KT

15nm'S  P6SM SKC FM041900 VRBO4KT
P6SM SKC

KSMF  041720Z 0418/0518 16005KT

17nm SW P6SM SKC

NOTAMs
¥ Click for the latest NOTAMs
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degrees g]ide NOTAMs are issued by the DoD/FAA and

path) will open in a separate window not controlled
Approach lights: MALSR: 1,400 foot medium by AirNav.
intensity approach lighting
system with runway alignment
indicator lights
Runway end identifier lights: no no
Touchdown point: yes, no lights yes, no lights
Instrument approach: ILS/DME
Obstructions: 25 ft. tree, 1000 ft. from 40 ft. trees,

runway, 32:1 slope to clear 1600 ft. from

runway, 35:1
slope to clear

Helipad H1

Dimensions: 60 x 60 ft. / 18 x 18 m
Surface: concrete
Runway edge lights: PERI
Latitude: 38-54.208117N
Longitude: 121-20.726117W
Elevation: 118.0 ft.
Traffic pattern: left left

Airport Ownership and Management from official FAA
records

Ownership: Publicly-owned
Owner: CITY OF LINCOLN

600 6TH STREET
LINCOLN, CA 95648
Phone (916) 434-2450

Manager: RICHARD SPINALE
1480 FLIGHTLINE DR.
LINCOLN, CA 95648
Phone 916-645-3443
AIRPORT@CI.LINCOLN.CA.US,
JHANSON@CI.LINCOLN.CA.US

Airport Operational Statistics

Aircraft based on the field: 62 Aircraft operations: avg 204/day *
Single engine airplanes: 58 50% local general aviation
Multi engine airplanes: 2 46% transient general aviation
Helicopters: 2 4% air taxi
* for 12-month period ending 31 December 2017

Additional Remarks

A30A-15 RY 15 CALM WND RY.
- FOR CD CTC NORCAL APCH AT 916-361-6874.
- PWRD PRCHT ACT SW QUAD OF ARPT.

Instrument Procedures

https://www.airnav.com/airport/KLHM 3/5
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NOTE: All procedures below are presented as PDF files. If you need a reader for these files, you
should download the free Adobe Reader.

NOT FOR NAVIGATION. Please procure official charts for flight.
FAA instrument procedures published for use from 8 September 2022 at 0901Z to 6 October
2022 at 0900Z.

IAPs - Instrument Approach Procedures

ILS OR LOC RWY 15 download (275KB)
RNAV (GPS) RWY 15 download (241KB)
RNAV (GPS) RWY 33 download (208KB)
NOTE: Special Alternate Minimums apply download (133KB)
NOTE: Special Take-Off Minimums/Departure Procedures

download (346KB)
apply

Other nearby airports with instrument procedures:

KAUN - Auburn Municipal Airport (13 nm E)

KBAB - Beale Air Force Base (14 nm N)

KMCC - Mc Clellan Airfield (15 nm S)

KMYYV - Yuba County Airport (15 nm NW)

KSMF - Sacramento International Airport (17 nm SW)

FBO, Fuel Providers, and Aircraft Ground Support

Business Name Contact Services / Description Fuel Prices Comments
Airport management, Aviation fuel,
Aircraft parking (ramp or tiedown),
Hangar leasing / sales, Passenger terminal
and lounge, Flight training, ...

EPIC
. . . 016-645-3443 CREW CAR 100LL Jet A
Lincoln R 1 Airport/Karl . : t yet rated
incoln Regional Airpo /Kar (website] Gl m Hertz. FS $7.27 729 not yet rate
Harder Field [email] — write
email = SS $6.97 $7.24

Updated 27-Sep-2022

¥ More info about Lincoln
Regional Airport/Karl Harder
Field

FS=Full service
SS=Self service

Aviation Businesses, Services, and Facilities

Business Name Contact Services / Description Distance Comments
415-899-9908 Hangars, Hangar leasing / sales

Crosswind Properties, LL.C [web site] _ _ on airport ot Wt, rated
[email] ¥ More info about Crosswind write
Properties, LLC
Lincoln Skyways 916-645-3449 Aircraft ground handling, Oxygen service, on airport not yet rated
916-730-0788 Hangar leasing / sales, GPU / Power cart, write

[web site] Flight training, Aircraft rental, Aircraft
[email] maintenance, Aircraft modifications, ...

e Cossna
o | ‘Sﬂmm’.":l’.‘fll’

¥ More info about Lincoln
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Skyways
no information available
. . If you are affiliated with Kracon Aircraft . not yet rated
Kracon Aircraft ReﬁmShmg 916-645-1614 Refinishing and would like to show here on airport 1 read write
your services, contact info, web link, logo,

and more, click here

Would you like to see your business listed on this page?

If your business provides an interesting product or service to pilots, flight crews, aircraft, or users of the Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl
Harder Field, you should consider listing it here. To start the listing process, click on the button below

Y ADD Your BUSINESS OR SERVICE

Other Pages about Lincoln Regional Airport/Karl Harder Field

¥ lincolnca.gov/...

Y UPDATE, REMOVE OR ADD A LINK

Copyright © AirNav, LLC. All rights reserved.

Privacy Policy Contact
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AIR QUALITY AND LAND USE HANDBOOK:
A COMMUNITY HEALTH PERSPECTIVE

April 2005

California Environmental Protection Agency
California Air Resources Board

CE



Federal-

U.S. EPA, Region 9
Phone: (866)-EPA-WEST
Website: www.epa.gov/region09

Email: r9.info@epa.gov
-State-

California Air Resources Board

Phone: (916) 322-2990 (public info)
(800) 363-7664 (public info)
(800) 952-5588 (complaints)
(866)-397-5462 (env. justice)

Website: www.arb.ca.gov

Email: helpline@arb.ca.gov

-Local-

Amador County APCD
Phone: (209) 257-0112
Website: www.amadorapcd.org
E-Mail: jharris@amadorapcd.org

Antelope Valley AQMD
Phone: (661) 723-8070
Complaint Line: (888) 732-8070
Website: www.avagmd.ca.gov
E-Mail: bbanks@avagmd.ca.gov

Bay Area AQMD
Phone: (415) 749-5000
Complaint Line: (800) 334-6367

Website: www.baagmd.gov
E-Mail: webmaster@baagmd.gov

Butte County AQMD
Phone: (530) 891-2882
Website: www.bcagmd.org
E-Mail: air@bcagmd.org

Calaveras County APCD
Phone: (209) 754-6504
E-Mail: Igrewal@co.calaveras.ca.us

Colusa County APCD
Phone: (530) 458-0590
Website: www.colusanet.com/apcd

E-Mail: ccair@colusanet.com

El Dorado County AQMD
Phone: (530) 621-6662

Website:
www.co.el-dorado.ca.us/emd/apcd

E-Mail: mcctaggart@co.el-dorado.ca.us

Feather River AQMD
Phone: (530) 634-7659
Website: www.fragmd.org
E-Mail: fragmd@fragmd.org

Glenn County APCD
Phone: (530) 934-6500

http://www.countyofglenn.net/air_pollution

control

E-Mail: ktokunaga@countyofglenn.net

Air Agency Contacts

Great Basin Unified APCD
Phone: (760) 872-8211

Website: www.gbuapcd.org
E-Mail: gb1@greatbasinapcd.org

Imperial County APCD
Phone: (760) 482-4606

E-Mail: reyesromero@imperialcounty.net

Kern County APCD
Phone: (661) 862-5250

Website: www.kernair.org
E-Mail: kcapcd@co.kern.ca.us

Lake County AQMD
Phone: (707) 263-7000
Website: www.lcagmd.net
E-Mail: bobr@pacific.net

Lassen County APCD
Phone: (530) 251-8110
E-Mail: lassenag@psIn.com

Mariposa County APCD
Phone: (209) 966-2220
E-Mail: air@mariposacounty.org

Mendocino County AQMD
Phone: (707) 463-4354
Website:
www.co.mendocino.ca.us/agmd
E-Mail:
mcagmd@co.mendocino.ca.us

Modoc County APCD
Phone: (530) 233-6419
E-Mail: modapcd@hdo.net

Mojave Desert AQMD
Phone: (760) 245-1661

(800) 635-4617
Website: www.mdagmd.ca.gov

Monterey Bay Unified APCD
Phone: (831) 647-9411
(800) 253-6028 (Complaints)

Website: www.mbuapcd.org
E-Mail: dquetin@mbuapcd.org

North Coast Unified AQMD
Phone: (707) 443-3093

Website: www.ncuagmd.org
E-Mail: lawrence@ncuagmd.org

Northern Sierra AQMD
Phone: (530) 274-9360
Website: www.myairdistrict.com
E-Mail: office@myairdistrict.com

Northern Sonoma County
APCD

Phone: (707) 433-5911

E-Mail: nsc@sonic.net

Placer County APCD

Phone: (530) 889-7130

Website:
http://www.placer.ca.gov/airpolluti

on/airpolut.htm
E-Mail: pcapcd@placer.ca.gov

Sacramento Metro AQMD
Phone: (916) 874-4800

Website: www.airquality.org
E-Mail: kshearer@airquality.org

San Diego County APCD
Phone: (858) 650-4700
Website: www.sdapcd.org

San Joaquin Valley APCD

Phone: (559) 230-6000 (General)
(800) 281-7003

(San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced)
(800) 870-1037

(Madera, Fresno, Kings)
(800) 926-5550

(Tulare and Valley portion of Kern)

Website: www.valleyair.org
E-Mail: sjivapcd@valleyair.org

San Luis Obispo County
APCD
Phone: (805) 781-5912

Website: www.slocleanair.org
E-Mail: info@slocleanair.org

Santa Barbara County APCD
Phone (805) 961-8800

Website: www.sbcapcd.org

Email us: apcd@sbcapcd.org

Shasta County AQMD
Phone: (530) 225-5789
Website:
www.co.shasta.ca.us/Departments/R

esourcemgmt/drm/agmain.htm
E-Mail: scdrm@snowcrest.net

Siskiyou County APCD
Phone: (530) 841-4029
E-Mail: ebeck@siskiyou.ca.us

South Coast AQMD
Phone: (909) 396-2000
Complaint Line: 1-800-CUT-SMOG

Website: www.agmd.gov
Email: bwallerstein@agmd.gov

Tehama County APCD
Phone: (530) 527-3717

Website: www.tehcoapcd.net
Email: general@tehcoapcd.net

Tuolumne County APCD
Phone: (209) 533-5693

E-Mail:
bsandman@co.tuolumne.ca.us

Ventura County APCD
Phone: (805) 645-1400
Complaint Line: (805) 654-2797
Website: www.vcapcd.org
E-Mail: info@vcapcd.org

Yolo-Solano AQMD
Phone: (530) 757-3650

Website: www.ysagmd.org
Email: administration@ysagmd.org
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To My Local Government Colleagues....

| am pleased to introduce this informational guide to air quality and land use
issues focused on community health. As a former county supervisor, | know
from experience the complexity of local land use decisions. There are multiple
factors to consider and balance. This document provides important public health
information that we hope will be considered along with housing needs, economic
development priorities, and other quality of life issues.

An important focus of this document is prevention. We hope the air quality
information provided will help inform decision-makers about the benefits of
avoiding certain siting situations. The overarching goal is to avoid placing people
in harm's way. Recent studies have shown that public exposure to air pollution
can be substantially elevated near freeways and certain other facilities. Whatis
encouraging is that the health risk is greatly reduced with distance. For that
reason, we have provided some general recommendations aimed at keeping
appropriate distances between sources of air pollution and land uses such as
residences.

Land use decisions are a local government responsibility. The Air Resources
Board's role is advisary and these recommendations do not establish regulatory
standards of any kind. However, we hope that the information in this document
will be seriously considered by local elected officials and land use agencies. We
also hope that this document will promote enhanced communication between
land use agencies and local air pollution control agencies. We developed this
document in close coordination with the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association with that goal in mind.

| hope you find this document both informative and useful.

I,
|
Mrs. BarbargRicrdian

Interim Chairman
California Air Resources Board
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Executive Summary

The Air Resources Board’s (ARB) primary goal in developing this document is to
provide information that will help keep California’s children and other vulnerable
populations out of harm’s way with respect to nearby sources of air pollution.
Recent air pollution studies have shown an association between respiratory and
other non-cancer health effects and proximity to high traffic roadways. Other
studies have shown that diesel exhaust and other cancer-causing chemicals
emitted from cars and trucks are responsible for much of the overall cancer risk
from airborne toxics in California. Also, ARB community health risk assessments
and regulatory programs have produced important air quality information about
certain types of facilities that should be considered when siting new residences,
schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical facilities (i.e., sensitive land
uses). Sensitive land uses deserve special attention because children, pregnant
women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially
vulnerable to the non-cancer effects of air pollution. There is also substantial
evidence that children are more sensitive to cancer-causing chemicals.

Focusing attention on these siting situations is an important preventative action.
ARB and local air districts have comprehensive efforts underway to address new
and existing air pollution sources under their respective jurisdictions. The issue of
siting is a local government function. As more data on the connection between
proximity and health risk from air pollution become available, it is essential that air
agencies share what we know with land use agencies. We hope this document
will serve that purpose.

The first section provides ARB recommendations regarding the siting of new
sensitive land uses near freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries,
chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities. This list
consists of the air pollution sources that we have evaluated from the standpoint of
the proximity issue. It is based on available information and reflects ARB’s
primary areas of jurisdiction — mobile sources and toxic air contaminants. A key
air pollutant common to many of these sources is particulate matter from diesel
engines. Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) is a carcinogen identified by ARB
as a toxic air contaminant and contributes to particulate pollution statewide.

Reducing diesel particulate emissions is one of ARB’s highest public health
priorities and the focus of a comprehensive statewide control program that is
reducing diesel PM emissions each year. ARB'’s long-term goal is to reduce diesel
PM emissions 85% by 2020. However, cleaning up diesel engines will take time
as new engine standards phase in and programs to accelerate fleet turnover or
retrofit existing engines are implemented. Also, these efforts are reducing diesel
particulate emissions on a statewide basis, but do not yet capture every site where
diesel vehicles and engines may congregate. Because living or going to school
too close to such air pollution sources may increase both cancer and non-cancer
health risks, we are recommending that proximity be considered in the siting of
new sensitive land uses.
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There are also other key toxic air contaminants associated with specific types of
facilities. Most of these are subject to stringent state and local air district
regulations. However, what we know today indicates that keeping new homes and
other sensitive land uses from siting too close to such facilities would provide
additional health protection. Chrome platers are a prime example of facilities that
should not be located near vulnerable communities because of the cancer health
risks from exposure to the toxic material used during their operations.

In addition to source specific recommendations, we also encourage land use
agencies to use their planning processes to ensure the appropriate separation of
industrial facilities and sensitive land uses. While we provide some suggestions,
how to best achieve that goal is a local issue. In the development of these
guidelines, we received valuable input from local government about the spectrum
of issues that must be considered in the land use planning process. This includes
addressing housing and transportation needs, the benefits of urban infill,
community economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues. All of
these factors are important considerations. The recommendations in the
Handbook need to be balanced with other State and local policies.

Our purpose with this document is to highlight the potential health impacts
associated with proximity to air pollution sources so planners explicitly consider
this issue in planning processes. We believe that with careful evaluation, infill
development, mixed use, higher density, transit-oriented development, and other
concepts that benefit regional air quality can be compatible with protecting the
health of individuals at the neighborhood level. One suggestion for achieving this
goal is more communication between air agencies and land use planners. Local
air districts are an important resource that should be consulted regarding sources
of air pollution in their jurisdictions. ARB staff will also continue to provide updated
technical information as it becomes available.

Our recommendations are as specific as possible given the nature of the available
data. In some cases, like refineries, we suggest that the siting of new sensitive
land uses should be avoided immediately downwind. However, we leave definition
of the size of this area to local agencies based on facility specific considerations.
Also, project design that would reduce air pollution exposure may be part of the
picture and we encourage consultation with air agencies on this subject.

In developing the recommendations, our first consideration was the adequacy of
the data available for an air pollution source category. Using that data, we
assessed whether we could reasonably characterize the relative exposure and
health risk from a proximity standpoint. That screening provided the list of air
pollution sources that we were able to address with specific recommendations.
We also considered the practical implications of making hard and fast
recommendations where the potential impact area is large, emissions will be
reduced with time, and air agencies are in the process of looking at options for
additional emission control. In the end, we tailored our recommendations to
minimize the highest exposures for each source category independently. Due to
the large variability in relative risk in the source categories, we chose not to apply
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a uniform, quantified risk threshold as is typically done in air quality permitting
programs. Instead, because these guidelines are not regulatory or binding on
local agencies, we took a more qualitative approach in developing the distance-
based recommendations.

Where possible, we recommend a minimum separation between a new sensitive
land use and known air pollution risks. In other cases, we acknowledge that the
existing health risk is too high in a relatively large area, that air agencies are
working to reduce that risk, and that in the meantime, we recommend keeping new
sensitive land uses out of the highest exposure areas. However, it is critical to
note that our implied identification of the high exposure areas for these sources
does not mean that the risk in the remaining impact area is insignificant. Rather,
we hope this document will bring further attention to the potential health risk
throughout the impact area and help garner support for our ongoing efforts to
reduce health risk associated with air pollution sources. Areas downwind of major
ports, rail yards, and other inter-modal transportation facilities are prime examples.

We developed these recommendations as a means to share important public
health information. The underlying data are publicly available and referenced in
this document. We also describe our rationale and the factors considered in
developing each recommendation, including data limitations and uncertainties.
These recommendations are advisory and should not be interpreted as defined
“‘buffer zones.” We recognize the opportunity for more detailed site-specific
analyses always exists, and that there is no “one size fits all” solution to land use
planning.

As California continues to grow, we collectively have the opportunity to use all the
information at hand to avoid siting scenarios that may pose a health risk. As part
of ARB’s focus on communities and children’s health, we encourage land use
agencies to apply these recommendations and work more closely with air
agencies. We also hope that this document will help educate a wider audience
about the value of preventative action to reduce environmental exposures to air
pollution.
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1. ARB Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses

Protecting California’s communities and our children from the health effects of air
pollution is one of the most fundamental goals of state and local air pollution
control programs. Our focus on children reflects their special vulnerability to the
health impacts of air pollution. Other vulnerable populations include the elderly,
pregnant women, and those with serious health problems affected by air
pollution. With this document, we hope to more effectively engage local land use
agencies as partners in our efforts to reduce health risk from air pollution in all
California communities.

Later sections emphasize the need to strengthen the connection between air
quality and land use in both planning and permitting processes. Because the
siting process for many, but not all air pollution sources involves permitting by
local air districts, there is an opportunity for interagency coordination where the
proposed location might pose a problem. To enhance the evaluation process
from a land use perspective, section 4 includes recommended project related
questions to help screen for potential proximity related issues.

Unlike industrial and other stationary sources of air pollution, the siting of new
homes or day care centers does not require an air quality permit. Because these
situations fall outside the air quality permitting process, it is especially important
that land use agencies be aware of potential air pollution impacts.

The following recommendations address the issue of siting “sensitive land uses”
near specific sources of air pollution; namely:

High traffic freeways and roads
Distribution centers

Rail yards

Ports

Refineries

Chrome plating facilities

Dry cleaners

Large gas dispensing facilities

The recommendations for each category include a summary of key information
and guidance on what to avoid from a public health perspective.
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Sensitive individuals refer to those segments of the
population most susceptible to poor air quality (ie.,
children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious
health problems affected by air quality). Land uses where
sensitive individuals are most likely to spend time include
schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare
centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential
communities (sensitive sites or sensitive land uses).

We are characterizing sensitive land uses as simply as we can by using the
example of residences, schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical
facilities. However, a variety of facilities are encompassed. For example,
residences can include houses, apartments, and senior living complexes.
Medical facilities can include hospitals, convalescent homes, and health clinics.
Playgrounds could be play areas associated with parks or community centers.

In developing these recommendations, ARB first considered the adequacy of the
data available for each air pollution source category. We assessed whether we
could generally characterize the relative exposure and health risk from a
proximity standpoint. The documented non-cancer health risks include triggering
of asthma attacks, heart attacks, and increases in daily mortality and
hospitalization for heart and respiratory diseases. These health impacts are well
documented in epidemiological studies, but less easy to quantify from a particular
air pollution source. Therefore, the cancer health impacts are used in this
document to provide a picture of relative risk. This screening process provided
the list of source categories we were able to address with specific
recommendations. In evaluating the available information, we also considered
the practical implications of making hard and fast recommendations where the
potential impact area is large, emissions will be reduced with time, and air
agencies are in the process of looking at options for additional emission control.
Due to the large variability in relative risk between the source categories, we
chose not to apply a uniform, quantified risk threshold as is typically done in
regulatory programs. Therefore, in the end, we tailored our recommendations to
minimize the highest exposures for each source category independently.
Additionally, because this guidance is not regulatory or binding on local agencies,
we took a more qualitative approach to developing distance based
recommendations.

Where possible, we recommend a minimum separation between new sensitive
land uses and existing sources. However, this is not always possible, particularly
where there is an elevated health risk over large geographical areas. Areas
downwind of ports and rail yards are prime examples. In such cases, we
recommend doing everything possible to avoid locating sensitive receptors within
the highest risk zones. Concurrently, air agencies and others will be working to
reduce the overall risk through controls and measures within their scope of
authority.
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The recommendations were developed from the standpoint of siting new
sensitive land uses. Project-specific data for new and existing air pollution
sources are available as part of the air quality permitting process. Where such
information is available, it should be used. Our recommendations are designed
to fill a gap where information about existing facilities may not be readily
available. These recommendations are only guidelines and are not designed to
substitute for more specific information if it exists.

A summary of our recommendations is shown in Table 1-1. The basis and
references’ supporting each of these recommendations, including health studies,
air quality modeling and monitoring studies is discussed below beginning with
freeways and summarized in Table 1-2. As new information becomes available,
it will be included on ARB’s community health web page.

'Detailed information on these references are available on ARB’s website at:
http://www.ARB.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.
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Table 1-1

Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses
Such As Residences, Schools, Daycare Centers, Playgrounds, or Medical

Facilities*

Source
Category

Advisory Recommendations

Freeways and
High-Traffic
Roads

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway,
urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000
vehicles/day.

Distribution
Centers

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a
distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per
day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration
units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300
hours per week).

Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers
and avoid locating residences and other new sensitive land uses
near entry and exit points.

Rail Yards

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major
service and maintenance rail yard.

Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations
and mitigation approaches.

Ports

Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of
ports in the most heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts
or the ARB on the status of pending analyses of health risks.

Refineries

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of
petroleum refineries. Consult with local air districts and other local
agencies to determine an appropriate separation.

Chrome Platers

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome
plater.

Dry Cleaners

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry
cleaning operation. For operations with two or more machines,

Using provide 500 feet. For operations with 3 or more machines, consult

Perchloro- with the local air district.

ethylene Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perc
dry cleaning operations.

Gasoline Avo_id siting_ new sensiti\{g Iant_j uses within 300 feet of_a. large gas

Dispensing station (defined as a facility with a throgghput of 3.6 million gallons

Facilities per year or greater). A 50 foot separation is recommended for
typical gas dispensing facilities.

*Notes:

e These recommendations are advisory. Land use agencies have to balance
other considerations, including housing and transportation needs, economic
development priorities, and other quality of life issues.
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Recommendations are based primarily on data showing that the air pollution
exposures addressed here (i.e., localized) can be reduced as much as 80%
with the recommended separation.

The relative risk for these categories varies greatly (see Table 1-2). To
determine the actual risk near a particular facility, a site-specific analysis
would be required. Risk from diesel PM will decrease over time as cleaner
technology phases in.

These recommendations are designed to fill a gap where information about
existing facilities may not be readily available and are not designed to
substitute for more specific information if it exists. The recommended
distances take into account other factors in addition to available health risk
data (see individual category descriptions).

Site-specific project design improvements may help reduce air pollution
exposures and should also be considered when siting new sensitive land
uses.

This table does not imply that mixed residential and commercial development
in general is incompatible. Rather it focuses on known problems like dry
cleaners using perchloroethylene that can be addressed with reasonable
preventative actions.

A summary of the basis for the distance recommendations can be found in
Table 1-2.
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Table 1-2

Summary of Basis for Advisory Recommendations

Range of
Source Relative Summary of Basis for Advisory Recommendations
Category Cancer
Risk'?

Freeways In traffic-related studies, the additional non-cancer health risk

and High- 300 — attributable to proximity was seen within 1,000 feet and was

Traffic 1,700 strongest within 300 feet. California freeway studies show about

Roads a 70% drop off in particulate pollution levels at 500 feet.

Because ARB regulations will restrict truck idling at distribution
centers, transport refrigeration unit (TRU) operations are the
largest onsite diesel PM emission source followed by truck travel

Distribution Up to in and out of distribution centers.

Centers® 500 Based on ARB and South Coast District emissions and modeling
analyses, we estimate an 80 percent drop-off in pollutant
concentrations at approximately 1,000 feet from a distribution
center.

The air quality modeling conducted for the Roseville Rail Yard
Up to Study predicted the highest impact is within 1,000 feet of the

Rail Yards 500 Yard, and is associated with service and maintenance activities.
The next highest impact is between a half to one mile of the Yard,
depending on wind direction and intensity.

ARB will evaluate the impacts of ports and develop a new
Studies comprehensive plan that will describe the steps needed to reduce
Ports public health impacts from port and rail activities in California. In
underway . - . . .
the interim, a general advisory is appropriate based on the
magnitude of diesel PM emissions associated with ports.
Risk assessments conducted at California refineries show risks
from air toxics to be under 10 chances of cancer per million.*

Refineries Under 10 Distance recommendations were based on the amount and
potentially hazardous nature of many of the pollutants released
as part of the refinery process, particularly during non-routine
emissions releases.

ARB modeling and monitoring studies show localized risk of
hexavalent chromium diminishing significantly at 300 feet. There
are data limitations in both the modeling and monitoring studies.

Chrome 10-100 These include variability of plating activities and uncertainty of

Platers emissions such as fugitive dust. Hexavalent chromium is one of
the most potent toxic air contaminants. Considering these
factors, a distance of 1,000 feet was used as a precautionary
measure.

Dry Local air district studies indicate that individual cancer risk can be

Cleaners reduced by as much as 75 percent by establishing a 300 foot

Using 15-150 separation between a sensitive land use and a one-machine perc

Perchloro- dry cleaning operation. For larger operations (2 machines or

ethylene more), a separation of 500 feet can reduce risk by over 85

(perc) percent.
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Range of
CSource Relative Summary of Basis for Advisory Recommendations
ategory Cancer
Risk"?
e Based on the CAPCOA Gasoline Service Station Industry-wide
Typical Risk Assessment Guidelines, most typical GDFs (less than
GDF: 3.6 million gallons per year) have a risk of less than 10 at 50 feet
Less under urban air dispersion conditions. Over the last few years,

. than 10 there has been a growing number of extremely large GDFs with
G_asollne_ sales over 3.6 and as high as 19 million gallons per year. Under
D'sp.e.nsmg Large rural air dispersion conditions, these large GDFs can pose a
Fég:;tlses GDF: larger risk at a greater distance.

( ) Between
Less

than 10

and 120

'For cancer health effects, risk is expressed as an estimate of the increased chances of getting
cancer due to facility emissions over a 70-year lifetime. This increase in risk is expressed as
chances in a million (e.g., 10 chances in a million).

The estimated cancer risks are a function of the proximity to the specific category and were
calculated independent of the regional health risk from air pollution. For example, the estimated
regional cancer risk from air toxics in the Los Angeles region (South Coast Air Basin) is
approximately 1,000 in a million.

3Analysis based on refrigerator trucks.

4AIthough risk assessments performed by refineries indicate they represent a low cancer risk,
there is limited data on non-cancer effects of pollutants that are emitted from these facilities.
Refineries are also a source of non-routine emissions and odors.

°A typical GDF in California dispenses under 3.6 million gallons of gasoline per year. The cancer
risk for this size facility is likely to be less than 10 in a million at the fence line under urban air
dispersion conditions.

A large GDF has fuel throughputs that can range from 3.6 to 19 million gallons of gasoline per
year. The upper end of the risk range (i.e., 120 in a million) represents a hypothetical worst case
scenario for an extremely large GDF under rural air dispersion conditions.
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Freeways and High Traffic Roads

Air pollution studies indicate that living close to high traffic and the associated
emissions may lead to adverse health effects beyond those associated with
regional air pollution in urban areas. Many of these epidemiological studies have
focused on children. A number of studies identify an association between
adverse non-cancer health effects and living or attending school near heavily
traveled roadways (see findings below). These studies have reported
associations between residential proximity to high traffic roadways and a variety
of respiratory symptoms, asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function
in children.

One such study that found an association between traffic and respiratory
symptoms in children was conducted in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Measurements of traffic-related pollutants showed concentrations within

300 meters (approximately 1,000 feet) downwind of freeways were higher than
regional values. Most other studies have assessed exposure based on proximity
factors such as distance to freeways or traffic density.

These studies linking traffic emissions with health impacts build on a wealth of
data on the adverse health effects of ambient air pollution. The data on the
effects of proximity to traffic-related emissions provides additional information
that can be used in land use siting and regulatory actions by air agencies. The
key observation in these studies is that close proximity increases both exposure
and the potential for adverse health effects. Other effects associated with traffic
emissions include premature death in elderly individuals with heart disease.

Key Health Findings

e Reduced lung function in children was associated with traffic density,
especially trucks, within 1,000 feet and the association was strongest within
300 feet. (Brunekreef, 1997)

¢ Increased asthma hospitalizations were associated with living within 650 feet
of heavy traffic and heavy truck volume. (Lin, 2000)

e Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways and the risk was
greatest within 300 feet. (Venn, 2001)

e Asthma and bronchitis symptoms in children were associated with proximity
to high traffic in a San Francisco Bay Area community with good overall
regional air quality. (Kim, 2004)

e A San Diego study found increased medical visits in children living within
550 feet of heavy traffic. (English, 1999)

In these and other proximity studies, the distance from the roadway and truck
traffic densities were key factors affecting the strength of the association with
adverse health effects. In the above health studies, the association of traffic-
related emissions with adverse health effects was seen within 1,000 feet and was
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strongest within 300 feet. This demonstrates that the adverse effects diminished
with distance.

In addition to the respiratory health effects in children, proximity to freeways
increases potential cancer risk and contributes to total particulate matter
exposure. There are three carcinogenic toxic air contaminants that constitute the
majority of the known health risk from motor vehicle traffic — diesel particulate
matter (diesel PM) from trucks, and benzene and 1,3-butadiene from passenger
vehicles. On a typical urban freeway (truck traffic of 10,000-20,000/day), diesel
PM represents about 70 percent of the potential cancer risk from the vehicle
traffic. Diesel particulate emissions are also of special concern because health
studies show an association between particulate matter and premature mortality
in those with existing cardiovascular disease.

Distance Related Findings

A southern California study (Zhu, 2002) showed measured concentrations of
vehicle-related pollutants, including ultra-fine particles, decreased dramatically
within approximately 300 feet of the 710 and 405 freeways. Another study
looked at the validity of using distance from a roadway as a measure of exposure

Figure 11
Decrease In Concentration of Freeway Diesel PM Emissions
With Distance
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50000 +
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0 200 400 600 800 1000
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to traffic related air pollution (Knape, 1999). This study showed that
concentrations of traffic related pollutants declined with distance from the road,
primarily in the first 500 feet.

These findings are consistent with air quality modeling and risk analyses done by
ARB staff that show an estimated range of potential cancer risk that decreases
with distance from freeways. The estimated risk varies with the local
meteorology, including wind pattern. As an example, at 300 feet downwind from
a freeway (Interstate 80) with truck traffic of 10,000 trucks per day, the potential
cancer risk was as high as 100 in one million (ARB Roseville Rail Yard Study).
The cancer health risk at 300 feet on the upwind side of the freeway was much
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less. The risk at that distance for other freeways will vary based on local
conditions — it may be higher or lower. However, in all these analyses the
relative exposure and health risk dropped substantially within the first 300 feet.
This phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 1-1.

State law restricts the siting of new schools within 500 feet of a freeway, urban
roadways with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roadways with 50,000 vehicles with
some exceptions.> However, no such requirements apply to the siting of
residences, day care centers, playgrounds, or medical facilities. The available
data show that exposure is greatly reduced at approximately 300 feet. In the
traffic-related studies the additional health risk attributable to the proximity effect
was strongest within 1,000 feet.

The combination of the children’s health studies and the distance related findings
suggests that it is important to avoid exposing children to elevated air pollution
levels immediately downwind of freeways and high traffic roadways. These
studies suggest a substantial benefit to a 500-foot separation.

The impact of traffic emissions is on a gradient that at some point becomes
indistinguishable from the regional air pollution problem. As air agencies work to
reduce the underlying regional health risk from diesel PM and other pollutants,
the impact of proximity will also be reduced. In the meantime, as a preventative
measure, we hope to avoid exposing more children and other vulnerable
individuals to the highest concentrations of traffic-related emissions.

Recommendation

¢ Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads
with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.
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Distribution Centers

Distribution centers or warehouses are facilities that serve as a distribution point
for the transfer of goods. Such facilities include cold storage warehouses, goods
transfer facilities, and inter-modal facilities such as ports. These operations
involve trucks, trailers, shipping containers, and other equipment with diesel
engines. A distribution center can be comprised of multiple centers or
warehouses within an area. The size can range from several to hundreds of
acres, involving a number of different transfer operations and long waiting
periods. A distribution center can accommodate hundreds of diesel trucks a day
that deliver, load, and/or unload goods up to seven days a week. To the extent
that these trucks are transporting perishable goods, they are equipped with
diesel-powered transport refrigeration units (TRUs) or TRU generator sets.

The activities associated with delivering, storing, and loading freight produces
diesel PM emissions. Although TRUs have relatively small diesel-powered
engines, in the normal course of business, their emissions can pose a significant
health risk to those nearby. In addition to onsite emissions, truck travel in and
out of distribution centers contributes to the local pollution impact.

ARB is working to reduce diesel PM emissions through regulations, financial
incentives, and enforcement programs. In 2004, ARB adopted two airborne toxic
control measures that will reduce diesel PM emissions associated with
distribution centers. The first will limit nonessential (or unnecessary) idling of
diesel-fueled commercial vehicles, including those entering from other states or
countries. This statewide measure, effective in 2005, prohibits idling of a vehicle
more than five minutes at any one location.®> The elimination of unnecessary
idling will reduce the localized impacts caused by diesel PM and other air toxics

® For further information on the Anti-ldling ATCM, please click on:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/idling/outreach/factsheet.pdf
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in diesel vehicle exhaust. This should be a very effective new strategy for
reducing diesel PM emissions at distribution centers as well as other locations.

The second measure requires that TRUs operating in California become cleaner
over time. The measure establishes in-use performance standards for existing
TRU engines that operate in California, including out-of-state TRUs. The
requirements are phased-in beginning in 2008, and extend to 2019.*

ARB also operates a smoke inspection program for heavy-duty diesel trucks that
focuses on reducing truck emissions in California communities. Areas with large
numbers of distribution centers are a high priority.

Key Health Findings

Diesel PM has been identified by ARB as a toxic air contaminant and represents
70 percent of the known potential cancer risk from air toxics in California. Diesel
PM is an important contributor to particulate matter air pollution. Particulate
matter exposure is associated with premature mortality and health effects such
as asthma exacerbation and hospitalization due to aggravating heart and lung
disease.

Distance Related Findings

Although distribution centers are located throughout the state, they are usually
clustered near transportation corridors, and are often located in or near
population centers. Diesel PM emissions from associated delivery truck traffic
and TRUs at these facilities may result in elevated diesel PM concentrations in
neighborhoods surrounding those sites. Because ARB regulations will restrict
truck idling at distribution centers, the largest continuing onsite diesel PM
emission source is the operation of TRUs. Truck travel in and out of distribution
centers also contributes to localized exposures, but specific travel patterns and
truck volumes would be needed to identify the exact locations of the highest
concentrations.

As part of the development of ARB’s regulation for TRUs, ARB staff performed
air quality modeling to estimate exposure and the associated potential cancer
risk of onsite TRUs for a typical distribution center. For an individual person,
cancer risk estimates for air pollution are commonly expressed as a probability of
developing cancer from a lifetime (i.e., 70 years) of exposure. These risks were
calculated independent of regional risk. For example, the estimated regional
cancer risk from air toxics in the Los Angeles region (South Coast Air Basin) is
approximately 1,000 additional cancer cases per one million population.

* For further information on the Transport Refrigeration Unit ATCM, please click on:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/documents/trufaq.pdf
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The diesel PM emissions from a facility are dependent on the size (horsepower),
age, and number of engines, emission rates, the number of hours the truck
engines and/or TRUs operate, distance, and meteorological conditions at the
site. This assessment assumes a total on-site operating time for all TRUs of
300 hours per week. This would be the equivalent of 40 TRU-equipped trucks a
day, each loading or unloading on-site for one hour, 12 hours a day and seven
days a week.

As shown in Figure 1-2 below, at this estimated level of activity and assuming a
current fleet diesel PM emission rate, the potential cancer risk would be over 100
in a million at 800 feet from the center of the TRU activity. The estimated
potential cancer risk would be in the 10 to 100 per million range between 800 to
3,300 feet and fall off to less than 10 per million at approximately 3,600 feet.
However with the implementation of ARB’s regulation on TRUs, the risk will be
significantly reduced.> We have not conducted a risk assessment for distribution
centers based on truck traffic alone, but on an emissions basis, we would expect
similar risks for a facility with truck volumes in the range of 100 per day.

Figure 1-2

Estimated Risk Range versus Distance from Center of TRU Activity Area*

Emission Rate
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KEY:
Potential Cancer Risk > 100 per million -

Potential Cancer Risk = 10 and < 100 per million

Potential Cancer Risks < 10 per million

*Assumes 300 hours per week of TRU engine operation at 60% load factor

The estimated potential cancer risk level in Figure 1-2 is based on a number of
assumptions that may not reflect actual conditions for a specific site. For
example, increasing or decreasing the hours of diesel engine operations would
change the potential risk levels. Meteorological and other facility specific
parameters can also impact the results. Therefore, the results presented here
are not directly applicable to any particular facility or operation. Rather, this
information is intended to provide an indication as to the potential relative levels
of risk that may be observed from operations at distribution centers. As shown in
Figure 1-2, the estimated risk levels will decrease over time as lower-emitting
diesel engines are used.

® These risk values assume an exposure duration of 70 years for a nearby resident and uses the
methodology specified in the 2003 OEHHA health risk assessment guidelines.
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Another air modeling analysis, performed by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (South Coast AQMD), evaluated the impact of diesel PM
emissions from distribution center operations in the community of Mira Loma in
southern California. Based on dispersion of diesel PM emissions from a large
distribution center, Figure 1-3 shows the relative pollution concentrations at
varying distances downwind. As Figure 1-3 shows, there is about an 80 percent
drop off in concentration at approximately 1,000 feet.

Figure 1-3
Decrease In Relative Concentration of Risk
With Distance

Sensitivity of Concentration to Downwind Distance from a
Distribution Center with TRUs
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Both the ARB and the South Coast AQMD analyses indicate that providing a
separation of 1,000 feet would substantially reduce diesel PM concentrations and
public exposure downwind of a distribution center. While these analyses do not
provide specific risk estimates for distribution centers, they provide an indication
of the range of risk and the benefits of providing a separation. ARB recommends
a separation of 1,000 feet based on the combination of risk analysis done for
TRUs and the decrease in exposure predicted with the South Coast AQMD
modeling. However, ARB staff plans to provide further information on distribution
centers as we collect more data and implement the TRU control measure.

Taking into account the configuration of distribution centers can also reduce
population exposure and risk. For example, locating new sensitive land uses
away from the main entry and exit points helps to reduce cancer risk and other
health impacts.
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Recommendations

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center
(that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with
operating TRUs per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per
week).

« Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid
locating residences and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit
points.

References

« Airborne Toxic Control Measure To Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling. ARB (August 20, 2004). Rule effectiveness date awaiting
submittal of regulation to the Office of Administration Law.
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/idling/idling.htm

« Revised Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking.
Airborne Toxic Control Measure for In-Use Diesel-Fueled Transport
Refrigeration Units (TRU) and TRU Generator Sets, and Facilities Where
TRUs Operate. ARB (October 28, 2003).
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/trude03/revisor.doc

o Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile
Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis. SCAQMD
(August 2003) http://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/diesel analysis.doc

o “Mira Loma Study: Analysis of the Impact of Diesel Particulate Emissions
from Warehouse/Distribution Center Operations”, PowerPoint presentation.
SCAQMD (July 31, 2002)

Rail Yards

Rail yards are a major source of diesel particulate air pollution. They are usually
located near inter-modal facilities, which attract heavy truck traffic, and are often
sited in mixed industrial and residential areas. ARB, working with the Placer
County air district and Union Pacific Railroad, recently completed a study® of the
Roseville Rail Yard (Yard) in northern California that focused on the health risk
from diesel particulate. A comprehensive emissions analysis and air quality
modeling were conducted to characterize the estimated potential cancer risk
associated with the facility.

® To review the study, please click on: http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/documents/rrstudy.htm
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The Yard encompasses about 950 acres on a one-quarter mile wide by four-mile
long strip of land that parallels Interstate 80. It is surrounded by commercial,
industrial, and residential properties. The Yard is one of the largest service and
maintenance rail yards in the West with over 30,000 locomotives visiting
annually.

Using data provided by Union Pacific Railroad, the ARB determined the number
and type of locomotives visiting the Yard annually and what those locomotives
were doing - moving, idling, or undergoing maintenance testing. Union Pacific
provided the annual, monthly, daily, and hourly locomotive activity in the yard
including locomotive movements; routes for arrival, departure, and through trains;
and locomotive service and testing. This information was used to estimate the
emissions of particulate matter from the locomotives, which was then used to
model the potential impacts on the surrounding community.

The key findings of the study are:

e Diesel PM emissions in 2000 from locomotive operations at the Roseville
Yard were estimated at about 25 tons per year.

e Of the total diesel PM in the Yard, moving locomotives accounted for about
50 percent, idling locomotives about 45 percent, and locomotive testing about
five percent.

e Air quality modeling predicts potential cancer risks greater than 500 in a
million (based on 70 years of exposure) in a 10-40 acre area immediately
adjacent to the Yard’s maintenance operations.

e The risk assessment also showed elevated cancer risk impacting a larger
area covering about a 10 by 10 mile area around the Yard.

The elevated concentrations of diesel PM found in the study contribute to an
increased risk of cancer and premature death due to cardiovascular disease, and
non-cancer health effects such as asthma and other respiratory illnesses. The
magnitude of the risk, the general location, and the size of the impacted area
depended on the meteorological data used to characterize conditions at the
Yard, the dispersion characteristics, and exposure assumptions. In addition to
these variables, the nature of locomotive activity will influence a risk
characterization at a particular rail yard. For these reasons, the quantified risk
estimates in the Roseville Rail Yard Study cannot be directly applied to other rail
yards. However, the study does indicate the health risk due to diesel PM from
rail yards needs to be addressed. ARB, in conjunction with the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and local air districts, is
working with the rail industry to identify and implement short term, mid-term and
long-term mitigation strategies. ARB also intends to conduct a second rail study
in southern California to increase its understanding of rail yard operations and
the associated public health impacts.
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Key Health Findings

Diesel PM has been identified by ARB as a toxic air contaminant and represents
70 percent of the known potential cancer risk from air toxics in California. Diesel
PM is an important contributor to particulate matter air pollution. Particulate
matter exposure is associated with premature mortality and health effects such
as asthma exacerbation and hospitalization due to aggravating heart and lung
disease.

Distance Related Findings

Two sets of meteorological data were used in the Roseville study because of
technical limitations in the data. The size of the impact area was highly
dependent on the meteorological data set used. The predicted highest impact
area ranged from 10 - 40 acres with the two different meteorological data sets.
This area, with risks estimated above 500 in a million, is adjacent to an area that
includes a maintenance shop (see Figure 1-4). The high concentration of diesel
PM emissions is due to the number of locomotives and nature of activities in this
area, particularly idling locomotives.

The area of highest impact is within 1,000 feet of the Yard. The next highest
impact zone as defined in the report had a predicted risk between 500 and 100 in
one million and extends out between a half to one mile in some spots, depending
on which meteorological conditions were assumed. The impact areas are
irregular in shape making it difficult to generalize about the impact of distance at
a particular location. However, the Roseville Rail Yard Study clearly indicates
that the localized health risk is high, the impact area is large, and mitigation of
the locomotive diesel PM emissions is needed.

For facilities like rail yards and ports, the potential impact area is so large that the
real solution is to substantially reduce facility emissions. However, land use
planners can avoid encroaching upon existing rail facilities and those scheduled
for expansion. We also recommend that while air agencies tackle this problem,
land use planners try not to add new sensitive individuals into the highest
exposure areas. Finally, we recommend that land use agencies consider the
potential health impacts of rail yards in their planning and permitting processes.
Additional limitations and mitigation may be feasible to further reduce exposure
on a site-specific basis.
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Figure 1-4

Estimated Cancer Risk from the Yard
(100 and 500 in a million risk isopleths)
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Recommendation

e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and
maintenance rail yard7.

e Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and
mitigation approaches.

References

» Roseville Rail Yard Study. ARB (2004)

" The rail yard risk analysis was conducted for the Union Pacific rail yard in Roseville, California.
This rail yard is one of the largest in the state. There are other rail yards in California with
comparable levels of activity that should be considered “major” for purposes of this Handbook.
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Ports

Air pollution from maritime port activities is a growing concern for regional air
quality as well as air quality in nearby communities. The primary air pollutant
associated with port operations is directly emitted diesel particulate. Port-related
activities also result in emissions that form ozone and secondary particulate in
the atmosphere. The emission sources associated with ports include diesel
engine-powered ocean-going ships, harbor craft, cargo handling equipment,
trucks, and locomotives. The size and concentration of these diesel engines
makes ports one of the biggest sources of diesel PM in the state. For that
reason, ARB has made it a top priority to reduce diesel PM emissions at the
ports, in surrounding communities, and throughout California.

International, national, state, and local government collaboration is critical to
reducing port emissions based on both legal and practical considerations. For
example, the International Maritime Organization (IMO) and the U.S. EPA
establish emission standards for ocean-going vessels and U.S.-flagged harbor
craft, respectively. ARB is pursuing further federal actions to tighten these
standards. In addition, ARB and local air districts are reducing emissions from
ports through a variety of approaches. These include: incentive programs to
fund cleaner engines, enhanced enforcement of smoke emissions from ships and
trucks, use of dockside electricity instead of diesel engines, cleaner fuels for
ships, harbor craft, locomotives, and reduced engine idling. The two ATCMs that
limit truck idling and reduce emissions from TRUs (discussed under “Distribution
Centers”) also apply to ports.

ARB is also developing several other regulations that will reduce port-related
emissions. One rule would require ocean-going ships to use a cleaner marine
diesel fuel to power auxiliary engines while in California coastal waters and at
dock. Ships that frequently visit California ports would also be required to further
reduce their emissions. ARB has adopted a rule that would require harbor craft
to use the same cleaner diesel fuel used by on-road trucks in California. In 2005,
ARB will consider a rule that would require additional controls for in-use harbor
craft, such as the use of add-on emission controls and accelerated turnover of
older engines.

Key Health Findings

Port activities are a major source of diesel PM. Diesel PM has been identified by
ARB as a toxic air contaminant and represents 70 percent of the known potential
cancer risk from air toxics in California. Diesel PM is an important contributor to
particulate matter air pollution. Particulate matter exposure is associated with
premature mortality and health effects such as asthma exacerbation and
hospitalization due to aggravating heart and lung disease.
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Distance Related Findings

The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach provide an example of the emissions
impact of port operations. A comprehensive emissions inventory was completed
in June 2004. These ports combined are one of the world’s largest and busiest
seaports. Located in San Pedro Bay, about 20 miles south of downtown Los
Angeles, the port complex occupies approximately 16 square miles of land and
water. Port activities include five source categories that produce diesel
emissions. These are ocean-going vessels, harbor craft, cargo handling
equipment, railroad locomotives, and heavy-duty trucks.

The baseline emission inventory provides emission estimates for all major air
pollutants. This analysis focuses on diesel PM from in-port activity because
these emissions have the most potential health impact on the areas adjacent to
the port. Ocean vessels are the largest overall source of diesel PM related to the
ports, but these emissions occur primarily outside of the port in coastal waters,
making the impact more regional in nature.

The overall in-port emission inventory for diesel particulate for the ports of

Los Angeles and Long Beach is estimated to be 550 tons per year. The
emissions fall in the following major categories: ocean-going vessels (17%),
harbor craft (25%), cargo handling (47%), railroad locomotive (3%), and heavy
duty vehicles (8%). In addition to in-port emissions, ship, rail, and trucking
activities also contribute to regional emissions and increase emissions in nearby
neighborhoods. Off-port emissions associated with related ship, rail, and
trucking activities contribute an additional 680 tons per year of diesel particulate
at the Port of Los Angeles alone.

To put this in perspective, the diesel PM emissions estimated for the Roseville
Yard in ARB’s 2004 study are 25 tons per year. The potential cancer risk
associated with these emissions is 100 in one million at a distance of one mile, or
one half mile, depending on the data set used. This rail yard covers one and a
half square miles. The Los Angeles and Long Beach ports have combined diesel
PM emissions of 550 tons per year emitted from a facility that covers a much
larger area - 16 miles. The ports have about twice the emission density of the
rail yard - 34 tons per year per square mile compared to 16 tons per year per
square mile. However, while this general comparison is illustrative of the overall
size of the complex, a detailed air quality modeling analysis would be needed to
assess the potential health impact on specific downwind areas near the ports.

ARB is in the process of evaluating the various port-related emission sources
from the standpoint of existing emissions, growth forecasts, new control options,
regional air quality impacts, and localized health risk. A number of public
processes - both state and local - are underway to address various aspects of
these issues. Until more of these analyses are complete, there is little basis for
recommending a specific separation between new sensitive land uses and ports.
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For example, the type of data we have showing the relationship between air
pollutant concentrations and distance from freeways is not yet available.

Also, the complexity of the port facilities makes a site-specific analysis critical.
Ports are a concentration of multiple emission sources with differing dispersion
and other characteristics. In the case of the Roseville rail yard, we found a high,
very localized impact associated with a particular activity, service and
maintenance. By contrast, the location, size, and nature of impact areas can be
expected to vary substantially for different port activities. For instance, ground
level emissions from dockside activities would behave differently from ship stack
level emissions.

Nonetheless, on an emissions basis alone, we expect locations downwind of
ports to be substantially impacted. For that reason, we recommend that land use
agencies track the current assessment efforts, and consider limitations on the
siting of new sensitive land uses in areas immediately downwind of ports.

Recommendations

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most
heavily impacted zones. Consult local air districts or the ARB on the status of
pending analyses of health risks.

References

« Roseville Rail Yard Study. ARB (2004)

« Final Draft, “Port-Wide Baseline Air Emissions Inventory.” Port of Los
Angeles (June 2004)

« Final Draft, “2002 Baseline Air Emissions Inventory.” Port of Long Beach
(February 2004)

Petroleum Refineries

A petroleum refinery is a complex facility where crude oil is converted into
petroleum products (primarily gasoline, diesel fuel, and jet fuel), which are then
transported through a system of pipelines and storage tanks for final distribution
by delivery truck to fueling facilities throughout the state. In California, most
crude oil is delivered either by ship from Alaska or foreign sources, or is delivered
via pipeline from oil production fields within the state. The crude oil then
undergoes many complex chemical and physical reactions, which include
distillation, catalytic cracking, reforming, and finishing. These refining processes
have the potential to emit air contaminants, and are subject to extensive
emission controls by district regulations.

As a result of these regulations covering the production, marketing, and use of

gasoline and other oil by-products, California has seen significant regional air
quality benefits both in terms of cleaner fuels and cleaner operating facilities. In
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the 1990s, California refineries underwent significant modifications and
modernization to produce cleaner fuels in response to changes in state law.
Nevertheless, while residual emissions are small when compared to the total
emissions controlled from these major sources, refineries are so large that even
small amounts of fugitive, uncontrollable emissions and associated odors from
the operations, can be significant. This is particularly the case for communities
that may be directly downwind of the refinery. Odors can cause health
symptoms such as nausea and headache. Also, because of the size, complexity,
and vast numbers of refinery processes onsite, the occasional refinery upset or
malfunction can potentially result in acute or short-term health effects to exposed
individuals.

Key Health Findings

Petroleum refineries are large single sources of emissions. For volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), eight of the ten largest stationary sources in California are
petroleum refineries. For oxides of nitrogen (NOx), four of the ten largest
stationary sources in California are petroleum refineries. Both of these
compounds react in the presence of sunlight to form ozone. Ozone impacts lung
function by irritating and damaging the respiratory system. Petroleum refineries
are also large stationary sources of both particulate matter under 10 microns in
size (PM1o) and particulate matter under 2.5 microns in size (PM.5). Exposure to
particulate matter aggravates a number of respiratory illnesses, including
asthma, and is associated with premature mortality in people with existing
cardiac and respiratory disease. Both long-term and short-term exposure can
have adverse health impacts. Finer particles pose an increased health risk
because they can deposit deep in the lung and contain substances that are
particularly harmful to human health. NOx are also significant contributors to the
secondary formation of PM;s.

Petroleum refineries also emit a variety of toxic air pollutants. These air toxics
vary by facility and process operation but may include: acetaldehyde, arsenic,
antimony, benzene, beryllium, 1,3-butadiene, cadmium compounds, carbonyl
sulfide, carbon disulfide, chlorine, dibenzofurans, diesel particulate matter,
formaldehyde, hexane, hydrogen chloride, lead compounds, mercury
compounds, nickel compounds, phenol, 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin,
toluene, and xylenes (mixed) among others. The potential health effects
associated with these air toxics can include cancer, respiratory irritation, and
damage to the central nervous system, depending on exposure levels.

Distance Related Findings

Health risk assessments for petroleum refineries have shown risks from toxic air
pollutants that have quantifiable health risk values to be around 10 potential
cancer cases per million. Routine air monitoring and several air monitoring
studies conducted in the San Francisco Bay Area (Crockett) and the South Coast
Air Basin (Wilmington) have not identified significant health risks specifically
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associated with refineries. However, these studies did not measure diesel PM as
no accepted method currently exists, and there are many toxic air pollutants that
do not have quantifiable health risk values.

In 2002, ARB published a report on the results of the state and local air district air
monitoring done near oil refineries. The purpose of this evaluation was to try to
determine how refinery-related emissions might impact nearby communities.

This inventory of air monitoring activities included 10 ambient air monitoring
stations located near refineries in Crockett and four stations near refineries in
Wilmington. These monitoring results did not identify significant increased health
risks associated with the petroleum refineries. In 2002-2003, ARB conducted
additional monitoring studies in communities downwind of refineries in Crockett
and Wilmington. These monitoring results also did not indicate significant
increased health risks from the petroleum refineries.

Consequently, there are no air quality modeling or air monitoring data that
provides a quantifiable basis for recommending a specific separation between
refineries and new sensitive land uses. However, in view of the amount and
potentially hazardous nature of many of the pollutants released as part of the
refinery process, we believe the siting of new sensitive land uses immediately
downwind should be avoided. Land use agencies should consult with the local
air district when considering how to define an appropriate separation for
refineries within their jurisdiction.

Recommendations

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum
refineries. Consult with local air districts and other local agencies to
determine an appropriate separation.

References

« Review of Current Ambient Air Monitoring Activities Related to California Bay
Area and South Coast Refineries. ARB (March 2002)
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aagm/gmosqual/special/mlidrefinery.pdf

« Community Air Quality Monitoring: Special Studies — Crockett. ARB
(September 2004)
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/communities/studies/crockett/crockett.htm

o Wilmington Study - Air Monitoring Results. ARB (2003)
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/communities/studies/wilmington/wilmington.htm

Chrome Plating Operations

Chrome plating operations rely on the use of the toxic metal hexavalent
chromium, and have been subject to ARB and local air district control programs
for many years. Regulation of chrome plating operations has reduced statewide
emissions substantially. However, due to the nature of chrome plating
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operations and the highly toxic nature of hexavalent chromium, the remaining
health risk to nearby residents is a continuing concern.

Chrome plating operations convert hexavalent chromium in solution to a
chromium metal layer by electroplating, and are categorized based upon the
thickness of the chromium metal layer applied. In “decorative plating”, a layer of
nickel is first plated over a metal substrate. Following this step, a thin layer of
chromium is deposited over the nickel layer to provide a decorative and
protective finish, for example, on faucets and automotive wheels. “Hard chrome
plating” is a process in which a thicker layer of chromium metal is deposited
directly on metal substrates such as engine parts, industrial machinery, and tools
to provide greater protection against corrosion and wear.

Hexavalent chromium is emitted into the air when an electric current is applied to
the plating bath. Emissions are dependent upon the amount of electroplating
done per year and the control requirements. A unit of production referred to as
an ampere-hour represents the amount of electroplating produced. Small
facilities have an annual production rate of 100,000 — 500,000 ampere-hours,
while medium-size facilities may have a production rate of 500,000 to about

3 million ampere-hours. The remaining larger facilities have a range of
production rates that can be as high as 80 million ampere-hours.

The control requirements, which reduce emissions from the plating tanks, vary
according to the size and type of the operation. Facilities either install add-on
pollution control equipment, such as filters and scrubbers, or in-tank controls,
such as fume suppressants and polyballs. With this combination of controls, the
overall hexavalent chromium emissions have been reduced by over 90 percent.
Larger facilities typically have better controls that can achieve efficiencies greater
than 99 percent. However, even with stringent controls, the lack of maintenance
and good housekeeping practices can lead to problems. And, since the material
itself is inherently dangerous, any lapse in compliance poses a significant risk to
nearby residents.

A 2002 ARB study in the San Diego community of Barrio Logan measured
unexpectedly high concentrations of hexavalent chromium near chrome platers.
The facilities were located in a mixed-use area with residences nearby. The
study found that fugitive dust laden with hexavalent chromium was an important
source of emissions that likely contributed to the elevated cancer risk. Largely as
a result of this study, ARB is in the process of updating the current requirements
to further reduce the emissions from these facilities.

In December 2004, the ARB adopted an ATCM to reduce emissions of
hexavalent chromium and nickel from thermal spraying operations through the
installation of best available control technology. The ATCM requires all existing
facilities to comply with its requirements by January 1, 2006. New and modified
thermal spraying operations must comply upon initial startup. An existing thermal
spraying facility may be exempt from the minimum control efficiency
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requirements of the ATCM if it is located at least 1,640 feet from the nearest
sensitive receptor and emits no more than 0.5 pound per year of hexavalent
chromium.®

Key Health Findings

Hexavalent chromium is one of the most toxic air pollutants regulated by the
State of California. Hexavalent chromium is a carcinogen and has been
identified in worker health studies as causing lung cancer. Exposure to even
very low levels of hexavalent chromium should be avoided.

The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has found
that: 1) many epidemiological studies show a strong association between
hexavalent chromium exposure in the work place and respiratory cancer; and 2)
all short-term assays reported show that hexavalent chromium compounds can
cause damage to human DNA.

Hexavalent chromium when inhaled over a period of many years can cause a
variety of non-cancer health effects. These health effects include damage to the
nose, blood disorders, lung disease, and kidney damage. The non-cancer health
impacts occur with exposures considerably higher than exposures causing
significant cancer risks. It is less likely that the public would be exposed to
hexavalent chromium at levels high enough to cause these non-cancer health
effects. Non-cancer health effects, unlike cancer health effects, have a threshold
or exposure level below which non-cancer health effects would not be expected.

Distance Related Findings

ARB’s 2002 Barrio Logan Study measured concentrations of hexavalent
chromium in the air near two chrome plating facilities. The study was conducted
from December 2001 to May 2002. There were two chrome platers on the street
- one decorative and one hard plater. The purpose of the study was to better
understand the near source impact of hexavalent chromium emissions. Air
monitors were placed at residences next to the platers and at varying distances
down the street. The monitors were moved periodically to look at the spatial
distribution of the impact. Source testing and facility inspections identified one of
the facilities as the likely source.

The first two weeks of monitoring results showed unexpectedly high levels of
hexavalent chromium at a number of the monitoring sites. The high
concentrations were intermittent. The concentrations ranged from 1 to 22 ng/m3
compared to the statewide average of 0.1 ng/m3. If these levels were to
continue for 70 years, the potential cancer risk would be 150 in one million. The
highest value was found at an air monitor behind a house adjacent to one of the

® For further information on the ATCM, please refer to:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/thermspr/thermalspr.htm
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plating facilities—approximately 30 feet from the back entrance. Lower, but
significant concentrations were found at an ambient air monitor 250 feet away.

The monitoring covered a period when the facility was not operating its plating
tank. During this period, one of the highest concentrations was measured at an
adjacent house. It appears that chromium-laden dust was responsible for high
concentrations at this location since there was no plating activity at the time.
Dust samples from the facility were tested and found to contain high levels of
hexavalent chromium. On the day the highest concentration was measured at
the house next door, a monitor 350 feet away from the plater’s entrance showed
very little impact. Similar proximity effects are shown in ARB modeling studies.

Figure 1-5 shows how the relative health risk varies as a function of distance
from a chrome plater. This analysis is based on a medium-sized chrome plater
with an annual production rate of 3 million ampere-hours. As shown in

Figure 1- 5, the potential health risk drops off rapidly, with over 90 percent
reduction in risk within 300 feet. This modeling was done in 2003 as part of a
review of ARB’s current air toxic control measure for chrome platers and is based
on data from a recent ARB survey of chrome platers in California. The emission

Figure 1-5
Risk vs. Distance From Chrome Plater
(Based on plating tank emissions)

100%

90% -
80%

9
s 0%
(4]
N 60%
©
E 50% -
]
Z  40%
whd
(8]
S 30% -
£
= 20%
10% ~—_
0% T T T T T T T
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600

Distance From Edge of Facility (feet)

rates are only for plating operations. Because there are insufficient data
available to directly quantify the impacts, the analysis does not include fugitive
emissions, which the Barrio Logan analysis indicated could be significant.

Both the ARB Barrio Logan monitoring results and ARB’s 2003 modeling analysis
suggests that the localized emissions impact of a chrome plater diminishes
significantly at 300 feet. However, in developing our recommendation, we also
considered the following factors:
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some chrome platers will have higher volumes of plating activity,

potential dust impacts were not modeled,

we have only one monitoring study looking at the impact of distance, and,
hexavalent chromium is one of the most potent toxic air contaminants ARB
has identified.

Given these limitations in the analysis, we recommend a separation of 1,000 feet
as a precautionary measure. For large chrome platers, site specific information
should be obtained from the local air district.

Recommendation

e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater.
References

e Ambient Air Monitoring for Hexavalent Chromium and Metals in Barrio Logan:
May 2001 through May 2002. ARB, Monitoring and Laboratory Division
(October 14, 2003)

e Draft Barrio Logan Report. ARB, Planning and Technical Support Division
(November 2004)

e Proposed Amendments to the Hexavalent Chromium Control Measure for
Decorative and Hard Chrome Plating and Chromic Acid Anodizing Facilities.
ARB (April 1998)

e Murchison, Linda; Suer, Carolyn; Cook, Jeff. “Neighborhood Scale
Monitoring in Barrio Logan,” (AWMA Annual Conference Proceedings,

June 2003)

Dry Cleaners Using Perchloroethylene (Perc Dry Cleaners)

Perchloroethylene (perc) is the solvent most commonly used by the dry cleaning
industry to clean clothes or other materials. The ARB and other public health
agencies have identified perc as a potential cancer-causing compound. Perc
persists in the atmosphere long enough to contribute to both regional air pollution
and localized exposures. Perc dry cleaners are the major source of perc
emissions in California.

Since 1990, the statewide concentrations and health risk from exposure to perc
has dropped over 70 percent. This is due to a number of regulatory
requirements on perc dry cleaners and other sources, including degreasing
operations, brake cleaners, and adhesives. ARB adopted an Airborne Toxic
Control Measure (ATCM) for Perc Emissions from Dry Cleaning Operations in
1993. ARB has also prohibited the use of perc in aerosol adhesives and
automotive brake cleaners.
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Perc dry cleaners statewide are required to comply with ARB and local air district
regulations to reduce emissions. However, even with these controls, some
emissions continue to occur. Air quality studies indicate that there is still the
potential for significant risks even near well-controlled dry cleaners. The South
Coast AQMD has adopted a rule requiring that all new dry cleaners use
alternatives to perc and that existing dry cleaners phase out the use of perc by
December 2020. Over time, transition to non-toxic alternatives should occur.
However, while perc continues to be used, a preventative approach should be
taken to siting of new sensitive land uses.

Key Health Findings

Inhalation of perc may result in both cancer and non-cancer health effects. An
assessment by California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) concluded that perc is a potential human carcinogen and can cause
non-cancer health effects. In addition to the potential cancer risk, the effects of
long-term exposure include dizziness, impaired judgment and perception, and
damage to the liver and kidneys. Workers have shown signs of liver toxicity
following chronic exposure to perc, as well as kidney dysfunction and
neurological effects. Non-cancer health effects occur with higher exposure levels
than those associated with significant cancer risks. The public is more likely to
be exposed to perchloroethylene at levels causing significant cancer risks than to
levels causing non-cancer health effects. Non-cancer health effects, unlike
cancer health effects, have a threshold or exposure level below which non-
cancer health effects would not be expected. The ARB formally identified perc
as a toxic air contaminant in October 1991.

One study has determined that inhalation of perc is the predominant route of
exposure to infants living in apartments co-located in the same building with a
business operating perc dry cleaning equipment. Results of air sampling within
co-residential buildings indicate that dry cleaners can cause a wide range of
exposures depending on the type and maintenance of the equipment. For
example, a well-maintained state-of-the-art system may have risks in the range
of 10 in one million, whereas a badly maintained machine with major leaks can
have potential cancer risks of thousands in one million.

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) is developing
Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines for Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaners
which, when published, will provide detailed information on public health risk from
exposure to emissions from this source.

Distance Related Findings

Risk created by perc dry cleaning is dependent on the amount of perc emissions,
the type of dry cleaning equipment, proximity to the source, and how the
emissions are released and dispersed (e.g., type of ventilation system, stack
parameters, and local meteorology). Dry cleaners are often located near
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residential areas, and near shopping centers, schools, day-care centers, and
restaurants.

The vast majority of dry cleaners in California have one dry cleaning machine per
facility. The South Coast AQMD estimates that an average well-controlled dry
cleaner uses about 30 to 160 gallons of cleaning solvent per year, with an
average of about 100 gallons. Based on these estimates, the South Coast
AQMD estimates a potential cancer risk between 25 to 140 in one million at
residential locations 75 feet or less from the dry cleaner, with an average of
about 80 in one million. The estimate could be as high as 270 in one million for
older machines.

CAPCOA'’s draft industry-wide risk assessment of perc dry cleaning operations
indicates that the potential cancer risk for many dry cleaners may be in excess of
potential cancer risk levels adopted by the local air districts. The draft document
also indicates that, in general, the public’s exposure can be reduced by at least
75 percent, by providing a separation distance of about 300 feet from the
operation. This assessment is based on a single machine with perc use of about
100 gallons per year. At these distances, the potential cancer risk would be less
than 10 potential cases per million for most scenarios.

The risk would be proportionately higher for large, industrial size, dry cleaners.
These facilities typically have two or more machines and use 200 gallons or more
per year of perc. Therefore, separation distances need to be greater for large dry
cleaners. At a distance of 500 feet, the remaining risk for a large plant can be
reduced by over 85 percent.

In California, a small number of dry cleaners that are co-located (sharing a
common wall, floor, or ceiling) with a residence have the potential to expose the
inhabitants of the residence to high levels of perc. However, while special
requirements have been imposed on these existing facilities, the potential for
exposure still exists. Avoiding these siting situations in the future is an important
preventative measure.

Local air districts are a source of information regarding specific dry cleaning
operations—particularly for large industrial operations with multiple machines.
The 300 foot separation recommended below reflects the most common situation
— a dry cleaner with only one machine. While we recommend 500 feet when
there are two or more machines, site specific information should be obtained
from the local air district for some very large industrial operations. Factors that
can impact the risk include the number and type of machines, controls used,
source configuration, building dimensions, terrain, and meteorological data.
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Recommendation

« Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning
operation. For operations with two or more machines provide 500 feet. For
operations with 3 or more machines, consult with the local air district.

« Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with perc dry
cleaning operations.

References

« Proposed Amended Rule 1421 — Control of Perchloroethylene Emissions
from Dry Cleaning Systems, Final Staff Report. South Coast AQMD.
(October 2002)

« Air Toxic Control Measure for Emissions of Perchloroethylene from Dry
Cleaning Operations. ARB (1994)
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/atcm/percatcm.htm)

« “An Assessment of Tetrachloroethylene in Human Breast Milk”, Judith
Schreiber, New York State Department of Health — Bureau of Toxic
Substance Assessment, Journal of Exposure Analysis and Environmental
Epidemiology, Vol.2, Suppl.2, pp. 15-26, 1992.

« Draft Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaner Industry-
wide Risk Assessment Guidelines. (CAPCOA (November 2002)

« Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amended Rule 1421 — Control
of Perchloroethylene Emissions from Dry Cleaning Systems. South Coast
AQMD. (October 18, 2002)

Gasoline Dispensing Facilities

Refueling at gasoline dispensing facilities releases benzene into the air.
Benzene is a potent carcinogen and is one of the highest risk air pollutants
regulated by ARB. Motor vehicles and motor vehicle-related activity account for
over 90 percent of benzene emissions in California. While gasoline-dispensing
facilities account for a small part of total benzene emissions, near source
exposures for large facilities can be significant.

Since 1990, benzene in the air has been reduced by over 75 percent statewide,
primarily due to the implementation of emissions controls on motor vehicle vapor
recovery equipment at gas stations, and a reduction in benzene levels in
gasoline. However, benzene levels are still significant. In urban areas, average
benzene exposure is equivalent to about 50 in one million.

Gasoline dispensing facilities tend to be located in areas close to residential and
shopping areas. Benzene emissions from the largest gas stations may result in
near source health risk beyond the regional background and district health risk
thresholds. The emergence of very high gasoline throughput at large retail or
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wholesale outlets makes this a concern as these types of outlets are projected to
account for an increasing market share in the next few years.

Key Health Findings

Benzene is a human carcinogen identified by ARB as a toxic air contaminant.
Benzene also can cause non-cancer health effects above a certain level of
exposure. Brief inhalation exposure to high concentrations can cause central
nervous system depression. Acute effects include central nervous system
symptoms of nausea, tremors, drowsiness, dizziness, headache, intoxication,
and unconsciousness. It is unlikely that the public would be exposed to levels of
benzene from gasoline dispensing facilities high enough to cause these non-
cancer health effects.

Distance Related Findings

A well-maintained vapor recovery system can decrease emissions of benzene by
more than 90% compared with an uncontrolled facility. Almost all facilities have
emission control systems. Air quality modeling of the health risks from gasoline
dispensing facilities indicate that the impact from the facilities decreases rapidly
as the distance from the facility increases.

Statistics reported in the ARB’s staff reports on Enhanced Vapor Recovery
released in 2000 and 2002, indicated that almost 96 percent of the gasoline
dispensing facilities had a throughput less than 2.4 million gallons per year. The
remaining four percent, or approximately 450 facilities, had throughputs
exceeding 2.4 million gallons per year. For these stations, the average gasoline
throughput was 3.6 million gallons per year.

Figure 1-6
Gasoline Dispensing Facility Health Risk
for 3,600,000 gal/yr throughput
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As shown in Figure 1-6, the risk levels for a gasoline dispensing facility with a
throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year is about 10 in one million at a distance
of 50 feet from the fenceline. However, as the throughput increases, the
potential risk increases.
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As mentioned above, air pollution levels in the immediate vicinity of large
gasoline dispensing facilities may be higher than the surrounding area (although
tailpipe emissions from motor vehicles dominates the health impacts). Very large
gasoline dispensing facilities located at large wholesale and discount centers
may dispense nine million gallons of gasoline per year or more. At nine million
gallons, the potential risk could be around 25 in one million at 50 feet, dropping to
about five in one million at 300 feet. Some facilities have throughputs as high as
19 million gallons.

Recommendation

e Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gasoline
dispensing facility (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons
per year or greater). A 50 foot separation is recommended for typical gas
dispensing facilities.

References

e (Gasoline Service Station Industry-wide Risk Assessment Guidelines.
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (December 1997 and
revised November 1, 2001)

e Staff Report on Enhanced Vapor Recovery. ARB (February 4, 2000)

e The California AlImanac of Emissions and Air Quality. ARB (2004)

o Staff Report on Enhanced Vapor Recovery Technology Review. ARB
(October 2002)

Other Facility Types that Emit Air Pollutants of Concern

In addition to source specific recommendations, Table 1-3 includes a list of other
industrial sources that could pose a significant health risk to nearby sensitive
individuals depending on a number of factors. These factors include the amount
of pollutant emitted and its toxicity, the distance to nearby individuals, and the
type of emission controls in place. Since these types of facilities are subject to
air permits from local air districts, facility specific information should be obtained
where there are questions about siting a sensitive land use close to an industrial
facility.

Potential Sources of Odor and Dust Complaints

Odors and dust from commercial activities are the most common sources of air
pollution complaints and concerns from the public. Land use planning and
permitting processes should consider the potential impacts of odor and dust on
surrounding land uses, and provide for adequate separation between odor and
dust sources. As with other types of air pollution, a number of factors need to be
considered when determining an adequate distance or mitigation to avoid odor or
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Table 1-3 — Examples of Other Facility Types That Emit’ Air Pollutants of Concern

Cateqories
Commercial

Industrial

Public

Transportation

Agricultural
Operations

Facility Type
Autobody Shops

Furniture Repair

Film Processing Services
Distribution Centers
Printing Shops

Diesel Engines

Construction

Manufacturers

Metal Platers, Welders, Metal
Spray (flame spray) Operations
Chemical Producers

Furniture Manufacturers
Shipbuilding and Repair

Rock Quarries and Cement
Manufacturers

Hazardous Waste Incinerators
Power Plants

Research and Development
Facilities

Landfills

Waste Water Treatment Plants
Medical Waste Incinerators

Recycling, Garbage Transfer

Stations
Municipal Incinerators

Truck Stops

Farming Operations

Livestock and Dairy Operations

Air Pollutants of Concern

Metals, Solvents

Solvents? Methylene Chloride
Solvents, Perchloroethylene
Diesel Particulate Matter
Solvents

Diesel Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter, Asbestos
Solvents, Metals

Hexavalent Chromium, Nickel,
Metals

Solvents, Metals

Solvents

Hexavalent chromium and other
metals, Solvents

Particulate Matter, Asbestos

Dioxin, Solvents, Metals
Benzene, Formaldehyde,
Particulate Matter
Solvents, Metals, etc.

Benzene, Vinyl Chloride, Diesel
Particulate Matter

Hydrogen Sulfide

Dioxin, Benzene, PAH, PCBs,
1,3-Butadiene

Diesel Particulate Matter

Dioxin, Benzene, PAH, PCBs,
1,3-Butadiene

Diesel Particulate Matter

Diesel Particulate Matter, VOCs,
NOx, PM10, CO, SOx, Pesticides
Ammonia, VOCs, PM10

1

the local air district regarding specific facilities.
2Some solvents may emit toxic air pollutants, but not all solvents are toxic air contaminants.

Not all facilities will emit pollutants of concern due to process changes or chemical substitution. Consult
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dust complaints in a specific situation. Local air districts should be consulted for
advice when these siting situations arise.

Table 1-4 lists some of the most
common sources of odor complaints Table 1-4

received by local air districts. Sources of Odor Complaints
Complaints about odors are the
responsibility of local air districts and
are covered under state law. The
types of facilities that can cause odor
complaints are varied and can range
from small commercial facilities to large
industrial facilities, and may include
waste disposal and recycling
operations. Odors can cause health
symptoms such as nausea and
headache. Facilities with odors may
also be sources of toxic air pollutants
(See Table 1-3). Some common
sources of odors emitted by facilities
are sulfur compounds, organic solvents, and the decomposition/digestion of
biological materials. Because of the subjective nature of an individual’s
sensitivity to a particular type of odor, there is no specific rule for assigning
appropriate separations from odor sources. Under the right meteorological
conditions, some odors may still be offensive several miles from the source.

Sewage Treatment Plants
Landfills

Recycling Facilities
Waste Transfer Stations
Petroleum Refineries
Biomass Operations
Autobody Shops

Coating Operations
Fiberglass Manufacturing
Foundries

Rendering Plants
Livestock Operations

Sources of dust are also common sources of air pollution-related complaints.
Operations that can result in dust problems are rock crushing, gravel production,
stone quarrying, and mining operations. A common source of complaints is the
dust and noise associated with blasting that may be part of these operations.
Besides the health impacts of dust as particulate matter, thick dust also impairs
visibility, aesthetic values, and can soil homes and automobiles. Local air
districts typically have rules for regulating dust sources in their jurisdictions, but
dust sources can still be a concern. Therefore, separation of these facilities from
residential and other new sensitive land uses should be considered.

In some areas of California, asbestos occurs naturally in stone deposits.
Asbestos is a potent carcinogenic substance when inhaled. Asbestos-containing
dust may be a public health concern in areas where asbestos-containing rock is
mined, crushed, processed, or used. Situations where asbestos-containing
gravel has been used in road paving materials are also a source of asbestos
exposure to the general public. Planners are advised to consult with local air
pollution agencies in areas where asbestos-containing gravel or stone products
are produced or used.

Page 34



2. Handbook Development

ARB and local air districts share responsibility for improving statewide air quality.
As a result of California’s air pollution control programs, air quality has improved
and health risk has been reduced statewide. However, state and federal air
quality standards are still exceeded in many areas of California and the statewide
health risk posed by toxic air contaminants (air toxics) remains too high. Also,
some communities experience higher pollution exposures than others - making
localized impacts, as well regional or statewide impacts, an important
consideration. It is for this reason that this Handbook has been produced - to
promote better, more informed decision-making by local land use agencies that
will improve air quality and public health in their communities.

Land use policies and practices, including planning, zoning, and siting activities,
can play a critical role in air quality and public health at the local level. For
instance, even with the best available control technology, some projects that are
sited very close to homes, schools, and other public places can result in elevated
air pollution exposures. The reverse is also true — siting a new school or home
too close to an existing source of air pollution can pose a public health risk. The
ARB recommendations in section 1 address this issue.

This Handbook is an informational document that we hope will
strengthen the relationship between air quality and land use
agencies. It highlights the need for land use agencies to
address the potential for new projects to result in localized
health risk or contribute to cumulative impacts where air
pollution sources are concentrated.

Avoiding these incompatible land uses is a key to reducing localized air pollution
exposures that can result in adverse health impacts, especially to sensitive
individuals.

Individual siting decisions that result in incompatible land uses are often the
result of locating “sensitive” land uses next to polluting sources. These decisions
can be of even greater concern when existing air pollution exposures in a
community are considered. In general terms, this is often referred to as the issue
of “cumulative impacts.” ARB is working with local air districts to better define
these situations and to make information about existing air pollution levels (e.g.,
from local businesses, motor vehicles, and other areawide sources) more readily
available to land use agencies.

In December 2001, the ARB adopted “Policies and Actions for Environmental

Justice” (Policies). These Policies were developed in coordination with a group
of stakeholders, representing local government agencies, community interest
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groups, environmental justice organizations, academia, and business
(Environmental Justice Stakeholders Group).

The Policies included a commitment to work with land use planners,
transportation agencies, and local air districts to develop ways to identify,
consider, and reduce cumulative air pollution emissions, exposure, and health
risks associated with land use planning and decision-making. Developed under
the auspices of the ARB’s Environmental Justice Stakeholders Group, this
Handbook is a first step in meeting that commitment.

ARB has produced this Handbook to help achieve several objectives:

m Provide recommendations on situations to avoid when siting new
residences, schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical-related
facilities (sensitive sites or sensitive land uses);

m |dentify approaches that land use agencies can use to prevent or reduce
potential air pollution impacts associated with general plan policies, new
land use development, siting, and permitting decisions;

m Improve and facilitate access to air quality data and evaluation tools for
use in the land use decision-making process;

m  Encourage stronger collaboration between land use agencies and local air
districts to reduce community exposure to source-specific and cumulative
air pollution impacts; and

m Emphasize community outreach approaches that promote active public
involvement in the air quality/land use decision-making process.

This Handbook builds upon California’s 2003 General Plan Guidelines. These
Guidelines, developed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR), explain the land use planning process and applicable legal requirements.
This Handbook also builds upon a 1997 ARB report, “The Land Use-Air Quality
Linkage” (“Linkage Report”).” The Linkage Report was an outgrowth of the
California Clean Air Act which, among other things, called upon local air districts
to focus particular attention on reducing emissions from sources that indirectly
cause air pollution by attracting vehicle trips. Such indirect sources include, but
are not limited to, shopping centers, schools and universities, employment
centers, warehousing, airport hubs, medical offices, and sports arenas. The
Linkage Report summarizes data as of 1997 on the relationships between land
use, transportation, and air quality, and highlights strategies that can help to
reduce the use of single occupancy automobile use. Such strategies

® To access this report, please refer to ARB's website or click on:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/programs/link97.pdf
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complement ARB regulatory programs that continue to reduce motor vehicle
emissions.

In this Handbook, we identify types of air quality-related information that we
recommend land use agencies consider in the land use decision-making
processes such as the development of regional, general, and community plans;
zoning ordinances; environmental reviews; project siting; and permit issuance.
The Handbook provides recommendations on the siting of new sensitive land
uses based on current analyses. It also contains information on approaches and
methodologies for evaluating new projects from an air pollution perspective.

The Handbook looks at air quality issues associated with emissions from
industrial, commercial, and mobile sources of air pollution. Mobile sources
continue to be the largest overall contributors to the state’s air pollution problems,
representing the greatest air pollution health risk to most Californians. Based on
current health risk information for air toxics, the most serious pollutants on a
statewide basis are diesel PM, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene, all of which are
primarily emitted by motor vehicles. From a state perspective, ARB continues to
pursue new strategies to further reduce motor vehicle-related emissions in order
to meet air quality standards and reduce air toxics risk.

While mobile sources are the largest overall contributors to the state’s air
pollution problems, industrial and commercial sources can also pose a health
risk, particularly to people near the source. For this reason, the issue of
incompatible land uses is an important focus of this document.

Handbook Audience

Even though the primary users of the Handbook will likely be agencies
responsible for air quality and land use planning, we hope the ideas and
technical issues presented in this Handbook will also be useful for:

public and community organizations and community residents;
federal, state and regional agencies that fund, review, regulate, oversee, or
otherwise influence environmental policies and programs affected by land use
policies; and

m private developers.
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3. Key Community Focused Issues Land Use Agencies Should Consider

Two key air quality issues that land use agencies should consider in their
planning, zoning, and permitting processes are:

1) Incompatible Land Uses. Localized air pollution impacts from incompatible
land use can occur when polluting sources, such as a heavily trafficked
roadway, warehousing facilities, or industrial or commercial facilities, are
located near a land use where sensitive individuals are found such as a
school, hospital, or homes.

2) Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative air pollution impacts can occur from a
concentration of multiple sources that individually comply with air pollution
control requirements or fall below risk thresholds, but in the aggregate may
pose a public health risk to exposed individuals. These sources can be heavy
or light-industrial operations, commercial facilities such as autobody shops,
large gas dispensing facilities, dry cleaners, and chrome platers, and
freeways or other nearby busy transportation corridors.

Incompatible Land Uses

Land use policies and practices can worsen air pollution exposure and adversely
affect public health by mixing incompatible land uses. Examples include locating
new sensitive land uses, such as housing or schools, next to small metal plating
facilities that use a highly toxic form of chromium, or very near large industrial
facilities or freeways. Based on recent monitoring and health-based studies, we
now know that air quality impacts from incompatible land uses can contribute to
increased risk of illness, missed work and school, a lower quality of life, and
higher costs for public health and pollution control.*

Avoiding incompatible land uses can be a challenge in the context of mixed-use
industrial and residential zoning. For a variety of reasons, government agencies
and housing advocates have encouraged the proximity of affordable housing to
employment centers, shopping areas, and transportation corridors, partially as a
means to reduce vehicle trips and their associated emissions. Generally
speaking, typical distances in mixed-use communities between businesses and
industries and other land uses such as homes and schools, should be adequate
to avoid health risks. However, generalizations do not always hold as we
addressed in section 1 of this Handbook.

In terms of siting air pollution sources, the proposed location of a project is a
major factor in determining whether it will result in localized air quality impacts.
Often, the problem can be avoided by providing an adequate distance or setback

"% For more information, the reader should refer to ARB’s website on community health:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/ch.htm
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between a source of emissions and nearby sensitive land uses. Sometimes,
suggesting project design changes or mitigation measures in the project review
phase can also reduce or avoid potential impacts. This underscores the
importance of addressing potential incompatible land uses as early as possible in
the project review process, ideally in the general plan itself.

Cumulative Air Pollution Impacts

The broad concept of cumulative air pollution impacts reflects the combination of
regional air pollution levels and any localized impacts. Many factors contribute to
air pollution levels experienced in any location. These include urban background
air pollution, historic land use patterns, the prevalence of freeways and other
transportation corridors, the concentration of industrial and commercial
businesses, and local meteorology and terrain.

When considering the potential air quality impacts of polluting sources on
individuals, project location and the concentration of emissions from air pollution
sources need to be considered in the land use decision-making process. In
section 4, the Handbook offers a series of questions that helps land use agencies
determine if a project should undergo a more careful analysis. This holds true
regardless of whether the project being sited is a polluting source or a sensitive
land use project.

Large industrial areas are not the only land uses that may result in public health
concerns in mixed-use communities. Cumulative air pollution impacts can also
occur if land uses do not adequately provide setbacks or otherwise protect
sensitive individuals from potential air pollution impacts associated with nearby
light industrial sources. This can occur with activities such as truck idling and
traffic congestion, or from indirect sources such as warehousing facilities that are
located in a community or neighborhood.

In October 2004, Cal/EPA published its Environmental Justice Action Plan. In
February 2005, the Cal/EPA Interagency Working Group approved a working
definition of “cumulative impacts” for purposes of initially guiding the pilot projects
that are being conducted pursuant to that plan. Cal/EPA is now in the process of
developing a Cumulative Impacts Assessment Guidance document. Cal/EPA will
revisit the working definition of “cumulative impacts” as the Agency develops that
guidance. The following is the working definition:

“Cumulative impacts means exposures, public health or environmental effects
from the combined emissions and discharges, in a geographic area, including
environmental pollution from all sources, whether single or multi-media,
routinely, accidentally, or otherwise released. Impacts will take into account
sensitive populations and socio-economic factors, where applicable, and to
the extent data are available.”
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4. Mechanisms for Integrating Localized Air Quality Concerns Into Land
Use Processes

Land use agencies should use each of their existing planning, zoning, and
permitting authorities to address the potential health risk associated with new
projects. Land use-specific mechanisms can go a long way toward addressing
both localized and cumulative impacts from new air pollution sources that are not
otherwise addressed by environmental regulations. Likewise, close collaboration
and communication between land use agencies and local air districts in both the
planning and project approval stages can further reduce these impacts. Local
agency partnerships can also result in early identification of potential impacts
from proposed activities that might otherwise escape environmental review.
When this happens, pollution problems can be prevented or reduced before
projects are approved, when it is less complex and expensive to mitigate.

The land use entitlement process requires a series of planning decisions. At the
highest level, the General Plan sets the policies and direction for the jurisdiction,
and includes a number of mandatory elements dealing with issues such as
housing, circulation, and health hazards. Zoning is the primary tool for
implementing land use policies. Specific or community plans created in
conjunction with a specific project also perform many of the same functions as a
zoning ordinance. Zoning can be modified by means of variances and
conditional use permits. The latter are frequently used to insure compatibility
between otherwise conflicting land uses. Finally, new development usually
requires the approval of a parcel or tract map before grading and building permits
can be issued. These parcel or tract maps must be consistent with the
applicable General Plan, zoning and other standards.

Land use agencies can use their planning authority to separate industrial and
residential land uses, or to require mitigation where separation is not feasible. By
separating incompatible land uses, land use agencies can prevent or reduce both
localized and cumulative air pollution impacts without denying what might
otherwise be a desirable project.! For instance:

m adry cleaner could open a storefront operation in a community with actual
cleaning operations performed at a remote location away from residential
areas;

m gas dispensing facilities with lower fuel throughput could be sited in mixed-
use areas;

m enhanced building ventilation or filtering systems in schools or senior care
centers can reduce ambient air from nearby busy arterials; or

m landscaping and regular watering can be used to reduce fugitive dust at a
building construction site near a school yard.

" It should be noted that such actions should also be considered as part of the General Plan or
Plan element process.
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The following general and specific land use approaches can help to reduce
potential adverse air pollution impacts that projects may have on public health.

General Plans

The primary purpose of planning, and the source of government authority to
engage in planning, is to protect public health, safety, and welfare. In its most
basic sense, a local government General Plan expresses the community’s
development goals and embodies public policy relative to the distribution of
future land uses, forming the basis for most land use decisions. Therefore, the
most effective mechanism for dealing with the central land use concept of
compatibility and its relationship to cumulative air pollution impacts is the General
Plan. Well before projects are proposed within a jurisdiction, the General Plan
sets the stage for where projects can be sited, and their compatibility with
comprehensive community goals, objectives, and policies.

In 2003, OPR revised its General Plan Guidelines, highlighting the importance of
incorporating sustainable development and environmental justice policies in the
planning process. The OPR General Plan Guidelines provides an effective and
long-term approach to reduce cumulative air pollution impacts at the earliest
planning stages. In light of these important additions to the Guidelines, land use
agencies should consider updating their General Plans or Plan elements to
address these revisions.

The General Plan and related Plan elements can be used to avoid incompatible
land uses by incorporating air quality considerations into these documents. For
instance, a General Plan safety element with an air quality component could be
used to incorporate policies or objectives that are intended to protect the public
from the potential for facility breakdowns that may result in a dangerous release
of air toxics. Likewise, an air quality component to the transportation circulation
element of the General Plan could include policies or standards to prevent or
reduce local exposure to diesel exhaust from trucks and other vehicles. For
instance, the transportation circulation element could encourage the construction
of alternative routes away from residential areas for heavy-duty diesel trucks. By
considering the relationship between air quality and transportation, the circulation
element could also include air quality policies to prevent or reduce trips and
travel, and thus vehicle emissions. Policies in the land use element of the
General Plan could identify areas appropriate for future industrial, commercial,
and residential uses. Such policies could also introduce design and distance
parameters that reduce emissions, exposure, and risk from industrial and some
commercial land uses (e.g., dry cleaners) that are in close proximity to residential
areas or schools.

Land use agencies should also consider updating or creating an air quality

element in the jurisdiction’s General Plan. In the air quality element, local
decision-makers could develop long-term, effective plans and policies to address
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air quality issues, including cumulative impacts. The air quality element can also
provide a general reference guide that informs local land use planners about
regional and community level air quality, regulatory air pollution control
requirements and guidelines, and references emissions and pollution source data
bases and assessment and modeling tools. As is further described in

Appendix C of the Handbook, new assessment tools that ARB is developing can
be included into the air quality element by reference. For instance, ARB's
statewide risk maps could be referenced in the air quality element as a resource
that could be consulted by developers or land use agencies

Zoning

The purpose of "zoning" is to separate different land uses. Zoning ordinances
establish development controls to ensure that private development takes place
within a given area in a manner in which:

m All uses are compatible (e.g., an industrial plant is not permitted in a
residential area);

s Common development standards are used (e.g., all homes in a given area
are set back the same minimum distance from the street); and,

m Each development does not unreasonably impose a burden upon its
neighbors (e.g., parking is required on site so as not to create neighborhood
parking problems).

To do this, use districts called "zones" are established and standards are
developed for these zones. The four basic zones are residential, commercial,
industrial and institutional.

Land use agencies may wish to consider how zoning ordinances, particularly
those for mixed-use areas, can be used to avoid exacerbating poor land use
practices of the past or contributing to localized and cumulative air pollution
impacts in the community.

Sometimes, especially in mixed-use zones, there is a potential for certain
categories of existing businesses or industrial operations to result in cumulative
air pollution impacts to new development projects. For example:

m An assisted living project is proposed for a mixed-use zone adjacent to an
existing chrome plating facility, or several dry cleaners;

m Multiple industrial sources regulated by a local air district are located directly
upwind of a new apartment complex;

= A new housing development is sited in a mixed-use zone that is downwind or
adjacent to a distribution center that attracts diesel-fueled delivery trucks and
TRUs; or

= A new housing development or sensitive land use is sited without adequate
setbacks from an existing major transportation corridor or rail yard.
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As part of the public process for making zoning changes, local land use agencies
could work with community planning groups, local businesses, and community
residents to determine how best to address existing incompatible land uses.

Land Use Permitting Processes

= Questions to Consider When Reviewing New Projects

Very often, just knowing what questions to ask can yield critical information about
the potential air pollution impacts of proposed projects — both from the
perspective of a specific project as well as in the nature of existing air pollution
sources in the same impact area. Available land use information can reveal the
proximity of air pollution sources to sensitive individuals, the potential for
incompatible land uses, and the location and nature of nearby air pollution
sources. Air quality data, available from the ARB and local air districts, can
provide information about the types and amounts of air pollution emitted in an
area, regional air quality concentrations, and health risk estimates for specific
sources.

General Plans and zoning maps are an excellent starting point in reviewing
project proposals for their potential air pollution impacts. These documents
contain information about existing or proposed land uses for a specific location
as well as the surrounding area. Often, just looking at a map of the proposed
location for a facility and its surrounding area will help to identify a potential
adjacent incompatible land use.

The following pages are a “pull-out” list of questions to consider along with cross-
references to pertinent information in the Handbook. These questions are
intended to assist land use agencies in evaluating potential air quality-related
concerns associated with new project proposals.

The first group of questions contains project-related queries designed to help
identify the potential for localized project impacts, particularly associated with
incompatible land uses. The second group of questions focuses on the issue of
potential cumulative impacts by including questions about existing emissions and
air quality in the community, and community feedback. Depending on the
answers to these questions, a land use agency may decide a more detailed
review of the proposal is warranted.

The California Department of Education has already developed a detailed
process for school siting which is outlined in Appendix E. However, school
districts may also find this section helpful when evaluating the most appropriate
site for new schools in their area. At a minimum, using these questions may
encourage school districts to engage throughout their siting process with land
use agencies and local air districts. The combined expertise of these entities can
be useful in devising relevant design standards and mitigation measures that can
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reduce exposure to cumulative emissions, exposure, and health risk to students
and school workers.

As indicated throughout the Handbook, we strongly encourage land use agencies
to consult early and often with local air districts. Local air districts have the
expertise, many of the analytical tools, and a working knowledge of the sources
they regulate. It is also critical to fully involve the public and businesses that
could be affected by the siting decision. The questions provided in the chart
below do not imply any particular action should be taken by land use agencies.
Rather the questions are intended to improve the assessment process and
facilitate informed decision-making.
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Project-Related Questions

This section includes project-related questions that, in conjunction with the
questions in the next section, can be used to tailor the project evaluation. These
questions are designed to help identify the potential for incompatible land uses
from localized project impacts.

Questions to Consider When Reviewing New Projects

Project-Related Questions

Cross-Reference to Relevant
Handbook Sections

1. Is the proposed project:

> > > > > >

A business or commercial license renewal
A new or modified commercial project

A new or modified industrial project

A new or modified public facility project

A new or modified transportation project
A housing or other development in which
sensitive individuals may live or play

See Appendix A for typical land use
classifications and associated project
categories that could emit air
pollutants.

2. Does the proposed project:

A
A

A

Conform to the zoning designation?
Require a variance to the zoning
designation?

Include plans to expand operations over
the life of the business such that additional
emissions may increase the pollution
burden in the community (e.g., from
additional truck operations, new industrial
operations or process lines, increased
hours of operation, build-out to the property
line, etc.)?

See Appendix F for a general
explanation of land use processes.

In addition, Section 3 contains a
discussion of how land use planning,
zoning, and permitting practices can
result in incompatible land uses or
cumulative air pollution impacts.

3. Has the local air district provided comments or
information to assist in the analysis?

See Section 5 and Appendix C for a
description of air quality-related tools
that the ARB and local air districts use
to provide information on potential air
pollution impacts.

4. Have public meetings been scheduled with the
affected community to solicit their involvement in
the decision-making process for the proposed

project?

See Section 7 for a discussion of
public participation, information and
outreach tools.

5. If the proposed project will be subject to local air
district regulations:

A

A

A

Has the project received a permit from the
local air district?

Would it comply with applicable local air
district requirements?

Is the local air district contemplating new
regulations that would reduce emissions
from the source over time?

Will potential emissions from the project

See Appendix C for a description of
local air district programs.
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Project-Related Questions

Cross-Reference to Relevant
Handbook Sections

trigger the local air district’s new source
review for criteria pollutants or air toxics
emissions?

Is the local air district expected to ask the
proposed project to perform a risk
assessment?

Is there sufficient new information or public
concern to call for a more thorough
environmental analysis of the proposed
project?

Are there plans to expand operations over
time?

Are there land-use based air quality
significance thresholds or design standards
that could be applied to this project in
addition to applicable air district
requirements?

6. If the proposed project will release air pollution
emissions, either directly or indirectly, but is not
regulated by the local air district:

A

A

Is the local air district informed of the
project?

Does the local air district believe that there
could be potential air pollution impacts
associated with this project category
because of the proximity of the project to
sensitive individuals?

If the project is one in which individuals live
or play (e.g., a home, playground,
convalescent home, etc.), does the local air
district believe that the project’s proximity
to nearby sources could pose potential air
pollution impacts?

Are there indirect emissions that could be
associated with the project (e.g., truck
traffic or idling, transport refrigeration unit
operations, stationary diesel engine
operations, etc.) that will be in close
proximity to sensitive individuals?

Will the proposed project increase or serve
as a magnet for diesel traffic?

Are there land-use based air quality
significance thresholds or design standards
that could be applied to this

project in addition to applicable air district
requirements?

Is there sufficient new information or public
concern to call for a more thorough
environmental analysis of the proposed
project?

Should the site approval process include
identification and mitigation of potential

See Section 1 for recommendations
on situations to avoid when siting
projects where sensitive individuals
would be located (sensitive sites).
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Project-Related Questions

Cross-Reference to Relevant
Handbook Sections

direct or indirect emissions associated with
the potential project?

7. Does the local air district or land use agency have
pertinent information on the source, such as:

A Available permit and enforcement data,
including for the owner or operator of the
proposed source that may have other
sources in the State.

A Proximity of the proposed project to
sensitive individuals.

A Number of potentially exposed individuals
from the proposed project.

A Potential for the proposed project to
expose sensitive individuals to odor or
other air pollution nuisances.

A Meteorology or the prevailing wind patterns
between the proposed project and the
nearest receptor, or between the proposed
sensitive receptor project and sources that
could pose a localized or cumulative air
pollution impact.

See Appendix C for a description of
local air district programs.

See Appendix B for a listing of useful
information that land use agencies
should have on hand or have
accessible when reviewing proposed
projects for potential air pollution
impacts.

Also, do not hesitate to contact your
local air district regarding answers to
any of these questions that might not
be available at the land use agency.

See Section 1 for recommendations
on situations to avoid when siting
projects where sensitive individuals
would be located (sensitive sites).

8. Based upon the project application, its location, and
the nature of the source, could the proposed
project:

A Be a polluting source that is located in
proximity to, or otherwise upwind, of a
location where sensitive individuals live or
play?

A Attract sensitive individuals and be located
in proximity to or otherwise downwind, of a
source or multiple sources of pollution,
including polluting facilities or
transportation-related sources that
contribute emissions either directly or
indirectly?

A Result in health risk to the surrounding
community?

See Section 3 for a discussion of
what is an incompatible land use and
the potential cumulative air pollution
impacts.

See Section 1 for recommendations
on situations to avoid when siting
projects where sensitive individuals
would be located (sensitive sites).

9. If a CEQA categorical exemption is proposed, were
the following questions considered:

A Is the project site environmentally sensitive
as defined by the project’s location? (A
project that is ordinarily insignificant in its
impact on the environment may in a
particularly sensitive environment be
significant.)

A Would the project and successive future
projects of the same type in the
approximate location potentially result in
cumulative impacts?

A Are there "unusual circumstances” creating
the possibility of significant effects?

See CEQA Guidelines section 15300,
and Public Resources Code, section
21084.

See Section 1 for recommendations
on situations to avoid when siting
projects where sensitive individuals
would be located (sensitive sites).

See also Section 5 and Appendix C
for a description of air quality-related
tools that the ARB and local air
districts use to provide information on
potential air pollution impacts.
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m  Questions Related to Cumulative Impact Assessment

The following questions can be used to provide the decision-maker with a better
understanding of the potential for cumulative air pollution impacts to an affected
community. Answers to these questions will help to determine if new projects or
activities warrant a more detailed review. It may also help to see potential
environmental concerns from the perspective of the affected community.
Additionally, responses can provide local decision-makers with information with
which to assess the best policy options for addressing neighborhood-scale air
pollution concerns.

The questions below can be used to identify whether existing tools and
procedures are adequate to address land use-related air pollution issues. This
process can also be used to pinpoint project characteristics that may have the
greatest impact on community-level emissions, exposure, and risk. Such
elements can include: the compliance record of existing sources including those
owned or operated by the project proponent; the concentration of emissions from
polluting sources within the approximate area of sensitive sites; transportation
circulation in proximity to the proposed project; compatibility with the General
Plan and General Plan elements; etc.

The local air district can provide useful assistance in the collection and evaluation
of air quality-related information for some of the questions and should be
consulted early in the process.

Questions Related to Cumulative Impact Assessment

Technical Questions Cross-Reference to Relevant
Handbook Sections

1. Is the community home to industrial facilities? See Appendix A for typical land use
classifications and associated project
categories that could emit air pollutants.

2. Do one or more major freeways or high-traffic volume | See transportation circulation element

surface streets cut through the community? of your general plan. See also
Appendix B for useful information that
land use agencies should have on hand
or have accessible when reviewing
proposed projects for potential air
pollution impacts.

See Section 1 for recommendations on
situations to avoid when siting projects
where sensitive individuals would be
located (sensitive sites).

3. Is the area classified for mixed-use zoning? See your general plan and zoning
ordinances.

4. Is there an available list of air pollution sources in the | Contact your local air district.
community?

5. Has a walk-through of the community been conducted | See Appendix B for a listing of useful
to gather the following information: information that land use agencies
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Technical Questions

Cross-Reference to Relevant
Handbook Sections

A Corroborate available information on land use
activities in the area (e.g., businesses,
housing developments, sensitive individuals,
etc.)?

A Determine the proximity of existing and
anticipated future projects to residential areas
or sensitive individuals?

A Determine the concentration of emission
sources (including anticipated future projects)
to residential areas or sensitive individuals?

should have on hand or have
accessible when reviewing proposed
projects for potential air pollution
impacts. Also contact your local air
district.

6. Has the local air district been contacted to obtain See Section 7 for a discussion of
information on sources in the community? public participation, information and

outreach tools.

7. What categories of commercial establishments are | See Appendix A for typical land use
currently located in the area and does the local air | classifications and associated project
district have these sources on file as being categories that could emit air
regulated or permitted? pollutants. Also contact your local air

district.

8. What categories of indirect sources such as See Appendix A for typical land use
distribution centers or warehouses are currently classifications and associated project
located in the area? categories that emit air pollutants.

9. What air quality monitoring data are available? Contact your local air district.

10. Have any risk assessments been performed on Contact your local air district.
emission sources in the area?

11. Does the land use agency have the capability of See Appendix B for a listing of useful
applying a GIS spatial mapping tool that can information that land use agencies
overlay zoning, sub-development information, and should have on hand or have
other neighborhood characteristics, with air accessible when reviewing proposed
pollution and transportation data? projects for potential air pollution

impacts. Also contact your local air
district for tools that can be used to
supplement available land use
agency tools.

12. Based on available information, is it possible to Contact your local air district. Also
determine if the affected community or see Section 1 for recommendations
neighborhood experiences elevated health risk due | on situations to avoid when siting
to a concentration of air pollution sources in close projects where sensitive individuals
proximity, and if not, can the necessary information | would be located (sensitive sites).
be obtained?

13. Does the community have a history of chronic See Section 7 for a discussion of public
complaints about air quality? participation, information and outreach

tools. Also contact your local air district.

14. Is the affected community included in the public See Section 7 for a discussion of public
participation process for the agency’s decision? participation, information and outreach

tools.

15. Have community leaders or groups been contacted See Section 7 for a discussion of public

about any pre-existing or chronic community air
quality concerns?

participation, information and outreach
tools. Also contact your local air district.
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= Mitigation Approaches

In addition to considering the suitability of the project location, opportunities for
mitigation of air pollution impacts should be considered. Sometimes, a land use
agency may find that selection of a different project location to avoid a health risk
is not feasible. When that happens, land use agencies should consider design
improvements or other strategies that would reduce the risk. Such strategies
could include performance or design standards, consultation with local air
districts and other agencies on appropriate actions that these agencies should, or
plan to, undertake, and consultation and outreach in the affected community.
Potential mitigation measures should be feasible, cost-effective solutions within
the available resources and authority of implementing agencies to enforce.'?

m Conditional Use Permits and Performance Standards

Some types of land uses are only allowed upon approval of a conditional use
permit (also called a CUP or special use permit). A conditional use permit does
not re-zone the land but specifies conditions under which a particular land use
will be permitted. Such land uses could be those with potentially significant
environmental impacts. Local zoning ordinances specify the uses for which a
conditional use permit is required, the zones they may be allowed in, and public
hearing procedures. The conditional use permit imposes special requirements to
ensure that the use will not be detrimental to its surroundings.

In the context of land use planning, performance standards are requirements
imposed on projects or project categories through conditional use permits to
ensure compliance with general plan policies and local ordinances. These
standards could apply to such project categories as distribution centers, very
large gas dispensing facilities, autobody shops, dry cleaners, and metal platers.
Land use agencies may wish to consider adding land use-based performance
standards to zoning ordinances in existing mixed-use communities for certain air
pollution project categories. Such standards would provide certainty and
equitable treatment to all projects of a similar nature, and reserve the more
resource intensive conditional or special use permits to projects that require a
more detailed analysis. In developing project design or performance standards,
land use agencies should consult with the local air district. Early and regular
consultation can avoid duplication or inconsistency with local air district control
requirements when considering the site-specific design and operation of a
project.

'2 Aland use agency has the authority to condition or deny a project based upon information
collected and evaluated through the land use decision-making process. However, any denial
would need to be based upon identifiable, generally applicable, articulated standards set forth in
the local government’s General Plan and zoning codes. One way of averting this is to conduct
early and regular outreach to the community and the local air district so that community and
environmental concerns can be addressed and accommodated into the project proposal.
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Examples of land use-based air quality-specific performance standards include
the following:

Placing a process vent away from the direction of the local playground that
is nearby or increasing the stack height so that emissions are dispersed to
reduce the emissions impact on surrounding homes or schools.

Setbacks between the project fence line and the population center.
Limiting the hours of operation of a facility to avoid excess emissions
exposure or foul odors to nearby individuals.

An ordinance that requires fleet operators to use cleaner vehicles before
project approval (if a new business), or when expanding the fleet (if an
existing business); and

Providing alternate routes for truck operations that discourage detours into
residential neighborhoods.

Outreach to Other Agencies

When questions arise regarding the air quality impacts of projects, including
potential cumulative impacts, land use agencies should consult the local air
district. Land use agencies should also consider the following suggestions to
avoid creating new incompatible land uses:

Consult with the local air district to help determine if emissions from a
particular project will adversely impact sensitive individuals in the area, if
existing or future effective regulations or permit requirements will affect the
proposed project or other sources in the vicinity of the proposed project, or
if additional inspections should be required.

Check with ARB for new information and modeling tools that can help
evaluate projects seeking to site within your jurisdiction.

Become familiar with ARB's Land Use-Air Quality Linkage Report to
determine whether approaches and evaluation tools contained in the
Report can be used to reduce transportation-related impacts on
communities.

Contact and collaborate with other state agencies that play a role in the
land use decision-making process, e.g., the State Department of
Education, the California Energy Commission, and Caltrans. These
agencies have information on mitigation measures and mapping tools that
could be useful in addressing local problems.

» Information Clearinghouse

Land use agencies can refer to the ARB statewide electronic information
clearinghouse for information on what measures other jurisdictions are
using to address comparable issues or sources.™

'3 This information can be accessed from ARB’s website by going to:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/clearinghouse.htm
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The next section addresses available air quality assessment tools that land use
agencies can use to evaluate the potential for localized or cumulative impacts in
their communities.
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5. Available Tools to Evaluate Cumulative Air Pollution Emissions and
Risk

Until recently, California has traditionally approached air pollution control from the
perspective of assessing whether the pollution was regional, category-specific, or
from new or existing sources. This methodology has been generally effective in
reducing statewide and regional air pollution impacts and risk levels. However,
such an incremental, category-by-category, source-by-source approach may not
always address community health impacts from multiple sources - including
mobile, industrial, and commercial facilities.

As a result of air toxics and children's health concerns over the past several
years, ARB and local air districts have begun to develop new tools to evaluate
and inform the public about cumulative air pollution impacts at the community
level. One aspect of ARB’s programs now underway is to consolidate and make
accessible air toxics emissions and monitoring data by region, using modeling
tools and other analytical techniques to take a preliminary look at emissions,
exposure, and health risk in communities.

ARB has developed multiple tools to assist local air districts perform
assessments of cumulative emissions, exposure, and risk on a neighborhood
scale. These tools include:

m Regional risk maps that show trends in potential cancer risk from toxic air
pollutants in southern and central California between 1990 and 2010. These
maps are based on the U.S. EPA’s ASPEN model. These maps provide an
estimate of background levels of toxic air pollutant risk but are not detailed
enough to assess individual neighborhoods or facilities.™

m  The Community Health Air Pollution Information System (CHAPIS) is a user-
friendly, Internet-based system for displaying information on emissions from
sources of air pollution in an easy to use mapping format. CHAPIS contains
information on air pollution emissions from selected large facilities and small
businesses that emit criteria and toxic air pollutants. It also contains
information on air pollution emissions from motor vehicles. When released in
2004, CHAPIS did not contain information on every source of air pollution or
every air pollutant. However, ARB continues to work with local air districts to
include all of the largest air pollution sources and those with the highest
documented air pollution risk. Additional facilities will be added to CHAPIS as
more data become available.™

" For further information on these maps, please visit ARB’s website at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/hlthrisk.htm

'™ For further information on CHAPIS, please click on:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/chapis1/chapis1.htm

Page 53


http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/hlthrisk.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/chapis1/chapis1.htm

m The Hot Spots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP) is a software
database package that evaluates emissions from one or more facilities to
determine the overall health risk posed by the facility(-ies) on the surrounding
community. Proper use of HARP ensures that the risk assessment meets the
latest risk assessment guidelines published by the State Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). HARP is designed with
air quality professionals in mind and is available from the ARB.

m  The Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS) is a computer program that can be
used to estimate emissions associated with land development projects in
California such as residential neighborhoods, shopping centers, office
buildings, and construction projects. URBEMIS uses emission factors
available from the ARB to estimate vehicle emissions associated with new
land uses.

Local air districts, and others can use these tools to assess a new project, or plan
revision. For example, these tools can be used to:

Identify if there are multiple sources of air pollution in the community;
Identify the major sources of air pollution in the area under consideration;
|dentify the background potential cancer risk from toxic air pollution in the
area under consideration;

m Estimate the risk from a new facility and how it adds to the overall risk from
other nearby facilities; and

m Provide information to decision-makers and key stakeholders on whether
there may be significant issues related to cumulative emissions, exposure,
and health risk due to a permitting or land use decision.

If an air agency wishes to perform a cumulative air pollution impact analysis
using any of these tools, it should consult with the ARB and/or the local air district
to obtain information or assistance on the data inputs and procedures necessary
to operate the program. In addition, land use agencies could consult with local
air districts to determine the availability of land use and air pollution data for entry
into an electronic Geographical Information System (GIS) format. GIS is an
easier mapping tool than the more sophisticated models described in

Appendix C. GIS mapping makes it possible to superimpose land use with air
pollution information so that the spatial relationship between air pollution sources,
sensitive receptors, and air quality can be visually represented. Appendix C
provides a general description of the impact assessment process and micro-
scale, or community level modeling tools that are available to evaluate potential
cumulative air pollution impacts. Modeling protocols will be accessible on ARB’s
website as they become available. The ARB will also provide land use agencies
and local air districts with statewide regional modeling results and information
regarding micro-scale modeling.
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6. ARB Programs to Reduce Air Pollution in Communities

ARB'’s regulatory programs reduce air pollutant emissions through statewide
strategies that improve public health in all California communities. ARB’s overall
program addresses motor vehicles, consumer products, air toxics, air-quality
planning, research, education, enforcement, and air monitoring. Community
health and environmental justice concerns are a consideration in all these
programs. ARB’s programs are statewide but recognize that extra efforts may be
needed in some communities due to historical mixed land-use patterns, limited
participation in public processes in the past, and a greater concentration of air
pollution sources in some communities.

ARB'’s strategies are intended to result in better air quality and reduced health
risk to residents throughout California. The ARB’s priority is to prevent or reduce
the public’s exposure to air pollution, including from toxic air contaminants that
pose the greatest risk, particularly to infants and children who are more
vulnerable to air pollution.

In October 2003, ARB updated its statewide control strategy to reduce emissions
from source categories within its regulatory authority. A primary focus of the
strategy is to achieve federal and state air quality standards for ozone and
particulate matter throughout California, and to reduce health risk from diesel
PM. Along with local air districts, ARB will continue to address air toxics
emissions from regulated sources (see Table 6-1 for a summary of ARB
activities). As indicated earlier, ARB will also provide analytical tools and
information to land use agencies and local air districts to help assess and
mitigate cumulative air pollution impacts.

The ARB will continue to consider the adoption of or revisions to needed air
toxics control measures as part of the state’s ongoing air toxics assessment
program.®

As part of its effort to reduce particulate matter and air toxics emissions from
diesel PM, the ARB has developed a Diesel Risk Reduction Program'’ that lays
out several strategies in a three-pronged approach to reduce emissions and their
associated risk:

m Stringent emission standards for all new diesel-fueled engines;

m Aggressive reductions from in-use engines; and

m Low sulfur fuel that will reduce PM and still provide the quality of diesel fuel
needed to control diesel PM.

'® For continuing information and updates on state measures, the reader can refer to ARB’s
website at http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/toxics.htm.

" Fora comprehensive description of the program, please refer to ARB’s website at
http://www.arbB.ca.gov/diesel/dieselrrp.htm.
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Table 6-1
ARB ACTIONS TO ADDRESS
CUMULATIVE AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS IN COMMUNITIES

Information Collection

e Improve emission inventories, air monitoring data, and analysis tools that can help
to identify areas with high cumulative air pollution impacts

e Conduct studies in coordination with OEHHA on the potential for cancer and non-
cancer health effects from air pollutants emitted by specific source categories

e Establish web-based clearinghouse for local land use strategies

Emission Reduction Approaches (2004-2006)*

e Through a public process, consider development and/or amendment of regulations
and related guidance to reduce emissions, exposure, and health risk at a statewide
and local level for the following sources:

— Diesel PM sources such as stationary diesel engines, transport refrigeration
units, portable diesel engines, on-road public fleets, off-road public fleets,
heavy-duty diesel truck idling, harbor craft vessels, waste haulers

— Other air toxics sources, such as formaldehyde in composite wood products,
hexavalent chromium for chrome plating and chromic acid anodizing, thermal
spraying, and perchloroethylene dry cleaning

e Develop technical information for the following:*

— Distribution centers

— Modeling tools such as HARP and CHAPIS

e Adopt rules and pollution prevention initiatives within legal authority to reduce
emissions from mobile sources and fuels, and consumer products

e Develop and maintain Air Quality Handbook as a tool for use by land use agencies
and local air districts to address cumulative air pollution impacts

Other Approaches

o Establish guidelines for use of statewide incentive funding for high priority mobile
source emission reduction projects

*Because ARB will continue to review the need to adopt or revise statewide measures,
the information contained in this chart will be updated on an ongoing basis.

A number of ARB’s diesel risk reduction strategies have been adopted. These
include measures to reduce emissions from refuse haulers, urban buses,
transport refrigeration units, stationary and portable diesel engines, and idling
trucks and school buses. These sources are all important from a community
perspective.'®

'® The reader can refer to ARB’s website for information on its mobile source-related programs at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/msprog.htm, as well as regulations adopted and under
consideration as part of the Diesel Risk Reduction Program at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/dieselrrp.htm
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The ARB will continue to evaluate the health effects of air pollutants while
implementing programs with local air districts to reduce air pollution in all
California communities.

Local air districts also have ambitious programs to reduce criteria pollutants and
air toxics from regulated sources in their region. Many of these programs also
benefit air quality in local communities as well as in the broader region. For more
information on what is being done in your area to reduce cumulative air pollution
impactswthrough air pollution control programs, you should contact your local air
district.

19 Local air district contacts can be found on the inside cover to this Handbook.
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7. Ways to Enhance Meaningful Public Participation

Community involvement is an important part of the land use process. The public
is entitled to the best possible information about the air they breathe and what is
being done to prevent or reduce unhealthful air pollution in their communities. In
particular, information on how land use decisions can affect air pollution and
public health should be made accessible to all communities, including low-
income and minority communities.

Effective community participation consistently relies on a two-way flow of
information — from public agencies to community members about opportunities,
constraints, and impacts, and from community members back to public officials
about needs, priorities, and preferences. The outreach process needed to build
understanding and local neighborhood involvement requires data,
methodologies, and formats tailored to the needs of the specific community.
More importantly, it requires the strong collaboration of local government
agencies that review and approve projects and land uses to improve the physical
and environmental surroundings of the local community.

Many land use agencies, especially those in major metropolitan areas, are
familiar with, and have a long-established public review process. Nevertheless,
public outreach can often be improved. Active public involvement requires
engaging the public in ways that do not require their previous interest in or
knowledge of the land use or air pollution control requirements, and a
commitment to taking action where appropriate to address the concerns that are
raised.

m Direct Community Outreach

In conjunction with local air districts, land use agencies should consider
designing an outreach program for community groups, other stakeholders, and
local government agency staffs that address the problem of cumulative air
pollution impacts, and the public and government role in reducing them. Such a
program could consider analytical tools that assist in the preparation and
presentation of information in a way that supports sensible decision-making and
public involvement. Table 7-1 contains some general outreach approaches that
might be considered.
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Table 71
Public Participation Approaches

e Staff and community leadership awareness training on
environmental justice programs and community-based issues

e Surveys to identify the website information needs of interested
community-based organizations and other stakeholders

¢ Information materials on local land use and air district
authorities

e Community-based councils to facilitate and invite resident
participation in the planning process

¢ Neighborhood CEQA scoping sessions that allows for
community input prior to technical analysis

e Public information materials on siting issues are under review
including materials written for the affected community, and in
different media that widens accessibility

e Public meetings

¢ Identify other opportunities to include community-based
organizations in the process

To improve outreach, local land use agencies should consider the following
activities:

m Hold meetings in communities affected by agency programs, policies, and
projects at times and in places that encourage public participation, such as
evenings and weekends at centrally located community meeting rooms,
libraries, and schools.

Assess the need for and provide translation services at public meetings.
Hold community meetings to update residents on the results of any special
air monitoring programs conducted in their neighborhood.

m  Hold community meetings to discuss and evaluate the various options to
address cumulative impacts in their community.

m In coordination with local air districts, make staff available to attend
meetings of community organizations and neighborhood groups to listen
to and, where appropriate, act upon community concerns.

Establish a specific contact person for environmental justice issues.
Increase student and community awareness of local government land use
activities and policies through outreach opportunities.

m Make air quality and land use information available to communities in an
easily understood and useful format, including fact sheets, mailings,
brochures, public service announcements, and web pages, in English and
other languages.

m  On the local government web-site, dedicate a page or section to what the
land use program is doing regarding environmental justice and cumulative
environmental impacts, and, as applicable, activities conducted with local
air districts such as neighborhood air monitoring studies, pollution
prevention, air pollution sources in neighborhoods, and risk reduction.

Page 59



= Allow, encourage, and promote community access to land use activities,
including public meetings, General Plan or Community Plan updates,
zoning changes, special studies, CEQA reviews, variances, etc.

m Distribute information in multiple languages, as needed, on how to contact
the land use agency or local air district to obtain information and
assistance regarding environmental justice programs, including how to
participate in public processes.

m Create and distribute a simple, easy-to-read, and understandable public
participation handbook, which may be based on the “Public Participation
Guidebook” developed by ARB.

Other Opportunities for Meaningful Public Outreach

s Community-Based Planning Committees

Neighborhood-based or community planning advisory councils could be
established to invite and facilitate direct resident participation into the
planning process. With the right training and technical assistance, such
councils can provide valuable input and a forum for the review of proposed
amendments to plans, zone changes, land use permits, and suggestions as
to how best to prevent or reduce cumulative air pollution impacts in their
community.

m Regqional Partnerships

Consider creating regional coalitions of key growth-related organizations from
both the private and public sectors, with corporations, communities, other
jurisdictions, and government agencies. Such partnerships could facilitate
agreement on common goals and win-win solutions tailored specifically for
the region. With this kind of dialogue, shared vision, and collaboration,
barriers can be overcome and locally acceptable sustainable solutions
implemented. Over the long term, such strategies will help to bring about
clean air in communities as well as regionally.
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APPENDIX A

LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS AND ASSOCIATED FACILITY CATEGORIES

THAT COULD EMIT AIR POLLUTANTS

(1)
4
Land Use @) & Air Pf)ll)ution
Classifications — Facility or Project Examples Key Pollutants™" e iV
o Permits
by Activity
COMMERCIAL/ LIGHT
INDUSTRIAL:
SHOPPING, BUSINESS,
AND COMMERCIAL
Dry cleaners; drive-through
restaurants; gas dispensing facilities;
A Primarily retail shops | auto body shops; metal plating shops;
and stores, office, photographic processing shops; N
commercial textiles; apparel and furniture VOCs, air toxics, including leged,“sautl)lees for
activities, and light upholstery; leather and leather diesel PM, NOx, CO, SOx pp! A
industrial or small products; appliance repair shops; equipmen
business mechanical assembly cleaning;
printing shops
A Goods storage or
handling activities,
characterized by
loading and
unloading goods at Warehousing; freight-forwarding . s .
warehouses, large centers; drop-off and loading areas; gg;slo:,:/ll' tc’)\lx(l)cXS,cl:n(():IuggS No
storage structures, distribution centers ’ T
movement of goods,
shipping, and
trucking.
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL:
RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT
A Medical waste at Incineration; surgical and medical
research hospitals instrument manufacturers, . .
and labs pharmaceutical manufacturing, biotech Alr toxics, NOx, CO, SOx Yes
research facilities
A EI i lectrical
a ectronics, electrica Computer manufacturer; integrated
pparatus, ircuit board facturer; semi Air toxics, VOC Y
components, and CIrCl‘;I oar rr(;amt.! acturer; semi- ir toxics, s es
accessories conductor production
A College or university Medlqal waste mpmerators; lab Air toxics, NOx, CO, SOx.
lab or research chemicals handling, storage and PM10 Yes
center disposal
Satellite manufacturer; fiber-optics
A Research and manufacturer; defense contractors;
space research and technology; new Air toxics, VOCs Yes
development labs . .
vehicle and fuel testing labs
A Commercial testing Consgmer products; chgmical
labs handling, storage and disposal ) .
Air toxics, VOCs Yes
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(1)
4
tand Use (2) G) Air Pf)ll) tion
Classifications — Facility or Project Examples Key Pollutants™" Permiltjsi"
by Activity'
INDUSTRIAL: NON-
ENERGY-RELATED
Adhesives; chemical; textiles; apparel
and furniture upholstery; clay, glass,
and stone products production; asphalt
materials; cement manufacturers,
wood products; paperboard containers
and boxes; metal plating; metal and
canned food product fabrication; auto
manufacturing; food processing;
printing and publishing; drug, vitamins,
A A biv ol and pharmaceuticals; dyes; paints;
SSGT 2’ plants, pesticides; photographic chemicals; VOCs, air toxics, including
;na_nl,u, ac yréng ial polish and wax; consumer products; diesel PM, NOx, PM, CO, Yes
act |;t]|.es, industria metal and mineral smelters and SOx
machinery foundries; fiberboard; floor tile and
cover; wood and metal furniture and
fixtures; leather and leather products;
general industrial and metalworking
machinery; musical instruments; office
supplies; rubber products and plastics
production; saw mills; solvent
recycling; shingle and siding; surface
coatings
INDUSTRIAL: ENERGY
AND UTILITIES
A Water and sewer Pumping stations; air vents; treatment VOCs, air toxics, NOx, Yes
operations ping ’ ’ CO, SOx, PM10
Power plant boilers and heaters;
A Power generation portable diesel engines; gas turbine NOx, diesel PM, NOx, Yes
and distribution engines CO, SOx, PM10, VOCs
Refinery boilers and heaters; coke VOCs, air toxics, including
A Refinery operations cracking units; valves and flanges; diesel PM, NOx, CO, SOx, Yes
flares PM10
A Oiland gas Oil recovery systems; uncovered wells NOx, diesel PM, VOCs, Yes
extraction ry sy ’ CO, SOx, PM10
A Gasoline storage, Above and below ground storage VOCs, air toxics, including
transmission, and tanks; floating roof tanks; tank farms; diesel PM, NOx, CO, SOx, Yes
marketing pipelines PM10
A Solid and hazardous _ . .
waste treatment, L?:ég!l:’r;nceg:;nef:é%ﬁSt%rSg:;ig?é VOCs, air toxics, NOx, Yes
storage, and P yelingl y CO, SOx, PM10
. _— and asphalt materials
disposal activities.
CONSTRUCTION (NON-
TRANSPORTATION)
PM (re-entrained road Lo
dust), asbestos, diesel L'g']'(t%d’ stlat?f
Building construction; demolition sites | PM, NOx, CO, SOx, and tederal ofl-
PM10. VOCs road equipment
’ standards




APPENDIX A

(1)
Land Use (2) (3) Al P
Classifications — Facility or Project Examples Key Pollutants™" ||r: oruton
e ermits
by Activity
DEFENSE
Ordnance and explosives demolition; Limited;
range and testing activities; chemical VOCs, air toxics, including prescribed
production; degreasing; surface diesel PM, NOx, CO, SOx, burning;
coatings; vehicle refueling; vehicle and | PM10 equipment and
engine operations and maintenance solvent rules
TRANSPORTATION

Residential area circulation systems;
parking and idling at parking

VOCs, NOx, PM (re-
entrained road dust) air
toxics e.g., benzene,

A Vehicular movement | structures; drive-through diesel PM, formaldehyde, No
establishments; car washes; special acetaldehyde, 1,3
events; schools; shopping malls, etc. butadiene, CO, SOx,
PM10
A Road construction Street paving and repair; new highway | OCS: @ir toxics, including
. . : diesel PM, NOx, CO, SOx, No
and surfacing construction and expansion PM10
A Trains Railroads; switch yards; maintenance
yards
Recreational sailing; commercial
A Marine and port marine operations; hotelling Limited:

operations; loading and un-loading;

activities o o .
servicing; shipping operations; port or
marina expansion; truck idling
A Aircraft Takeoff, landing, and taxiing; aircraft

maintenance; ground support activities

A Mass transit and
school buses

Bus repair and maintenance

VOCs, NOx, CO, SOx,
PM10, air toxics, including
diesel PM

Applicable state
and federal MV
standards, and
possible
equipment rules

NATURAL
RESOURCES

A Farming operations

Agricultural burning; diesel operated
engines and heaters; small food
processors; pesticide application;
agricultural off-road equipment

Diesel PM, VOCs, NOx,
PM10, CO, SOx,
pesticides

Limited";
Agricultural
burning
requirements,
applicable state
and federal
mobile source
standards;
pesticide rules

A Livestock and dairy

Dairies and feed lots

Ammonia, VOCs, PM10

Yesvii

operations
Limited;
. . . Applicable
4 Logaig s e 1% | Qo o> | sttlecea
mobile source
standards
PM10, CO, SOx, VOCs, Applicable

A Mining operations

Quarrying or stone cutting; mining;
drilling or dredging

NOx, and asbestos in
some geographical areas

equipment rules
and dust controls
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(1)
4
Land Use (2) @ Al P
Classifications — Facility or Project Examples Key Pollutants™" IIrDer?niltjsli‘? n
by Activity'
RESIDENTIAL

Fireplace emissions
(PM10, NOx, VOCs, CO,
air toxics); No"
Water heater combustion
(NOx, VOCs, CO)

Housing developments; retirement

Housi .
ousing developments; affordable housing

ACADEMIC AND

INSTITUTIONAL
A Schools, including Schools; school yards; vocational
school-related training labs/classrooms such as auto | Air toxics Yes/No™

recreational activities | repair/painting and aviation mechanics

. . . Air toxics, NOx, CO,
Medical waste Incineration PM10 Yes

Clinics, hospitals,
convalescent homes Air toxics Yes

' These classifications were adapted from the American Planning Association’s “Land Based Classification
Standards.” The Standards provide a consistent model for classifying land uses based on their characteristics.
The model classifies land uses by refining traditional categories into multiple dimensions, such as activities,
functions, building types, site development character, and ownership constraints. Each dimension has its own
set of categories and subcategories. These multiple dimensions allow users to have precise control over land-
use classifications. For more information, the reader should refer to the Association’s website at
http://www.planning.org/LBCS/Generallnfo/.

" This column includes key criteria pollutants and air toxic contaminants that are most typically associated with
the identified source categories.

Additional information on specific air toxics that are attributed to facility categories can be found in ARB’s
Emission Inventory Criteria and Guidelines Report for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program (May 15, 1997). This
information can be viewed at ARB’s web site at http://www.arb.ca.gov/ab2588/final96/guide96.pdf.

Criteria air pollutants are those air pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and for
which an ambient air quality standard has been set. Criteria pollutants include ozone (formed by the reaction of
volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight), particulate matter, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and lead.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) combine with nitrogen oxides to form ozone, as well as particulate matter.
VOC emissions result primarily from incomplete fuel combustion and the evaporation of chemical solvents and
fuels. On-road mobile sources are the largest contributors to statewide VOC emissions. Stationary sources of
VOC emissions include processes that use solvents (such as dry-cleaning, degreasing, and coating operations)
and petroleum-related processes (such as petroleum refining, gasoline marketing and dispensing, and oil and
gas extraction). Areawide VOC sources include consumer products, pesticides, aerosols and paints, asphalt
paving and roofing, and other evaporative emissions.

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) are a group of gaseous compounds of nitrogen and oxygen, many of which contribute to
the formation of ozone and particulate matter. Most NOx emissions are produced by the combustion of fuels.
Mobile sources make up about 80 percent of the total statewide NOx emissions. Mobile sources include on-
road vehicles and trucks, aircraft, trains, ships, recreational boats, industrial and construction equipment, farm
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equipment, off-road recreational vehicles, and other equipment. Stationary sources of NOx include both
internal and external combustion processes in industries such as manufacturing, food processing, electric
utilities, and petroleum refining. Areawide source, which include residential fuel combustion, waste burning,
and fires, contribute only a small portion of the total statewide NOx emissions, but depending on the
community, may contribute to a cumulative air pollution impact.

Particulate matter (PM) refers to particles small enough to be breathed into the lungs (under 10 microns in
size). Itis not a single substance, but a mixture of a number of highly diverse types of particles and liquid
droplets. It can be formed directly, primarily as dust from vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads,
agricultural operations, construction and demolition.

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas that is directly emitted as a by-product of combustion.
The highest concentrations are generally associated with cold stagnant weather conditions that occur during
winter. CO problems tend to be localized.

An Air Toxic Contaminant (air toxic) is defined as an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in
mortality or in serous illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Similar to
criteria pollutants, air toxics are emitted from stationary, areawide, and mobile sources. They contribute to
elevated regional and localized risks near industrial and commercial facilities and busy roadways. The ten
compounds that pose the greatest statewide risk are: acetaldehyde; benzene; 1,3-butadiene; carbon
tetrachloride; diesel particulate matter (diesel PM); formaldehyde; hexavalent chromium; methylene chloride;
para-dichlorobenzene; and perchloroethylene. The risk from diesel PM is by far the largest, representing about
70 percent of the known statewide cancer risk from outdoor air toxics. The exhaust from diesel-fueled engines
is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and particles, many of which are known human carcinogens. Diesel PM
is emitted from both mobile and stationary sources. In California, on-road diesel-fueled vehicles contribute
about 26 percent of statewide diesel PM emissions, with an additional 72 percent attributed to other mobile
sources such as construction and mining equipment, agricultural equipment, and other equipment. Stationary
engines in shipyards, warehouses, heavy equipment repair yards, and oil and gas production operations
contribute about two percent of statewide emissions. However, when this number is disaggregated to a sub-
regional scale such as neighborhoods, the risk factor can be far greater.

" The level of pollution emitted is a major determinant of the significance of the impact.

" Indicates whether facility activities listed in column 4 are generally subject to local air district permits to
operate. This does not include regulated products such as solvents and degreasers that may be used by
sources that may not require an operating permit per se, e.g., a gas station or dry cleaner.

¥ Generally speaking, warehousing or distribution centers are not subject to local air district permits. However,
depending on the district, motor vehicle fleet rules may apply to trucks or off-road vehicles operated and
maintained by the facility operator. Additionally, emergency generators or internal combustion engines
operated on the site may require an operating permit.

¥ Authorized by recent legislation SB700.

! Local air districts do not require permits for woodburning fireplaces inside private homes. However, some
local air districts and land use agencies do have rules or ordinances that require new housing developments or
home re-sales to install U.S. EPA —certified stoves. Some local air districts also ban residential woodburning
during weather inversions that concentrate smoke in residential areas. Likewise, home water heaters are not
subject to permits; however, new heaters could be subject to emission limits that are imposed by federal or
local agency regulations.

“il Technical training schools that conduct activities normally permitted by a local air district could be subject to
an air permit.
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APPENDIX B

LAND USE-BASED REFERENCE TOOLS TO EVALUATE
NEW PROJECTS FOR POTENTIAL AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS

Land use agencies generally have a variety of tools and approaches at hand, or
accessible from local air districts that can be useful in performing an analysis of
potential air pollution impacts associated with new projects. These tools and
approaches include:

Base map of the city or county planning area and terrain elevations.

General Plan designations of land use (existing and proposed).

Zoning maps.

Land use maps that identify existing land uses, including the location of facilities that
are permitted or otherwise regulated by the local air district. Land use agencies
should consult with their local air district for information on regulated facilities.
Demographic data, e.g., population location and density, distribution of population by
income, distribution of population by ethnicity, and distribution of population by age.
The use of population data is a normal part of the planning process. However, from
an air quality perspective, socioeconomic data is useful to identify potential
community health and environmental justice issues.

Emissions, monitoring, and risk-based maps created by the ARB or local air districts
that show air pollution-related health risk by community across the state.

Location of public facilities that enhance community quality of life, including parks,
community centers, and open space.

Location of industrial and commercial facilities and other land uses that use
hazardous materials, or emit air pollutants. These include chemical storage
facilities, hazardous waste disposal sites, dry cleaners, large gas dispensing
facilities, auto body shops, and metal plating and finishing shops.

Location of sources or facility types that result in diesel on-road and off-road
emissions, e.g., stationary diesel power generators, forklifts, cranes, construction
equipment, on-road vehicle idling, and operation of transportation refrigeration units.
Distribution centers, marine terminals and ports, rail yards, large industrial facilities,
and facilities that handle bulk goods are all examples of complex facilities where
these types of emission sources are frequently concentrated.’ Very large facilities,
such as ports, marine terminals, and airports, could be analyzed regardless of
proximity to a receptor if they are within the modeling area.

Location and zoning designations for existing and proposed schools, buildings, or
outdoor areas where sensitive individuals may live or play.

Location and density of existing and proposed residential development.

Zoning requirements, property setbacks, traffic flow requirements, and idling
restrictions for trucks, trains, yard hostlers?, construction equipment, or school
buses.

Traffic counts (including diesel truck traffic counts), within a community to validate or
augment existing regional motor vehicle trip and speed data.

' The ARB is currently evaluating the types of facilities that may act as complex point sources and
developing methods to identify them.

Yard hostler means a tractor less than 300 horsepower that is used to transfer semi-truck or tractor-

trailer containers in and around storage, transfer, or distribution yards or areas and is often equipped with
a hydraulic lifting fifth wheel for connection to trailer containers.
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APPENDIX C

ARB AND LOCAL AIR DISTRICT INFORMATION AND TOOLS
CONCERNING CUMULATIVE AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS

It is the ARB’s policy to support research and data collection activities toward the goal of
reducing cumulative air pollution impacts. These efforts include updating and improving
the air toxics emissions inventory, performing special air monitoring studies in specific
communities, and conducting a more complete assessment of non-cancer health effects
associated with air toxics and criteria pollutants.” This information is important because
it helps us better understand links between air pollution and the health of sensitive
individuals -- children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious health problems
affected by air quality.

ARB is working with CAPCOA and OEHHA to improve air pollutant data and evaluation
tools to determine when and where cumulative air pollution impacts may be a problem.
The following provides additional information on this effort.

How are emissions assessed?

Detailed information about the sources of air pollution in an area is collected and
maintained by local air districts and the ARB in what is called an emission inventory.
Emission inventories contain information about the nature of the business, the location,
type and amount of air pollution emitted, the air pollution-producing processes, the type
of air pollution control equipment, operating hours, and seasonal variations in activity.
Local districts collect emission inventory data for most stationary source categories.

Local air districts collect air pollution emission information directly from facilities and
businesses that are required to obtain an air pollution operating permit. Local air
districts use this information to compile an emission inventory for areas within their
jurisdiction. The ARB compiles a statewide emission inventory based on the
information collected by the ARB and local air districts. Local air districts provide most
of the stationary source emission data, and ARB provides mobile source emissions as
well as some areawide emission sources such as consumer products and paints. ARB
is also developing map-based tools that will display information on air pollution sources.

Criteria pollutant data have been collected since the early 1970’s, and toxic pollutant
inventories began to be developed in the mid-1980’s.

' A criteria pollutant is any air pollutant for which EPA has established a National Ambient Air Quality
Standard or for which California has established a State Ambient Air Quality Standard, including: carbon
monoxide, lead, nitrogen oxides, ozone, particulates and sulfur oxides. Criteria pollutants are measured
in each of California’s air basins to determine whether the area meets or does not meet specific federal or
state air quality standards. Air toxics or air toxic contaminants are listed pollutants recognized by
California or EPA as posing a potential risk to health.
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How is the toxic emission inventory developed?

Emissions data for toxic air pollutants is a high priority for communities because of
concerns about potential health effects. Most of ARB’s air toxics data is collected
through the toxic “Hot Spots” program. Local air districts collect emissions data from
industrial and commercial facilities. Facilities that exceed health-based thresholds are
required to report their air toxics emissions as part of the toxic “Hot Spots” program and
update their emissions data every four years. Facilities are required to report their air
toxics emissions data if there is an increase that would trigger the reporting threshold of
the hotspots program. Air toxics emissions from motor vehicles and consumer products
are estimated by the ARB. These estimates are generally regional in nature, reflecting
traffic and population.

The ARB also maintains chemical speciation profiles that can be used to estimate toxics
emissions when no toxic emissions data is available.

What additional toxic emissions information is needed?

In order to assess cumulative air pollution impacts, updated information from individual
facilities is needed. Even for sources where emissions data are available, additional
information such as the location of emissions release points is often needed to better
model cumulative impacts. In terms of motor vehicles, emissions data are currently
based on traffic models that only contain major roads and freeways. Local traffic data
are needed so that traffic emissions can be more accurately assigned to specific streets
and roads. Local information is also needed for off-road emission sources, such as
ships, trains, and construction equipment. In addition, hourly maximum emissions data
are needed for assessing acute air pollution impacts.

What work is underway?

ARB is working with CAPCOA to improve toxic emissions data, developing a community
health air pollution information system to improve access to emission information,
conducting neighborhood assessment studies to better understand toxic emission
sources, and conducting surveys of sources of toxic pollutants.

How is air pollution monitored?

While emissions data identify how much air pollution is going into the air, the state’s air
quality monitoring network measures air pollutant levels in outdoor air. The statewide
air monitoring network is primarily designed to measure regional exposure to air
pollutants, and consists of more than 250 air monitoring sites.

The air toxics monitoring network consists of approximately 20 permanent sites. These
sites are supplemented by special monitoring studies conducted by ARB and local air
districts. These sites measure approximately sixty toxic air pollutants. Diesel PM,
which is the major driver of urban air toxic risk, is not monitored directly. Ten of the

Page C-2



APPENDIX C

60 toxic pollutants, not including diesel, account for most of the remaining potential
cancer risk in California urban areas.

What additional monitoring has been done?

Recently, additional monitoring has been done to look at air quality at the community
level. ARB’s community monitoring was conducted in six communities located
throughout the state. Most sites were in low-income, minority communities located near
major sources of air pollution, such as refineries or freeways. The monitoring took place
for a year or more in each community, and included measurements of both criteria and
toxic pollutants.

What is being learned from community monitoring?

In some cases, the ARB or local air districts have performed air quality monitoring or
modeling studies covering a particular region of the state. When available, these
studies can give information about regional air pollution exposures.

The preliminary results of ARB’s community monitoring are providing insights into air
pollution at the community level. Urban background levels are a major contributor to the
overall risk from air toxics in urban areas, and this urban background tends to mask the
differences between communities. When localized elevated air pollutant levels were
measured, they were usually associated with local ground-level sources of toxic
pollutants. The most common source of this type was busy streets and freeways. The
impact these ground-level sources had on local air quality decreased rapidly with
distance from the source. Pollutant levels usually returned to urban background levels
within a few hundred meters of the source.

These results indicate that tools to assess cumulative impacts must be able to account
for both localized, near-source impacts, as well as regional background air pollution.
The tools that ARB is developing for this purpose are air quality models.

How can air quality modeling be used?

While air monitoring can directly measure cumulative exposure to air pollution, it is
limited because all locations cannot be monitored. To address this, air quality modeling
provides the capability to estimate exposure when air monitoring is not feasible. Air
quality modeling can be refined to assess local exposure, identify locations of potential
hot spots, and identify the relative contribution of emission sources to exposure at
specific locations. The ARB has used this type of information to develop regional
cumulative risk maps that estimate the cumulative cancer air pollution risk for most of
California. While these maps only show one air pollution-related health risk, it does
provide a useful starting point.
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What is needed for community modeling?

Air quality models have been developed to assess near-source impacts, but they have
very exacting data requirements. These near-source models estimate the impact of
local sources, but do not routinely include the contribution from regional air pollution
background. To estimate cumulative air pollution exposure at a neighborhood scale, a
modeling approach needs to combine features of both micro-scale and regional models.

In addition, improved methods are needed to assess near-source impacts under light
and variable wind conditions, when high local concentrations are more likely to occur. A
method for modeling long-term exposure to air pollutants near freeways and other high
traffic areas is also needed.

What modeling work has ARB developed?

A key component of ARB’s Community Health Program is the Neighborhood
Assessment Program (NAP). As described later in this section, the NAP studies are
being conducted to better understand pollution impacts at the community level.
Through two such studies conducted in Barrio Logan (San Diego) and Wilmington
(Los Angeles), ARB is refining community-level modeling methodologies. Regional air
toxics modeling is also being performed to better understand regional air pollution
background levels.

In a parallel effort, ARB is developing modeling protocols for estimating cumulative
emissions, exposure, and risk from air pollution. The protocols will cover modeling
approaches and uncertainties, procedures for running the models, the development of
statewide risk maps, and methods for estimating health risks. The protocols are subject
to an extensive peer review process prior to release.

How are air pollution impacts on community health assessed?

On a statewide basis, ARB’s toxic air contaminant program identifies and reduces public
exposure to air toxics. The focus of the program has been on reducing potential cancer
risk, because monitoring results show potential urban cancer risk levels are too high.
ARB has also looked for potential non-cancer risks based on health reference levels
provided by OEHHA. On a regional basis, the pollutants measured in ARB’s toxic
monitoring network are generally below the OEHHA non-cancer reference exposure
levels.

As part of its community health program, the ARB is looking at potential cancer and
non-cancer risk. This could include chronic or acute health effects. If the assessment
work shows elevated exposures on a localized basis, ARB will work with OEHHA to
assess the health impacts.

Page C-4



APPENDIX C

What tools has ARB developed to assess cumulative air pollution impacts?

ARB has developed the following tools and reports to assist land use agencies and local
air districts assess and reduce cumulative emissions, exposure, and risk on a
neighborhood scale.

Statewide Risk Maps

ARB has produced regional risk maps that show the statewide trends for Southern and
Central California in estimated potential cancer risk from air toxics between 1990 and
2010.2 These maps will supplement U.S. EPA’s ASPEN model and are available on the
ARB’s Internet site. These maps are best used to obtain an estimate of the regional
background air pollution health risk and are not detailed enough to estimate the exact
risk at a specific location.

ARB also has maps that focus in more detail on smaller areas that fall within the
Southern and Central California regions for these same modeled years. The finest
visual resolution available in the maps on this web site is two by two kilometers. These
maps are not detailed enough to assess individual neighborhoods or facilities.

Community Health Air Pollution Information System (CHAPIS)

CHAPIS is an Internet-based procedure for displaying information on emissions from
sources of air pollution in an easy to use mapping format. CHAPIS uses Geographical
Information System (GIS) software to deliver interactive maps over the Internet.
CHAPIS relies on emission estimates reported to the ARB’s emission inventory
database - California Emissions Inventory Development and Reporting System, or
CEIDARS.

Through CHAPIS, air district staff can quickly and easily identify pollutant sources and
emissions within a specified area. CHAPIS contains information on air pollution
emissions from selected large facilities and small businesses that emit criteria and toxic
air pollutants. It also contains information on air pollution emissions from motor vehicle
and areawide emissions. CHAPIS does not contain information on every source of air
pollution or every air pollutant. It is a major long-term objective of CHAPIS to include all
of the largest air pollution sources and those with the highest documented air pollution
risk. CHAPIS will be updated on a periodic basis and additional facilities will be added
to CHAPIS as more data becomes available.

CHARPIS is being developed in stages to assure data quality. The initial release of
CHAPIS will include facilities emitting 10 or more tons per year of nitrogen oxides, sulfur
dioxide, carbon monoxide, PM10, or reactive organic gases; air toxics from refineries
and power plants of 50 megawatts or more; and facilities that conducted health risk

2ARB maintains state trends and local potential cancer risk maps that show statewide trends in potential
inhalable cancer risk from air toxics between 1990 and 2010. This information can be viewed at ARB’s
web site at http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/hithrisk.htm)
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assessments under the California Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment
Program.®

CHAPIS can be used to identify the emission contributions from mobile, area, and point
sources on that community.

“Hot Spots” Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP)

HARP* is a software package available from the ARB and is designed with air quality
professionals in mind. It models emissions and release data from one or more facilities
to estimate the potential health risk posed by the selected facilities on the neighboring
community. HARP uses the latest risk assessment guidelines published by OEHHA.

With HARP, a user can perform the following tasks:

Create and manage facility databases;
Perform air dispersion modeling;
Conduct health risk analyses;

Output data reports; and

Output results to GIS mapping software.

HARP can model downwind concentrations of air toxics based on the calculated
emissions dispersion at a single facility. HARP also has the capability of assessing the
risk from multiple facilities, and for multiple locations of concern near those facilities.
While HARP has the capability to assess multiple source impacts, there had been
limited application of the multiple facility assessment function in the field at the time of
HARP’s debut in 2003. HARP can also evaluate multi-pathway, non-inhalation health
risk resulting from air pollution exposure, including skin and soil exposure, and ingestion
of meat and vegetables contaminated with air toxics, and other toxics that have
accumulated in a mother’s breast milk.

Neighborhood Assessment Program (NAP)

The NAP® has been a key component of ARB’s Community Health Program. It includes
the development of tools that can be used to perform assessments of cumulative air
pollution impacts on a neighborhood scale. The NAP studies have been done to better
understand how air pollution affects individuals at the neighborhood level. Thus far,
ARB has conducted neighborhood scale assessments in Barrio Logan and Wilmington.

As part of these studies, ARB is collecting data and developing a modeling protocol that
can be used to conduct cumulative air pollution impact assessments. Initially these

® California Health & Safety Code section 44300, et seq.

* More detailed information can be found on ARB’s website at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/harp/harp.htm

® For more information on the Program, please refer to: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/programs/nap/nap.htm
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assessments will focus on cumulative inhalation cancer health risk and chronic non-
cancer impacts. The major challenge is developing modeling methods that can
combine both regional and localized air pollution impacts, and identifying the critical
data necessary to support these models. The objective is to develop methods and tools
from these studies that can ultimately be applied to other areas of the state. In addition,
the ARB plans to use these methods to replace the ASPEN regional risk maps currently
posted on the ARB Internet site.

Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS)

URBEMIS® is a computer program that can be used to estimate emissions associated
with land development projects in California such as residential neighborhoods,
shopping centers, office buildings, and construction projects. URBEMIS uses emission
factors available from the ARB to estimate vehicle emissions associated with new land
uses. URBEMIS estimates sulfur dioxide emissions from motor vehicles in addition to
reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and PM10.

Land-Use Air Quality Linkage Report’

This report summarizes data currently available on the relationships between land use,
transportation and air quality. It also highlights strategies that can help to reduce the
use of the private automobile. It also briefly summarizes two ARB-funded research
projects. The first project analyzes the travel patterns of residents living in five higher
density, mixed use neighborhoods in California, and compares them to travel in more
auto-oriented areas. The second study correlates the relationship between travel
behavior and community characteristics, such as density, mixed land uses, transit
service, and accessibility for pedestrians.

® For more information on this model, please refer to ARB’s website at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/soft.htm.

"To access this report, please refer to ARB's website or click on:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/programs/link97.pdf
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LAND USE AND AIR QUALITY AGENCY ROLES
IN THE LAND USE PROCESS

A wide variety of federal, state, and local government agencies are responsible for
regulatory, planning, and siting decisions that can have an impact on air pollution. They
include local land use agencies, regional councils of government, school districts, local
air districts, ARB, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to name a few. This Section will
focus on the roles and responsibilities of local and state agencies. The role of school
districts will be discussed in Appendix E.

Local Land Use Agencies

Under the State Constitution, land use agencies have the primary authority to plan and
control land use.! Each of California’s incorporated cities and counties are required to
adopt a comprehensive, long-term General Plan.?

The General Plan's long-term goals are implemented through zoning ordinances.
These are local laws adopted by counties and cities that describe for specific areas the
kinds of development that will be allowed within their boundaries.

Land use agencies are also the lead for doing environmental assessments under CEQA
for new projects that may pose a significant environmental impact, or for new or revised
General Plans.

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs)

Operating in each of California’s 58 counties, LAFCOs are composed of local elected
officials and public members who are responsible for coordinating changes in local
governmental boundaries, conducting special studies that review ways to reorganize,
simplify, and streamline governmental structures, and preparing a sphere of influence
for each city and special district within each county. Each Commission's efforts are
directed toward seeing that local government services are provided efficiently and
economically while agricultural and open-space lands are protected. LAFCO decisions
strive to balance the competing needs in California for efficient services, affordable
housing, economic opportunity, and conservation of natural resources.

'The legal basis for planning and land use regulation is the "police power" of the city or county to protect
the public’s health, safety and welfare. The California Constitution gives cities and counties the power to
make and enforce all local police, sanitary and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with
9enera| laws. State law reference: California Constitution, Article XI §7.

OPR General Plan Guidelines, 2003:

http://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/PDFs/General Plan_Guidelines 2003.pdf
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Councils of Government (COG)

COGs are organizations composed of local counties and cities that serve as a focus for
the development of sound regional planning, including plans for transportation, growth
management, hazardous waste management, and air quality. They can also function
as the metropolitan planning organization for coordinating the region's transportation
programs. COGs also prepare regional housing need allocations for updates of
General Plan housing elements.

Local Air Districts

Under state law, air pollution control districts or air quality management districts (local
air districts) are the local government agencies responsible for improving air quality and
are generally the first point of contact for resolving local air pollution issues or
complaints. There are 35 local air districts in California® that have authority and primary
responsibility for regional clean air planning. Local air districts regulate stationary
sources of air pollutants within their jurisdiction including but not limited to industrial and
commercial facilities, power plants, construction activities, outdoor burning, and other
non-mobile sources of air pollution. Some local air districts also regulate public and
private motor vehicle fleet operators such as public bus systems, private shuttle and taxi
services, and commercial truck depots.

m  Regional Clean Air Plans

Local air districts are responsible for the development and adoption of clean air plans
that protect the public from the harmful effects of air pollution. These plans incorporate
strategies that are necessary to attain ambient air quality standards. Also included in
these regional air plans are ARB and local district measures to reduce statewide
emissions from mobile sources, consumer products, and industrial sources.

m Facility-Specific Considerations

Permitting. In addition to the planning function, local air districts adopt and enforce
regulations, issue permits, and evaluate the potential environmental impacts of projects.

Pollution is regulated through permits and technology-based rules that limit emissions
from operating units within a facility or set standards that vehicle fleet operators must
meet. Permits to construct and permits to operate contain very specific requirements
and conditions that tell each regulated source what it must do to limit its air pollution in
compliance with local air district rules, regulations, and state law. Prior to receiving a
permit, new facilities must go through a New Source Review (NSR) process that
establishes air pollution control requirements for the facility. Permit conditions are
typically contained in the permit to operate and specify requirements that businesses
must follow; these may include limits on the amount of pollution that can be emitted, the

3 Contact information for local air districts in California is listed in the front of this Handbook.
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type of pollution control equipment that must be installed and maintained, and various
record-keeping requirements.

Local air districts also notify the public about new permit applications for major new
facilities, or major modifications to existing facilities that seek to locate within 1,000 feet
of a school.

Local air districts can also regulate other types of sources to reduce emissions. These
include regulations to reduce emissions from the following sources:

m hazardous materials in products used by industry such as paints, solvents, and de-
greasers;

agricultural and residential burning;

leaking gasoline nozzles at service stations;

public fleet vehicles such as sanitation trucks and school buses; and

fugitive or uncontrolled dust at construction sites.

However, while emissions from industrial and commercial sources are typically subject
to the permit authority of the local air district, sensitive sites such as a day care center,
convalescent home, or playground are not ordinarily subject to an air permit. Local air
district permits address the air pollutant emissions of a project but not its location.

Under the state’s air toxics program, local air districts regulate air toxic emissions by
adopting ARB air toxic control measures, or more stringent district-specific
requirements, and by requiring individual facilities to perform a health risk assessment if
emissions at the source exceed district-specific health risk thresholds?, ° (See the
section on ARB programs for a more detailed summary of this program).

One approach by which local air districts regulate air toxics emissions is through the
"Hot Spots" program.6 The risk assessments submitted by the facilities under this

* Cal/EPA's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has published “A Guide to Health Risk
Assessment” for lay people involved in environmental health issues, including policymakers,
businesspeople, members of community groups, and others with an interest in the potential health effects
of toxic chemicals. To access this information, please refer to
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/pdf/HRSquide2001.pdf

> Section 44306 of the California Health & Safety Code defines a health risk assessment as a detailed
comprehensive analysis that a polluting facility uses to evaluate and predict the dispersion of hazardous
substances in the environment and the potential for exposure of human populations, and to assess and
quantify both the individual and population-wide health risks associated with those levels of exposure.

® AB-2588 (the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act) requires local air districts to
prioritize facilities by high, intermediate, and low priority categories to determine which must perform a
health risk assessment. Each district is responsible for establishing the prioritization score threshold at
which facilities are required to prepare a health risk assessment. In establishing priorities for each facility,
local air districts must consider the potency, toxicity, quantity, and volume of hazardous materials
released from the facility, the proximity of the facility to potential receptors, and any other factors that the
district determines may indicate that the facility may pose a significant risk. All facilities within the highest
category must prepare a health risk assessment. In addition, each district may require facilities in the
intermediate and low priority categories to also submit a health risk assessment.
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Table D-1
Local Sources of Air Pollution, Responsible Agencies,
and Associated Regulatory Programs

Source Examples Primary Agency |Applicable Regulations
Large Refineries, power |Local air districts |Operating permit rules
Stationary  |plants, chemical Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Law
facilities, certain (AB 2588)
manufacturing Local district rules
plants Air Toxic Control Measures
(ATCMs)*

New Source Review rules
Title V permit rules

Small Dry cleaners, auto |Local air districts |Operating permit conditions,
Stationary  |body shops, Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Law
welders, chrome (AB 2588)
plating facilities, Local district rules
service stations, ATCMs*
certain New Source Review rules
manufacturing
plants
Mobile (non- |Cars, trucks, buses |ARB Emission standards
fleet) Cleaner-burning fuels

(e.g., unleaded gasoline,
low-sulfur diesel)
Inspection and repair
programs (e.g., Smog

Check)

Mobile Construction ARB, U.S. EPA |ARB rules

Equipment |equipment U.S. EPA rules

Mobile (fleet)|Truck depots, Local air districts, |Local air district rules
school buses, taxi [ARB ARB urban bus fleet rule
services

Areawide Paints and Local air district, |ARB rules
consumer products |ARB Local air district rules

such as hair spray
and spray paint

*ARB adopts ATCMs, but local air districts have the responsibility to implement and enforce these
measures or more stringent ones.

program are reviewed by OEHHA and approved by the local air district. Risk
assessments are available by contacting the local air district.

Enforcement. Local air districts also take enforcement action to ensure compliance with
air quality requirements. They enforce air toxic control measures, agricultural and
residential burning programs, gasoline vapor control regulations, laws that prohibit air
pollution nuisances, visible emission limits, and many other requirements designed to
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clean the air. Local districts use a variety of enforcement tools to ensure compliance.
These include notices of violation, monetary penalties, and abatement orders. Under
some circumstances, a permit may be revoked.

m  Environmental Review

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), local air districts also
review and comment on proposed land use plans and development projects that can
have a significant effect on the environment or public health.’

California Air Resources Board

The ARB is the air pollution control agency at the state level that is responsible for the
preparation of air plans required by state and federal law. In this regard, it coordinates
the activities of all local air districts to ensure all statutory requirements are met and to
reduce air pollution emissions for sources under its jurisdiction.

Motor vehicles are the single largest emissions source category under ARB's jurisdiction
as well as the largest overall emissions source statewide. ARB also regulates
emissions from other mobile equipment and engines as well as emissions from
consumer products such as hair sprays, perfumes, cleaners, and aerosol paints.

Air Toxics Program

Under state law, the ARB has a critical role to play in the identification, prioritization, and
control of air toxic emissions. The ARB statewide comprehensive air toxics program
was established in the early 1980's. The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and
Control Act of 1983 (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) created California's program to reduce
exposure to air toxics.® The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act
(Hot Spots program) supplements the AB 1807 program, by requiring a statewide air
toxics inventory, notification of people exposed to a significant health risk, and facility
plans to reduce these risks.

Under AB 1807, the ARB is required to use certain criteria to prioritize the identification
and control of air toxics. In selecting substances for review, the ARB must consider
criteria relating to emissions, exposure, and health risk, as well as persistence in the
atmosphere, and ambient concentrations in the community. AB 1807 also requires the
ARB to use available information gathered from the Hot Spots program when prioritizing
compounds.

The ARB identifies pollutants as toxic air contaminants and adopts statewide air toxic
control measures (ATCMs). Once ARB adopts an ATCM, local air districts must

” Section 4 of this Handbook contains more information on the CEQA process.
® For a general background on California’s air toxics program, the reader should refer to ARB’s website at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/tac/appendxb.htm.
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implement the measure, or adopt and implement district-specific measures that are at
least as stringent as the state standard. Taken in the aggregate, these ARB programs
will continue to further reduce emissions, exposure, and health risk statewide.

With regard to the land use decision-making process, ARB, in conjunction with local air
districts, plays an advisory role by providing technical information on land use-related air
issues.

Other Agencies
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)

In addition to serving as the Governor’s advisor on land use planning, research, and
liaison with local government, OPR develops and implements the state’s policy on land
use planning and coordinates the state’s environmental justice programs. OPR updated
its General Plan Guidelines in 2003 to highlight the importance of sustainable
development and environmental justice policies in the planning process. OPR also
advises project proponents and government agencies on CEQA provisions and
operates the State Clearinghouse for environmental and federal grant documents.

California Department of Housing and Community Development

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) administers a variety
of state laws, programs and policies to preserve and expand housing opportunities,
including the development of affordable housing. All local jurisdictions must update
their housing elements according to a staggered statutory schedule, and are subject to
certification by HCD. In their housing elements, cities and counties are required to
include a land inventory which identifies and zones sites for future residential
development to accommodate a mix of housing types, and to remove barriers to the
development of housing.

An objective of state housing element law is to increase the overall supply and
affordability of housing. Other fundamental goals include conserving existing affordable
housing, improving the condition of the existing housing stock, removing regulatory
barriers to housing production, expanding equal housing opportunities, and addressing
the special housing needs of the state’s most vulnerable residents (frail elderly,
disabled, large families with children, farmworkers, and the homeless).

Transportation Agencies

Transportation agencies can also influence mobile source-related emissions in the land
use decision-making process. Local transportation agencies work with land use
agencies to develop a transportation (circulation) element for the General Plan. These
local government agencies then work with other transportation-related agencies, such
as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA), Metropolitan Planning Organization
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(MPO), Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and Caltrans to develop long
and short range transportation plans and projects.

Caltrans is the agency responsible for setting state transportation goals and for state
transportation planning, design, construction, operations and maintenance activities.
Caltrans is also responsible for delivering California’s multibillion-dollar state
Transportation Improvement Program, a list of transportation projects that are approved
for funding by the California Transportation Commission in a 4-year cycle.

When safety hazards or traffic circulation problems are identified in the existing road
system, or when land use changes are proposed such as a new residential subdivision,
shopping mall or manufacturing center, Caltrans and/or the local transportation agency
ensure the projects meet applicable state, regional, and local goals and objectives.

Caltrans also evaluates transportation-related projects for regional air quality impacts,
from the perspective of travel-related emissions as well as road congestion and
increases in road capacity (new lanes).

California Energy Commission (CEC)

The CEC is the state’s CEQA lead agency for permitting large thermal power plants (50
megawatts or greater). The CEC works closely with local air districts and other federal,
state and local agencies to ensure compliance with applicable laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards in the permitting, construction, operation and closure of such
plants. The CEC uses an open and public review process that provides communities
with outreach and multiple opportunities to participate and be heard. In addition to its
comprehensive environmental impact and engineering design assessment process, the
CEC also conducts an environmental justice evaluation. This evaluation involves an
initial demographic screening to determine if a qualifying minority or low-income
population exists in the vicinity of the proposed project. If such a population is present,
staff considers possible environmental justice impacts including from associated project
emissions in its technical assessments.’

Department of Pesticides Regulation (DPR)

Pesticides are industrial chemicals produced specifically for their toxicity to a target
pest. They must be released into the environment to do their job. Therefore, regulation
of pesticides focuses on using toxicity and other information to ensure that when
pesticides are used according to their label directions, potential for harm to people and
the environment is minimized. DPR imposes strict controls on use, beginning before
pesticide products can be sold in California, with an extensive scientific program to
ensure they can be used safely. DPR and county enforcement staff tracks the use of
pesticides to ensure that pesticides are used properly. DPR collects periodic

° See California Energy Commission, “Environmental Performance Report,” July 2001 at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/2001-11-20 700-01-001.PDF
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measurements of any remaining amounts of pesticides in water, air, and on fresh
produce. If unsafe levels are found, DPR requires changes in how pesticides are used,
to reduce the possibility of harm. If this cannot be done - that is, if a pesticide cannot be
used safely - use of the pesticide will be banned in California.®

Federal Agencies

Federal agencies have permit authority over activities on federal lands and certain
resources, which have been the subject of congressional legislation, such as air, water
quality, wildlife, and navigable waters. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
generally oversees implementation of the federal Clean Air Act, and has broad authority
for regulating certain activities such as mobile sources, air toxics sources, the disposal
of toxic wastes, and the use of pesticides. The responsibility for implementing some
federal regulatory programs such as those for air and water quality and toxics is
delegated by management to specific state and local agencies. Although federal
agencies are not subject to CEQA they must follow their own environmental process
established under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

'% For more information, the reader is encouraged to visit the Department of Pesticide Regulation web site
at www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/empm/pubs/tacmenu.htm.
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SPECIAL PROCESSES THAT APPLY TO SCHOOL SITING

The California Education Code and the California Public Resources Code place primary
authority for siting public schools with the local school district, which is the ‘lead agency’
for purposes of CEQA. The California Education Code requires public school districts to
notify the local planning agency about siting a new public school or expanding an
existing school. The planning agency then reports back to the school district regarding
a project’s conformity with the adopted General Plan. However, school districts can
overrule local zoning and land use designations for schools if they follow specified
procedures. In addition, all school districts must evaluate new school sites using site
selection standards established in Section 14010 of Title 5 of the California Code of
Regulations. Districts seeking state funding for school site acquisition must also obtain
site approval from the California Department of Education.

Before making a final decision on a school site acquisition, a school district must comply
with CEQA and evaluate the proposed site acquisition/new school project for air
emissions and health risks by preparing and certifying an environmental impact report
or negative declaration. Both the California Education Code section 17213 and the
California Public Resources Code section 21151.8 require school districts to consult
with administering agencies and local air districts when preparing the environmental
assessment. Such consultation is required to identify both permitted and non-permitted
“facilities” that might significantly affect health at the new site. These facilities include,
but are not limited to, freeways and other busy traffic corridors, large agricultural
operations, and rail yards that are within one-quarter mile of the proposed school site,
and that might emit hazardous air emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste.

As part of the CEQA process and before approving a school site, the school district
must make a finding that either it found none of the facilities or significant air pollution
sources, or alternatively, if the school district finds that there are such facilities or
sources, it must determine either that they pose no significant health risks, or that
corrective actions by another governmental entity would be taken so that there would be
no actual or potential endangerment to students or school workers.

In addition, if the proposed school site boundary is within 500 feet of the edge of the
closest traffic lane of a freeway or traffic corridor that has specified minimum average
daily traffic counts, the school district is required to determine through specified risk
assessment and air dispersion modeling that neither short-term nor long term exposure
poses significant heath risks to pupils.

State law changes effective January 1, 2004 (SB352, Escutia 2003, amending
Education Code section 17213 and Public Resources Code section 21151.8) also
provides for cases in which the school district cannot make either of those two findings
and cannot find a suitable alternative site. When this occurs, the school district must
adopt a statement of over-riding considerations, as part of an environmental impact
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report, that the project should be approved based on the ultimate balancing of the
merits.

Some school districts use a standardized assessment process to determine the
environmental impacts of a proposed school site. In the assessment process, school
districts can use maps and other available information to evaluate risk, including a local
air district's database of permitted source emissions. School districts can also perform
field surveys and record searches to identify and calculate emissions from non-
permitted sources within one-quarter mile radius of a proposed site. Traffic count data
and vehicular emissions data can also be obtained from Caltrans for major roadways
and freeways in proximity to the proposed site to model potential emissions impacts to
students and school employees. This information is available from the local COG,
Caltrans, or local cities and counties for non-state maintained roads.
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GENERAL PROCESSES USED BY LAND USE AGENCIES
TO ADDRESS AIR POLLUTION IMPACTS

There are several separate but related processes for addressing the air pollution
impacts of land use projects. One takes place as part of the planning and zoning
function. This consists of preparing and implementing goals and policies contained in
county or city General Plans, community or area plans, and specific plans governing
land uses such as residential, educational, commercial, industrial, and recreational
activities. It also includes recommending locations for thoroughfares, parks and other
public improvements.

Land use agencies also have a permitting function that includes performing
environmental reviews and mitigation when projects may pose a significant
environmental impact. They conduct inspections for zoning permits issued, enforce the
zoning regulations and issue violations as necessary, issue zoning certificates of
compliance, and check compliance when approving certificates of occupancy.

Planning

= General Plan’

The General Plan is a local government “blueprint” of existing and future anticipated
land uses for long-term future development. It is composed of the goals, policies, and
general elements upon which land use decisions are based. Because the General Plan
is the foundation for all local planning and development, it is an important tool for
implementing policies and programs beneficial to air quality. Local governments may
choose to adopt a separate air quality element into their General Plan or to integrate air
quality-beneficial objectives, policies, and strategies in other elements of the Plan, such
as the land use, circulation, conservation, and community design elements.

More information on General Plan elements is contained in Appendix D.

s  Community Plans

Community or area plans are terms for plans that focus on a particular region or
community within the overall general plan area. It refines the policies of the general

plan as they apply to a smaller geographic area and is implemented by ordinances and
other discretionary actions, such as zoning.

' In October 2003, OPR revised its General Plan Guidelines. An entire chapter is now devoted to a
discussion of how sustainable development and environmental justice goals can be incorporated into the
land use planning process. For further information, the reader is encouraged to obtain a copy of OPR’s
General Plan Guidelines, or refer to their website at:

http://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/PDFs/General _Plan_Guidelines 2003.pdf
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m  Specific Plan

A specific plan is a hybrid that can combine policies with development regulations or
zoning requirements. It is often used to address the development requirements for a
single project such as urban infill or a planned community. As a result, its emphasis is
on concrete standards and development criteria.

= Zoning

Zoning is the public regulation of the use of land. It involves the adoption of ordinances
that divide a community into various districts or zones. For instance, zoning ordinances
designate what projects and activities can be sited in particular locations. Each zone
designates allowable uses of land within that zone, such as residential, commercial, or
industrial. Zoning ordinances can address building development standards, e.g.,
minimum lot size, maximum building height, minimum building setback, parking,
signage, density, and other allowable uses.

Land Use Permitting

In addition to the planning and zoning function, land use agencies issue building and
business permits, and evaluate the potential environmental impacts of projects. To be
approved, projects must be located in a designated zone and comply with applicable
ordinances and zoning requirements.

Even if a project is sited properly in a designated zone, a land use agency may require
a new source to mitigate potential localized environmental impacts to the surrounding
community below what would be required by the local air district. In this case, the land
use agency could condition the permit by limiting or prescribing allowable uses including
operating hour restrictions, building standards and codes, property setbacks between
the business property and the street or other structures, vehicle idling restrictions, or
traffic diversion.

Land use agencies also evaluate the environmental impacts of proposed land use
projects or activities. If a project or activity falls under CEQA, the land use agency
requires an environmental review before issuing a permit to determine if there is the
potential for a significant impact, and if so, to mitigate the impact or possibly deny the
project.

m Land Use Permitting Process

In California, the authority to regulate land use is delegated to city and county
governments. The local land use planning agency is the local government
administrative body that typically provides information and coordinates the review of
development project applications. Conditional Use Permits (CUP) typically fall within a
land use agency'’s discretionary authority and therefore are subject to CEQA. CUPs are
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intended to provide an opportunity to review the location, design, and manner of
development of land uses prior to project approval. A traditional purpose of the CUP is
to enable a municipality to control certain uses that could have detrimental

environmental effects on the
community. What is a “Lead Agency”?

A lead agency is the public agency that has

The process for permitting new the principal responsibility for carrying out or

discretionary projects is quite approving a project that is subject to CEQA.
elaborate, but can be broken down In general, the land use agency is the
into five fundamental components: preferred public agency serving as lead

agency because it has jurisdiction over
general land uses. The lead agency is

n Propct application responsible for determining the appropriate
= Environmental assessment environmental document, as well as its
s Consultation preparation.
= Public comment . ) ,
= Public hearing and decision What is a "Responsible Agency”?
] o A responsible agency is a public agency with
Project Application discretionary approval authority over a
portion of a CEQA project (e.g., projects
The permit process begins when the requiring a permit). As a responsible agency,

the agency is available to the lead agency
and project proponent for early consultation
on a project to apprise them of applicable

land use agency receives a project
application, with a detailed project

description, and support rules and regulations, potential adverse
documentation. During this phase, impacts, alternatives, and mitigation

the agency reviews the submitted measures, and provide guidance as needed
application for completeness. When on applicable methodologies or other related
the agency deems the application to sstes.

be complete, the permit process What is a “Commenting Agency”?
moves into the environmental review A commenting agency is any public agency
phase. that comments on a CEQA document, but is

neither a lead agency nor a responsible
agency. For example, a local air district, as
the agency with the responsibility for
comprehensive air pollution control, could
If the project is discretionary and the review and comment on an air quality

app”cation is accepted as Comp|ete, a_nalysis_ in a CEQA document for a pl‘OpOSGd
the project proposal or activity must distribution genter, even though the prOJegt

. was not subject to a permit or other pollution
undergo an environmental clearance control requirements.
process under CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines adopted by the California
Resources Agency.2 The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform decision-makers
and the public of the potential significant environmental impacts of a project or activity,
to identify measures to minimize or eliminate those impacts to the point they are no
longer significant, and to discuss alternatives that will accomplish the project goals and
objectives in a less environmentally harmful manner.

Environmental Assessment

2 Projects and activities that may have a significant adverse impact on the environment are evaluated
under CEQA Guidelines set forth in title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, sections 15000 et seq.
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To assist the lead agency in determining whether the project or activity may have a
significant effect that would require the preparation of an EIR, the land use agency may
consider criteria, or thresholds of significance, to assess the potential impacts of the
project, including its air quality impacts. The land use agency must consider any
credible evidence in addition to the thresholds, however, in determining whether the
project or activity may have a significant effect that would trigger the preparation of an
EIR.

The screening criteria to determine significance is based on a variety of factors,
including local, state, and federal regulations, administrative practices of other public
agencies, and commonly accepted professional standards. However, the final
determination of significance for individual projects is the responsibility of the lead
agency. In the case of land use projects, the lead agency would be the City Council or
County Board of Supervisors.

A new land use plan or project can also trigger an environmental assessment under
CEQA if, among other things, it will expose sensitive sites such as schools, day care
centers, hospitals, retirement homes, convalescence facilities, and residences to
substantial pollutant concentrations.>

CEQA only applies to “discretionary projects.” Discretionary means the public agency
must exercise judgment and deliberation when deciding to approve or disapprove a
particular project or activity, and may append specific conditions to its approval.
Examples of discretionary projects include the issuance of a CUP, re-zoning a property,
or widening of a public road. Projects that are not subject to the exercise of agency
discretion, and can therefore be approved administratively through the application of set
standards are referred to as ministerial projects. CEQA does not apply to ministerial
projects.4 Examples of typical ministerial projects include the issuance of most building
permits or a business license.

Once a potential environmental impact associated with a project is identified through an
environmental assessment, mitigation must be considered. A land use agency should
incorporate mitigation measures that are suggested by the local air district as part of the
project review process.

Consultation
Application materials are provided to various departments and agencies that may have

an interest in the project (e.g., air pollution, building, police, fire, water agency, Fish and
Game, etc.) for consultation and input.

® Readers interested in learning more about CEQA should contact OPR or visit their website at
http://www.opr.ca.gov/.
* See California Public Resources Code section 21080(b)(1).
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Public Comment

Following the environmental review process, the Planning Commission reviews
application along with the staff’s report on the project assessment and a public
comment period is set and input is solicited.

Public Hearing and Decision

Permit rules vary depending on the particular permit authority in question, but the
process generally involves comparing the proposed project with the land use agency
standards or policies. The procedure usually leads to a public hearing, which is
followed by a written decision by the agency or its designated officer. Typically, a
project is approved, denied, or approved subject to specified conditions.
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USE PERMIT (DISCRETIONARY ACTION) REVIEW PROCESS’

. . . Consult with local air ) L
Air District district on potential for Obtain local air district
air pollution impacts, commentson Notification to local air district
and if project will potentlal air pollution
R require,orhas [T impacts -1 fp !
! obtained, an air :
: permit. i
\ 1
| |
E Negative ) — :
: declaration ND or EIR Project Commission i
i or EIR process denied decision i
E required appealed :
i Applicati Additional i
i Application L g information |
E incomplete required :
\ 1
; i
i i
| i
1 Planning
Project Preliminary Project Commission’s Council or Board Fina'al'
.. ’ Application review by public hearing of Supervisors ——p decision
application gy review by —4'|: cc?r% lete | P staff Public Hearing with
submitted city or county P findings
! staff adopted

Staff finds project is

exempt from CEQA Project approval

recommendation
forwarded to
Council or Board
of Supervisors

Notify affected
community of
proposed project,
the process for
public review, and
staff determination
of CEQA eligibility

Public outreach to
affected community
(i.e., workshops,
evening meetings, - A i
fliers, etc.)

Notification to the affected public

E Public Participation

The example given of air district participation in the land use decision-making process is for
illustrative purposes only. In reality, the land use siting process involves the ongoing participation
of multiple affected agencies and stakeholders throughout the process.
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GLOSSARY OF KEY AIR POLLUTION TERMS

Air Pollution Control Board or Air Quality Management Board: Serves as the
governing board for local air districts. It consists of appointed or elected members from
the public or private sector. It conducts public hearings to adopt local air pollution
regulations.

Air Pollution Control Districts or Air Quality Management Districts (local air
district): A county or regional agency with authority to regulate stationary and area
sources of air pollution within a given county or region. Governed by a district air
pollution control board.

Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO): Head of a local air pollution control or air
quality management district.

Air Toxic Control Measures (ATCM): A control measure adopted by the ARB (Health
and Safety Code section 39666 et seq.), which reduces emissions of toxic air
contaminants.

Ambient Air Quality Standards: An air quality standard defines the maximum amount
of a pollutant that can be present in the outdoor air during a specific time period without
harming the public’s health. Only U.S. EPA and the ARB may establish air quality
standards. No other state has this authority. Air quality standards are a measure of
clean air. More specifically, an air quality standard establishes the concentration at
which a pollutant is known to cause adverse health effects to sensitive groups within the
population, such as children and the elderly. Federal standards are referred to as
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); state standards are referred to as
California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS).

Area-wide Sources: Sources of air pollution that individually emit small amounts of
pollution, but together add up to significant quantities of pollution. Examples include
consumer products, fireplaces, road dust, and farming operations.

Attainment vs. Nonattainment Area: An attainment area is a geographic area that
meets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the criteria pollutants and a non-
attainment area is a geographic area that doesn’t meet the NAAQS for criteria
pollutants.

Attainment Plan: Attainment plans lay out measures and strategies to attain one or
more air quality standards by a specified date.

California Clean Air Act (CCAA): A California law passed in 1988, which provides the

basis for air quality planning and regulation independent of federal regulations. A major
element of the Act is the requirement that local air districts in violation of the CAAQS
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must prepare attainment plans which identify air quality problems, causes, trends, and
actions to be taken to attain and maintain California's air quality standards by the
earliest practicable date.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): A California law that sets forth a
process for public agencies to make informed decisions on discretionary project
approvals. The process helps decision-makers determine whether any potential,
significant, adverse environmental impacts are associated with a proposed project and
to identify alternatives and mitigation measures that will eliminate or reduce such
adverse impacts.’

California Health and Safety Code: A compilation of California laws, including state
air pollution laws, enacted by the Legislature to protect the health and safety of people
in California. Government agencies adopt regulations to implement specific provisions
of the California Health and Safety Code.

Clean Air Act (CAA): The federal Clean Air Act was adopted by the United States
Congress and sets forth standards, procedures, and requirements to be implemented
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to protect air quality in the
United States.

Councils of Government (COGs): There are 25 COGs in California made up of city
and county elected officials. COGs are regional agencies concerned primarily with
transportation planning and housing; they do not directly regulate land use.

Criteria Air Pollutant: An air pollutant for which acceptable levels of exposure can be
determined and for which an ambient air quality standard has been set. Examples
include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and PM10 and PM2.5.
The term "criteria air pollutants" derives from the requirement that the U.S. EPA and
ARB must describe the characteristics and potential health and welfare effects of these
pollutants. The U.S. EPA and ARB periodically review new scientific data and may
propose revisions to the standards as a result.

District Hearing Board: Hears local air district permit appeals and issues variances
and abatement orders. The local air district board appoints the members of the hearing
board.

Emission Inventory: An estimate of the amount of pollutants emitted into the
atmosphere from mobile, stationary, area-wide, and natural source categories over a
specific period of time such as a day or a year.

Environmental Impact Report (EIR): The public document used by a governmental
agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed project, to identify

! To track the submittal of CEQA documents to the State Clearinghouse within the Office of Planning and
Research, the reader can refer to CEQAnet at http://www.ceganet.ca.gov.
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alternatives, and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the possible negative
environmental impacts.

Environmental Justice: California law defines environmental justice as the fair
treatment of people of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the
development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies (California Government Code sec.65040.12(c)).

General Plans: A statement of policies developed by local governments, including text
and diagrams setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals for the
future physical development of the city or county.

Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs): An air pollutant listed under section 112 (b) of the
federal Clean Air Act as particularly hazardous to health. U.S. EPA identifies emission
sources of hazardous air pollutants, and emission standards are set accordingly. In
California, HAPs are referred to as toxic air contaminants.

Land Use Agency: Local government agency that performs functions associated with
the review, approval, and enforcement of general plans and plan elements, zoning, and
land use permitting. For purposes of this Handbook, a land use agency is typically a
local planning department.

Mobile Source: Sources of air pollution such as automobiles, motorcycles, trucks, off-
road vehicles, boats, and airplanes.

National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS): A limit on the level of an outdoor
air pollutant established by the US EPA pursuant to the Clean Air Act. There are two

types of NAAQS. Primary standards set limits to protect public health and secondary

standards set limits to protect public welfare.

Negative Declaration (ND): When the lead agency (the agency responsible for
preparing the EIR or ND) under CEQA, finds that there is no substantial evidence that a
project may have a significant environmental effect, the agency will prepare a "negative
declaration" instead of an EIR.

New Source Review (NSR): A federal Clean Air Act requirement that state
implementation plans must include a permit review process, which applies to the
construction and operation of new or modified stationary sources in nonattainment
areas. Two major elements of NSR to reduce emissions are best available control
technology requirements and emission offsets.

Office of Planning and Research (OPR): OPR is part of the Governor's office. OPR
has a variety of functions related to local land-use planning and environmental
programs. It provides General Plan Guidelines for city and county planners, and
coordinates the state clearinghouse for Environmental Impact Reports.
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Ordinance: A law adopted by a City Council or County Board of Supervisors.
Ordinances usually amend, repeal or supplement the municipal code; provide zoning
specifications; or appropriate money for specific purposes.

Overriding Considerations: A ruling made by the lead agency in the CEQA process
when the lead agency finds the importance of the project to the community outweighs
potential adverse environmental impacts.

Public Comment: An opportunity for the general public to comment on regulations and
other proposals made by government agencies. You can submit written or oral
comments at the public meeting or send your written comments to the agency.

Public Hearing: A public hearing is an opportunity to testify on a proposed action by a
governing board at a public meeting. The public and the media are welcome to attend
the hearing and listen to, or participate in, the proceedings.

Public Notice: A public notice identifies the person, business, or local government
seeking approval of a specific course of action (such as a regulation). It describes the
activity for which approval is being sought, and describes the location where the
proposed activity or public meeting will take place.

Public Nuisance: A public nuisance, for the purposes of air pollution regulations, is
defined as a discharge from any source whatsoever of such quantities of air
contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to
any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort,
repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. (Health and
Safety Code section 41700).

Property Setback: In zoning parlance, a setback is the minimum amount of space
required between a lot line and a building line.

Risk: For cancer health effects, risk is expressed as an estimate of the increased
chances of getting cancer due to facility emissions over a 70-year lifetime. This increase
in risk is expressed as chances in a million (e.g.,10 chances in a million).

Sensitive Individuals: Refers to those segments of the population most susceptible to
poor air quality (i.e., children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious health
problems affected by air quality).

Sensitive Sites or Sensitive Land Uses: Land uses where sensitive individuals are
most likely to spend time, including schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds,
day care centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities.

Setback: An area of land separating one parcel of land from another that acts to soften
or mitigate the effects of one land use on the other.
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State Implementation Plan (SIP): A plan prepared by state and local agencies and
submitted to U.S. EPA describing how each area will attain and maintain national
ambient air quality standards. SIPs include the technical information about emission
inventories, air quality monitoring, control measures and strategies, and enforcement
mechanisms. A SIP is composed of local air quality management plans and state air
quality regulations.

Stationary Sources: Non-mobile sources such as power plants, refineries, and
manufacturing facilities.

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC): An air pollutant, identified in regulation by the ARB,
which may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in serious illness, or which
may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. TACs are considered under a
different regulatory process (California Health and Safety Code section 39650 et seq.)
than pollutants subject to State Ambient Air Quality Standards. Health effects
associated with TACs may occur at extremely low levels. It is often difficult to identify
safe levels of exposure, which produce no adverse health effects.

Urban Background: The term is used in this Handbook to represent the ubiquitous,
elevated, regional air pollution levels observed in large urban areas in California.

Zoning ordinances: City councils and county boards of supervisors adopts zoning
ordinances that set forth land use classifications, divides the county or city into land use
zones as delineated on the official zoning, maps, and set enforceable standards for
future develop
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NABCI_RWL-Red |marsh, Wetland
Watch List
Valley & foothill
. vernal pool
Lepidurus |42 400le Crustaceans | [CBRA10010 |329 |7 Endangered | None G4 s3s4 |nuil  |[!UCN_EN- grassland,
packardi shrim Endangered Vernal pool,
p
Wetland
Aquatic.
Oncorhynchus | steelhead - y
mykiss irideus | Central Fish AFCHA0209K [31 (3 Threatened | None G5T2Q |S2  |nul |AFS_TH- Sacramento/San
Threatened Joaquin flowing
pop. 11 Valley DPS
waters
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
Orcuttia Sacramento California/Rancho | Vernal pool,
viscida Orautt grass Monocots PMPOA4G070 |12 3 Endangered | Endangered | G1 S1 1B.1 Santa Ana Botanic | Wetland
Garden
Riparia riparia | bank Birds ABPAU08010 (298 |2 None Threatened |G5 S2 null |BLM_S-Sensitive, | Riparian scrub,
swallow IUCN_LC-Least Riparian
Concern woodland
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: . Marsh & swamp
Thamnophis | giant . IUCN_VU- o ’
gigas gartersnake Reptiles ARADB36150 (373 Threatened | Threatened | G2 S2 null Vulnerable Wgﬁggg scrub,
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Query Summary:
Quad IS (Pleasant Grove (3812174) OR Roseville (3812173) OR Rocklin (3812172) OR Sheridan (3812184) OR Lincoln (3812183) OR Gold Hill (3812182) OR
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Print View

CNDDB Element Query Results

CA
Scientific Common | Taxonomic | Element Total | Returned | Federal State Global | State | Rare |Other Habitats
Name Name Group Code Occs | Occs Status Status Rank |Rank |Plant|Status
Rank
Chaparral,
Cismontane
. . " dland
Balsamorhiza | big-scale . BLM_S-Sensitive, | Wood!ana,
macrolepis balsamroot Dicots PDAST11061 |51 2 None None G2 S2 1B.2 USFS_S-Sensitive 3252;1?'0’
foothill
grassland
Alkali playa,
Chloropyron .
molle ssp. g:fg"sd;::&’ Dicots PDSCR0JOD1 |35 |1 None None G2T1 |s1 [1B.A |nul S'\"Liad"W&
hispidum P,
Wetland
Valley &

P foothill
Downingia dwarf )
pusilla downingia Dicots PDCAMO060CO (132 |29 None None GU S2 2B.2 |null grassland,

Vernal pool,
Wetland
Freshwater
Gratiol Boggs Lake marsn,&
ratiola hedge- Dicots PDSCROR060 (99 |5 None Endangered | G2 S2  |1B.2 |BLM_S-Sensitive ars
heterosepala h swamp,
yssop
Vernal pool,
Wetland
Juncus Ahart's Valley &
leiospermus Monocots |PMJUNO11L1 |13 1 None None G271 |S$1 1B.2 |null foothill
- dwarf rush
var. ahartii grassland
Chaparral,
Cismontane
Juncus woodland,
. - Meadow &
leiospermus | Red Bluff BLM_S-Sensitive,
var. dwarf rush Monocots |PMJUNO11L2 |62 1 None None G2T2 |S2 1B.1 USFS_S-Sensitive Zefep,ﬂ:/_ﬁlley
leiospermus oothi
grassland,
Vernal pool,
Wetland
BLM_S-Sensitive,
:rege"ere legenere | Dicots PDCAMOCO10 |83 |6 None None G2 |s2 |1B.1 [SBUCBGUC Vemnal pool,
imosa Botanical Garden at | Wetland
Berkeley
Navarretia ; ;

- pincushion . Vernal pool,
myersii ssp. | -\ - retia Dicots PDPLMOCOX1 |16 2 None None G2T2 |S2 1B.1 |null Wetland
myersii

SB_CalBG/RSABG-
Orcuttia Sacramento California/Rancho | Vernal pool,
viscida Orcutt grass Monocots | PMPOA4G070 |12 3 Endangered | Endangered | G1 S1 1B.1 Santa Ana Botanic | Wetland
Garden
o Marsh &
Sagittaria Sanford's ”
sanfordii arrowhead Monocots | PMALIO40Q0 |143 |6 None None G3 S3 1B.2 |BLM_S-Sensitive %ﬁgﬁ&
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AND Federal Listing Status IS (Endangered OR Threatened OR Proposed Endangered OR Proposed Threatened OR Candidate)
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Print View

CNDDB Element Query Results

CA
Scientific Common Taxonomic |Element Total |Returned | Federal State Global |State |Rare |Other Habitats
Name Name Group Code Occs |Occs Status Status Rank Rank | Plant | Status
Rank
) green AFS_VU- Aquatic, Estuary,
Acipenser sturgeon - Vulnerable Marine bay,
medirostris southern Fish AFCAA01031 |14 1 Threatened |None G2T1 S1 null IUCN_NT—Near Sacramento/San
pop. 1 DPS Threatened Joaquin flowing
waters
Valley & foothill
Branchmepta ansen{ancy Crustaceans | ICBRA03010 |53 1 Endangered | None G2 S2 null IUCN_EN- grassland,
conservatio fairy shrimp Endangered Vernal pool,
Wetland
) Valley & foothill
Branchinecta |vernal pool | & 12 ceans | ICBRA03030 796 |80 Threatened | None G3 s3  |nun |IUCN_VU- grassland,
lynchi fairy shrimp Vulnerable Vernal pool,
Wetland
Coccyzus western EIIA’\SE:IS-ES\?EEI%
americanus yellow-billed | Birds ABNRB02022 (165 |1 Threatened |Endangered | G5T2T3 |S1 null - Re Riparian forest
; ) Watch List,
occidentalis cuckoo "
USFS_S-Sensitive
Desmocerus Vij"er{’ .
californicus f eery  insects lICOL48011  |271 |20 Threatened |None G3T2T3(S3  |null |null Riparian scrub
: onghorn
dimorphus
beetle
Valley & foothill
. vernal pool
Lepidurus |45 Crustaceans | [CBRA10010 329 |7 Endangered | None G4 5354 [nuil | IUCN_EN- grassland,
packardi shrim Endangered Vernal pool,
p
Wetland
Aquatic
Oncorhynchus | steelhead - ’
mykiss irideus | Central Fish AFCHA0209K [31 |3 Threatened | None G5T2Q |s2  |nul |AFS_TH- Sacramento/San
Threatened Joaquin flowing
pop. 11 Valley DPS
waters
SB_CalBG/RSABG-
Orcuttia Sacramento California/Rancho | Vernal pool,
viscida Orcutt grass Monocots PMPOA4G070 |12 3 Endangered | Endangered | G1 S1 1B.1 Santa Ana Botanic | Wetland
Garden
: : Marsh & swamp
Thamnophis | giant . IUCN_VU- P ’
gigas gartersnake Reptiles ARADB36150 (373 |4 Threatened |Threatened | G2 S2 null Vulnerable \I/?Vlzﬁgsdn scrub,
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Query Summary:
Quad IS (Pleasant Grove (3812174) OR Roseville (3812173) OR Rocklin (3812172) OR Sheridan (3812184) OR Lincoln (3812183) OR Gold Hill (3812182) OR
Folsom (3812162) OR Citrus Heights (3812163) OR Rio Linda (3812164))
AND Other Status CONTAINS (CDFW_FP-Fully Protected OR CDFW_SSC-Species of Special Concern)

[ Print ] [ Close ]

Print View

CNDDB Element Query Results

CA
Scientific Common Taxonomic | Element Total | Returned | Federal | State Global | State | Rare |Other Habitats
Name Name Group Code Occs | Occs Status | Status Rank |Rank |Plant | Status
Rank
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
CDFW_SSC-
Species of
Special
Concern,
. . IUCN_EN- Freshwater marsh,
ﬁi%i'ﬁrus gl'ggl'(‘;;‘fg Birds ABPBXB0020 (955 |26 None |Threatened |G1G2 |S1S2|null |Endangered, |Marsh & swamp,
NABCI_RWL- |Swamp, Wetland
Red Watch
List,
USFWS_BCC-
Birds of
Conservation
Concern
CDFW_SSC-
Species of
Ammodramus | grasshopper Birds ABPBXA0020 |27 1 None None G5 s3 null Special Valley & foothill
savannarum | sparrow Concern, grassland
IUCN_LC-
Least Concern
gl(;r’\:ls_it\igv- e Chagarsal, Cr?astarll
y scrub, Desert wash,
gg)gc\ggsc’)?c' Great Basin
Special gras_sland, Great
Concern, Bas_m scrub,
let"rgﬁgus palid bat  |Mammals |AMACC10010 420 |2 None |None G4 |S3 |null [IUCN_LC- &?{f&esi’;gﬁ:ﬁ”
Ié%isctern woodland, Sonoran
USFS S’- desert scrub,_Upper
Sensitive ;nont?r1\/e ﬁomgarous
WBWG G- orest, Valley
High Priority foothill grassland
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
g;?gc\ilggsofc- Coastal prairie,
Special Coastal scrub, Great
] Czncern Basin gras_sland,
é\fr‘]?g‘uﬁ’aria g\‘,‘vrlmw'”g Birds ABNSB10010 |2011 |13 None |None G4 |S3  |null [IUCN_LC- ﬁggﬁfjﬁg&gﬁb
Ié%isctern Zcrubr,tSOn%ra\? lov &
' esert scrub, Valley
g.SFWS—BCC' foothill grassland
irds of
Conservation
Concern
Broadleaved upland
forest, Chaparral,
Chenopod scrub,
BLM_S- Great Basin
Sensitive, grassland, Great
CDFW_SSC- [Basin scrub, Joshua
Species of tree woodland, Lower
Special montane coniferous
Corynorhinus T_ownsend's Concern, forest, Mgadow&
townsendii big-eared Mammals |AMACCO08010 635 |1 None |None G4 S2 null  [IUCN_LC- seep, Mojavean
bat Least desert scrub,
Concern, Riparian forest,
USFS_S- Riparian woodland,
Sensitive, Sonoran desert
WBWG_H- scrub, Sonoran thorn
High Priority woodland, Upper
montane coniferous
forest, Valley &
foothill grassland
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Elanus white-tailed |Birds ABNKC06010 (184 |16 None |None G5 S3S4 |null  |BLM_S- Cismontane
leucurus kite Sensitive, woodland, Marsh &
CDFW_FP- swamp, Riparian
Fully woodland, Valley &
Protected, foothill grassland,
IUCN_LC- Wetland
Least Concern
Aquatic, Artificial
flowing waters,
Klamath/North coast
BLM_S- flowing waters,
Sensitive, Klamath/North coast
CDFW_SSC- |standing waters,
Species of Marsh & swamp,
Emys western | pontiles | ARAAD02030 | 1404 |8 None |None G3G4 |s3  |nun | Special Sacramento/San
marmorata pond turtle Concern, Joaquin flowing
IUCN_VU- waters,
Vulnerable, Sacramento/San
USFS_S- Joaquin standing
Sensitive waters, South coast
flowing waters, South
coast standing
waters, Wetland
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
CDFW_FP-
Fully Brackish marsh
Laterallus . : Protected !
h h . California . ’ Freshwater marsh,
JarPalc_enlms black rail Birds ABNMEOQ03041 (303 |3 None Threatened | G3T1 | S1 null :\llJCN_NT- Marsh & swamp, Salt
coturniculus ear marsh, Wetland
Threatened,
NABCI_RWL-
Red Watch
List
Artificial flowing
waters, Freshwater
marsh, Riparian
forest, Riparian
Melospiza song P gDFW_S?C- scrugl, Ric§>arian
: sparrow : ? pecies 0 woodland,
melodia pop. ("Modesto" Birds ABPBXA3013 |92 2 None |None Q S3? |null Special Sacramento/San
population) Concern Joaquin flowing
waters,
Sacramento/San
Joaquin standing
waters
CDFW_SSC-
Species of Broadleaved upland
Progne subis | PUrPle Birds ABPAU01010 |71 |2 None |None G5 |s3 |nun |Special forest, Lower
martin Concern, montane coniferous
IUCN_LC- forest
Least Concern
BLM_S-
Sensitive,
CDFW_SSC- [Cismontane
Species of woodland, Coastal
ﬁg;imd“ ‘é";:é‘zrfgot Amphibians | AAMABF02020 | 1422 |13 None |None G2G3 |S3  |null |Special scrub, Valley &
Concern, foothill grassland,
IUCN_NT- Vernal pool, Wetland
Near
Threatened
Taxidea taxus | American Mammals [AMAJF04010 |594 |1 None None G5 S3 null |CDFW_SSC- |Alkali marsh, Alkali
badger Species of playa, Alpine, Alpine
Special dwarf scrub, Bog &
Concern, fen, Brackish marsh,
IUCN_LC- Broadleaved upland
Least Concern |forest, Chaparral,
Chenopod scrub,
Cismontane
woodland, Closed-
cone coniferous
forest, Coastal bluff
scrub, Coastal dunes,
Coastal prairie,
Coastal scrub, Desert
dunes, Desert wash,
Freshwater marsh,
Great Basin
grassland, Great
Basin scrub, Interior
dunes, lone
formation, Joshua
tree woodland,
Limestone, Lower
montane coniferous
forest, Marsh &
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swamp, Meadow &
seep, Mojavean
desert scrub,
Montane dwarf scrub,
North coast
coniferous forest,
Oldgrowth, Pavement
plain, Redwood,
Riparian forest,
Riparian scrub,
Riparian woodland,
Salt marsh, Sonoran
desert scrub,
Sonoran thorn
woodland, Ultramafic,
Upper montane
coniferous forest,
Upper Sonoran
scrub, Valley &
foothill grassland
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Frequently Asked Questions
2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards

Question Topics

(click on each topic below to navigate to the specific question and
answer)

Question 1: Housing affordability

Question 2: Photovoltaic costs

Question 3: Photovoltaic system maintenance costs
Question 4: Photovoltaic mandate

Question 5: Rooftop solar vs utility-scale system
Question 6: Excess midday solar capacity

Question 7: Statewide electricity rate assumptions
Question 8: Solar system lifespan

Question 9: Emissions reduction benefits

Question 10: Net energy metering and cost effectiveness
Question 11: Battery storage benefits

Question 12: Stakeholder input

References




Question 1: On the average, the new PV requirements will add about $8,400 to the cost of a
single-family home. Wouldn’t that make homeownership less affordable at a time where
California’s home prices are already out of reach?

Answer: No. A home with solar costs less to own than one without. Put another way, the
benefits of solar outweigh its costs, such that the new homeowner is saving money from day
one in the home. That family will save thousands of dollars over the first decade of ownership.

Home affordability includes both the first cost and operating costs, which include utility bills.
The PV requirement actually makes homeownership more affordable: the reduction in energy
bills exceeds the corresponding increase in mortgage payment by around $35 per month on
average.

If first cost is a primary concern - as it is for many including young families and first-time
home buyers - the cost of PV need not be covered by the home price or mortgage principal. PV
options are already today routinely leased instead of purchased outright. Leased PV systems
have little or no upfront costs, and offer up to 20 percent electric bill savings; thus the same
logic as above applies. In the future, community-shared solar options may also be available as
an alternative to onsite PV systems, with little or no upfront costs.

Question 2: What is the basis for the Energy Commission’s $3.10 photovoltaic (PV) installed
cost by 2020, and what is the evidence that the PV prices are continuing to drop?

Answer: The Energy Commission used three sources to establish the cost for newly
constructed residential PV system installations. The primary source of cost information was the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) report titled U.S. Solar Photovoltaic System Cost
Benchmark: Q1 2017. NREL estimated an installation cost of $2.80 in Q1 2017. The complete
report is located at: https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fyl70sti/68925.pdf.

To corroborate these cost estimates, the Energy Commission also examined cost data from the
Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA). SEIA data track installed PV costs in all 50 states,
including California. SEIA estimated an installation cost of $2.94 in Q4 2017.

Finally, the Energy Commission considered the California New Solar Home Partnership (NSHP)

program data, which include thousands of California new construction installations since 2015.
The table below summarizes the findings based on the most recent NSHP data.

2015-2018 NSHP PV Installation Costs for New Buildings

Number | Median

Year of PV Size, | Average % %
Systems | kilowatt | PV Size, | Median | Reduction, | Average | Reduction,
Installed (kw) kw Cost/Watt Median Cost/Watt | Average

2015 | 7,150 2.6 3.0 $4.85 0% $4.82 0%

2016 | 5,924 2.7 3.3 $4.31 11% $4.30 11%

2017 | 7,973 2.7 3.2 $3.58 26% $3.98 17%

2018 | 2,922 2.7 2.9 $3.00 38% $3.66 24%



https://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy17osti/68925.pdf

The NSHP data also indicate that the downward trend for PV prices is continuing at a strong
pace through mid-2018. These data also show that the Energy Commission’s assumed $3-per-
watt average for the installed cost of PV systems in newly constructed buildings is in keeping
with the current PV price trends.

The Energy Commission projections are conservative. The PV requirement will remove many of
the “soft costs” of the PV market, such as customer acquisition costs and customer-specific
design, which can be significant. Bulk equipment procurement and factory-like installation
(similar to windows and roofing) in a “production build” housing development are highly likely
to reduce costs to well below Commission estimates by 2020.

Question 3: Did the Energy Commission’s PV cost-effectiveness study consider the system
maintenance costs and replacement costs for inverters and battery storage systems?

Answer: Yes, the Energy Commission included maintenance and inverter replacement costs in
its life-cycle costing analysis. PV panels do not require much maintenance; however, the
Commission assumed $0.02 per kilowatt-hour (kWh) for maintenance cost and assumed two
inverter replacements at the beginning of years 11 and 21. The present value of these costs
were added to the upfront cost of the PV system, yielding a total system present value of $3.10
per watt for 2020.

The Energy Commission did not consider battery storage replacement costs because these
devices are not prescriptive requirements and are optional under the 2019 Standards.

Question 4: The 2019 PV requirements are often referred to as the “PV mandate.” Is this
requirement truly a mandate?

Answer: The word “mandate” does not precisely describe the 2019 Standards PV
requirement, as it implies a rigid and inflexible set of requirements. Builder and homeowner
choice and flexibility are essential parts of the building energy efficiency standards approach.
Builders can use more energy efficiency, demand-responsive measures, thermal storage, and
battery storage technologies to reduce the PV size by 40 percent or more, while maximizing the
benefits to the homeowners, the grid, and the environment. If first costs are the main concern,
PV lease arrangements with little or no upfront cost may be used to comply with the energy
standards PV requirements. In the future, when approved by the Energy Commission,
community-shared solar options may be an alternative to onsite PV systems. Exceptions to the
PV requirement exist for specific instances in which a house may be built in an area of
insufficient solar availability or where electricity rates are uncommonly low.

Question 5: The larger utility-scale PV systems cost about half as much as onsite PV systems.
Would it be more cost-effective to achieve the state’s policy goals with the less expensive utility-
scale PV systems?

Answer: The state is pursuing a diverse set of energy and environmental policies to
simultaneously save energy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including:

¢ Reducing greenhouse gas emissions from all sectors, including buildings and
transportation.

e Maintaining grid reliability and resilience.

e Achieving cost-effective energy savings in buildings.



To achieve these policy goals, the state must use all available options, including utility-scale
and onsite PV systems. These approaches are complementary and not mutually exclusive. Both
options reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, and present unique opportunities, challenges,
and environmental benefits:

¢ Utility-scale PV systems may be up to 500 megawatts (MW) or larger. The benefits
include installed equipment costs that are less expensive per watt ($1.05 to $1.20 per
watt) than an onsite rooftop system, and reduced system-wide CO2 emissions. The
challenges include acquiring large plots of land, long transmission, distribution, and
transformer infrastructure; and time consuming, and expensive environmental
impact reports. The systems can also negatively impact sensitive wildlife habitats. It
is important to include all costs and challenges when comparing a utility-scale PV
system to onsite solar.

¢ Onsite or rooftop PV systems are generally only a few kW. The installed equipment
costs are around $3 per watt. The benefits of these systems are that they do
contribute to CO2 reduction from building loads, they do not require land acquisition
(the roof is existing and available for PV deployment at no additional cost) or
additional transmission and distribution infrastructure because the system is close to
the load it serves. As part of a local distributed energy resource (DER) system and
because of the proximity to the loads it serves, an onsite PV system, once coupled
with smart inverters, demand response, and a battery storage system, can enhance
grid reliability and resilience. The benefits of a DER system include providing
ancillary services (frequency and voltage regulation) and improved reliability during
grid failures, natural disasters, and wildfires. Further, the distributed nature of small
generation systems reduces the grid’s overall vulnerability to cyberattacks. Onsite
efficiency and PV systems allow building occupants to save each month on their
utility bills, making home ownership more affordable.

Importantly, the 2019 Standards allow community-scale PV as an alternative renewable
resource to onsite PV systems, when approved by the Energy Commission. Community-scale PV
systems can range from a few kW to a few MW. The equipment costs for these systems are even
lower than rooftop, in the $2-per-watt range. Plans for community solar may face unique
barriers such as limitations of the compensation model. Some community solar options may
also require land acquisition, and distribution infrastructure development.

Question 6: Would the 2019 Standards PV requirement create or exacerbate a market where
California has too much solar capacity on mild and sunny days?

Answer: The expected increase in PV installations due to the 2019 Standards PV requirement
is equal to only 1.1 percent of total existing statewide PV capacity. The other 98.9 percent of
the PV capacity installed in the state-including utility-scale PV systems, nonresidential
buildings installations, and PV installed on existing homes-is unaffected by the new
requirements. Further, because the rate of growth for utility-scale and voluntary, behind-the-
meter capacities is steeper than the residential new construction rate, residential new
construction will make up a smaller percentage of total statewide PV capacity in the future.
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Moreover, the 2019 Standards require PV systems sized to offset just the annual electricity
consumption of a highly efficient dual-fuel home. The result is a modest PV size (2.8 kW for a
typical single-family house) when compared to the average PV size installed on existing homes
(about 7.2 kW for a typical single-family home). PV for existing homes is unaffected by the 2019
Standards. Overgeneration that causes a homeowner to sell electricity back to the grid is
discouraged by both net energy metering rules and by the 2019 Standards.

The 2019 Standards include compliance incentives for demand response and grid-
harmonization measures, such as precooling!, thermal storage, and battery storage systems.
These complementary technologies maximize self-utilization? of PV electricity generated onsite
and minimize hourly exports back to the grid, and as they come into common use, they will
benefit distribution systems and enhance local reliability.

Question 7: The Energy Commission assumed an average statewide residential retail rate of
18 cents per kWh to calculate the monthly energy bill savings of $80. What assumptions did the
Energy Commission make to reach this number?

Answer: The Energy Commission conservatively chose 18 cents per kWh by considering the
residential rates of several utilities, including Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), Southern California
Edison (SCE), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), and Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP). Together, these utilities cover about 90 percent of the state’s ratepayers. The
following table summarizes these rates for each utility.

! Precooling is the practice of cooling the house by 3 to 5 degrees in early afternoon when the electricity rates are
relatively low and then turning off the air conditioning between 4 and 9 p.m., when the electricity rates are
highest. This practice saves money for the building occupants and results in lower CO2 emissions from the grid.

2 Self-utilization refers to the practice of using demand response and battery storage strategies to maximize using
the PV output to serve the house loads, rather than exporting the electricity back to the grid; this practice
harmonizes the PV system with the grid.



2018 Residential Flat Rates. Cents per kWh

Tier PG&E - SCE - SDG&E - LADWP -
Schedule | Schedule Summer, June,
El, EM D Schedule Schedule
DR R1
Base 21.1 17.5 27 15.5
Mid-Tier | 27.9 24.7 47 19.6
High- 43.3 34.5 55 26.4
Tier
Average | 25.3 20.9 33.5 17.7

Given these data, it appears that the Energy Commission’s estimate of statewide average
electricity cost of 18 cents/kWh is on the low side. If the actual rates are higher than 18 cents
per kWh, then savings will be even greater for the utility customer.

Question 8: Why did the Energy Commission use a lifespan of 30 years for PV panels instead
of 25 years?

Answer: The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), SunPower, Solar City, and other
manufacturers support a 30-year or longer lifespan for PV panels. Although most panel
warranties through the manufacturers are 20 to 25 years, the expected lifespan is longer. A
warranty and the lifespan of a panel are not the same thing.

Question 9: How did the Energy Commission calculate the emissions reduction benefits of
the 2019 Standards and the PV requirements? Did Energy Commission consider the impact of
midday “renewable curtailment” on CO2 emissions? California’s long-term policies require the
energy grid to use more renewable resources, essentially making the grid greener. Do the new
onsite PV requirements reduce CO2 emissions despite these policies?

Answer: Yes. The Energy Commission uses a detailed hourly simulation model, known as
CBECC-Res, to determine energy savings and emission impacts of the 2019 Standards. For every
hour of the year, the software tracks all house loads (HVAC, water heating, plug loads,
appliances, lighting, and so forth) and PV generation. Based on these hourly calculations, the
software calculates PV-generated kWh that serve the house loads (which reduces the kWh that
is purchased from the grid), and the hourly exports back to the grid. Next, the software applies
California hourly long-term marginal emission rates® to the hourly kWh balances to calculate
the CO2 generation impact for each hour of the year. Finally, the software adds all the hourly
results to yield the annual CO2 reduction benefits.

Overabundance of PV resources can occasionally cause the grid operators to “curtail
renewables” midday on some mild and sunny days; the California long-term marginal emission
rates consider the impacts of “renewable curtailment” on the grid.

The 2019 Standards PV requirements will reduce building-based CO2 emissions significantly,
even considering the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) goal of 50 percent by 2020 for

3 Long-term marginal emission rates represent the change in CO2 emissions for a group of generating resources
relating to a unit change in electricity load (a kWh or MWh), where long-term structural changes in the electric
infrastructure are characterized in the simulation model.
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California grid, as indicated in the table below. Over the longer term, the PV requirement will
help California reach the newly-established 100 percent clean energy goal.

Prototype home: 2,700 sf, Climate Zone 12 - Sacramento, CA

. . Metric Tons of CO2

CO2 Impact of Housing Choices Generated, Year
Mixed-fuel | 1997 Standards, no PV 6.5
Mixed-fuel | 2019 Standards, no PV 3.1
Mixed-fuel | 2019 Standards, with 3.1 kW PV 2.3
All- 2019 Standards, 3.1 kW PV, no

. 1.1
electric battery
All- 2019 Standards, 6 kW PV, with

. 0.2
electric battery

During the three-year cycle of the 2019 Residential Standards, CO2 emissions will be reduced
by 700,000 metric tons, equivalent to taking 115,000 18-miles-per-gallon gas cars off the roads.

Further, the 2019 Standards compliance incentives for demand response and grid
harmonization measures, such as precooling, thermal storage, and battery storage systems, can
make the house invisible to the grid during most hours of the day, resulting in little or no CO2
emissions.

Question 10: The Energy Commission used only the current net energy metering, known as
NEM2, rules to determine cost effectiveness for the onsite PV systems. NEM2 will be up for
review by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) in 2019. Did the Energy
Commission consider alternatives to the current NEM2 policy?

Answer: Yes, the Energy Commission examined three net energy metering scenarios: (1) the
current NEM 2.0 systems; (2) an alternative that significantly reduces bill savings for PV hourly
exports to the grid (avoided cost instead of retail cost); and (3) a case where all generation is
credited only with avoided costs - a highly unlikely scenario. Under the first two scenarios, all
systems were cost effective by large margins. Under the third scenario, PV passed the cost test
in 5 of 16 climate zones and narrowly failed in the others.

Question 11: When batteries are used, there is a loss of electricity associated with the
roundtrip charge and discharge, resulting in fewer generated kWh. Why does the Commission
provide a compliance credit for a battery storage system that is coupled with a PV system if
there is a loss of energy?

Answer: Battery storage systems store the PV generated electricity in the middle of the day
when solar resources are generally plentiful and electricity prices are low. The system
discharges the stored electricity later in the day, during peak hours when solar resources are
diminished and electricity prices are high. Battery storage systems have a roundtrip charge and
discharge loss of 5 to 15 percent, depending on the type of battery technology and the inverter
efficiencies. A compliance credit is available because the electricity price differential between
the middle of the day and peak hours is greater than the battery charge and discharge losses.
This means that even with the relatively small loss of electricity, it is still cost effective for a



consumer to store electricity generated onsite around midday and use it later on instead of
purchasing additional electricity from the grid.

To calculate the compliance credit of a battery storage system coupled with a PV system, the
Energy Commission’s compliance software on an hourly-basis accounts for the PV generation,
losses, storage capacity remaining, charge and discharge rates, cost of electricity, house loads,
and hourly exports. Similar calculations are also performed to calculate the benefits of storage
for CO2 emissions.

Not all battery storage systems are eligible for compliance credit; the system must comply with
the requirements of Reference Joint Appendix 12 (See References). These requirements ensure
that the battery storage system operates in a way that allows residents to take advantage of
variable electricity costs associated with periods of clean energy availability throughout the day.
Static batteries that remain mostly in backup mode have little to no value to the homeowner,
the grid, or the environment.

Question 12: Did the Energy Commission receive any stakeholder input on these
requirements? Were stakeholders aware of the Energy Commission’s proposal?

Answer: Zero-net-energy goals have been part of California’s Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan*
since 2008; the 2013, 2016, and 2019 updates to Part 6 have consistently and transparently
worked toward these goals. The 2019 rulemaking was preceded by 10 utility-hosted and 14
Energy Commission-hosted workshops and public hearings over 15 months. Hundreds of
participants provided thousands of comments, to each of which the Energy Commission
responded during the 2019 rulemaking process. Participants included California Building
Industry Association (CBIA), Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), California Energy
Storage Alliance (CESA), Bay Area Regional Energy Network (BayREN) representing local
jurisdictions, investor-owned utilities, municipal utilities, community-shared solar and
renewables advocates, environmental advocates, solar PV and battery storage manufacturers,
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California Air Resources Board (CARB),
and members of the public, among others. All events were publicly noticed weeks in advance,
and relevant information was emailed to thousands of subscribers on the Energy Commission’s
Building Standards listserv.

4 http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=4125



http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=4125
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CalEPA Regulated Site Portal

Search By Keyword

2 sites found

Qboveground Petroleum Storage X)

Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant

5051 WESTPARK DR
ROSEVILLE CA 95747

g a

Roseville Energy Park

5120 PHILLIP RD
ROSEVILLE CA 95747

https://siteportal.calepa.ca.gov/nsite/map/results

CalEPA Regulated Site Portal

SUN_CITY:

About
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10/4/22, 1:48 PM CALGreen Construction Waste Management Requirements - CalRecycle Home Page

CALGreen Construction Waste Management
Requirements

Waste Diversion

CALGreen requires covered projects to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum 65% of the nonhazardous construction and demolition
waste or meet a local construction and demolition waste management ordinance, whichever is more stringent.

The code applies to various occupancies and types. Please see this table for general requirements for each type. For specifics on the code’s
scope, see Section 101.3. Also see Section 101.11 for a list of steps that can be used to determine which sections apply to each type of

Ooccupancy.

Methods of Compliance

e Enforcing agencies can require contractors to develop and maintain a waste management plan and document diversion and disposal.

OR
o Utilize a waste management company that can provide verifiable documentation that it meets 65% waste diversion. OR

e Use a waste stream reduction alternative:
e Non-residential new construction and residential high rise (4 stories or more) projects with a total disposal weight of < 2 |bs/ft2 meets

the 65% waste diversion requirement.
e Residential low rise (3 stories or less) with new construction disposal of < 3.4 |bs/ft2 meets the 65% waste diversion requirement.

Recycling by Occupants (Space for Recycling)

Newly constructed non-residential buildings, certain non-residential additions and multi-family housing with 2 5 units should provide
readily accessible areas that serve the entire building and are identified for the depositing, storage and collection of non-hazardous
materials for recycling, including (at minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, organic waste and metals.

For more information on CALGreen’s waste diversion requirements, refer to the FAQ page.

Know Your Waste Stream

https://calrecycle.ca.gov/lgcentral/library/canddmodel/instruction/newstructures/


https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/Docs/Web/116820
https://calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Library/CandDModel/Instruction/FAQ/
https://calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Library/CandDModel/Instruction/WasteStream/
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Executive Summary

ES. 1 Introduction

An Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is the legal and technical water management foundation for suppliers
throughout California. AUWMP combines information from various sources that inform water supply and demand
such as projects pertaining to local land use planning, regional water supply, infrastructure, and demand
management. The City of Roseville Water Utility (City) participates in UWMP updates every five years, as required
by law. Each UWMP update addresses all requirements pertaining to urban retail water suppliers in accordance
with the Urban Water Management Planning Act and the Water Conservation Act of 2009, also referred to as
Senate Bill X7-7 (SB X7-7). Information contained in this 2020 UWMP includes the component listed in the
following section.

ES. 2 Plan Components
The plan consists of the following components:

e Chapter 1: The basis for preparing a plan and the new requirements.

e Chapter 2: Summary of how the plan is prepared and coordination with the public and other local and
regional authorities.

e Chapter 3: A description of the City’s treatment facilities and distribution infrastructure, as well as a
description of the population and area served by the City.

e Chapter 4: Quantification of water use for the 5-years preceding the plan update and water use
projections for a 20-year planning horizon.

e Chapter 5: Supporting data for compliance with SB X7-7.

e Chapter 6: Description of existing and planned water supplies and water supply management.

e Chapter 7: A drought risk assessment (DRA), which analyzes water supplies and demands in a single year
or multiple years of a water shortage.

e Chapter 8: The Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which outlines the process that the City will
execute in the event of a water shortage.

e Chapter 9: Demand measures that the City integrates and plans to integrate into its regular operations
to address increasing demands.

e Chapter 10: Record of the process by which the UWMP was adopted, submitted, and implemented with
the intention of making the plan widely available to the City’s customers and the public.

ES. 3 Basis for Plan Preparation and Coordination

Urban water retail suppliers (suppliers) who either deliver 3,000-acre feet (AF) or more of water or have over
3,000 service connections are required to submit a UWMP. In 2020 the City had 46,112 service connections and
supplied a total of 31,896 AF to its customers and therefore is required to prepare and submit an UWMP.

In preparation of the UWMP the City coordinated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), Placer County
Water Agency (PCWA), and San Juan Water District (SJWD), all of which supply water to the city on a wholesale
basis. The City also sought involvement from the public and other local water agencies. Neighboring water retail
suppliers and the community were informed of a public hearing held on June 16, 2021. In this public hearing the

WATE NWOR KS Executive Sumn;:z
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plan was presented, and attendees were encouraged to share questions and concerns. Following the public
hearing, an adoption hearing for the UWMP was held on June 16, 2021 during which City Council adopted the
UWMP.

ES. 4 System and Supply Description

Raw water from Folsom Lake, the City’s primary water source, is conveyed to the City’s water treatment plant
located in the Granite Bay area and is then distributed through the City’s 600 miles of water mains to customers.
Other water facilities that the City maintains include potable water storage tanks, pump stations, interties to
exchange water with other water agencies, and groundwater wells.

The City receives its contract supplies purchased from USBR, PCWA, and SJWD through Folsom Reservoir. The
City currently has 8 wells, 6 of which are in service, and is planning to expand their groundwater program as a
means to having a more robust water supply available in the event of a water shortage condition. The City is also
considering contract amendments with water agencies that would increase overall water supply resilience.
ES. 5 Past and Projected Water Use
The City supplies water to customers for the following water use sectors:

e Commercial

e Industrial

e Institutional and Governmental

e  Multi-Family Residential

e Single Family Residential

e Landscape

The UWMP characterizes water use by sector for the years preceding the plan update as well as projections of
water use for the next 25 years. Projections in the 2020 UWMP differ significantly from 2015 projections as a
result of the rapid development pace observed in Roseville since the last plan update. When the 2015 UWMP was
prepared the City of Roseville’s General Plan anticipated that buildout of planned development would be reached
in 2065. The City of Roseville updated the General Plan in August 2020 and current estimations, reflecting the
pace of development, now indicate buildout of planned development will be complete by 2035. The City has taken
a long-term approach to its overall water strategy planning and has planned for a population of up to 198,000 for
2035. The actual volume of water used by each sector for 2020 and updated water use projections through the
year 2045 are summarized in ES Table 1.

WATE NWOR KS Executive Sumn;:g
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ES Table 1 Actual 2020 Water Use and Projected Water Use through the Year 2045.

Water Use Sector

Commercial 2,630 6,135 6,508 7,017 7,017 7,017
Industrial 254 4,175 4,726 5,123 5,123 5,123
Institutional/ 412 8,904 9,494 10,321 10,321 10,321
Governmental

Multi-Family 1,416 1,752 2,029 2,725 2,725 2,725
Single Family 17,115 22,564 24,508 26,281 26,281 26,281
Landscape 6,422 644 765 805 805 805
Losses 1,600 1,429 1,401 1,587 1,587 1,587
Groundwater recharge 597 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 30,445 47,163 52,151 57,210 57,210 57,210
NOTES: All values are in AF/yr. Values represent potable water use only.

ES. 6 SB X7-7

SB X7-7 called for a 20% reduction of water use from all retail water suppliers by the year 2020. In the 2015 UWMP
the City calculated a 10-year and 5-year baseline period to determine an average baseline gallon per capita per
day (GPCD) water use. This baseline demand was calculated to be 309 GPCD in accordance with the SB X7-7
standard methods. The 2020 target compliance water demand was 247 GPCD, a 20% reduction of the baseline.
In 2020 the average demand for the City was 203 GPCD, which represents an approximately 34% reduction of the
baseline demand. As such, the City is compliant with SB X7-7.

ES. 7 Supply Reliability and Drought Risk Assessment and Water Shortage Contingency Plan

A supply reliability and drought risk assessment were performed. The assessments considered the supply available
for a single-year and five-year consecutive drought period for both the near-term and long-term. The supply
availability was compared to the total water use to determine if a deficit is projected for any of the conditions.
The supply availability is subject to seasonal and climatic shortages and so in a dry or critically dry years increasing
limitations are placed on the City for volume of water that they receive from Folsom Lake. The supply and drought
risk assessment demonstrated that there may be minor deficits in supply versus demand conditions under certain
drought related circumstances. These minor shortages may occur in the near-term extended drought scenario as
well as over the longer term for both extended and single year drought conditions. The highest level of deficiency
identified represents less than 8% of the annual demand and can be remedied by the simple application of basic
conservation measures, estimated to achieve 13% savings. The results of the drought risk assessment are
summarized in ES Table 2.

ES Table 2 Near-Term and Long-Term Drought Risk Assessment Summary

Drought Type Assessed Deficit Range \ Description of Anticipated Deficit
Near-Term 5 Consecutive Dry Years 1,647 Deficit Expected in fifth year only
Long-Term Single Dry Year 1,647 — 1,824 | Deficit expected in 2025-2045

7 —4,904 Deficit expected in fourth year for 2025-2045
1,647 — 1,824 | Deficit expected in fifth year of drought for 2025-2045

Long-Term 5 Consecutive Dry Years

NOTES: All values are in AF/yr.
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To mitigate the projected deficits in a water shortage, a Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) was prepared.
The WSCP outlines the procedures that the City will take annually to determine whether there will be a water
deficit based on projected water demand and supply availability. If a deficit is anticipated the City will formally
declare a water shortage emergency condition of varying levels dependent on the severity of the deficit. The
declaration of the water shortage emergency condition will trigger a set of demand reduction actions that is to be
carried out by the City and all water users. These demand reduction actions are set forth in the Roseville Municipal
Code Chapter 14.09 Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Ordinance. The legal authority of the City to
enforce compliance with the demand reduction actions is granted by the Water Conservation and Drought
Mitigation Ordinance.

ES. 8 Demand Management Measures

Aside from the demand reduction actions of the Water Conservation and Drought Mitigation Ordinance, the City
has taken a proactive approach to managing demand under normal conditions as well. Demand management
measures include accurate metering through a meter retrofit program which was implemented from 2001 to
2011, public education and outreach, and regional rebate programs for efficient water use fixtures. System losses,
typically losses due to leaks in the pipe network, can account for a significant portion of water demand. The City
continues to be proactive in its approach to address leaks in the system and reduce the overall losses, including
an active acoustic leak detection program to identify and repair leaks throughout the distribution system, working
to reduce overall system losses.

ES. 10 Plan Adoption and Submittal

The 2020 UWMP was adopted by City Council on June 16, 2021. The 2020 UWMP will be submitted to the
California Department of Water Resources for compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act.
Copies of the plan have been made publicly available at the City’s offices and an electronic version is also available
for review and download on the City’s website: www.roseville.ca.us/UWMP.
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Chapter 1 Urban Water Management Plan Purpose and Description

This chapter introduces the Urban Water Management (UWMP) including legislation requiring urban water retail
suppliers to submit UWMPs, necessary information required to be reported in the 2020 UWMP, an overview of
the changes to legislation since the 2015 City of Roseville UWMP, and a description of benefits to the supplier and
its customers in completing a UWMP.

1.1 California Legislation

The Urban Water Management Planning Act was enacted in 1983 by the State of California Legislature
(Legislature). The law established the requirement that an urban water supplier (supplier), providing municipal
water to over 3,000 customers or 3,000 acre-feet (AF) annually, adopt an UWMP every five years. The aim of the
Urban Water Management Planning Act was to address declarations and findings of the California Water Code
(CWCQ):

California Water Code Section 10610.2

(a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(1) The waters of the state are a limited and renewable resource subject to ever-increasing demands.

(2) The conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies are of statewide concern; however, the
planning for that use and the implementation of those plans can best be accomplished at the local
level.

(3) A long-term, reliable supply of water is essential to protect the productivity of California’s businesses
and economic climate, and increasing long-term water conservation among Californians, improving
water use efficiency within the state’s communities and agricultural production, and strengthening
local and regional drought planning are critical to California’s resilience to drought and climate
change.

(4) As part of its long-range planning activities, every urban water supplier should make every effort to
ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the needs of its various
categories of customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years now and into the foreseeable
future, and every urban water supplier should collaborate closely with local land-use authorities to
ensure water demand forecasts are consistent with current land-use planning.

(5) Public health issues have been raised over a number of contaminants that have been identified in
certain local and imported water supplies.

(6) Implementing effective water management strategies, including groundwater storage projects and
recycled water projects, may require specific water quality and salinity targets for meeting
groundwater basins water quality objectives and promoting beneficial use of recycled water.

(7) Water quality regulations are becoming an increasingly important factor in water agencies’ selection
of raw water sources, treatment alternatives, and modifications to existing treatment facilities.

(8) Changes in drinking water quality standards may also impact the usefulness of water supplies and may
ultimately impact supply reliability.

(9) The quality of source supplies can have a significant impact on water management strategies and
supply reliability.

Urban Water M t Plan P d Descripti
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Additionally, efforts aimed at protecting California’s water supply were expanded in 2009 with Senate Bill X7-7
(SB X7-7), where Governor Schwarzenegger called for a 20% reduction statewide in per capita water use by 2020.

1.2 Updates to 2020 UWMP

Since the reporting of the 2015 UWMP, there have been various requirements added by the Legislature to the
CWC. Subsequent chapters of this report will provide necessary information to address requirements applicable
to the City. The major new requirements are described in the following sections.

1.2.1 Lay Description

Pursuant to Section 10630.5, all plans are now required to include a lay description. This description shall include
how much water the City has on a reliable basis, anticipated demands for the foreseeable future, the City’s plan
to meet those future demands, any challenges that the City will face in the future, and other information that will
provide the public with an understanding of the City’s 2020 UWMP.

The requirement for this lay description is met in the executive summary.

1.2.2 Water Loss Reporting
Pursuant to Section 10631(d)(3)(C), the 2020 UWMP shall include past water loss for the 5-years preceding the
plan. The 2015 UWMP included water loss data from 2015 only.

1.2.3 Energy Use Information
Pursuant to 10631.2, the 2020 UWMP shall include any information related to the amount of energy consumed
in various water processed to estimate the energy intensity.

1.2.4 Groundwater Supplies Coordination

Pursuant to 10631(b)(4)(A), if groundwater is identified as a source of water available to the supplier the 2020
UWMP shall coordinate with the current version of any groundwater sustainability plan adopted pursuant to
10720, Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, or any other authority for groundwater management for
basins underlying the service area.

1.2.5 Five Consecutive Dry-Year Water Reliability Assessment

Pursuant to 10631(f), suppliers must now include a description of actions they will implement for a period of
drought lasting five consecutive water years as opposed to the 2015 UWMP requirement, which was for multiple
dry water years.

1.2.6 Drought Risk Assessment
Pursuant to 10635(b), all suppliers are required to include a drought risk assessment (DRA) in the UWMP. Interim
updates to the DRA may be conducted by the supplier within the five-year cycle of the UWMP update.

Urban Water M t Plan P d Descripti
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1.2.7 Water Shortage Contingency Plan

Pursuant to Section 10632, every urban water supplier shall prepare and adopt a water shortage contingency plan
(WSCP). The WSCP shall be included in the 2020 UWMP but is to be adopted separate from the UWMP with the
intent that it be updated as needed independently of the UWMP.

1.2.8 Seismic Risk

Pursuant to 10632.5, suppliers shall include a seismic risk assessment and mitigation in the UWMP to assess
vulnerabilities of the supplier’s facilities. The seismic risk assessment and mitigation plan shall be updated when
the UWMP is updated.

1.3 Benefits of UWMP Reporting

UWMP reporting for the City is required by the state and is a critical document for ensuring that the City remains
compliant with various regulations. Additionally, completion of a UWMP demonstrating that the City addresses
the requirements of the CWC is necessary to be eligible for any Department of Water Resources (DWR)
administered grant or loan. Completion of the most recent UWMP may also be required for other state funding.

Beyond establishing grant or loan eligibility the UWMP is intended to be a useful tool for the supplier and the
public. Thoughtful preparation of the plan provides the supplier an opportunity for forward thinking and planning,
ensuring that their water supply remains robust in the future and continues to meet the dynamic needs of its
customers. Throughout plan preparation the City, other suppliers, and local and regional authorities are
encouraged to coordinate with one another creating a greater understanding of the region’s water demands,
ultimately promoting mindful utilization of the state’s water resources.

1.4 Plan Organization

This UWMP was prepared in part by use of guidance issued by DWR via the Urban Water Management Plan
Guidebook 2020 (Guidebook). Organization of the plan chapters closely follows the suggested organization in the
Guidebook. Where appropriate, submittal tables provided by DWR are used to report data; these tables are
denoted by the prefix, “DWR Table”. Additional data reporting is done in City of Roseville Tables denoted by the
prefix, “COR Table”.
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Chapter 2 Plan Preparation

This chapter provides an overview of the process by which the plan was prepared and the coordination that was
carried out.

2.1 Basis for Preparing a Plan

The City of Roseville Water Utility (City) is a public water system (PWS), which is a system that provides drinking
water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances. The City serves over 3,000
customers and delivers over 3,000 AF annually and as such is required to submit a UWMP. Metrics for total
number of customers and volume of water supplied in the City’s service area for 2020 are provided in DWR Table

2-1. The UWMP is required to be reviewed and updated every five years; preparation of this UWMP is an update
to the most recent UWMP, adopted by the City of Roseville in 2016. As a water retail supplier, the City is also
required to comply with the requirements of SB X7-7. This UWMP establishes the City’s compliance with the Urban
Water Management Planning Act and SB X7-7.

DWR Table 2-1
Submittal Table 2-1 Retail Only: Public Water Systems
Public Water Public Water Numl?e:r of volume of
System Number System Name MITTAIETE] AEIIF
v v Connections 2020 2020
3110008 City of Roseville 46,112 30,445
TOTAL 46,112 30,445
NOTES: All volumes are in AF. Units of measure remain consistent throughout the
UWMP as reported in DWR Table 2-3.

2.2 Individual or Regional Planning and Compliance

The CWC provides mechanisms for participating in area-wide regional, watershed or basin-wide urban water
management planning. Per Department of Water Resources Methodologies for Calculating Baseline and
Compliance Urban Per Capita Water Use (DWR Methodologies), water suppliers who receive water from a shared
wholesale supplier may form a regional alliance. Although the City and its neighboring water suppliers practice
regional water supply planning, the City has not formed a regional alliance with other water suppliers for
compliance with SB X7-7. The City has prepared an individual UWMP, reporting solely on its own distribution
service area and will not adopt a Regional Urban Water Management Plan (RUWMP), stated in DWR Table 2-2.

Plan Preparation
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DWR Table 2-2

Submittal Table 2-2: Plan Identification

Select ol T Name of RUWMP or Regional Alliance
Only One P if applicable

Individual UWMP

Water Supplier is also a

H member of a RUWMP

[] |Water Supplieris alsoa
member of a Regional Alliance

Regional Urban Water Management
Plan (RUWMP)

2.3 Fiscal or Calendar Year and Units of Measure
General metrics for plan preparation are provided in DWR Table 2-3.

DWR Table 2-3
Submittal Table 2-3: Supplier Identification

Type of Supplier (select one or both)

[ |Supplieris a wholesaler

Supplier is a retailer

Fiscal or Calendar Year (select one)

UWMP Tables are in calendar years

LI |[UWMP Tables are in fiscal years

If using fiscal years provide month and date that the
fiscal year begins (mm/dd)

Units of measure used in UWMP (select from drop

down)

Unit |AF

24 Coordination and Outreach
This section discusses the City’s coordination with other agencies and the public.

2.4.1 Wholesale and Retail Coordination

Pursuant to CWC Section 10631(j) the City is to coordinate with wholesale supply agencies that provide the City
with water. The City has water supply contracts with Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), San Juan Water District
(SJWD), and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). As a retail supplier the City has informed the three agencies
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of projected water use in five-year increments for the next 20 years. Documentation of this coordination is
provided in Appendix A. DWR Table 2-4 lists those three agencies that the City has coordinated with.

DWR Table 2-4

proje ed dlE e d olgers S dlE Ode e O 06
Wholesale Water Supplier Name

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Placer County Water Agency

San Juan Water District

2.4.2 Coordination with Other Agencies and the Community

The City has actively sought to coordinate preparation of the UWMP with local and regional agencies and the
general public. The City recognizes that how it currently utilizes and plans to utilize its water supply affects not
only its own customers, but customers served by neighboring water agencies and individuals or groups that rely
on private wells. As the City is dedicated to the responsible and sustainable management of local and regional
water resources it has invited participation from the agencies listed in COR Table 2-A. Documentation of this
coordination is provided in Appendix B. On February 16, 2021, the City noticed the neighboring cities and counties
that preparation of the 2020 UWMP update had begun. Additionally, the City held a public hearing on June 16,
2021 to introduce the 2020 UWMP to the public and solicit feedback and answer questions regarding the plan.

COR Table 2-A Outreach with Local and Regional Agencies

Agency Name
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Agency Type
Wholesale Supplier

Placer County Water Agency

Water Supplier

San Juan Water District

Water Supplier

California American Water

Water Supplier

Citrus Heights Water District

Water Supplier

Sacramento Municipal utility District

Water Supplier

Sacramento Suburban Water District

Water Supplier

City of Roseville, City Manager

Local City

Placer County Public Works Department

Local County

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency

Local County

Regional Water Authority Sacramento

Regional Organization
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Chapter 3 System Description

This chapter provides a description of the system including information on the distribution system; service area
boundary; service area climate; service area population, demographics, and socioeconomics; and land uses within
the service area.

3.1 General Description

The City of Roseville Water Utility (City) is a public utility owned and operated by the City of Roseville, which is on
the interstate 80 corridor, approximately 15 miles northeast of downtown Sacramento California. The City obtains
its surface water from Folsom Lake through wholesale purchase primarily from the United States Bureau of
Reclamation (USBR) and additional water contracts with Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) and San Juan Water
District (SJWD). The City also maintains and operates several production well sites that provide additional water
supply reliability to the City with plans to construct more.

3.1.1 Transmission

The City has a diversion capacity of 150 cubic feet per second (cfs) or 96 million gallons per day (MGD) at Folsom
Dam. From the pump station raw water is conveyed through parallel pipelines; the original 84-inch diameter
pipeline constructed at the same time as the pump station and a 72-inch diameter pipeline completed in 2010 as
a joint effort between the City and other water purveyors. The common facilities split at the “Hinkel Y”, and
thereafter raw water is conveyed through parallel pipelines — a 60-inch diameter pipeline and a 48-inch diameter
pipeline — to the City’s water treatment plant.

3.1.2 Water Treatment

The City’s single water treatment plant (WTP), located within the City but in the Granite Bay area, has a capacity
of 100 MGD. There are no plans to expand the WTP as the WTP is sized just above the pumping capacity of the
Folsom Dam pump station. The WTP is a conventional treatment plant. The treatment processes include
flocculation and sedimentation, clarification, filtration, and disinfection. The treatment train, beginning with the
intake at Folsom Lake, is shown in Figure 3-1.

Sedimentation takes place in three parallel clarifiers. The chemicals injected as part of the flocculation and
sedimentation processes are caustic soda, alum, and a cationic polymer. Sedimentation takes place in three
separate parallel clarifiers. There are 12 anthracite sand filters, which combined have a maximum filtration rate
of about 83,000 gallons per minute (gpm). The clear wells have a total volume of 358,500 gallons. Disinfection is
achieved using sodium hypochlorite. The City also adds fluoride to treated water at a concentration of 0.7 parts
per million (ppm) prior to distribution.

WATERWORKS
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Figure 3-1. City of Roseville Water Treatment Plant Treatment Train

3.1.3 Storage

The City currently utilizes 6 potable water storage tanks, which are critical for maintaining water supply and system
pressure during typical demand fluctuations, peak demand fluctuations, and emergency demands. The six water
storage tanks have a total nominal capacity of 32 million gallons (MG). The City is also actively constructing two
additional water storage tanks which will add a combined capacity of 12 MG, bringing the total storage capacity
to 44 MG. The capacity of each tank is listed in COR Table 3-A.

COR Table 3-A Potable Water Storage Tanks

Facility Existing or Year Pressure Zone Capacity
Future Constructed Served (MG)
WTP Existing 1971 Steel 1,2,4,5 2
WTP Existing 1990 Pre-Stressed Concrete 1,2,4,5 4
WTP Existing 2004 Pre-Stressed Concrete 1,2,4,5 6
Northeast Existing 1998 Pre-Stressed Concrete 1,2,4,5 10
Northeast Existing 2009 Pre-Stressed Concrete 1,2,4,5 7.25
Halverson Existing 2008 Pre-Stressed Concrete 2 2.9
West Side Future 2022 Pre-Stressed Concrete 4 12
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3.1.4 Distribution Network

The City maintains a distribution network consisting of approximately 600 miles of pressure pipe ranging from 1
inch to 72 inches in diameter. The network of pipe delivers potable water from the WTP to the City’s customers
to meet water demands during average day, maximum day, and peak hour conditions. The City aims to operate
its system at a minimum pressure of 50 pounds per square inch (psi). Under existing conditions, the City mostly
meets the minimum pressure criterion, with few instances where the minimum criteria are not met. These
instances are not considered to be significant enough to impact the quality of customer’s water service.

There are several specific plans for the City of Roseville which are in the process of being developed or will be
developed in coming years. The City will serve these customers through new facilities which were designed during
project development and that will be constructed by the developer and incorporated into the City’s distribution
network. The West Side Tank site will include a pump station with a pumping capacity of 20 MGD at the end of
this construction phase, which is anticipated to be completed in 2022, but is designed to have a maximum capacity
of 26.6 MGD at buildout. The existing and planned pump stations are summarized in COR Table 3-B.

COR Table 3-B Potable Water Pump Stations

- Existing or
Facility Futufe Pressure Zone Served

Dual Purpose Pump Station Existing 1,2
Highland Reserve North Pump Station Existing 5
Pleasant Grove Pump Station Existing 1

Pacific Fruit Express (PFE) Pump Station Existing Emergency Intertie
West Side Pump Station Future 4

3.1.5 Groundwater Wells

The City currently operates 6 groundwater wells, which have a combined capacity of approximately 17,500-acre
feet per year (AF/yr) or 15.6 MGD. Capacities of each operational well site are listed in COR Table 3-C. During the
2015 drought the water level in Folsom Lake was the lowest on record, which resulted in fluctuations in water
supply. Consequently, the City sought to expand the existing ground water supply program to decrease reliability
on Folsom Lake and to provide flexibility. To do so the City plans to utilize Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)
technology. ASR is the recharge of water in an aquifer through specially designed groundwater wells and recovery
of water from that same well or others after time has passed. During times when there are excess surface water
supplies, surface water can be injected using the ASR production wells and extracted during dry periods or when
additional surface water is needed for the environment or other beneficial needs. Four of the existing operational
wells have ASR capabilities, and the City plans to construct 6 additional wells with ASR capabilities by 2035.
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COR Table 3-C Existing Operational Wells

- Install/Rehab = Well Depth Zone Pumpl_ng
Al Date (Feet) Served Capacity
(MGD)

Darling Way, No. 4 1958/ 1999 303 1 1.3
Oakmont, No. 5 1978/ 1999 360 1 2.1
Diamond Creek, No. 6 2002 460 4 4.0
Woodcreek North, No. 7 2008 440 1 2.2
Hayden Parkway, No. 8 2015 520 4 3.1
Blue Oaks Boulevard, No. 12 2015 490 4 3.2

3.1.6 Interties

There are 17 interties with the surrounding jurisdictions of PCWA, SJWD, California-American Water Company
(Cal-Am), Citrus Heights Water District (CHWD), and Sacramento Suburban Water District (SSWD). Each intertie is
listed in COR Table 3-D.

COR Table 3-D Interties with Neighboring Water Suppliers

Operational Control Agency Avg. Days/ Days
Intertie Year Control Valve Size  Receiving  Yr. Utilized  Utilized
Agency Facility Constructed Agency (Inches) 2015-2020
WTP 1996 Roseville 16 Roseville >1 0
SIWD Eureka 1999 Roseville 12 Roseville 0 0
Cavitt Stallman 1999 Roseville 12 Roseville 0 0
Five Star 1995 PCWA 12 Roseville 0 0
Stoneridge 1998 Roseville 12 PCWA 274 274
Highland Park 2000 Roseville 12 PCWA 0 0
PCWA Pleasant Grove 2000 PCWA 12 Roseville 0 0
Industrial - 1989 Roseville 16 Roseville 361 361
Tinker
Bianchi Estates 2000 PCWA 12 365 365
Crowder 2001 Cal-Am 12 Cal-Am 365 365
Cal-Am PFE 2005 Roseville 16 Cal-Am 354 365
Vernon Oaks 1988 Roseville 12 Cal-Am 0 0
Vineyard Rd 1990 Cal-Am Cal-Am 365 365
Orlando 1989 Roseville 6 CHWD 0 0
CHWD Blossom Hill 1986 Roseville 10 CHWD 0 0
Fairway 2017 Roseville 8 CHWD 0 0
sswp | PFE/North 2005 Roseville 20 Both 0 0
Antelope

3.1.6.1 San Juan Water District Interties

The three interties that exist between the City and SJWD under normal operations remain closed and are only
intended for emergency use. The intertie at the WTP delivers water from SJWD to the City only. The Eureka and
Cavitt Stallman interties deliver water to and from the City.
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3.1.6.2 Placer County Water Agency Interties

All interties between the City and PCWA, except for the Bianchi estates intertie, can deliver water into the City.
The Highland Park and Pleasant Grove interties cannot deliver water from the City to PCWA, but the other four
remaining interties can. Through these interties a maximum of 11.5 MGD can be delivered to the City and 12.0
MGD can be delivered to PCWA. Three of the six PCWA interties under normal operations remain opened. The
Stoneridge intertie regularly pumps water from the City to PCWA. The Bianchi Estates intertie is regularly kept
open as it feeds PCWA's Bianchi Estates system and is the only source of supply for that area. The Industrial- Tinker
intertie is normally open in order to deliver water from PCWA to Cal-Am through the Crowder and PFE interties.

3.1.6.3 California American Water Company Intertie

Only the PFE intertie can deliver water to the City and is intended for emergency use with a maximum capacity of
3.5 MGD. Both the Crowder intertie and Vineyard interties cannot deliver water to the city. All three interties can
deliver water from the City to Cal-Am and are normally open with a total maximum capacity of 8.35 MGD. The
water that is delivered to the Crowder and Vineyard Rd interties is from the PCWA Tinker intertie.

3.1.6.4 Citrus Heights Water District
The three interties between the City and CHWD can all be used to deliver water to and from the City. All three are
intended for emergency use and under normal operating conditions remain closed.

3.1.6.5 Sacramento Suburban Water District Intertie

The intertie between the City and SSWD is part of regional development of conjunctive use programs. During an
emergency or drought years, the PFE pump station will pump water from SSWD’s service area into zone 1 of the
City. Likewise, this intertie can be used to deliver water from the City to SSWD. A mutual aid agreement between
the City and SSWD is currently being developed.

3.2 Service Area

The City’s service area boundary lies within the limits of the City of Roseville. There are a few small areas within
the city limits that are served by PCWA, SJWD, and CHWD. The service area is approximately 3,150 acres (ac). The
service area and the facilities mentioned in section 3.1 are shown in Figure 3-2.
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3.3 Service Area Climate

The service area experiences cool and humid winters and hot and dry summers. The City of Roseville’s climate is
similar to the City of Sacramento, which is in close proximity. Historical climate data was obtained from California
Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) for station 155, which is located in Sacramento, for the
reporting period of this UWMP and is summarized in COR Table 3-E. The average monthly temperature from 2016
to 2020 ranged from 39.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to 95.1 °F. Typically the wet season begins in October and ends
in May, with an average annual total precipitation of 13.3 inches.

COR Table 3-E Monthly Average Climate Data from 2016 through 2020

Average Minimum | Average Maximum Average Average Monthly
Temperature Temperature Temperature Precipitation
(°F) (°F) (°F) (inches)
January 42.7 56.3 49.5 3.6
February 42.5 61.7 52.1 1.7
March 46.3 64.7 55.5 2.3
April 50.6 73.3 62.0 0.8
May 54.2 80.6 67.4 0.8
June 59.2 90.5 74.9 0.0
July 60.9 95.1 78.0 0.0
August 61.3 92.4 76.9 0.0
September 58.9 87.5 73.2 0.0
October 51.7 78.2 65.0 0.7
November 44.7 65.0 54.9 1.2
December 39.8 56.7 48.3 2.1
Averages 51.1 75.2 63.1 1.1

3.4 Service Area Population and Demographics
This section describes the population, demographic, and employment conditions of the City’s water service area
during the reporting period of the UWMP as well as future projections through 2045.

3.4.1 Service Area Population

Water use is directly tied to a service area’s population and analyzing population growth and development trends
is critical for the City’s planning of water distribution facilities and infrastructure. Current and projected service
area population estimates are provided in DWR Table 3-1. These projections differ from total population as a small
number of City residents are served by adjacent water purveyors. The projections were estimated in coordination
with the City of Roseville’s General Plan, direct input from the City of Roseville’s Planning Division, and previous
studies performed by the City’s Environmental Utilities Division. Methods for estimating population projections
are further discussed in Section 5.2.
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DWR Table 3-1

Submittal Table 3-1 Retail: Population - Current and Projected

. 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Population

Served

140,187 | 151,742 | 170,526 | 193,190 | 193,190 | 193,190

3.4.2 Social, Economic, and Demographic Factors

The City of Roseville’s population in 2019, according to the American Community Survey (ACS), was reported to
be 68.2% White alone (not Hispanic or Latino), 14.5% Hispanic or Latino, 10.1% Asian alone, 2.8% Black alone, and
all other race categories were less than 1%. A summary of all race categories surveyed is provided in COR Table
3-F. The United States Census Bureau reports that the median household income from 2015-2019 was $89,082.
ACS reports that in 2019 8.4% of the population was in poverty and 16.5% of the population was 65 years of age
and over. The social, economic, and demographic factors are not believed to affect water management and
planning.

COR Table 3-F City of Roseville 2019 Population by Race

Race Category ‘ Percentage

American Indian and Alaska Native alone, not Hispanic or Latino 0.3%
Asian alone, not Hispanic or Latino 10.1%
Black alone, not Hispanic or Latino 2.8%
Hispanic or Latino 14.5%
Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander alone, not Hispanic or Latino 0.1%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 68.2%
Some other race alone, not Hispanic or Latino 0.0%
Two or more races alone, not Hispanic or Latino 3.9%

3.5 Land Uses within the Service Area
A new requirement of the California Water Code, since the 2015 UWMP was published, requires that land use
projections be coordinated with other local and regional land use authorities.

California Water Code 101631.

(a) The description shall include the current and projected land uses within the existing or anticipates
service area affecting the supplier’s water management planning. Urban water suppliers shall
coordinate with local or regional land use authorities to determine the most appropriate land use
information, including, where appropriate, land use information obtained from local or regional land
use authorities, as developed pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with section 65300) of Chapter 3 of
Division 1 of Title 7 of the Government Code.

In August 2020, the City of Roseville completed its update to the General Plan, with a planning horizon that
extends into 2035. The General Plan includes the Land Use Element, which is provided in Appendix C. The Land
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Use Element discusses existing and future land use conditions, with an intended purpose of setting guidelines for
managing land use change. The City of Roseville has both residential and non-residential land uses; density and
intensity guidelines for each land use type respectively are set forth in the Land Use Element. The land use
categories as well as corresponding characteristics from the Land Use Element are summarized in COR Table 3-G

and COR Table 3-H.

COR Table 3-G Residential Land Uses and Development Guidelines
Dwelling Units Per Acre  Estimated Population Per Gross Acre

Land Use Category

Low-Density Residential (LDR) 0.5-6.9 1.45-20.1
Medium-Density Residential (MDR 7.0-12.9 20.3-37.41
High-Density Residential (HDR) 213 >27.3

COR Table 3-H Non-Residential Land Uses and Development Guidelines

Land Use Category
Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

\ Floor to Area Ratio

20% - 40%

Community Commercial

20% - 40%

Regional Commercial

20% - 40%

Business Commercial

20% - 40%

Light Industrial

20% - 50%

Tech/ Business Park

20% - 50%

General Industrial

20% - 50%

Transfer Station Varies
Central Business District <300%
Public/ Quasi-Public Varies
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Chapter 4 Water Use Characterization

This chapter provides a description and quantification of the City’s past and current water use and future water
use projections through the year 2045. Projections provided herein were coordinated with other local and regional
planning documents in an effort to develop reliable water use projections.

4.1 Non-Potable Versus Potable Water Use

The City utilizes both potable and non-potable water to meet the diverse water needs of the customers within the
service area. Potable water is water that is safe to drink and meets all California drinking water regulations per
Title 22. The City’s potable water supplies consist of surface water treated at the WTP, groundwater from various
wells throughout the City that is chemically treated on site, finished water wheeled from other agencies through
interties, and raw water received from other agencies through interties which is subsequently treated at the WTP.

Additionally, the City supplies recycled water, which is non-potable water for approved uses. Recycled water is
wastewater that is treated to Title 22 disinfected tertiary standards. The City operates two wastewater treatment
plants (WWTPs), Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove, both of which treat wastewater to the high standard required of
recycled water. The recycled water produced at the WWTPs is distributed in a separate system from the potable
water system and is utilized for landscape irrigation, environmental releases, cooling water, and construction uses.

Lastly, the City delivers raw water, which is also non-potable, to Linda Creek outside of the City’s service area. Raw
water is untreated water that is used in its natural state or with minimal treatment. The City is required to
discharge 404 AF to Linda Creek as part of its instream flow commitment. The City does not deliver raw water to
any of its customers within the service area.

4.2 Past, Current, and Projected Water Use by Sector

The following sections describe and quantify past, current, and projected water use. Water uses are delineated
by various sectors. Additionally, the new requirement of the 2020 UWMP requiring quantification of system water
losses for the five years preceding this plan are reported as follows.

4.2.1 Water Use Sectors Listed in Water Code
Water Code Section 10631(d) requires that water uses be identified for at least the ten following sectors;
definitions for each of the sectors are adapted from those provided in the Guidebook.

e Single-family residential — A single family dwelling unit. A lot with a free-standing building containing one
dwelling unit that may include a detached secondary dwelling. This is a retail demand.

o  Multifamily — Multiple dwelling units contained within one building or several buildings within one
complex. This is a retail demand.

e Commercial — A water user that provides or distributes a product or service. Water Code 10608.12(d).
This is a retail demand.

e Industrial — Water user that is primarily a manufacturer or processor of materials as defined by the North
American Industry Classification System (NAICS) code sectors 31 to 33, inclusive, of an entity that is a
water user primarily engaged in research and development. Water Code Section 10608.12(h). This is a
retail demand.

WATE WOR KS Water Use Characterizati‘cirlm
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4.2.2

Institutional and governmental — A water user dedicated to public service. This type of user includes,
among other users, higher-education institutions, schools, courts, churches, hospitals, government
facilities, and nonprofit research institutions per Water Code Section 10608.12(i). This is a retail demand.
Landscape — Water connections supplying water solely for landscape irrigation. Such landscapes may be
associated with multi-family, commercial, industrial, or institutional/governmental sites, but are
considered a separate water use sector if the connection is solely for landscape irrigation. This is a retail
demand.

Sales to other agencies — These are water sales made to another agency. Projected sales may be based
on projected demand provided by the receiving water supplier. This is a wholesale demand.

Saline Water Intrusion barriers, groundwater recharge, or conjunctive use, or any combination thereof
— Conjunctive use is a water management strategy where surface water and groundwater are managed
together to increase the total water supply. For purposes of the UWMP, conjunctive use is seen as a
management strategy rather than as a water use. This type of water use is best reported as groundwater
recharge. Groundwater recharge can occur through both natural and artificial means. In the context of
this UWMP, artificial groundwater recharge is the managed and intentional replenishment of natural
groundwater supplies using techniques such as infiltration basins or injection wells. Water used for
groundwater banking or storage may also be reported using this sector. If all, or a portion of, the
groundwater recharge is subsequently pumped out of the basin in the same year, that water is reported
as a supply from groundwater. Saline water intrusion barrier is the practice of injecting water into a
freshwater aquifer to prevent the intrusion of saltwater. These may be either a wholesale or retail
demand. The City currently does not have any demands under this water use sector.

Agricultural — Water used for commercial agricultural irrigation. Water used for processing agricultural
products (e.g., food, beverage, or textile manufacturing) may also be considered industrial process water.
This may be either a wholesale or retail demand. The City currently does not have any demands under
this water use sector.

Distribution system water losses — Losses that were reported in accordance with the 12-month water
loss for each of the prior five years.

Water Use Sectors in Addition to Those Listed in Water Code

Presently, the City has no additional water use sectors outside of the ten listed in CWC. Furthermore, the City

expects

that future water use will be restricted to the same sectors by which water is currently used based on

land use projections from the Land Use Element.

4.2.3

Past Water Use

Past potable water use by sector was analyzed to estimate water use projections into the next 25 years, as

required by the CWC. By examining past water use, trends can be understood such as, effects of temporary use

restrictions during drought years, effects of long-term demand management measures, and the changing profile

of service connections by water use sector. Past water uses from the last two UWMP years, 2010 and 2015, as

well as the five years preceding this plan are summarized in COR Table 4-A.
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COR Table 4-A Past Potable Water Use Volumes by Sector.

Water Use Sector 2010 2015 2018 2019

Commercial 2,042 1,930 2,101 2,218 2,565 3,021
Industrial 891 934 954 921 797 276
Institutional and Governmental 667 561 650 770 384 393
Multi-Family 2,196 1,464 1,556 1,569 1,376 1,358
Single-Family 15,836 11,680 13,215 14,674 15,303 15,387
Landscape 5,534 4,152 4,691 5,491 5,656 5,974
Other ¥ 272 - - - - -
Total 27,438 20,721 23,176 25,643 26,081 26,409
NOTES: (1) In 2015 and subsequent years thereafter, all water demands are characterized by water
use sectors defined in the CWC. All Volumes are in AF.

4.2.4 Current Water Use
The City’s potable and non-potable water uses for 2020 by sector are reported in DWR Table 4-1. There are no
existing potable or non-potable demands for the use types of saline barriers, conjunctive use, or agricultural.

DWR Table 4-1
D z able 4 Re De 0 or PO ple O D PO ple P A
e Type 020 A
Water Use Sector Additional Description Level of Treatment Volume
Commercial Including non-metered Drinking Water 2,630
Industrial Including non-metered Drinking Water 254
Institutional/Governmental Including non-metered Drinking Water 412
Multi-Family Including non-metered Drinking Water 1,416
Single Family Including non-metered Drinking Water 17,115
Landscape Including non-metered Drinking Water 6,422
Losses Including non-metered Drinking Water 1,600
Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to . .
. Including non-metered Drinking Water 1,451
other Suppliers
Groundwater recharge Excluc‘ies grogndyvatgr pumped and Drinking Water 597
supplied to distribution system.
Sales/Transfers/Exchanges to Discharge to Linda Creek and water
other Suppliers ° wheeleg on behalf of SIWD Raw Water 404
TOTAL 32,300

NOTES: All volumes are in AF. Losses are for potable water only. The 2020 Water Audit has not been validated
at the time of plan preparation and final losses reported in the validated Water Audit may differ.

4.2.5 Projected Water Use

The City frequently completes studies aimed at understanding future water use demands to determine the
reliability of system supplies and identify and plan for any vulnerabilities. As stated in 3.4.1, the service area
population directly impacts water use demands. To estimate projected water use through 2045, the following
approach and resources were utilized:

WATERWOR KS Water Use Characterizat:;
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Assumptions:

The Planning Division’s population projection from the 2020 General Plan Land Use Element was utilized,
which estimates a population of 198,000 at buildout of all planned development.

Based on coordination with the City of Roseville’s Planning Division, assumed that all planned
development would be complete by 2035.

Assumed that the population past 2035 would remain constant at 198,000 through 2045.

An estimated 1,843 dwelling units in the City of Roseville are not served by the City. The number of
dwelling units are estimated based on other utility accounts.

Population Projection and Water Use Projection Steps

1.

Calculated the population not served by the City by multiplying the number of dwelling units and California
Department of Finance (CDoF) household multiplier.

Subtracted the population not served by the City from the total CDoF City of Roseville population to obtain
the service area population for 2016 through 2020.

Estimated the current percentage of development for each specific plan from aerial imagery.

Input current percentage of development into the City of Roseville’s Environmental Utilities (EU)
Department’s Water Demand Tracking Tool, which calculates buildout water usage for each specific plan.
Water use in the Tool is calculated by applying unit demand factors, specific to land use categories, to
each of the dwelling units Demand factors and total water use for all specific plans are provided in COR
Table 4-B and COR Table 4-C, respectively.

Plotted the service area population from 2016 through 2020 and the projected population for 2035 to
approximate the population for 2025 and 2030 (Figure 4-1). The resultant population projections were
previously summarized in DWR Table 3-1.

Updated the Water Demand Tracking Tool development percentage for 2025 and 2030 to reflect
population projections and for 2035 to reflect 100% at buildout.

WAT
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COR Table 4-B Unit Demand Factors for Land Use Type

Residential Land Use Categories Unit Demand Factor (gpd/DU)

Low Density Residential 1 — LDR1 (<3.5 DUs/Acre) 728
Low Density Residential 2 — LDR2 (3.5 to 5 DUs/Acre) 600
Low/Medium Density Residential 1 — LMDR1 (>5 to 6 DUs/Acre) 521
Low/Medium Density Residential 2 — LMDR2 (>6 to 8 DUs/Acre) 430
Medium Density Residential - MDR (>8 to 12 DUs/Acre) 323
High Density Residential — HDR1 (>12 to 16 DUs/Acre) 288
High Density Residential — HDR2 (>16 DUs/Acre) 177

Non-Residential Land Use Categories

Unit Demand Factor

Community Commercial/Retail 2598
Business Professional 2598
Light Industrial 2598
Industrial 2562
Railyard 109
Elementary School 3454
High School 4069
Public/Quasi Public 1780
Parks 2988
Open Space/Right of Way 0

COR Table 4-C Specific Plan Water Demands at Buildout by Water Use Sector.

Institutional/ Multi- Single
Specific | Commercial | Industrial Governmental Family Family Landscape Total
Plan (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr)

Infill 2,232 2,625 6,070 552 8,898 0 20,377
DTRSP 780 7 124 15 92 0 1,018
RSGW 83 0 0 34 57 0 173
SE 530 0 441 393 1,270 0 2,633
NE 1,769 0 65 0 474 0 2,309
STRSP 115 0 335 148 1,481 0 2,079
NCRSP 1,457 226 546 444 1,610 0 4,283
HRNSP 470 0 312 180 701 0 1,663
NWRSP 378 0 1,596 338 4,847 0 7,159
DWSP 37 0 1,273 20 2,056 0 3,386
NI 220 3,718 195 99 826 0 5,057
NRSP 225 0 644 165 2,859 0 3,893
WRSP 231 255 1,465 615 5,648 1,074 9,289
SVSP 623 0 499 335 2,538 0 3,995
CVSP 56 0 88 108 745 0 997
ARSP 150 0 110 187 940 0 1,386
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Figure 4-1 Existing and Projected Service Area Population

DWR Table 4-2
Submittal Table 4-2 Retail: Use for Potable and Non-Potable Water - Projected

Additional Description Projected Water Use
(as needed)

Potable water, including
non-metered
Potable water, including
non-metered
Potable water, including
non-metered
Potable water, including

6,135 6,508 7,017 7,017 7,017

Commercial

Industrial 4,175 4,726 5,123 5,123 5,123

Institutional/Governmental 8,904 9,494 10,321 | 10,321 | 10,321

Multi-Family 1,752 2,029 2,725 2,725 2,725
non-metered

Single Family Potable water, including | ) o) | 540 | 26281 | 26,281 | 26,281
non-metered

Landscape Potable water, including 644 765 805 805 805
non-metered

Losses Potable water 1,429 1,401 1,587 1,587 1,587

Sales/Transfers/Exchanges Potable water, including

. 0 0 0 0 0
to other Suppliers non-metered
Groundwater recharge Potable water 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Raw Water, Discharge to
Sales/Transfers/Exchanges Linda Creek and water 404 404 404 404 404

to other Suppliers

wheeled on behalf of SIWND
TOTAL | 47,567 | 52,555 57,614 | 57,614 | 57,614

NOTES: The city has no contracts for transfer for 2025 through 2045, as of yet. Projections are inclusive of
lower income residential water demands. All values are in AF.
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Total Gross water use projections, inclusive of recycled water, are provided in DWR Table 4-3. Recycled water

demand is further characterized in DWR Table 6-4 of Chapter 6

DWR Table 4-3
Submittal Table 4-3 Retail: Total Gross Water Use (Potable and Non-Potable)
2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Potable Water, Raw Water 32,300 47,567 52,555 57,614 57,614 57,614
Recycled Water Demand 3,768 4,022 4,435 4,933 4,933 4,933
TOTAL WATER USE 36,068 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
NOTES: All values are in AF. Values include potable and non-potable water use.

4.2.6 Distribution System Water Losses

Distribution system water losses are the difference between the volume of water that is delivered into the potable
drinking water distribution system and actual consumption. Losses are always present in a water system due to
pipe leaks, unauthorized connections or use, faulty meters, and unmetered institutional and governmental water
use. Each year the City characterizes its water loss in accordance with the American Water Works Association
(AWWA) Water Audit Method. CWC requires urban retail water suppliers to conduct and submit validated water
loss audit reports annually to DWR on October 1* following the reporting year. Final Water Audit and Validation
Reports are available for 2016 through 2019 and provided in Appendix D. As the UWMP is required to be
submitted prior to the due date of the Water Audit, values for 2020 stated herein are approximate and may be
altered in the final submission of the 2020 Water Audit. Distribution system water losses for five years preceding
the plan update from 2015-2019 are summarized in COR Table 4-D and estimated water loss for 2020 is given in
DWR Table 4-4.

COR Table 4-D 12 Month Water Loss Audit Reporting for 2015-2019.
Reporting Period Start Date

Volume Water Loss

(mm/yyyy) (AF)
01/2015 2,127.52
01/2016 2,330.47
01/2017 2,682.94
01/2018 2,140.95
01/2019 1,865.24
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DWR Table 4-4
Submittal Table 4-4 Retail: 12 Month Water Loss Audit
Reporting
Reporting Period Start Date Volume of Water Loss*
01/2020 1,599.23

* Taken from the field "Water Losses" (a combination of apparent

losses and real losses) from the AWWA worksheet.

NOTES: All Volumes are in AF. The 2020 Water Audit has not been
validated at the time of plan preparation and final water losses
reported in the validated Water Audit may differ.

An update to the CWC requires that 2020 UWMPs and all UWMPs submitted thereafter include data showing
whether the urban retail water supplier met the distribution loss standards enacted by the California State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) pursuant to Section 10608.34. At the time of plan preparation, the SWRCB has
not adopted performance loss standards. Proposed water loss performance standards will set a maximum
allowable water loss in gallons per connection per day for the City. The proposed baseline water loss is an average
of the 2017 through 2019 water loss and is calculated to be 41.0 gallons per connection per day and the proposed
performance standard to be met by 2028 is 22.3 gallons per connection per day Appendix E. Water loss in gallons
per connection per day for 2017 through 2020 is shown in COR Table 4-E.

COR Table 4-E Loss Reported in AWWA Water Audit for 2017-2019.

AWWA Loss Category 2017 2018 2019 2020 M
Apparent Loss 8.02 8.01 7.90 9.78
Real Loss 46.89 34.97 28.78 21.19
Water Loss 54.91 42.98 36.68 30.97

NOTES: All values are gallons per connection per day.
' The 2020 Water Audit has not been validated at the time of plan preparation and final
water loss reported in the validated Water Audit may differ.

The data from 2017 through 2020 demonstrate that the City annually reduced water loss measured as gallons per
connection per day. The City continues to prioritize and allocate resources to detecting and repairing leaks in the
distribution to reduce water loss. Over the last five years the City has increased the accuracy of reported losses
through a process of quantifying the City’s authorized unmetered use of water for institutional and governmental
operations, which had previously gone unquantified and were reported as water loss. These municipal functions
include fire suppression, street sweeping, hydraulic utility excavation, and others. In dedicating resources to
tracking and understanding these internal uses, consumption of water for these authorized uses has not been
reduced or restricted and the services continue, as necessary. The City anticipates that it is on track to meet the
performance standard by 2028.

Note that in DWR Table 4-2 the projected water loss in 2030 and thereafter was calculated by multiplying the
performance standard by the estimated number of service connections and for 2025 an intermediate water loss
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multiplier of 27.09 gallons per connection per day was used. 2025 through 2045 number of service connections
were estimated using the same ratio of 2020 total number of service connections to 2020 population.

4.2.7 Estimating Future Water Savings
As noted in DWR Table 4-2 and the following DWR Table 4-5, water use projections do consider future water

savings and lower income residential demands.

DWR Table 4-5
Submittal Table 4-5 Retail Only: Inclusion in Water Use Projections
Are Future Water Savings Included in Projections? Yes
Sections where citations of the codes, ordinances, utilized in j;;;
demand projections are found. 4273
Are Lower Income Residential Demands Included in Projections? Yes

The unit demand factors and resultant demands calculated by the EU department in COR Table 4-B and COR Table
4-C do not account for reduced demand from conservation measures. However, based on previous years’ demand
data, the City has observed that passive conservation measures have resulted in an approximate 25% reduced
demand from what was projected. This 25% demand reduction is reflected in DWR Table 4-2 for the potable water
use categories of Commercial, Industrial, Institutional/ Governmental, Multi-Family, Single Family, and Landscape.
Conservation measures are described in the subsequent sections.

4.2.7.1 Compliance with Water Efficient Landscape Requirements

New development areas are required to reduce landscape area and calculated water demands as part of the
process for land use approval, as required by the California Code of Regulations Title 23, Division 2 Chapter 2.7
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELQO). The City of Roseville’s own standards have additional
requirements for Water Efficient Landscaping, which can be found in Chapter 14.18 of the Roseville Municipal
Code (available via the City’s website at https://qcode.us/codes/roseville/).

4.2.7.2 Increased Utilization of Recycled Water

The City of Roseville requires recycled water to be used in most land use development areas currently being
planned, and for construction water during drought years. Future required use includes landscaping associated
with commercial, industrial, multi-family, parks, and transportation corridors. Guidelines for Recycled Water
Service are outlined in Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 14.17 (available via City’s website at
https://qcode.us/codes/roseville/).

4.2.7.3 Implementation of Low Water Use Fixtures

Section 16.04.100 (A.) of the Roseville Municipal Code states that: “The 2019 California Building Standards Code
is hereby adopted by the City of Roseville Municipal Code.” The Roseville Municipal Code is available via the City’s
website at https://gcode.us/codes/roseville/.

Additionally, the mandatory CALGreen building standards code promotes conservation through the use of
appliances and fixtures such as high-efficiency toilets, faucet aerators, and on-demand water heaters.

WATE WOR KS Water Use Characterizati‘ci;
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4.2.8 Characteristic Five-Year Water Use

The California Water Code Section 10635(a) requires that in addition to calculating water use projections over the
next 20 years, in five-year increments, that suppliers perform a drought risk assessment lasting five consecutive
years. The projected unconstrained demand for 2021-2025 is estimated in table COR Table 4-F. Unconstrained
demand is demand absent any water supply or usage restrictions but does include the conservation practices for
new construction, outlined in the previous section. This projection informs the drought risk assessment, which is
detailed in Chapter 7.

COR Table 4-F Five consecutive year unconstrained demand.

Gross Water Use ‘ 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Potable Water, Raw, Other Non-Potable 35,353 | 38,407 | 41,460 | 44,513 | 47,567
Recycle Raw Water Demand 3,819 3,870 3,920 3,971 4,022
NOTES: All volumes are in AF.

4.3 Water Use for Lower Income Housing

Policy LUS.5, of the Land Use Element, strives to uphold the City of Roseville’s Affordable Housing Goal by requiring
that a minimum of 10% of all new housing units cost no more than 30% of the total monthly income of very low-,
low-income, and moderate-income households. The City of Roseville EU Department annually coordinates with
the Planning Division to gather data related to low-income housing metrics. The total number of affordable
housing units in 2020 was 3,103, of which 633 were single family residences and 2,470 were multi-family
residences. The water demands for low-income housing for 2020 were estimated by multiplying the number of
single family and multi-family units by the average unit demand factor for low to medium density residential and
high density residential, respectively, then reducing it by 20% to account for conservation efforts. These
estimations are summarized in COR Table 4-G.

COR Table 4-G 2020 Affordable Housing Water Use
Unit Demand Factors
Average Low to Medium Density
204 D
Residential Factor for Single Family Units 520.4 (gpd/DU)
Average High Density Residential Factor
for Multi-Family Units 232.5 (gpd/DU)

2020 Affordable Housing Water Use

Single Family Residential 295 (AF/yr)
Multi-Family Residential 516 (AF/yr)
Total 645 (AF/yr)

As stated in DWR Table 4-5, the water use projections of DWR Table 4-2 are inclusive of water use for lower
income households. The estimated water demand by sector for each specific plan, in COR Table 4-C, included
affordable housing water use in the single family and multi-family water use calculations, which was used to derive
the water use projections in DWR Table 4-2. The portion of water from those projections to be used by affordable
housing units is shown in COR Table 4-H. As 10% of all new housing construction is required to be allocated to
affordable housing, 10% of the difference between each of the five-year projections was added to the preceding
period to estimate how much water would be used by low-income housing.
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COR Table 4-H Affordable Housing Water Use Projections

Housing Type 2025 2030 2035
Multi-Family Residential 329 356 426 426 426
Single-Family Residential 1,061 1,255 1,433 1,433 1,433
Total Affordable Housing Units 1,390 1,612 1,859 1,859 1,859
NOTES: All values are in AF/yr.

4.4 Climate Change Considerations

All projections included in Chapter 4 are representative of unconstrained demand except for passive conservation
efforts described in 4.2.7. However, consideration of effects that climate change may have on demand projections
and water supply and reliability is a critical aspect of ensuring that the City is well positioned to meet future
demands. The City’s primary water source is surface water from Folsom Lake and the City recognizes that the
reliability of this source is reduced during dry years or a drought. A comprehensive study aimed at understanding
how climate change will impact the American River Basin, from which the City receives its surface water supplies,
was performed in 2020 and is included in Section 6.14.2. The effects of climate change on water supplies are
considered in future plans for the groundwater program, a drought risk assessment, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan, which are provided herein.
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E N G N E E R S



8
City of Roseville RDS EYI I,,LE

2020 Urban Water Management Plan

Chapter 5 SBX7-7 Baselines, Targets, and 2020 Compliance

With the adoption of the Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as Senate Bill X7-7 (SB X7-7), the State of
Californiais required to achieve a 20% reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020. Additionally,
incremental progress towards meeting the goal was required to be demonstrated in the 2015 UWMP. The 2015
UWMP calculated gallons per capita per day (GPCD) water use and confirmed that the 2015 interim target was
met, and that progress was being made toward meeting the water use target for 2020. This chapter summarizes
baselines and targets, which were quantified in previous UWMPs, and confirms that the City’s 2020 water use is
compliant with SB X7-7 legislation.

5.1 Baselines and Targets

The City first addressed SB X7-7 in the 2010 UWMP, where baseline per capita water use, the 2015 interim target,
and 2020 target were established and adopted. For the 2015 UWMP update the Department of Water Resources
issued guidance that there were significant discrepancies between the CDoF estimated 2010 population and the
2010 population as determined by the 2010 U.S Census, which could result in poor baseline population estimates.
Consequently, the City and other water suppliers were required to recalculate baseline population that had been
reported in the 2010 UWMP and to modify the 2015 and 2020 targets accordingly.

SB X7-7 requires each urban water retailer to determine their baseline daily per capita water use measured in
GPCD, over a 10-year or 15-year baseline period. The 10-year baseline period is defined as a continuous 10-year
period ending no earlier than December 31, 2004 and no later than December 31, 2010. SB X7-7 also defines that
for suppliers which met a minimum of 10% of their 2008 water demand through recycled water that the baseline
could be extended to a maximum of a 15-year baseline period. Only 8.76% of the City’s demand was met with
recycled water in 2008, consequently the City used a 10 consecutive year period for its baseline. Additionally, SB
X7-7 requires that a 5-year baseline per capita water demand be calculated over a 5 consecutive year period
ending no earlier than December 31, 2007 and no later than December 31, 2010. Given the requirements the City
used the following baseline periods:

e 10-year Baseline Period: 1995-2004
e 5-year Baseline Period: 2003-2007

Since the 2015 UWMP was completed, the City has experienced no changes to the service area that would require
recalculation of baseline or targets; there have been annexations for new construction, but these do not trigger
recalculation requirements. Baselines and targets are summarized in DWR Table 5-1. The 2015 SB X7-7 Verification
Form, which provides tables for detailed calculations of baselines and targets, is provided in Appendix F.
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DWR Table 5-1

Submittal Table 5-1 Baselines and Targets Summary from SB X7-7 Verification Form

Baseline Period Start Year End Year Average Baseline GPCD el ey
Target
10-15 year 1995 2004 309
247
5 Year 2003 2007 295

5.2 Service Area Population

To correctly calculate compliance water use in GPCD, the population served by the City must be calculated. The
method for 2020 service area population was briefly described in Section 4.2.5 and is further explained herein.
The 2020 U.S. Census data were not available at the time of plan preparation and could not be used for population
estimates, as such the City of Roseville population for 2020 was obtained from CDoF.

The CDoF population estimate for cities utilizes ACS data to distribute the 2010 U.S. census housing units into
CDoF’s standard housing types. Number of housing unit estimates are respective of new construction,
annexations, demolition, and conversions. CDoF coordinates with both local jurisdictions and the U.S. Census
Bureau to obtain housing unit change data. For 2020, CDoF estimated that the total population for the City of
Roseville was 145,163. However, there are a few areas in the City of Roseville that are not served by the City. The
population of the area not served was estimated by determining the total number of households in those areas
and applying the household multiplier. The number of households was approximated based on utility information
from other City of Roseville departments and the household multiplier was obtained from CDoF. The resulting
population for the areas not served by the City is 4,976 and this was subtracted from the CDoF total population
to obtain a 2020 service area population of 140,187.

5.3 Gross Water Use

Annual gross water use is defined by the CWC as the volume of water, treated or untreated, that enters the
distribution system except for the following: recycled water, the net volume of water placed into long term
storage, water conveyed by the retailer for use by another supplier, water delivered for agricultural use, and
process water for industrial use if industrial water use is a significant percentage of overall water use. The volume
of recycled water used within the City’s service area is reported separate from potable water and is excluded from
all gross water use volumes reported herein. No other exclusions or deductions were used in the calculation of
the baseline gross water use and so are not included in the calculation of the 2020 gross water use.

5.4 2020 Compliance Daily Per-Capita Water Use

The 2020 compliance daily per capita water use (in GPCD) was calculated in accordance with Methodology 4 of
DWR’s Methodologies for Calculating Baseline and Compliance Urban Per Capita Water Use document. The SB X7-
7 Compliance Form is a set of tables containing calculations demonstrating that the City met the 2020 target and
achieved a 20% reduction from its baseline and is provided in Appendix G. 2020 GPCD and target compliance are
also summarized in DWR Table 5-2.
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DWR Table 5-2

Submittal Table 5-2: 2020 Compliance from SB X7-7 2020 Compliance Form

2020 GPCD Did Supplier Achieve
Actual 2020 | 2020 TOTAL 2020 Confirmed Targeted Reduction for
GPCD Adjustments Adjusted 2020 GPCD Target GPCD 2020? Y/N
203 0 203 247 Yes

NOTES: No allowable adjustments were applicable to the City.

CWC Section 10608.24(d)(1) allows for adjustments to be made for factors outside of the supplier’s control when
determining compliance. Such factors include differences in evapotranspiration and rainfall, substantial changes
to commercial or industrial water use due to increased business output and economic development, and
substantial changes to institutional water use resulting from extraordinary events. No adjustments were made to
the City’s 2020 GPCD, as noted in DWR Table 5-2, and the City was able to demonstrate compliance without
adjustments.

5.5 Regional Alliance
The City has complied with SB X7-7 and UWMP requirements as an individual supplier and has elected to not
participate in a Regional Alliance.

SBX7-7 Baselines, Targets, and 2020 Compliance
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Chapter 6 Water Supply Characterization

This chapter catalogues and describes the various water resources and supplies available to the City of Roseville
including contract supplies from other agencies, surface water, groundwater, storm water, wastewater, and
recycled water, as well as water transfers. The supply source, origin, quality, quantity, and impacts of climate
change on availability for each source are discussed within this section.

6.1 Surface Water

The City’s primary water supply contracts are and have historically been comprised of high-quality surface water
received through Folsom Reservoir according to the terms of the City’s water supply contracts with the US Bureau
of Reclamation (USBR), Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), and San Juan Water District (SJWD). Since these
supplies are not considered self-supplied and are instead purchased through other agencies, they are described
in Section 6.2 Purchased and Imported Water.

6.2 Purchased and Imported Water

The City has historically relied heavily on its water supply contracts with Placer County Water Agency, the US
Bureau of Reclamation, and San Juan Water District. All four untreated surface water contract entitlements for
American River water total 66,000 acre-feet per year (AF/yr). The City’s current contract and supplies of are
outlined in COR Table 6-A.

COR Table 6-A Surface Water Supply Summary

Contract Supply Supply Type Quantity AVETIEL11114%
USBR Raw Surface Water 32,000 AF Subject to CVP M&I Usage Policy™
PCWA Raw Surface Water 30,000 AF All Year Types
SIWD Raw Surface Water 800 AF Normal or Wet Hydrologic Years
SIWD Raw Surface Water 3,200 AF Normal or Wet Hydrologic Years
(1) The City's USBR Supply is subject in any year to determinations of allotments based on
unimpaired inflow to Folsom Reservoir and downstream operations.

Water supplies from all three source agencies outlined above are received through the same point location at
Folsom Dam. Folsom Lake has been the primary source of water supply for the City of Roseville since 1971. Surface
water from the American River is collected and diverted at the Folsom Lake Pumping Plant located at Folsom Dam.
The City receives supplies from all four of its raw water contract entitlements through the Folsom Lake Municipal
and Industrial (M&I) Intake at this facility.

Untreated water supplies received at this point are conveyed by gravity or pumped by USBR depending on lake
level through two parallel pipelines (84-inch and 72-inch) to the City’s Barton Road Water Treatment Plant
(BRWTP), with a capacity for treatment of volumes up to 100 MGD. The 72-inch pipeline was constructed in 2010
to increase redundancy and reliability of this critical supply route, in partnership with SJIWD. Additionally, the City
has 17 intertie facilities with neighboring agencies through which water supplies may be transferred under normal
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water year conditions as well as emergency or drought conditions. In the future, the City is exploring options with
PCWA to facilitate receipt of treated water directly through existing and/or new intertie facilities.

6.2.1 Contract Supplies — Vulnerabilities and Restrictions

The City’s contract supply with the USBR as part of the Central Valley Project is subject to yearly assignments
based on each year’s hydrologic conditions. Each year the City is informed in April of the determined percentage
allotment of the full 32,000 AF allowed by the contract terms. This determination is made based on the unimpaired
inflow of runoff into Folsom Reservoir. This supply is therefore highly vulnerable to climate change and its impacts
on rainfall and snowpack conditions upstream of Folsom Reservoir in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. In recent
years, this allotment has varied significantly on an annual basis and the City has undertaken dedicated efforts to
examine alternatives for increasing water supply reliability in all year types.

The City’s contract supply with PCWA is available in all hydrologic year types; it is also conveyed from the Middle
Fork Project (MFP) through Folsom Reservoir and received as raw water at the same diversion point at Folsom
Dam. The City is currently exploring potential future purchase of additional treated water supply received directly
from PCWA to complement the raw water contract supply. PCWA’s future Ophir Water Treatment Plant may
provide up to 3,360 AF to the City in the future. The City is also currently engaged with PCWA to explore
improvements to existing intertie facilities to expand and diversify opportunities for the transfer of supplies not
dependent on the diversion facility at Folsom Dam.

The City has two water supply contracts with SJWD totaling 4,000 acre-feet. This supply is only available in Normal
or Wet Year types and is received either through Folsom Reservoir or through interties with SJWD.

The City’s surface water supplies are all dependent upon the operation of Folsom Reservoir by the US Bureau of
Reclamation; the dam that creates the reservoir was originally constructed with a primary purpose of flood
control, not water supply, and is still operated according to that primary function. The importance of this facility
has led the City to examine options for redundancy, resilience, and or improvements with respect to the intake,
and best practices in terms of management of its other water resources.

6.2.2 Water Forum Agreement

The City is a member of the Sacramento River Forum and a signatory to the Water Forum Agreement (WFA).
Accordingly, the City has agreed to limit its diversions from the upper American River to 58,900 AF/yr during
Normal and Wet water years, and to between 58,900 AF/yr and 43,800 AF/yr in Drier and Driest water years. The
City is responsibly committed to the Water Forum Agreement but maintains the position that “By instituting
programs to conserve water, it abandons no right, title or interest in or to any City water rights, contractual
entitlements or any appurtenant rights necessary to exercise such water rights or entitlements,” as described by
Resolution No. 09-64, Declaring an Intent to Retain Control of Conserved Water (Appendix H).

6.2.3 Other Available Water Purchases

The City may choose to purchase Article 3F water from the Bureau of Reclamation when such supply is available.
This supply source is typically only available in winter and spring months as it is generally considered “excess flow”
released by the USBR above and beyond the entitlements of downstream users. In 2019 the City exercised this
option and used approximately 950 AF of Article 3F water as part of their ASR program to inject and recharge the
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aquifer. This effort represented a continued commitment to provide not only water supply reliability for the City’s
residents but also to support Conjunctive Use to aid in regional water supply reliability.

6.3 Groundwater

In recent years, the City has taken significant steps to expand and strengthen their Groundwater Program to
broaden the City’s water supply portfolio. The City currently owns and maintains 6 operational groundwater wells,
with 6 additional wells planned for development in the next 10 years, and one planned destruction. Four of the 6
operational wells are capable of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) whereby treated water is injected into the
underlying aquifer for later extraction and use. Currently, the City plans to design all new wells with ASR capability,
as the City moves toward a more evenly distributed reliance on diverse water resources and regional
sustainability.

Groundwater is considered to be available for use as part of Roseville’s water supply portfolio in all year types
including Normal, Single-Dry, or Five Consecutive Year Drought scenarios. Importantly, groundwater will be a
critical resource in future drought years as it supplements increasingly vulnerable surface water supplies.

6.3.1 Groundwater Basin Description

The City is located over the North American Subbasin of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. The North
American Subbasin (DWR Groundwater Basin Number 5-21.64) is located in the eastern central portion of the
Sacramento Groundwater Basin, encompassing portions of Sutter, Placer, and Sacramento Counties. As of 2020,
the Basin is listed by DWR as high priority in large part due to the population in the basin and existing and projected
future groundwater use, but the basin has neither been adjudicated nor is it considered in overdraft or critical
overdraft conditions.

Groundwater elevations in the subbasin along the Placer/Sacramento County line declined at a rate of 1 to 1.5
feet per year for multiple decades until approximately the mid-1990s. Some of the largest decreases have
occurred in the area of the former McClellan Air Force Base. From 1995, groundwater elevations were stabilized,
and the declining elevation trend was dampened due to groundwater management activities stemming from the
Water Forum Agreement restraining further increases in groundwater pumping and implementation of in-lieu
banking in the region. Groundwater elevations in Sutter and northern Placer counties generally remain stable,
although some wells in southern Sutter County have experienced declines.

In addition, the subbasin has historically been pumped by agricultural and urban users. Recently, in some areas of
the subbasin, agricultural land has been and is being developed and converted to urban uses. At this time, the
subbasin is operating within the current estimate of sustainable yield.

6.3.2 Groundwater Management

The City actively manages groundwater resources both internally in coordination with land use planning and
growth projections as well as regionally in accordance with the provisions of the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act. These efforts are discussed in the following subsections.

WATE WOR KS Water Supply Characterizatiﬁcir;
N

E N G 1 E E R S



8
City of Roseville RDS EYI I,,LE

2020 Urban Water Management Plan

6.3.2.1 Western Placer County Groundwater Management Plan

A Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) was completed in November of 2007 in accordance with Senate Bill (SB)
1938 and Assembly Bill (AB) 3030 in cooperation with PCWA, City of Lincoln, and California American Water. The
GMP is available through the PCWA website: Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan.

6.3.2.2 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014, or SGMA, was a three-bill legislative package composed
of AB 1739 (Dickinson), SB 1168 (Pavley), and SB 1319 (Pavley). The package was passed in September 2014 and
contains a framework for sustainable management of groundwater supplies by local agencies, with a limited role
for state intervention if local agencies fail to meet the requirements of SGMA. SGMA lays out a process and a
timeline for local authorities to achieve sustainable management of high and medium priority groundwater basins
throughout the state. It also provides tools, authorities, and deadlines to achieve statewide sustainable
groundwater management. For local agencies involved in implementation, the requirements are significant and
will take years to accomplish. DWR has the responsibility to evaluate local agency progress, while the SWRCB may
intervene if DWR determines that local agencies fail to make progress and achieve the requirements of SGMA.
Essentially, local agencies who volunteer to comply with SGMA must form as Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) and prepare, adopt, and implement a Groundwater Strategic Plan (GSP) that meets the requirements of
SGMA.

More specifically, critical required steps include the formation of GSAs within two years of when SGMA became
effective; the adoption of GSPs within 5-7 years depending on the status of the basin in question (in critical
overdraft condition or not); and preparation, adoption and implementation of a GSP(s) that achieves the
sustainability goal within 20 years of plan adoption.

SGMA applies to basins or subbasins designated by DWR as high or medium-priority, based on a statewide
prioritization that uses criteria including population, importance and amount of groundwater pumped, extent of
irrigated agriculture dependent on groundwater, and other criteria. DWR’s final Basin Prioritization findings
indicate that there are 127 of California’s 515 groundwater basins and subbasins which are high and/or medium-
priority. These high and medium-priority basins account for 96% of California’s annual groundwater pumping and
include 88% of the state’s population. The priority ranking for the North American sub-basin of the Sacramento
Valley groundwater basin is 24 out of the state’s 515 basins, with an overall ranking score of 22.5 and a designation
of High Priority.

The City is well along the path of SGMA compliance, having joined the West Placer Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (WPGSA) consisting of the City of Lincoln, Placer County Water Agency, Nevada Irrigation District, and the
County of Placer. The WPGSA is one of a group of five GSAs formed within the North American Subbasin that
consist of West Placer Groundwater Sustainability Authority, Sacramento Groundwater Authority, South Sutter
Water District, Sutter County, and Recreation District 1001 GSAs. All five of these GSAs will prepare and submit
one joint GSP for the entire Subbasin. This GSP will be submitted to DWR in advance of the January 31, 2022
deadline for high-priority basins not currently in critical overdraft.
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6.3.3 Historical Groundwater Production

Until recently, groundwater had not been utilized by the City under normal year conditions. In the 2015 UWMP,
the City’s groundwater wells were identified for use only in drought or emergency conditions, with minimal
pumping for the purpose of maintenance or demonstration of the City’s ASR program. Over the last five years, the
City has worked to advance and expand the groundwater infrastructure and groundwater program to provide
additional water supply reliability.

Beginning in 2018, the City began to regularly operate existing groundwater infrastructure specifically by pumping
small volumes of groundwater from the City’s production wells and serving that water into the distribution system
as part of the maintenance plan. In 2019 and 2020, the City was able to store excess surface water through the
use of ASR production wells by injecting that water into the aquifer. As the City continues to develop this program
and look to the future of sustainable supply, groundwater pumping patterns will continue to evolve. A summary
of the amount of groundwater pumped by the City over the past five years is provided in DWR Table 6-1.

DWR Table 6-1
D ppller doe Ot P P 8Io C dlé
e PpPIIE O O plete e ple Delo
D All Or pa O € 8ro awater ae ped pDelo aesd dled
Groundwater Type Location or Basin Name 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
North American Sub-basin of
Alluvial Basin the Sacramento Valley 0 0 16.6 23.37 201.1
Groundwater Basin 5-21.64
TOTAL 0 0 17 23 201
NOTES: Water pumped from Roseville groundwater wells does not need to be desalinated.

6.3.4 Aquifer Storage and Recovery

The City considers development of a diverse and drought resistant water supply portfolio of primary importance.
To this end, the City has invested in both planning and capital improvements develop their Aquifer Storage and
Recovery (ASR) Program into a highly functional and critical component of the Water Utility’s future. The ASR
Program utilizes groundwater pumping infrastructure along with existing water supplies to increase reliability.
ASR wells are capable of injecting treated surface water from the distribution system into the groundwater aquifer
for later extraction and use. A schematic of wells equipped for ASR within an urban environment, accessing the
underlying aquifer for groundwater, is provided in Figure 6-1.
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Figure 6-1 Urban Groundwater Infrastructure Schematic

ASR production wells can be used seasonally (i.e. throughout the water year) or periodically over many years to
create a “groundwater bank”, storing surface water supplies within the aquifer in times of abundance (wet season
or years) for use in times of scarcity (dry season or years). An important component of an ASR Program is to
maintain consistent and detailed records of groundwater levels within the aquifer and extraction/injection
volumes. This information is used to ensure the groundwater basin is managed sustainably providing water supply
reliability benefits while avoiding impacts to the groundwater basin. The City is a committed leader in the region
with respect to the development of potential future cooperative water banking and responsible regional resource
management.

6.4 Stormwater

At this time, the City does not employ any active stormwater recovery measures. In recent years, the City has
invested in studies to determine whether stormwater recapture represents a possible resource for future diversity
in groundwater recharge projects. Considerations include water rights, timing and quantity of available runoff,
property rights, and water quality, among others. Given the complexity of the issues pertaining to stormwater
capture or surface spreading, the City continues to conduct analyses to determine the feasibility of this option in
the future.

6.5 Wastewater and Recycled Water

The City currently owns and operates two regional wastewater treatment facilities that treat wastewater flows
collected from the City, South Placer Municipal Utilities District (SPMUD), and some areas of unincorporated
Placer County. This section provides information on wastewater management, as well as its current and potential
reuse as a recycled water resource.
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6.5.1 Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal

The South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) was created under a Joint Powers Agreement in October 2000
and is comprised of the City of Roseville, South Placer Municipal Utilities District, and the County of Placer. The
SPWA oversees policy for funding regional wastewater infrastructure. The City collaborates with the regional
partners on forward planning and best practices for the management of these regional facilities.

The wastewater collection and treatment facilities within the City’s service area are maintained and operated by
City staff. The wastewater collection facilities outside of the City’s service area are maintained by the other SPWA
agencies (Placer County and SPMUD). Wastewater outside of the City’s service area but within the SPWA Service
Area Boundary is conveyed through trunk sewers to the City’s wastewater treatment facilities located within the
City limits. Metering stations are located at the City’s service area boundaries to account for the wastewater
entering the City’s collection system originating from Placer County and SPMUD collection areas.

The City owns and operates on behalf of the SPWA the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (Dry Creek WWTP)
and the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (Pleasant Grove WWTP). Both plants discharge tertiary
treated wastewater to surface water. Dry Creek WWTP discharges to Dry Creek while the Pleasant Grove WWTP
discharges to Pleasant Grove Creek. The two wastewater treatment plants serve an area that extends beyond the
City boundaries.

The Dry Creek WWTP provides tertiary-level wastewater treatment. The treatment consists of screening, grit
removal, primary clarification, aeration, nitrification and denitrification, secondary clarification, filtration, and
ultraviolet disinfection. Disinfected tertiary-treated wastewater from the Dry Creek WWTP meets Title 22
regulations for full, unrestricted use. The current (2020) average dry weather flow (ADWF) is approximately 8.5
MGD, of which approximately 65%, or 5.5 MGD comes from the City of Roseville.

The plant is currently authorized to discharge up to 18 MGD ADWF into Dry Creek under the Municipal General
Order. The Dry Creek WWTP discharge is assigned Municipal General Order enrollee number R5-2017-0085-004
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit No. CAG585001. Per the State Water
Resources Control Board Division of Water Rights, the City is required to maintain an instream flow of four million
gallons per day discharge to Dry Creek. Disinfected tertiary treated wastewater from the Dry Creek WWTP meets
Title 22 regulations for full, unrestricted use. The Dry Creek WWTP currently (2020) produces 1,063 AF/yr of
recycled water. A portion of recycled water from Dry Creek is discharged into a gravity line that supplies a school
and Morgan Creek Golf Course, both of which are located in Placer County, outside the City’s water service area.
The remainder of recycled water from the Dry Creek WWTP is pumped into the recycled water distribution system
and used within the City’s water service area.

The Pleasant Grove WWTP currently (2020) treats approximately 8.1 MG ADWF with approximately 65% or 5.3
MGD coming from the City of Roseville. The Pleasant Grove WWTP provides disinfected tertiary-level treatment
through the process of screening, grit removal, secondary aeration, secondary clarification, filtration, and
ultraviolet disinfection. The Pleasant Grove WWTP discharge is assigned Municipal General Order enrollee number
R5-2017-0085-005 and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit No. CAG585001. There are no
instream flow requirements for Pleasant Grove Creek.
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Disinfected tertiary-treated wastewater from Pleasant Grove WWTP meets Title 22 regulations for full,
unrestricted use. The Pleasant Grove WWTP currently (2020) produces 2,434 AF/yr of recycled water that is
pumped into the recycled water distribution system and used within the City’s service area boundary.

Pleasant Grove WWTP is currently undergoing construction of a major capital improvement project which began
in November 2019 and is expected to be complete in 2022. The project includes an increase in treatment capacity
from 9.5 MGD up to 12 MGD.
clarification, waste activated sludge thickening, and anaerobic digestion. This project represents significant

Improvements to the treatment process include the addition of primary

improvement to the capacity of the Pleasant Grove WWTP with important components of long-term resilience
and improved efficiency of the City’s utilities.

The project also includes important improvements which benefit the environmental and create renewable energy
resources. Methane from anaerobic digestion will be converted to a renewable compressed natural gas (CNG) to
fuel the City’s growing solid waste fleet and fuel new microturbines that generate electricity for plant usage. The
project includes a receiving facility for energy-dense wastes to enhance methane production.

As previously described, both treatment plants are regional wastewater facilities and as such, wastewater is
generated both inside and outside of the City from a combination of residential and non-residential sources. A
summary of the volume of wastewater processed at and discharged from each of the City’s wastewater treatment
plant in 2020 is provided in DWR Table 6-2 and DWR Table 6-3.

DWR Table 6-2
Submittal Table 6-2 Retail: Wastewater Collected Within Service Area in 2020

Percentage of 2020 service area covered by wastewater collection system

Percentage of 2020 service area population covered by wastewater collection system

Wastewater Collecti Recipient of Collected Wastewater

Volume of
Wastewater Wastewater Agency Is WWTP Is WWTP
Wastewater . Located .
Collection Volume Collected Receiving Treatment Within Operation
Agenc Metered or from UWMP Collected Plant Name UWMP Contracted to
gency Estimated? Service Area Wastewater a Third Party?
Area?
2020
City of . . Pleasant
Roseville Metered 5,958 City of Roseville Grove WWTP Yes No
City of . . Dry Creek
Roseville Metered 6,501 City of Roseville WWTP Yes No
Total Wast.ewater (?ollected 12,459
from Service Area in 2020:
NOTES: All volumes are in AF.
Approximately 65% of the flow received at the Dry Creek WWTP and 65% of the flow received at the Pleasant
Grove WWTP originates in the City's water service area.
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DWR Table 6-3

Submittal Table 6-3 Retail: Wastewater Treatment and Discharge Within Service Area in 2020

e 2020 volumes
Wastewater Discharge Discharge | Method Generated
Location . . Treatment Bredere) Recycled | Recycled e
Treatment Location of Outside the W g i Gunst
Name or 't _ : Level astewater Treated Within utside Flow Permit
Plant Name dentifier Description | Disposal | Service Area et Wa:ta:vfater Saiee | el Serdies Reovt:ireer:'nr::'\t
Treated? A AT q
Pleasant Pleasant River or
Grove Grove Creek creek Yes Tertiary 9,166 6,491 2,434 0 0
WWTP Creek outfall
Drv Creek River or
y Dry Creek | Creek creek Yes Tertiary 10,001 7,902 956 378 4,481
WWTP
outfall
Total 19,167 14,393 3,390 378 4,481
NOTES: All volumes are in AF.
100% of influent flow received at both WWTPs is treated and discharged within the City’s service area boundary.
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6.6 Recycled Water System

6.6.1 Recycled Water Coordination

The City regards recycled water as a valuable resource that is a key component of the City’s overall water supply
portfolio. The City operates its recycled water system and program in coordination with its regional wastewater
partners, including South Placer Municipal Utilities District and Placer County. The City has been successfully
irrigating landscaped areas throughout the City \and planning recycled water implementation as part of new
development surrounding the City. The City prepared the 2016 Recycled Water Systems Evaluation to position the
City for implementing the next phases of recycled water projects as new users within the City come online, and
as the various UGA’s plan for and install recycled water infrastructure.

The City operates the recycled water program though the requirements of Master Reclamation Permit Order 97-
147 (Permit). The Permit implements the reclamation criteria of the City’s Title 22 disinfected tertiary recycled
water. Current uses of recycled water within the City include irrigation of landscapes and golf courses, industrial
cooling for the Roseville Energy Park, and construction purposes such as dust control and soil compaction.
Recycled water is also conveyed outside the City’s water service area for golf course and landscape irrigation.

The City has prepared the South Placer Regional Wastewater 2020 Systems Evaluation Report (Appendix I), which
delineates the current and projected service area boundary, including Urban Growth Areas expected to be added
in the near future as development continues. The report provides baseline and projected characterizations of its
regional wastewater and recycled water systems. The Systems Evaluation Report was updated to address recent
annexations by the SPWA partner agencies, planning revisions, as well as changes in wastewater characteristics
and flows. Recycled water supplies and availability are directly linked to the planning and operation of the
wastewater treatment plants and must be managed and planned in coordination. The City and its SPWA partners
continue utilizing recycled water supplies is to promote responsible water supply management. Beneficial use of
available disinfected tertiary treated Title 22 recycled water allows surface water and groundwater supplies to be
applied to potable uses.

All agency elements for a reuse program within the City boundary, including land planning, development,
wastewater treatment, and water supply, are a part of the City of Roseville government organization.

6.7 Recycled Water Beneficial Uses

The City’s recycled water program predominantly serves landscape irrigation customers. The City currently
delivers recycled water to golf courses, parks, schools, and many miles of streetscape for landscape irrigation
within the City’s potable water service area. The City also provides recycled water to a school and a golf course
outside of the City’s potable water service area. The City delivers recycled water to the Roseville Energy Park,
which is owned and operated by the City of Roseville Electric Utility, for industrial cooling purposes. Landscapes
at both regional wastewater treatment plants also use recycled water for irrigation purposes. Recycled water can
be used for construction purposes such as dust control and soil compaction.

The current and projected direct beneficial uses of recycled water in the City’s water service area are shown in
DWR Table 6-4.
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DWR Table 6-4
Submittal Table 6-4 Retail: Recycled Water Direct Beneficial Uses Within Service Area

Name of Supplier Producing (Treating) the

Recycled Water:

Name of Supplier Operating the Recycled

Water Distribution System:
Potential Beneficial

City of Roseville

City of Roseville

Amount of

NOTES: All values are reported in AF.

Beneficial Use Type Uses of Recycled Potential Uses of S LS e L@ 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
of 2020 Uses Treatment
Water Recycled Water
Landscape Landscape Landscape irrigation Disinfected
irrigation (excludes | irrigation of public 1,841 of public areas and Tertiary 1,336 1,446 1,625 1,841 1,841 1,841
golf courses) areas and medians. medians.
Excludes golf course
Golf course Irrigation 2,403 usage outside Disinfected | 210 | 1888 | 2,121 | 2,403 | 2,403 | 2,403
irrigation service area Tertiary
boundary.
Roseville Energy Disinfected
Industrial use Industrial cooling 310 Park (REP) cooling Tertiary 310 310 310 310 310 310
water use.
Morgan Creek Golf
Other Course and 378 Irrigation Disinfected | 374 378 | 378 | 378 | 378 | 378
Creekview Ranch Tertiary
School
Total: 3,768 4,022 4,435 4,933 4,933 4,933
yes
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The uses listed in DWR Table 6-4 include use of recycled water supply as well as required discharges. Recycled
water uses represent demands within the City’s service area boundary including all approved specific plans. The
4 million gallon per day required discharge to Dry Creek as an instream flow requirement totaling 4,480 AF/yr is
not shown in DWR Table 6-4.

A comparison of the 2020 actual use of recycled water to what was projected for use in 2020 in the 2015 UWMP
is provided in DWR Table 6-5.

DWR Table 6-5

Submittal Table 6-5 Retail: 2015 UWMP Recycled Water Use Projection Compared to 2020 Actual

Use Type 2015 Projection for 2020 2020 Actual Use
Landscape irrigation (excludes golf courses) 1,923 1,336
Golf course irrigation 1,378 1,744
Industrial use 1,120 310
Total 4,421 3,390

NOTES: All values are in AF.
Golf course irrigation does not include golf course irrigation outside the City's service area (Morgan Creek Golf
Course)

6.8 Actions to Encourage and Optimize Future Recycled Water Use

As of 2020, the peak recycled water production in July is approximately equal to the peak recycled water demand
in July. For the City to further expand recycled water usage during the irrigation season, additional recycled water
must be made available. This will most likely be accomplished through expansion of operational storage, with the
necessary storage volume dependent on actual demand requirements. Therefore, the City will continue to
evaluate in-City and regional recycled water demands and consider its ability to provide recycled water for future
projects.

It is the policy of the City that where the use of recycled water is feasible, appropriate, and acceptable to all
applicable regulatory agencies, the City will require an owner or customer to use recycled water for approved
uses. The City has other methods of encouraging recycled water use including a rate discount and public
education. The recycled water rate for customers is currently 50 percent of the potable water rate. The City also
implements an extensive public education campaign to educate its customers about the reliability and other
benefits of recycled water. Another major benefit to customers of using recycled water is that it can be used
reliably in times of drought. In the event the City imposes drought restrictions on uses, such as irrigation and
construction, recycled water is exempt from these restrictions. Under certain drought stages, the City would
mandate the use of recycled water for construction purposes.

One target of future recycled water use is new development, as stated in DWR Table 6-6. A major hindrance to
expanding use of recycled water in existing developments is lack of infrastructure. Installing new infrastructure in
existing areas is exceedingly expensive. The City requires use of recycled water for all commercial irrigation
services in newly developing master planned areas. This is feasible because the recycled water infrastructure can
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be installed as part of the original project. Additionally, the City is considering expanding recycled water

distribution to entities both within and outside the potable water service area.

DWR Table 6-6

Submittal Table 6-6 Retail: Methods to Expand Future Recycled Water Use
Page 6-12 Page location of recycled water use narrative in UWMP

. L Planned Expected Increase in
MG Description Implementation Year Recycled Water Use
Developer Per City of Roseville development 1165

P standards, recycled water must be 2020-2045 ’
Agreements . . .
incorporated into future construction.
Total 1,165

NOTES: All values are in AF.

6.9 Desalinated Water Opportunities
There are no opportunities for the development of desalinated water within the City’s service area as a future
supply source. The City is not located near any bodies of water that would allow for the option.

6.10 Exchanges or Transfers

The City maintains an on-demand treated water system that is used for municipal and industrial purposes. The
City maintains direct treated water interties with five surrounding jurisdictions, as described in Section 2.2.3. The
City can transfer water between jurisdictions through these interties or access water to supplement its distribution
system. These facilities are designed to be used for wheeling water through the service area or for demand
shortage assistance.

As a condition of the Water Forum Agreement, the City has entered into a re-operation agreement with PCWA for
up to 20,000 AF to be used when Roseville’s surface diversion is cut back. In general, the agreement calls for PCWA
to release up to an additional 20,000 AF to the American River on an annual basis during time of reduced water
availability in the system. This water is to maintain flows in the Lower American River (Nimbus Dam to Sacramento
River), and therefore is not available for the City’s use. This re-operation water is considered a transfer, although
the ultimate user of the water, if any, has not been identified as part of the agreement - only that the water would
be marketed when it was identified as available. It is possible there could be multiple users as the water will flow
to the Delta and theoretically be available to all Delta water users.

Also, as a condition of the Water Forum Agreement, the City has committed to not take the entire amount of
contracted water from the Upper American River. As a result of having 66,000 AF/yr of water available through
various contracts and a commitment to take no more than 58,900 AF/yr from the American River Watershed,
there is an opportunity to find a long-term transfer for the 7,100 AF/yr with a user downstream of the confluence
of the American and Sacramento Rivers. The Water Code definition of short- and long-term conditions are that
short-term is considered for a period of one year or less and long-term is for a period of more than one year.

Water Supply Characterization
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6.11 Supply Management

The City has historically relied primarily on their suite of surface water contracts, supplying high quality water
through the City-owned Barton Road Water Treatment Plant, and serving the City’s population through gravity
flow. In most year types, the City will continue to rely primarily on these supply sources for the bulk of potable
water supply. Of these surface water contracts, the City employs supplies through the USBR contract as a first
priority each year, pulling next from the PCWA contract as needed. Each year allocations from the USBR are
subject to variation, resulting in potential differences in the duration and quantity of supply pulled from this
contract annually.

City Water Utility staff plan to utilize groundwater infrastructure differently in Normal and Dry hydrologic years.
In general, Roseville plans to use groundwater infrastructure in accordance with sustainable groundwater
management goals and objectives. In a Normal year, this means that the City plans to extract up to the quantity
of water banked in that year. In drought years, the City may find the need to operate its wells more significantly
to meet demands when significant impacts are seen to surface water supplies. This is outlined further in Chapter
7. As the City continues to install more ASR wells into the coming decade, provisions of the municipal code will be
updated to reflect their groundwater strategy.

6.12 Future Water Projects

The City has taken a proactive approach to ensuring resource diversity with a focus on surface water contracts,
strong groundwater infrastructure, and highly collaborative regional presence in water planning and future
conjunctive use. Future water supply project opportunities, including diversifying the purchasing or importing of
water, expansion of the City’s groundwater and ASR program, and regional cooperative conjunctive use are
discussed in the following sections.

6.12.1 Purchased or Imported Water

In addition to the current contract with PCWA for 30,000 AF/yr of surface water, the City is evaluating and may
enter an agreement with PCWA for additional treated surface water supplies available in all hydrologic year types.
The treated PCWA water would be supplied by PCWA'’s future Ophir Water Treatment Plant (Ophir WTP) which
will treat water from the Middle Fork Project. The Ophir WTP will be constructed in phases, with the first phase
expected to be operational by 2035 and provide an estimated 10 MGD total supply to all customers. Additional
phases will be evaluated as PCWA wholesale customers need new supply. The City may purchase up to 3 MGD of
normal year capacity from the Ophir WTP, equivalent to 3,360 AF/yr of treated surface water supply.

The City is also exploring future opportunities for water transfers with regional partner agencies in an effort to
diversify regional water management strategies in conjunction with responsible groundwater management
practices. In 2019, the City executed an agreement for pilot water transfer program with Sacramento Municipal
Utilities District (SMUD). This agreement allowed for an annual water transfer for up to 6,000 AF for three years.
The transfer allows Roseville to use wet season higher flows to recharge the groundwater aquifer for later season
extraction and use. The transfer was executed consistent with Water Forum Agreement policies and goals, as well
as an excellent precedent for regional conjunctive use strategies. The City may look to renew this transfer or
evaluate similar opportunities in coming years to provide drought resiliency and support the sustainable
management of groundwater.
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6.12.2 Groundwater and ASR Program

The City has historically relied upon groundwater resources only as a backup supply in times of shortage. Over the
last few years and in response to lessons learned during the 2015 drought, changing climate conditions, and the
overall need for further diversity and reliability of water supply, the City has invested in efforts to operationalize
and expand its groundwater program as a regular part of its water supply portfolio in all year types. Along this
vein, the City developed a Groundwater Strategic Plan in an effort to evaluate current infrastructure, potential
new well sites, further understand the condition and accessibility of the aquifer within the City’s service area
boundary, and how groundwater planning would look moving forward. The result of these planning efforts has
been the identification of 6 future well sites throughout the City’s Pressure Zones 1 and 4, with a heavier emphasis
on infrastructure on in Pressure Zone 1. Conceptual design and siting have been completed for these future well
sites, with exploratory drilling. The City plans to install these wells and their topside improvements within the next
5-10 years, all with ASR capability to enhance flexibility of operations and expand the City’s conjunctive use
capabilities. For planning purposes, each well is assumed to extract a nominal 1,750 GPM, with a final production
value to be determined upon production well drilling and development. These 6 future wells are expected to
represent a total of 16,936 AF/yr of additional water supplies.

Four of the City’s six existing wells have ASR injection capability, and at this time the City plans for future wells to
also be ASR capable. The ASR Program will not only allow the City to change the pattern of water withdrawal from
Folsom Reservoir from peak demand times in the summer to times when water is more available (i.e. the winter)
but could also be used as a replacement for surface water in WFA dry/drier years. The expected future water
supply programs are listed in DWR Table 6-7.

WATE WOR KS Water Supply Characterizaﬁti-c1>r51
N

E N G 1 E E R S



CITY O &@;
City of Roseville RQSFEY,I LLE

2020 Urban Water Management Plan

DWR Table 6-7

Submittal Table 6-7 Retail: Expected Future Water Supply Projects or Programs

. . . E
Name of Future | Joint Project with Planned Planned for xpecteq
i other suppliers? ‘ot : . Increase in
Projects or Description Implementation | Use in Year e
Programs Agency Name Year i .

& Yes/No | if applicable) P to Supplier
Reglionall . Reg|ona! water banking All Year Not Yet
Conjunctive Yes Various | and aquifer storage and 2025 .

. Types Determined

Use recovery projects.
Production/ASR Development of upto 6 Potentially,
Well Program No new production wells 2035 All Year 14,431
Expansion with ASR capability. Types

Partnership with PCWA
Ophir Water ;ndtiri]'g:nea\ﬁlroeznzn\tv(;ter All Year
Treatment Yes PCWA . 2035 3,360

capacity for purchase Types
Plant L.

through existing

interties.
PCWA-Roseville Partnership with PCWA
Cooperative to optimize and improve

All'Y Not 'Y
Water Yes PCWA existing interties to 2025 ear ot .et
L . Types Determined

Reliability increase supply transfer
Project volumes and reliability.
NOTES: All values are in AF.

6.13 Summary of Existing and Planned Sources of Water
The City’s current planned sources of water can be summarized as such:
e The City is currently contracted to purchase 66,000 total AF/yr of American River water diverted from
Folsom Lake with certain restrictions (see Chapter 7).
e The City intends to purchase an additional treated water supply from PCWA of 3,360 AF/yr as part of their
Ophir Water Treatment Plant project.
o The City neither currently uses nor plans to use surface water that is not mentioned above.
e The City maintains groundwater wells for normal, drought year, and emergency supply. Four of the City’s
6 existing active production wells possess ASR capability.
e The City does not currently use storm water as a potable water offset. The City is investigating future
opportunities to use stormwater in other beneficial ways.
o The City currently utilizes and has future plans to expand recycled water usage.
e The City neither currently uses nor plans to use desalinated water.
e The City maintains direct treated water interties with four surrounding jurisdictions for use in emergency
or water transfer situations.
The actual 2020 water supplies for the City are summarized in DWR Table 6-8 and the future projected water
supplies for the City are summarized in DWR Table 6-9.
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DWR Table 6-8

Submittal Table 6-8 Retail: Water Supplies — Actual

Water Supply Additional Detail on
iziter Sl Actual Volume Water
Quality
Purchased or Imported Water uS Bureag of 24,375 Drinking
Reclamation Water
Purchased or Imported Water Placer County Water 9,409 Drinking
Agency Water
Purchased or Imported Water S‘—fm J.uan Water 0 Drinking
District Water
City of Roseville o
i : Drinking
Groundwater (not desalinated) owned production 201
Water
wells
Recycled water Recvcled
Recycled Water produced by City of 3,497 WZter
Roseville WWTPs
Total 37,482
NOTES: All values are in AF.
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DWR Table 6-9
Submittal Table 6-9 Retail: Water Supplies — Projected

Water Supply Projected Water Supply
Water Supply | aqditional Detail 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
on Water Supply Reasonably Total Reasonably Total Reasonably Total Reasonably | Total Right | Reasonably | Total Right
Available Right or Available Right or Available Right or Available or Safe Available or Safe
Volume Safe Yield Volume Safe Yield Volume Safe Yield Volume Yield Volume Yield
Purchased or USBR - CVP
Imported 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Contract Supply
Water
Purchased or PCWA - Middle
Imported Fork Project 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Water Supply
Purchased or
Imported SIWD 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Water
Water Forum
Other Limitation on 7,100 - 7,100 - 7,100 . 7,100 - 7,100 -
American River
Supply Diversion
Purchased or PCWA - Potential
Imported Future Purchase 0 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360 3,360
Water (OPHIR WTP)
Groundwater Groundwater
(not Wells 1,560 7,920 2,720 12,570 3,350 14,430 3,350 14,430 3,350 14,430
desalinated)
South Placer
Recycled Water | Wastewater 4,022 4,022 4,435 4,435 4,933 4,933 4,933 4,933 4,933 4,933
Authority
Total 64,482 77,942 66,055 83,005 70,543 88,723 70,543 88,723 70,543 88,723
NOTES: Under normal year operations, the City intends to manage groundwater use sustainably through the active recharge of surface water through the ASR Program. Values
shown above assume a 3-month injection window and an equal volume of extraction. New ASR well infrastructure is expected to be operational by 2030, with additional wells
installed by 2035. The City is signatory to the Water Forum Limitation and has committed to not take the entire amount available through the USBR — CVP Contract Supply, this
commitment is reflected as -7,100 above. All Values are in AFY.
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6.14 Climate Change Impacts to Supply

6.14.1 Local Climate Change Outlook

The City has acknowledged and incorporated many recent lessons learned from the last 10 years of climate related
impacts to the reliability of its water supply. Beginning with the extended drought early in the decade, culminating
with the extreme shortages experienced in 2015, Roseville has seen unprecedented curtailments of water supply
and how important diversity of sources, diversion locations, and other options become when regular supply is
interrupted.

It is expected that regional reductions in Sierra Nevada snowpack will continue and worsen in the coming years,
creating uncertainty of surface water supplies — specifically the contract Roseville holds with USBR for 32,000 AF
annually which can be curtailed down to 0% depending on each year’s hydrologic outcome. Further, in drought
years a lack of inflow to Folsom Reservoir can reduce water surface elevations significantly and quickly, with the
possibility of exposing the intake facility at the dam.

The City’s surface water supplies will be more vulnerable to declining snowpack in coming years, with potential
for severe limitations in single dry years as well as periods of persistent drought. Integrating cross-seasonal
groundwater management (injecting in times of excess for extraction in times of scarcity) will provide much
needed resilience in the face of shifting climate conditions.

With these things in mind, the City has taken steps to operationalize its groundwater infrastructure and work
toward beneficial use (injection) of excess wet season supplies in preparation for seasonal shortages in surface
supply. It is important to note that Roseville is not simply planning to draw from the aquifer to offset its surface
water contracts, but rather that they are making concurrent plans to recharge this aquifer and bank supply before
the need arises. It is this type of forward planning that Roseville brings to the regional stage in helping the group
of agencies relying on these same supply sources to move toward a more sustainable outlook. Diversity of
operations and supply sources allow a more flexible approach to each year’s specific hydrologic conditions and
water demand.

6.14.2 Regional Climate Studies

In 2020, the American River Basin (Basin) region conducted a climate change study in partnership with local water
purveyors and the USBR. The purpose of the American River Basin Study (ARBS or Study) was to develop data,
tools, analyses, identify supply-demand imbalances, and climate change adaptation strategies specific to the

|Il

Basin. Under the “new normal” of a changing climate, the ARBS aims to improve the resolution of regional climate
change data and to develop regionally specific mitigation and adaptation strategies. As a participant of the study,
and service area contained within the Study Area, the following summarizes climate change findings pertinent for

the region. More detail, along with the approved study can be found at www.pcwa.net/planning/arbs.
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Figure 6-2 American River Basin Study Area

The Study Area is bounded by the Sierra Nevada Mountain range to the east, the Feather and Sacramento rivers
to the west, the Bear River to the north, and the Cosumnes River to the south (see Figure 6-2). In addition to the
American River Watershed, the Study Area encompasses the North and South American Groundwater Subbasins,
and Non-Federal Partners’ service areas outside of the American River Watershed.

6.14.3 Projected Future Conditions

Analysis of projected future climate conditions in the American River Basin and development of climate scenarios
for the ARBS were based on an ensemble of bias-corrected and spatially downscaled climate projections®. This
ensemble has been used by the California Water Commission and DWR as the primary source of climate projection
information in several recent studies, including the Water Storage Investment Program (WSIP) and California’s
Fourth Climate Change Assessment (Pierce et.al., 2018). Projected future climate conditions were evaluated and
characterized based on the ensemble of downscaled climate projections.

! Climate projections were developed using Global Climate Models from the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase
5 (CMIP5) and downscaled using Localized Constructed Analogs (LOCA) method projected and coupled with two future
emission scenarios (RCP 4.5 and RCP 8.5) available from Dr. David Pierce at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography.
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Hydrology scenarios were used to develop streamflow inputs to CalSim 3.0, which was then used to evaluate
changes in water supplies, demands, and management throughout the CVP and State Water Project (SWP),
including the Study Area. Demands for each water purveyor largely relied upon water purveyor’s information
provided in Regional Drought Contingency Plan/Regional Water Reliability Plan (RWRP) (Regional Water Authority,
2017) and 2015 UWMPs.

6.14.3.1 Temperature

Surface air temperatures are projected to increase steadily, with average summer temperatures increasing by
approximately 7.2 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) by the end of the 21st century (see Figure 6-3), and winter
temperatures increasing by 4.9°F. Projections of daily maximum and minimum temperatures suggest similar
warming trends during all seasons, with maximum temperatures projected to increase as much as 7.3°F during
the summer months.

American River Basin Study

D Study Area Boundary g::ﬁ:s;n Temperaturs

w ture Change Bet - High : 3.43/6.17 (F)
1980-2009 Historic/Baseline - Mid:3.10 /559 (F)
&2070-2099 Future Scenario

- Low:278/5.00(F)

0 25 5 15 20 25 30 35
[ =

40
Miles | |

Projection: CA State Plane || NADS3 {
Ternperature: NOAA ERSST V5 : https:#www estlnoaa.gov/psd/ |
Prepared: August 2079

Figure 6-3 Projected Changes in July Temperature between Historical (1980-2009) and End of Century Under
Central Tendency Climate Change

6.14.3.2 Precipitation
Annual precipitation projections show no significant trend in the median of change over the 21st century. Many
of the available GCM projections show change in precipitation, but there is no consistency in the magnitude and
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direction of projected change between models. Approximately half of the projections indicate a minor increase in
annual precipitation and half indicate a minor decrease, highlighting the large uncertainty in future precipitation
over this region. Although lacking clear trend in projected annual precipitation, by the end of the 21st century the
average fall and spring precipitation is expected to decrease, with winter and summer precipitation increasing.
Increasing variability is also projected in winter and fall precipitation. A summary of these projections is provided
in COR Table 6-B.

COR Table 6-B Projected Change in Precipitation and Temperature Over the American River Basin Study Area
Between 1980-2009 and 2070-2099

Percent Change in Change in Basin- Change in Annual Change in Annual
Season Basin-Averaged Averaged Annual Mean of Daily Mean of Daily
Annual Mean Mean Daily Air Maximum Air Minimum Air
Precipitation (%) Temperature (°F) Temperature (°F) Temperature (°F)
Fall -6.0 5.8 6.1 5.5
Winter 4.7 4.9 5.0 4.8
Spring -11.9 5.8 6.3 5.1
Summer 10.4 7.2 7.3 7.0

6.14.3.3 Snowpack

Snow water equivalent (SWE) is a key indicator of water supplies in this region, where runoff is largely influenced
by snowmelt. The increasing variability in precipitation combined with increases in surface air temperatures are
key drivers in projections of a reduction in annual average SWE. Average SWE is forecasted to decrease by 50-85%
across all climate scenarios and future time periods. In addition, areas that accumulate snow above Folsom
Reservoir are also projected to have up to a 12-inch decrease in maximum snowpack by end of the century.

6.14.3.4 Evapotranspiration

Potential evapotranspiration (PET) serves as a key indicator of landscape water demands, including consumptive
use by evaporation and transpiration from bare soil, water surfaces, native vegetation, and crops. Average annual
PET is expected to increase 1.2 to 6.2 inches across all climate scenarios and future time periods. PET is strongly
correlated with air temperature and thus expected to increase more under the hot scenarios (HD, HW) than under
the warm scenarios (WD, WW).

6.14.3.5 Runoff

Watershed runoff is a direct indicator of local water supply available, as well as to statewide CVP-SWP system.
Climate change projections indicate a pronounced shift in the distribution of runoff from May and June to earlier
in the season (December to March), implying a transition in precipitation from snow to rainfall and/or earlier
snowmelt and increasing the amount of runoff during the winter months. Peak runoff is expected to shift by more
than a month earlier by mid to late century (Figure 6-4). Spring runoff will decrease due to reduced winter
snowpack. Similar to the precipitation scenarios, there is large uncertainty in projected runoff where the ‘wet’
scenarios suggest an increase in annual runoff and the ‘dry’ scenarios suggest a decrease in annual runoff. The
projected changes in basin wide runoff range from an increase of 486 thousand acre-feet (TAF) under the warm-
wet scenario to a decrease of 203 TAF under the hot-dry scenario by the end of the century.
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Figure 6-4: Distribution of Average Monthly Runoff for Historical Record (1922-2015) and Future Projections
Under Central Tendency Climate Scenario

The change in annual climatic and hydrologic indicators between historical baseline observations (1915 to 2015)
and projected future conditions for the ARBS area are listed in COR Table 6-C.

COR Table 6-C Change in Hydrologic Indicators Between Historical Observations and Projected Future Hydrology
Time . . Precip 1 & 1 e 1T i PET SWE.; SWE nax Runoff

Period Climate Scenario (in)

(°F) (°F) (°F) (in) (in) (in) )

1915- | Historical

2015 | Observations 38.2 54.8 67.8 35.6 42.8 1.5 5.7 1,458
Warm-Wet 1.9 4 6.2 1.6 1.6 -0.7 -2.3 701

ZZ%Z;%_ Central Tendency 0.1 5 8.1 2.1 2.7 -0.9 -2.8 -2
Hot-Dry -2.8 6.2 104 2.7 3.7 -1.1 -3.4 -206
Warm-Wet 3.8 4.7 7.4 2 2 -0.8 -2.5 199

22%5831 Central Tendency -1.1 6.3 11.1 2.6 4.1 -1.08 -3.5 -93
Hot-Dry -3.4 7.9 13.3 3.7 5 -1.2 -3.8 -185
Warm-Wet 7 5.4 8.3 25 1.8 -0.9 -2.9 486

22%79%_ Central Tendency -0.6 6.5 11 2.8 3.9 -1 -3.3 -54
Hot-Dry -4.6 8.9 15.7 41 6.2 -1.3 -4.3 -203

Water Supply Reliability

Changing climate conditions in the Sierra Nevada Mountains threaten the volume of water stored in the snowpack
and the timing of runoff entering Folsom Reservoir. Consequently, they can also affect the critical role of Folsom
Reservoir in the CVP Operations. Reliance on Folsom Reservoir is expected to increase commensurate with the

WATERWOR KS Water Supply Characterization
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impact of sea level rise on salinity in the Delta. Modeling of these factors has illustrated that, without operational
adjustments, Folsom Reservoir is projected to have lower end of conservation season (end of September) storage
levels and approach “dead pool” more often under most future climate scenarios (see Figure 6-4). Similarly,
increased early season runoff would increase flood risks along the Lower American River, leaving less water in the
upper watershed available during water supply operations.

— 7070 HD 2070WW ==a=aBaseline Bl

1000
900
800
700

1,000 acre-feet
w
o
o

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10%

Exceedance Probability

Key:
Baseline BL = Historic Conditions, 2070 CT = Central Tendency 2070 Climate Scenario, HD = Hot-Dry 2070 Climate Scenario, WW =
Warm-Wet 2070 Climate Scenario

Figure 6-5 Exceedance Plot of Folsom Reservoir Storage (end of September) Under Future Climate Change

Under the 2070 level of development, the ARBS projects a supply-demand imbalance of 63 to 78 TAF/year in the
Upper Basin (or Foothills Area) without further conservation or management actions. In the Lower Basin,
groundwater extraction is expected to increase by 62 to 155 TAF/year to offset the projected imbalance, which
would affect groundwater sustainability.

Based on the water supply and demand imbalance results, the region’s water supply reliability has vulnerabilities.
The ARBS assessed several adaptation portfolios for addressing the range of vulnerabilities and future supply-
demand imbalances for the Study Area for regional benefits. Portfolios analyzed were:

Foundational Institutions

No Assurances for Long-term CVP Water Contract

Alder Creek Storage and Conservation Project

Sacramento River Diversion Project

Federally Recognized Groundwater Bank (North and South Basin)
Folsom Dam Raise with Groundwater Banking (South Basin)
Modified Flow Management Standard

NouhswnR

The seven formulated adaptation portfolios were quantitatively evaluated using CalSim 3 to alleviate supply-
demand imbalances and benefits to the region. The Study’s intent was not focused on individual water-supplier’s
portfolio, but rather how the region could plan to increase regional reliability. The precise composition, scale,
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operations, partnerships, funding, and governance to advance these project concepts will require further
evaluations and coordination among Basin interests, including USBR, DWR, and SWRCB.

While climate change does have an impact on the basin, impacts are largely seen closer to the end of the century,
and not within the timeline of the UWMP. Through proactive adaptation management actions, the Study
highlights ways for the region to alleviate climate change impacts by the end of century. Therefore, in
consideration of the timeline of the UWMP, the City of Roseville does not reflect any climate change impacts in
supply and demand scenarios within this Plan.

6.15 Energy Intensity

A new requirement of the CWC, pursuant to 10631.2. (a), for 2020 UWMPs is that suppliers must include
information that can be used to calculate energy intensity of their water service. Typically, a large portion of
energy consumed in municipalities is dedicated to the conveyance, treatment, distribution, and storage of water.
Maintaining water systems involves numerous pumps, motors, and other equipment which run for most or all
hours of the day year-round. Because the water operations consume a significant amount of energy, these
facilities can be a substantial contributor to greenhouse gas emissions in communities. Understanding how much
energy is consumed at the City’s various facilities is critical to ensure that the City is mindfully and efficiently
utilizing energy resources.

An analysis of the energy intensity, which is the amount of energy consumed per the volume of potable water
supplied, is provided in COR Table 6-D.

COR Table 6-D Energy Intensity Reporting

Start Date for Reporting Period ‘ 1/1/2020 Sum of Water
End Date 12/31/2020 BV ENE LR o]

Volume of Water Entering Process (AF) 32,300
Energy Consumed (kWh) 10,419,600
Energy Intensity (kWh/AF) 322.60

NOTES: Values include only water management processes that are under the
City’s operational control.

The City treats and distributes the majority of its potable supply with the significant aid of gravity flow, from
Folsom through the WTP and out into the distribution network throughout the City’s service area. Data collected
to support the analysis included in COR Table 6-D were primarily sourced from energy consumption billing data
for the City’s conveyance, treatment, distribution, and storage facilities for potable water. Where data was not
available, estimates were made based upon similar facilities as well as calculations proportionate to the volume
of water involved in the facility process. Some of the City’s conveyance or distribution facilities do not have power
sources or are owned by the adjacent utility and therefore do not represent consumption included in the
calculation above.
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Chapter 7 Water Service Reliability and Drought Risk Assessment

This chapter describes the long-term reliability of the City’s water supply portfolio in all hydrologic year types
through the year 2045. The City’s existing and planned water management strategies and options for increasing
the reliability of water supplies are also addressed. Shorter term reliability planning that may require immediate
action, such as drought or a catastrophic supply interruption, is addressed in the Water Shortage Contingency
Plan.

7.1 Constraints on Water Sources
This section addresses potential legal, environmental, water quality, and climatic effects on the reliability of water
supply sources through the year 2045.

7.1.1 Legal Constraints
The City does not anticipate legal factors to affect the reliability of recycled water or purchased water supply
within the planning horizon of this UWMP.

There are no existing legal constraints that limit groundwater pumping and the groundwater basin is not currently
adjudicated. However, as an updated sustainable yield for the subbasin has yet to be defined under SGMA, the
legal authority to enforce the sustainable yield of the subbasin has not been created, and the basin is subject to
the users’ cooperation in managing the basin until a formal authority is created. The City actively participates in
regional discussions regarding best practices and cooperative management of water resources. These issues and
concerns are being discussed in forums like the Regional Water Authority and as part of the Western Placer County
Groundwater Management Plan along with sustainable groundwater management objectives and activities. The
collaborative group of City of Roseville, PCWA, City of Lincoln, and California American Water is responsible for
and has been identified as the responsible entity for monitoring groundwater levels meeting requirements of the
2009 SB X7-6 California State Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program (CASGEM) program. Information
gathered as part of this program was included in the groundwater model that was developed to support the ASR
application with the Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine impacts of proposed extractions and
injections related to groundwater levels in the region.

7.1.2 Water Quality Constraints

The City’s water supply portfolio consists of high-quality surface water, recycled water, and groundwater
resources. In some areas of the City, iron and manganese can be found in native groundwater at concentrations
both above and below the secondary taste and odor maximum contaminant level established for these
constituents. The City monitors groundwater quality closely, to ensure water provided for potable use does not
exceed these standards.

7.1.3 Physical Constraints
The physical constraints of recycled water, surface water, and groundwater are discussed in the following sections.

7.1.3.1 Recycled Water
Recycled water is physically constrained by flows into the City’s wastewater treatment plants. It is therefore
seasonally available in higher quantities when demands are lowest during the wet season. The distribution
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network of “purple pipe” is also a physical constraint for this supply source, as it only exists in the western portion
of the City. Access to recycled water and its availability to offset potable needs are therefore, limited by physical
access to this pipe network.

7.1.3.2 Surface Water

The City has identified its Folsom Lake intake as a likely physical constraint on current surface water supplies. All
three surface water contract supplies are received through this point of diversion, making it a critical facility for
the reliability of Roseville’s surface water supply. If the water level of Folsom Lake were to drop close to or below
the intake elevation as it nearly did in 2015, the City would not be able to divert water without additional
infrastructure. The City is also able to receive supply through interties in emergency conditions; however, the WTP
represents the primary diversion point. As a result of this vulnerability and lessons learned in the 2015 drought
year, the City is actively exploring cooperative efforts with Folsom diversion and operation partners to duplicate
or lower the intake facility to alleviate this concern. The City is likewise examining options for alternate diversion
points or use of interties to increase reliability of physical water supply access.

The capacities of the Folsom Dam diversion, Roseville Water Treatment Plant, and distribution systems are
sufficient to divert, treat, and convey the projected surface water demands. A 150 cubic feet per second (cfs)
capacity limitations at the USBR pumping plant, which was agreed to based on recent pumping plant
improvements, is sufficient to provide water to meet the City’s needs.

7.1.3.3 Groundwater

The physical constraints on the current groundwater supply are the pumping capacities of existing wells. The total
pumping capacities from all the six wells are about 11,050 GPM, approximately 15.9 MGD, per Chapter 3 . The
City plans to install 6 additional wells by 2035 to provide additional groundwater supplies. Currently, the City plans
to design all new wells with ASR capability to allow for greater groundwater banking and extraction capability
throughout seasonal variations in surface water supply availability. Many of these planned well sites have been
reassessed and relocated to areas of the City’s surface are with more advantageous groundwater conditions as
well as hydraulics with respect to the distribution network. Installation of wells higher in the hydraulic grade area
of the system will allow for a greater downstream sphere of influence for this infrastructure and more flexible
system operation in times of reliance on groundwater.

7.1.4 Other Constraints

Aside from legal and physical constraints, several other considerations affect the availability and reliability of
Roseville’s water supply portfolio. The City’s purchased surface water supply is subject to reductions during dry
years (seasonal and climatic shortages) pursuant to the Water Forum Agreement (WFA), the USBR Operations
Criteria and Plan (OCAP), and the Central Valley Project Municipal and Industrial Water Shortage Policy (CVP M&l
WSP). These agreements and programs are discussed in greater detail in the following subsections.

7.1.4.1 Sacramento Water Forum Agreement
The Sacramento Water Forum is a diverse group of business and agricultural leaders, citizen groups, and
environmentalists, water managers, and local governments working together to balance two co-equal objectives:
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1. Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the Sacramento region’s long-
term growth and economic health.

2. Preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational and aesthetic values of the Lower
American River.

The City, along with several other Sacramento-area water suppliers are signatory to the January 2000 Water
Forum Agreement which includes Purveyor Specific Agreements, with the most recent revisions affected to these
agreements in 2015. The Water Forum Agreement provides the framework for how water resources, including
surface water and groundwater supplies would be used in the region, through the year 2030. The City’s Purveyor
Specific Agreement includes limitations on City surface water diversions from the American River under various
hydrologic conditions. The Water Forum categorized water years into three types, all of which are defined in terms
of the projected March through November unimpaired flow into Folsom Reservoir. These hydrologic year types
are as follows in COR Table 7-A.

COR Table 7-A Water Forum Agreement Hydrologic Year Types

Year Type Unimpaired Flow into Folsom Reservoir

Normal/Average or Wet Year Greater than or equal to 950,000 AF
Drier Year Between 400,000 and 950,000 AF
Driest/Critically Dry Year Less than 400,000 AF

Although Roseville’s water contract entitlements total 66,000 AF/yr, the City’s diversions from the American River
are limited by the WFA in normal/wet years, drier, and driest years. In normal/wet years, the City has agreed to
limit surface water diversions from the American River to 58,900 AF/yr. In driest or critically dry years, the
maximum diversion from the American River is limited to 43,800 AF/yr. In drier years, the City may divert an
amount between 43,800 and 58,900 AF/yr from the American River, calculated linearly depending on the
unimpaired flow into Folsom Reservoir, as shown in Figure 7-1.
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Figure 7-1 Water Forum Agreement Supply Limitations
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It is important to note that during the drier and driest years, the City has an agreement with PCWA to release an
additional 20,000 AF/yr of water down the American River on the City’s behalf through re-operation of PCWA's
American River Middle Fork Project (MFP). This 20,000 AF/yr of water is not part of the City’s contracted supply
of 66,000 AF/yr. The intent of the MFP re-operational releases during drier and driest years is to mitigate
environmental impacts resulting from increased diversions above 1995 baseline levels.

7.1.4.2 USBR Operations Criteria and Plan

In addition to the WFA, the City’s USBR water is also subject to restrictions as detailed in the 2004 Long Term
Central Valley Project Operations and Criteria Plan (location on USBR’s website). Chapter 5 of the OCAP entitled
“Operations Forecasting” states that CVP allocations can be affected by:

e Forecasted reservoir inflows and Central Valley hydrologic water supply;

e Current amounts of storage in upstream reservoirs and in San Luis Reservoir;

e Projected water demands in the Sacramento Valley;

e Instream and Delta regulatory requirements;

e Annual management of 3406(b)(2) resources (related to fish and wildlife); and/or

e Efficient use of CVP-SWP export capacity through Joint Point of Diversion flexibility.

The OCAP includes a requirement that contractors be informed by USBR no later than February 15 of any possible
deficiency in supplies that year. Since 1992, increasing constraints placed on operations by legislative and ESA
requirements have made water delivery to CVP contractors more difficult, with recent drought conditions further
impacting deliveries. Additionally, it is important to note that the City’s USBR water deliveries may be curtailed
purely based on downstream Delta conditions, irrespective of available upstream supply.

7.1.4.3 Central Valley and Industrial Water Shortage Policy

Upon a condition of shortage as determined by the OCAP, the CVP M&I WSP details the “incremental steps” by
which available M&I water supply is allocated to the CVP water service contractors. From the November 2015
USBR news release, elements of the CVP M&I WSP include:

e Define water shortage terms and conditions for applicable CVP water service contractors, as appropriate.

e Determine the quantity of water made available to CVP water service contractors that, together with the
M&I water service contractors’ drought water conservation measures and other non-CVP water supplies,
would assist the M&I water service contractors in their efforts to protect public health and safety during
severe or continuing drought.

e Provide information to CVP water service contractors for their use in water supply planning and
development of drought contingency plans.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes the existing setting, alternatives for future operations
under the CVP M&I WSP, and potential environmental impacts of each alternative. USBR selected Alternative 4,
the Preferred Alternative, which comprises the Updated CVP M&I Water Shortage Policy developed by USBR with
stakeholder input received during preparation of the Final EIS.
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The decision will allow USBR the greatest degree of flexibility to address CVP water service contractors’ needs
during a Condition of Shortage while recognizing that CVP deliveries are subject to the amount of CVP water
available. The Updated CVP M&I WSP also provides clarity to the terms, conditions, and procedures of the CVP
M&I WSP. A copy of the November 2015 Final Record of Decision is included in Appendix J.

7.2 Water Supply Reliability Assessment
This section addresses the reliability of the City’s water supply in average, single dry, and multiple dry water years.
The City uses the following water year definitions from the DWR 2020 Guidebook:

COR Table 7-B Reliability Assessment Year Type Characterization

Year Type Description

Average or Normal Year A single year or averaged range of years that most closely represents
the average water supply available to the Supplier.

Single Dry Year The year that represents the lowest water supply available to the
Supplier.

Five Consecutive Year Drought | The driest five-year historical sequence for the supplier.

The reliability of the potable and recycled water supplies is discussed in the following sections and are compared
to the projected potable and recycled water demand.

7.2.1 Potable Water Supply and Demand Assessment

This section provides an assessment of the City’s expected water supply and demand for Normal Year, Single Dry
Year, and Five Consecutive Year Drought scenarios, based on data available at the time of publication of this
UWMP, and discusses the City plans to mitigate potential supply deficits.

The City has identified the following base water years to represent the Year Types:
e Average or Normal Year: 2017
e Single Dry Year: 2015
e Five Consecutive Year Drought: 2011 - 2015

This City has identified these base water years based heavily on lessons learned through the droughts experienced
in the last 10 years. In 2017, 100% of the typical contract supply was available, making it a good candidate to
represent an average or normal year. In 2015, the City experienced a 75% curtailment of their USBR contract value
— a source which had been considered highly reliable until that time. With only a 25% allotment, this represents
the lowest experienced water supply level in Roseville’s history. The time period between 2011 and 2015
represented multiple years of drought conditions and the lowest average available water supply experienced by
the City, and therefore has been identified to represent the five consecutive year drought condition. Supply
volumes for base years are provided in DWR Table 7-1.
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DWR Table 7-1
Submittal Table 7-1 Retail: Basis of Water Year Data (Reliability Assessment)
Available Supplies if
Year Type Repeats
Quantification of available supplies is not
] compatible with this table and is provided
elsewhere in the UWMP.
Year Type Base Year .
Location
Quantification of available supplies is
[« |provided in this table as either volume only,

percent only, or both.

Volume Available % of Average Supply
Average Year 2017 64,279 100%
Single-Dry Year 2015 49,739 77%
Consecutive Dry Years 1st Year 2011 64,279 100%
Consecutive Dry Years 2nd Year 2012 59,430 92%
Consecutive Dry Years 3rd Year 2013 59,480 93%
Consecutive Dry Years 4th Year 2014 51,531 80%
Consecutive Dry Years 5th Year 2015 49,942 78%
NOTES: Groundwater is not utilized as a significant source of supply until a Drought Stage 3 is declared
by the City. Totals include recycled water which is assumed to be available in all year types.
All volumes are in AF.

The City intends to use their groundwater supply differently in different year types. Under Normal Year conditions,
the City intends to inject groundwater at an overall net benefit to the aquifer, or at most to extract groundwater
up to the amount injected. In times of drought however, as in a Single Dry Year, or multi-year drought condition,
the City can and will utilize their groundwater infrastructure as a larger percentage of overall supply. These
assumptions and the resulting groundwater availability by year type are outlined in COR Table 7-C.
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COR Table 7-C Groundwater Supply Availability by Year Type.
Groundwater Supplies and Management by Year Type

Operational ASR Wells 6 10 11 11
Well Data Total Annual Extraction Capacity 17,600 | 28,000 | 32,100 | 32,100

Total Annual Injection Capacity 7,000 | 12,100 | 14,900 | 14,900
Year Type ‘ Assumptions 2020 2030 2035 Buildout

In a Normal Year, the City would only
typically extract less than or equal to the
volume injected. The injection window is
estimated at 3 months for the wet season 1,560 | 2,720 | 3,350 3,350
when additional volume might be available,
and 90% capacity would be assumed to
account for 10% down time for
maintenance.

Normal

In a Single Dry Year, the City would expect to
pump for 6 months of the year at 90%
capacity to allow for 10% down time for
maintenance.

Single Dry 7,920 | 12,570 | 14,430 | 14,430

In the 5th year of a 5 -Year Drought, the City
Year 5 of a Multi- | would expect to pump for 6 months of the

Year Drought year at 90% capacity to allow for 10% down
time for maintenance.

7,920 | 12,570 | 14,430 | 14,430

NOTES: All values are in AF.

The availability of total water supply from each source by hydrologic year type is outlined in COR Table 7-D.
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COR Table 7-D Potable Supply Availability by Year Type
Potable Water Supply Availability by Source and Hydrologic Year Type

Supply Source 2020 (current) 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
NORMAL WATER YEAR
USBR 32,000 32,000 32,000 | 32,000 32,000 | 32,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 30,000 | 30,000
SJWD 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Water Forum Limitation -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 1,560 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 60,460 60,460 61,620 | 65,610 65,610 | 65,610
SINGLE DRY YEAR
USBR 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 30,000 | 30,000
SJWD 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Forum Limitation 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 7,920 7,920 12,570 | 14,431 14,431 14,431
Total 45,920 45,920 50,570 | 55,791 55,791 55,791
FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEAR DROUGHT - YEAR 1
USBR 32,000 32,000 32,000 | 32,000 32,000 | 32,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 30,000 | 30,000
SJWD 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000
Water Forum Limitation -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100 -7,100
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 1,560 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 60,460 60,460 61,620 | 65,610 65,610 | 65,610
FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEAR DROUGHT - YEAR 2
USBR 24,000 24,000 24,000 | 24,000 24,000 | 24,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 30,000 | 30,000
SIWD 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Water Forum Limitation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundwater 1,560 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 55,560 55,560 56,720 | 60,710 60,710 | 60,710
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FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEAR DROUGHT - YEAR 3
USBR 24,000 24,000 24,000 | 24,000 | 24,000 | 24,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000
SIWD 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Forum Limitation 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 1,560 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 55,560 55,560 56,720 | 60,710 | 60,710 | 60,710
FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEAR DROUGHT - YEAR 4
USBR 16,000 16,000 16,000 | 16,000 16,000 | 16,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000
SJWD 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Forum Limitation 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCWA (Future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 1,560 1,560 2,720 3,350 3,350 3,350
Total 47,560 47,560 48,720 | 52,710 | 52,710 | 52,710
FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEAR DROUGHT - YEAR 5
USBR 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000 | 30,000
SJWD 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Forum Limitation 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCWA (future) 0 0 0 3,360 3,360 3,360
Groundwater 7,920 7,920 12,570 14,431 14,431 14,431
Total 45,920 45,920 50,570 | 55,791 | 55,791 | 55,791
NOTES: Groundwater more significantly relied on in single dry years and year 5 of a five consecutive year
drought condition.
All values are in AF.

7.2.2 Comparison of Supply and Demand

A comparison of projected water supply and demand during Normal, Single Dry, and Five Consecutive Year
Drought conditions are included in DWR Table 7-2, DWR Table 7-3, and DWR Table 7-4. It is important to note that
in all scenarios shown in these tables, Normal Year demands are shown. As outlined in Chapter 4, passive demand
reduction savings are incorporated into the demand projections themselves; however, no specific conservation
effort to reduce demands in a drought year have been shown in these tables in order to depict the most basic
comparison of supply and demand in these year types. As shown, there is an adequate water supply in all normal
years. In single dry years and in certain multiple dry years, water supply deficit may occur.

7.2.3 Recycled Water Supply and Demand Comparison

The City’s recycled water supply is an important resource as it is considered to be 100% reliable in all water year
types. Recycled water supply has been set equal to the projected recycled water demand in these analyses
because showing a surplus recycled water supply would mask potential potable water shortages.
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7.2.4 Total Water Supply and Demand Comparison

A comparison of projected total (potable and recycled) water supply and demand during a normal water year is
included in DWR Table 7-2. As shown, there is an adequate water supply in normal years to meet demands through
2045.

DWR Table 7-2

Submittal Table 7-2 Retail: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

Supply totals
64,482 66,055 70,543 70,543 70,543

Demand totals
51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547

Difference

12,893 9,065 7,996 7,996 7,996
NOTES: An additional 3,360 AF of supply from the PCWA Ophir WTP is assumed to
become available in all year types as of 2035. The City plans to have 4 new wells
operational by 2030 with an additional 2 following by 2035, as well as the destruction of 1
existing. Supply and demand include Recycled Water. All volumes are in AF.

A comparison of projected water supply and demand during a Single Dry Year is included in DWR Table 7-3.

DWR Table 7-3

Submittal Table 7-3 Retail: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Supply totals* 49,942 55,005 60,723 60,723 60,723
Demand totals* 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
Difference (1,647) (1,985) (1,824) (1,824) (1,824)

NOTES: An additional 3,360 AF of supply from the PCWA Ophir WTP is assumed to
become available in all year types as of 2035. The City plans to have 4 new wells
operational by 2030 with an additional 2 following by 2035, as well as the
destruction of 1 existing. Supply and demand include Recycled Water.

All volumes are in AF.

A comparison of projected water supply and demand during a Five Consecutive Year Drought is included in DWR
Table 7-4.
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DWR Table 7-4

Submittal Table 7-4 Retail: Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

Supply totals 64,482 66,055 70,543 70,543 70,543

First year DIIEILS 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
totals
Difference 12,893 9,065 7,996 7,996 7,996

Supply totals 59,582 61,155 65,643 65,643 65,643

Second year ﬂ,ir;]i”d 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
Difference 7,993 4165 3,096 3,096 3,096

Supply totals 59,582 61,155 65,643 65,643 65,643

Third year &et:"ljnd 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
Difference 7,993 4,165 3,096 3,096 3,096

Supply totals 51,582 53,155 57,643 57,643 57,643

Fourth year Eoet:’ljnd 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
Difference (7) (3,835) (4,904) (4,904) (4,904)

Supply totals | 49,942 55,005 60,723 60,723 60,723

Fifth year tDoet:}:”d 51,589 56,990 62,547 62,547 62,547
Difference (1,647) (1,985) (1,824) (1,824) (1,824)

NOTES: An additional 3,360 AF of supply from the PCWA Ophir WTP is assumed to become
available in all year types as of 2035. The City plans to have 4 new wells operational by 2030 with
an additional 2 following by 2035, as well as the destruction of 1 existing. Supply and demand
include Recycled Water. All volumes in AF.

As stated in DWR Table 7-4, there is sufficient supply to meet demands in Normal Years through 2045. In Single
Dry Years and some extended drought years, shortages do occur. DWR Table 7-2, DWR Table 7-3, and DWR Table
7-4 include recycled water supply and demand. The remaining deficits shown will be mitigated by potable water
conservation measures implemented as part of the Water Shortage Contingency Plan.
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7.2.5 Deficit Mitigation

Depending on the raw water supply available from USBR, and in accordance with the WFA, deficits in potable
water supply may occur in a single dry year or the latter stages of an extended drought condition. As shown in
DWR Table 7-3 and DWR Table 7-4, the greatest potential deficit between available supply and demand would
occur in Year 4 of a Five Consecutive Year Drought condition.

One potential strategy to alleviate deficiencies shown above is indicated in DWR Table 7-5. In DWR Table 7-5, the
potential volume of water resulting from potable water demand reductions are shown.

DWR Table 7-5

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Total Water Use 39,172 42,276 45,380 48,484 51,589
Total Supplies 64,279 59,430 59,480 51,531 49,942
Surplus/Shortfall w/o WSCP Action 25,107 17,153 14,100 3,047 (1,647)
Planned WSCP Actions (use reduction and supply augmentation)
WSCP - supply augmentation benefit 0 0 0 0 0
WSCP - use reduction savings benefit 0 0 0 0 6,659
Revised Surplus/(shortfall) 25,107 17,153 14,100 3,047 5,013
Resulting % Use Reduction from WSCP action 0% 0% 0% 0% 13%
NOTES: Supply and demand totals include Recycled Water. Demand reductions actions only apply to the
portion of total water use that is potable and not to the recycled water.

The City will determine the needed balance between water conservation and groundwater pumping on a case-
by-case basis consistent with the City’s Municipal Code. The City also continues to plan for and analyze
opportunities for water supply projects or exchanges that would increase the reliability of the raw water supplies
diverted from the American River.

7.3 Regional Supply and Reliability

All water consumed by the City comes from local supply sources. No water is imported from other regions, nor
does the City anticipate importing water from other regions throughout the UWMP planning period. However,
the City is actively engaged in multiple planning projects and coordination intended to strengthen water supply
reliability throughout the Sacramento area, in addition to investing in long-term water storage projects like the
future Sites Reservoir. Projects like Sites will not provide direct benefit in terms of water supply to Roseville;
however, as a regional project it promises to strengthen the Northern California water portfolio as a whole,
providing benefit to all who operate within this sphere. The City is a committed regional partner in working to
solve supply shortage issues before they become a critical reality, with climate change and increasingly limited
supply sources at the crux of the issue. The City will continue these efforts into the future and work with its partner
agencies to find the best path forward.
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Chapter 8 Water Shortage Contingency Plan

Following the severe drought of 2012-2016, the State of California Legislature sought to expand the water
shortage contingency analysis under former law and mandated that a Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP)
be adopted by suppliers. A copy of the WSCP is provided in Appendix K.
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Chapter 9 Demand Management Measures

This chapter describes the City’s historical and existing water conservation program, status of implementation of
Demand Management Measures (DMMs), and projected future conservation implementation. The CWC requires
that the UWMP include a comprehensive description of historical, current, and projected water conservation
programs.

CWC 10631 (e) Provide a description of the supplier’s water demand management measures. This
description shall include all of the following:

(1) (A) For an urban retail water supplier, as defined in Section 10608.12, a narrative description that
addresses the nature and extent of each water demand management measure implemented over the
past five years. The narrative shall describe the water demand management measures that the supplier
plans to implement to achieve its water use targets pursuant to Section 10608.20.

(B) The narrative pursuant to this paragraph shall include descriptions of the following water demand
management measures:

(i) Water waste prevention ordinances.

(ii) Metering.

(iii) Conservation pricing.

(iv) Public education and outreach.

(v) Programs to assess and manage distribution system real loss.
(vi) Water conservation program coordination and staffing support.

(vii) Other demand management measures that have a significant impact on water use as measured in
gallons per capita per day, including innovative measures, if implemented.

In previous UWMPs, a substantial amount of data was required to document a water supplier’s progress in
implementing fourteen specific DMMs. In 2014, Assembly Bill 2067 simplified, clarified, and updated reporting
requirements for DMMs. Starting with the 2015 UWMP, focus has turned away from detailed descriptions of each
of the fourteen DMMs and has turned to water conservation measures that are being implemented to achieve
compliance with SB X7-7. For retail agencies, the number of DMMs has been reduced from fourteen to six (plus

n “other” category). A narrative description of the status of the DMMs and how the DMMs will help the water
supplier achieve its SBX7-7 water use targets is required. Detailed data are not required.

Members of the CUWCC may include their reporting in the UWMP, but a narrative is also required.

9.1 Demand Management Measures

The six DMMs required to be discussed in the 2020 include the following:
e Water waste prevention ordinances;
o Metering;
e Conservation pricing;
e Public Education and outreach;
e Programs to assess and manage distribution system real loss; and
e Water conservation program coordination and staffing support.
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For each DMM, the current program is described, followed by a description of how the DMM was implemented
over the previous five years and the planned implementation to achieve the water use targets required by SB X7-
7, which is discussed in Chapter 5

9.1.1 Water Waste Prevention Ordinances

The City currently restricts water waste within its service area. Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 14.09, Water
Conservation Ordinance (Appendix L), defines water waste and associated penalties of continued infractions. Per
the ordinance, customers in violation are provided a series of notifications at one-week intervals: first a courtesy
notice, second an administrative warning, and finally a formal citation. If the situation is not remedied by the time
specified in the formal citation, additional measures can be taken to enforce compliance. These measures include
fines, water restrictions, low flow devices, or discontinued service. In addition, the City may waive the courtesy
notice and administrative warning in times of drought.

To enforce the Water Waste Ordinance, the City employs two 1,500 hour/year conservation workers to patrol
within the service area limits. The City has also employed contract help at night to conduct water waste patrols.
These patrol efforts are ramped up and down seasonally according to the intensity of landscape water usage. In
addition, full-time City staff patrol for water waste as part of their normal job duties. In addition to patrols by City
staff, the City has an online reporting mechanism that allows customers to report observed water waste
anonymously. Customers can visit www.roseville.ca.us/waterwaste and submit an electronic form, which is then

further investigated by City staff.

Implementation of this DMM is ongoing and expected to help the City achieve its water use targets by minimizing
the nonessential uses of water so that the water is available to be used for human consumption, sanitation, and
fire protection.

9.1.2 Metering

A meter retrofit program was developed and implemented from 2001 to 2011. Implementation of metered rates
began immediately on all residential metered connections established after January 1, 2002, with the remaining
retrofitted homes transitioned in large blocks as retrofits were completed. Customers were provided water use
information for a period of one year before transition to volumetric billing began.

The metering DMM helps Roseville achieve its water use targets by providing accurate water use information to
both the customer and the City. Higher than normal comparative usage triggers outreach to customers who may
have leaks, as well as awareness of efficient water use practices. Overall, metering assists the City in managing
customer water use and leak detection efforts.

9.1.3 Conservation Pricing

As a component of its meter retrofit program, the City adopted conservation pricing for water on all metered
accounts from 2011 through 2015. Later, and to comply with Proposition 218 requirements, the City transitioned
to a per-use, uniform billing rate structure in February 2016. A complete list of service charges, excess water use
charges, and water rates are included in Roseville Municipal Code Sections 14.08.090 Service Charges for Metered
Service through 14.08.100 Flat Water Rates. This information is included in Appendix M.
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Implementation of this DMM is expected to help the City achieve its water use targets by ensuring water
customers pay the true cost of water. The City regularly analyzes this cost of water production, capital
improvement project needs, level of service requirements and other costs of operating the water system during
regular rate studies. Where adjustments need be made, extensive public education efforts are undertaken to
maintain transparency of utility operations and funding to support any required rate changes. Sufficient revenue
will continue to be available to fund water system operations, maintenance, and water conservation programs.

9.1.4 Public Education and Outreach

The City promotes water conservation and other resource efficiencies in coordination with the Regional Water
Authority (RWA), Roseville Electric, and Roseville’s Public Information Department. The City distributes
information through paid advertisements, television commercials, featured segments on the local government
access channel, the internet (through the City’s website and streaming video), the City’s Utility Exploration Center,
several water efficient workshops each year, movie theater ads, newsletters, bill inserts, mill messages, brochures,
vehicle decals, community outreach events, community speaker bureaus, and yearly special events.

9.1.4.1 Customer Water Usage Portal

The City plans to implement a customer portal as part of the implementation of Advanced Metering Infrastructure
(AMI) which is currently underway. This portal will provide residents with an ability to view their past usage and
identify any changes in use patterns that may indicate leaks or opportunities for implementing cost savings by
conserving water.

9.1.4.2 Utility Exploration Center

In 2008, the City’s utilities jointly funded and created the Roseville Utility Exploration Center (UEC). In addition to
serving as a “storefront” for the utilities, the Center is used by the City for community outreach and environmental
education. Designed for an interactive experience, the UEC hosts multiple hands-on exhibits with a “learning lab”
for demonstrations, presentations, and workshops. Topics include water conservation and watershed protection,
energy efficiency, waste reduction, and wastewater management.

Since opening, the Utility Exploration Center has hosted over 640,000 program participants, with approximately
5,000 student (preschool through sixth grade) to the exhibit hall; partnered with cultural, recreational, and utility-
related organizations to create a lively series of changing events, workshops, and activities; and connected with
residents in a variety of off-site outreach activities.

The Center is housed within the Gold LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certified Martha Riley
Library building, which was the first building in Placer County to be so honored. Future plans include the
“Inspiration Garden,” an outdoor learning space created in partnership with Roseville’s Water Efficiency division,
with a goal of encouraging more residents to adopt water-wise gardening practices. The garden is planned for
completion by summer 2021. Plans are also underway to update the original visitor center exhibits. A larger
outdoor project, originally called the IDEAscape, would further expand exhibits to include topics such as river-
friendly landscaping and irrigation, utility systems, solar energy, and watershed protection. The project is currently
on hold but is anticipated for completion by 2030.
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9.1.4.3 Student Outreach
In addition to Regional Water Authority (RWA) student outreach programs, the City independently provides
presentations, conservation materials, and facility tours to local schools.

9.1.5 Regional Water Authority — Outreach and Education

In addition to local public education and outreach programs, the City also participates in a regional public
education and outreach program through the Regional Water Authority (RWA). RWA is a joint powers authority
formed in 2001 to promote collaboration on water management and water supply reliability programs in the
greater Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado, Yolo, and Sutter counties. In collaboration with 19 water provider
members and other wastewater, stormwater, and energy partners, RWA formed the Water Efficiency Program
(WEP) in 2001 to bring cost effectiveness through economies of scale to public education and outreach activities.

The WEP operates on an average annual budget of $530,000 and is supplemented by grant funding. Grants are
an important funding resource for the Program. Since 2003, the Program has been awarded $13.2 million in grant
funding for public outreach and education as well as a variety of rebate programs, fixture direct install programs,
system water loss, individualized customer usage reports, large landscape budgets and more. Of those funds,
$3.8 million was awarded between 2016 and 2020.

The main function of the WEP is to develop and distribute public outreach messages to customers in the region
by collaborating with its water provider members. The Program distributes these messages on a regional scale
through regional media and advertising buys and was honored with the United States Environmental Protection
Agency WaterSense Excellence in Education and Outreach Award in 2016. From 2016-2020, the WEP created a
series of public outreach campaigns. A summary of each campaign and highlighted achievements is as follows.

Following the historic 2015 California drought, the WEP launched the “Rethink Your Yard” Campaign in 2016 with
a focus on prioritizing landscape watering, putting trees first and transitioning thirsty lawn and landscaping to
beautiful, low water use, River-Friendly landscapes. The Program advertised the campaign through online ads,
social media, commercial radio, Raley Field (local baseball stadium) and local billboards. The campaign featured
local homeowners with their newly redesigned yards on billboards throughout the region.

The campaign launched in 2017 focused on encouraging customers to understand and deliver the amount of water
their landscape really needs and to make permanent equipment changes to improve efficiency such as installing
weather-based irrigation controllers, more efficient sprinklers and drip irrigation. The Program partnered on this
messaging with local nurseries through a “Get Growing this Fall” initiative to encourage residents to plant in the
fall when days are cooler and plants don’t need as much water to establish roots.

From 2018 through 2020, the regional campaign focused on tackling the landscape overwatering problem with a
“Check and Save” message encouraging residents to check the soil moisture with a moisture meter before turning
on sprinklers. To support this message, the Program provided free froggy moisture meters via an online request
form and at events. In 2019, WEP distributed 3,000 moisture meters to customers throughout the region.

These campaigns are implemented through both paid advertising buys and earned media from public service
announcements (PSAs). Every year the campaigns can be heard on local radio stations such as Capital Public Radio
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and online through google, Facebook and YouTube advertisements. From 2016-2020, the WEP public outreach
campaigns produced:

e Radio Advertising (2016-2020)
3,443 radio advertisements ran
17.2 million impressions

e Digital Advertising (Facebook, Google Display Network and Spotify) (2016-2020)
24.3 million impressions
262,900 clicks

e Additional advertising (billboards in 2016)
1.8 million digital advertisements ran
51.6 million impressions

e Public Service Announcements (Television and Radio) (2016-2020)
20 million impressions
$570,000 in value had they been purchased as advertising

The Program also continues messaging through its own Facebook page. From 2016-2020, the Program created
about 60 Facebook posts a year featuring water saving tips and other relevant information. The WEP hosted
several Facebook sweepstake contests including: Tree Hugger in 2016, where participates submitted pictures
hugging a tree to raise awareness about the importance of healthy trees and the Under/Over Debate in 2020,
where participates were asked to weigh in what is the proper way to hang toilet paper to raise awareness of toilet
leaks. The winner of the Under/Over Debate sweepstakes received a case of toilet paper delivered via mail and
gift card to a local hardware store.

The Program continues to utilize the public outreach website bewatersmart.info to reach customers throughout

the region. The website contains regional and local water provider information on rebates and services, top ways
to save, an interactive watering and water waste information map, a water-wise gardening database, recent press
releases, the Sacramento Smart Irrigation Scheduler tool, and more. Educational information and customer
services were modified to address the COVID pandemic in 2020 including online water efficiency lessons for kids,
a list of nurseries that offered curbside pickup, virtual water wise house calls and numerous virtual educational
customer workshops. Between 2016 and 2020, the website averaged 96,000 unique visitors per year.

For more targeted outreach, the Program distributed quarterly e-newsletters to participating residents. The e-
newsletters are filled with water savings tips, upcoming events, and other interesting articles. They are usually
timed around changes in the weather to help signal the need for residents to adjust their irrigation systems, such
as day light savings coupled with a message to dial back sprinkler systems. The e-newsletter reaches 6,300
households.

Every year the WEP selects 3 public events to attend for the public to interact with local water efficiency staff.
These events provide an opportunity for the region to communicate its messages in person. Events have included
the Sacramento Home & Landscape Show at Cal Expo, Creek Week, Harvest Day, Farm-to-Fork Festival, and several
Earth Day events. Additionally, RWA, in coordination with participating local water providers, hosts an annual
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Mulch Mayhem event in which customers can pick up a truck load of free mulch from selected locations
throughout the region. All in-person regional events were canceled in 2020 due to the COVID pandemic.

The Program is also very active in communicating to local media outlets such as the Sacramento Bee. Between
2016 and 2020, RWA issued 50 press releases on WEP activities and regionally significant news and participated
in nearly 30 radio public affairs interviews. The RWA and the WEP were mentioned in dozens of news articles
published by local and regional media outlets both within and outside of the Sacramento region during the same
time frame.

To support public outreach messaging and water savings tips, the Program also coordinated several regional
rebate programs, which were partially funded by state and federal grants. A variety of rebate options were
provided including toilets, clothes washers, and irrigation efficiencies (full summary in COR Table 9-A).
Collectively, these rebates and installations will produce an estimated lifetime (10 years) savings of 6 billion gallons
of water and 6.4 million kilowatt hours of energy.

COR Table 9-A Regional Rebates and Installations from 2016 through 2020.

Lifetime Water Lifetime Energy
Rebate/Installation Type 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 | Savings per Type | Savings per Type

2016-2020 (MG) |2016-2020 (kWh)**
High Efficiency Clothes Washers Rebates 491 480 453 366 518 111.2 118,094
High Efficiency Toilets Rebates 4,494 3,124 2,255 1,868 904 512.3 544,076
Smart Irrigation Controllers Rebates 245 358 801 556 1,298 667.9 709,299
Irrigation Efficiencies Rebates* 21,271 5,879 5,548 1,724 NA 3,786.4 4,021,178
Turf Replacement Rebates (square feet) 376,613| 584,535 236,064| 85,375 NA 474.6 503,980
Toilet Direct Installation 1,943 4,542 968 NA NA 237.4 252,066
Showerhead Direct Installation 1,141 2,512 704 NA NA 222.6 236,447
Faucet Aerators Direct Installation 1,162 4,314 317 NA NA 18.5 19,648
Urinal Direct Installation NA 403 73 NA NA 10.2 10,878
Total Water Savings per year/Lifetime (MG) 2859 138.2| 104.4 42.9 32.8 6,041.1
Total Energy Savings per year/Lifetime (kWh)**| 303,626 146,717| 110,915| 45,509| 34,799 6,415,665
* Includes: pressure regulator equipment, pipe and pipe fittings, drip or low volume equipment, and sprinkler heads or nozzles.
**Regional average of 1,062 kilowatt hours per MG
kWh = kilowatt hours
MG = million gallons
NA = no funding available
Lifetime = 10 years

In addition to public outreach, the Program also coordinates school education activities. Since 2012, the Program
has hosted the Water Spots Video Contest for high school and middle school students. The WEP provides a new
contest theme each year and provides the region’s teacher and students with relevant facts and images to help
develop 30 second video PSAs. Students submit their videos to RWA who hosts a panel of local celebrities
including Monica Woods from ABC 10 to decide on a first, second and third place winner. The top 10 scoring
videos are then posted online for public voting to select a “people’s choice” winner as well. Both teachers and
student receive cash prizes and the winning videos are played at Raley Field during River Cats games and in select
movie theaters throughout the region. The winning PSAs are incorporated into the WEP’s media activities as well.
Past themes include WATER MYTHS BUSTED!, H2o Hero, and Show Off Your Water Smarts. Between 2016 and

WATE WORKS Demand Management Measusr;_e(s5
N

E N G 1 E E R S



CITY D

City of Roseville BOSEYI I.I.E

2020 Urban Water Management Plan

2019, 450 videos were submitted (average of 90 videos a year). The 2020 Water Spots Video Contest was canceled
due to the COVID pandemic.
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9.1.6 Programs to Assess and Manage Distribution System Real Loss
The City maintains a comprehensive water audit and leak-detection program to assess, identify, and repair potable
distribution system losses.

In 2009, the City began using AWWA Water Loss software to develop an annual water loss audit. The City
continues to employ this method in compliance with Senate Bill 555, validating the annual audit for accuracy prior
to submission to DWR each year by the regulatory deadline of October 1. Results from the audit have helped the
City identify where in the distribution process leaks are occurring. This information is coupled with detailed
pipeline information stored in the City’s asset management and GIS system. Audit information helps identify
potentially leak prone areas of the City’s distribution system for focused rehabilitation or repair projects. The City
has recently implemented a proactive auditory leak detection program by City crew members in addition to the
audit analyses to identify leaks. Additionally, an independent desktop analysis of potential areas of loss is planned
for the coming year. Once these areas are isolated, responses include corrosion monitoring programs, service
cathodic protection, relining and/or replacement. The City’s asset management software is then updated with
identified leaks, which in turn provides more information useful for prioritization of future rehabilitation
programs. In 2020, the City began design of a project to rehabilitate 8 miles of water main in the downtown area
to improve the function and longevity of the mains, reducing water loss through older pipes in this area of town.

The City also employs a third-party leak detection service on an annual basis to perform focused auditory surveys
for leaks, in addition to in-house training and leak detection processes executed by City operations staff
throughout their regular maintenance operations. In combination, these measures and projects employed to
identify and reduce system leakage offer the City a comprehensive and proactive approach to the reduction of
lost water supply.

9.1.7 Water Conservation Program Coordination Staffing Support

In addition to the employees mentioned in Section 9.1.1, the City employs other individuals as members of the
City’s internal water conservation program team. Member qualifications include: Certified Landscape Irrigation
Auditor (CLIA) certification, Water Distribution Operator D-2 certification, and extensive irrigation system
management experience.

In compliance with DWR’s UWMP guidelines, the cull contact information for the City’s Water Conservation
Administrator is listed below:

Bobby Alvarez

Water Conservation Administrator

City of Roseville, Environmental Utilities Department
916-746-1710 (office)

BAlvarez@roseville.ca.us

9.2 Other Demand Management Measures
In addition to the six DMMs described above, the City also implements the following programs:

e Residential Water Wise House Calls
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e Residential HET Replacement Program

e Residential Irrigation Rebates

e Residential Cash for Grass Rebates

e Commercial Irrigation Water “Budgets”

e Commercial Irrigation Audit

e Commercial Cash for Grass Rebates

e Commercial Custom Rebate

e Commercial Irrigation Improvements Rebates
e Commercial Food Service Water Efficiency Rebates
e Commercial Landscape Water Use Reviews

e Commercial Interior Water Use Audits

e Commercial Water Waste “Night Patrols”

e Commercial HET Replacement Program

These programs are described in Section 9.2.

9.2.1 Residential Conservation Programs

The City implements several programs to reduce the consumption of water to its residents. The activities of these
various programs are described in the following subsections. Implementation of these programs is expected to
help the City achieve its water use targets by reducing the amount of water consumed by its residential customers.

9.2.1.1 Water Wise House Calls

The City provides a free home water use inspection service known as the Water Wise House Call Program.
Inspections are conducted by trained water conservation technicians and help identify potential water savings for
the customer.

Single-family inspections are approximately one hour in length and consist of an indoor and outdoor evaluation.
During the interior portion of the inspection, the technician measures flow rates of existing plumbing fixtures
(offering high-efficiency alternatives if necessary), checks all fixtures and appliances for leaks, and provides
information on the City’s currently available rebate programs (further described in Sections 9.1.2,9.1.3, and 9.1.4).

Following the indoor evaluation, the technician then conducts an outdoor inspection. A typical outdoor inspection
tests sprinkler system efficiency, distribution uniformity, pool equipment, as well as an evaluation for leaks via
pressure test. Following the sprinkler test, soil moisture probes are utilized to optimize irrigation scheduling
through adjustment of the residence’s irrigation controller.

Finally, water use information is reviewed, and the customer is provided with suggested corrective actions,
information regarding the City’s rebate programs, and educational material on how to further water conservation.

In addition to local advertising, Water Wise House Calls are actively marketed to high water use customers by the
City’s Water Efficiency Division. In 2020, modifications were made to this program to adhere to recommended
safety procedures in consideration for the global health crisis caused by COVID-19. Adjusted Water Wise House
Calls continue to be conducted in a safe manner for both residents and City employees.
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9.2.1.2 Residential High Efficiency Toilet Replacement Program

The City first established a HET rebate program in 2008. Residents can receive up to $100 for replacing an older
(pre-1992), non-conserving toilet with a new 1.28 gallon per flush model. Rebates are offered on a first come/first
service basis to customers on an annual basis, and the program is advertised regularly on Roseville’s Channel 11,
bill inserts, conservation articles, newsletters, and the City’s website. Customers can also obtain an application by
request through the mail or at special events and City office public counters.

The City continued this rebate until 2018 when market saturation caused the water savings realized by this
program to diminish significantly. This program is currently under reevaluation to determine whether the current
terms and conditions bear revision to reinstate the program. Each year new opportunities are explored, and
existing rebate programs evaluated for effectiveness as the City works to offer a suite of available opportunities
to residents.

9.2.1.3 Residential Cash for Grass

In 2008, Roseville created a turf replacement program titled “Cash for Grass” that provides incentive for customers
to replace their turf with water efficient landscaping. Turf is purchased at $1.00 per square foot up to $1,000 per
residential site. To comply, participants must not only remove their turf but also install a low-volume irrigation
system to irrigate their new water efficient landscape.

9.2.2 Commercial, Industrial, Institutional Conservation Programs

The City implements several programs to reduce the consumption of water to its commercial, industrial, and
institutional customers. The activities of these various programs are described in the following subsections.
Implementation of these programs is expected to help the City achieve its water use targets by reducing the
amount of water consumed by its non-residential customers.

9.2.2.1 Irrigation Water “Budgets”

The City has developed water “budgets” for the majority of its dedicated irrigation accounts (including those
owned by the City). These budgets were created using the City’s geographical information system (GIS) to
determine irrigated landscape area and then field verified for accuracy. The budget reports, produced monthly,
show the site’s actual water use compared to the estimated water use based on site demographics. If a site’s
water usage is significantly greater than expected, City staff may request the site’s owner complete a site water
audit.

9.2.2.2 Irrigation Audit

Similar to Water Wise House Calls, the City provides a free landscape audit service for irrigation customers upon
request. Staff evaluates the irrigation system and makes recommendations for improvement. Rebates are
available to further incentivize the customer to make improvements to their irrigation systems.

The City will continue to implement this program and will consider expansion based on the past years’
participation.
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9.2.2.3 Commercial Cash for Grass
Similar to the Residential Cash for Grass Program, the City offers rebates to commercial customers for replacing
turf with water efficient landscaping. Commercial customers can receive $2.00 per square foot.

9.2.2.4 Commercial Irrigation Improvement Rebates

The City offers a suite of rebate opportunities for commercial irrigation customers including for conversion to drip
irrigation, high efficiency nozzles, self-adjusting controllers, pressure regulators, as well as installation of irrigation
submeters for a total potential rebate value of $15,000 for those who meet the established criteria for their
projects. Applications for these rebates are easily accessed through the City’s website with clear outlines of
qualifying equipment and labor for ease of submission.

9.2.2.5 Commercial Food Service Water Efficiency Rebates

The City also offers a series of rebates available to commercial customers in the food service industry, with a “One-
Stop Program” through which they can apply for applicable benefits on the purchase and replacement of cooking
appliances (steamers and combination ovens), sanitation equipment (dishwashers), as well as refrigeration
equipment (ice machines) with improved efficiency.

9.2.2.6 Customized Rebate Program

In addition to the above rebates, the Customized Rebate Program helps commercial, industrial, and institutional
customers save money with financial incentives on capital expenditures for retrofit of existing equipment with
more water-efficient technologies. This program applies to hardware upgrades including equipment and
technology for space cooling, refrigeration, laundry, cleaning, and flushing. The customized rebate amount is
derived by measuring current usage of the process compared to the water usage of the new retrofitted process.
Water savings are estimated using the number of days operated per year and the expected life of the equipment
(capped at 10 years). Total amount of saved water is rebated at $0.50 per 100 cubic feet. Rebates will be paid on
a first-come, first served basis until program funds are depleted.

9.2.2.7 Commercial Interior Water Use Audit

The Commercial Interior Water Use Audit assists commercial properties in lowering water, wastewater, and
energy costs. A facility review identifies equipment inefficiencies and provides a detailed report of all inefficiencies
and corresponding recommendations.

9.2.2.8 Night Patrols
The City has implemented a Night Patrol program during peak water usage months that helps to identify
commercial water waste after normal business hours. Patrols are typically conducted several nights per week.

9.2.2.9 Commercial High Efficiency Toilet Replacement Program
Similar to the Residential High Efficiency Toilet Replacement Program, commercial customers can receive up to
$175 for replacing an older (pre-1992), non-conserving toilet with a new 1.28 gallon per flush model.

9.3 Planned Implementation to Achieve Water Use Targets
In most instances, helping customers understand the savings that can be achieved and methods available to
achieve these savings is enough to motivate change. Through the above DMMs, the City can help customers
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identify these savings, which in turn helps the City to achieve its water use targets. Additionally, the City will
continue to work with the Parks Department, area school districts, landscape contractors, and property managers
to improve water use efficiency.

9.4 Members of the California Urban Water Conservation Council

In 1991 (amended September 16, 1999), an MOU regarding urban water conservation in California was made that
formalizes an agreement between DWR, water utilities, environmental organizations, and other interested groups
to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and make a cooperative effort to reduce the consumption of
California’s water resources. This MOU is administered by the California Water Efficiency Partnership (CalWEP).

In 1991, Roseville became a voluntary signatory of CalWEP’s MOU (formerly the California Urban Water
Conservation Council or CUWCC). Since becoming a signatory to the MOU, the City has implemented and
promoted its water use efficiency programs to help customers reduce water demand. The City reports to CalWEP
on its coverage of the recommended BMPs on a calendar year basis.

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water Code Section 10631 (j)) allows for an urban retail water
agency that is a signatory member of CalWEP to meet the DMM requirements by documenting that CalWEP has
determined the urban water agency is complying (coverage) with all of the provisions of the MOU. Documentation
of the City’s compliance is provided in Appendix N.
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Chapter 10 Plan Adoption and Submittal

This chapter provides information regarding the notification, public hearing, and adoption of the plan.

10.1 Inclusion of all 2020 Data

Because 2020 is the final compliance year for SB X7-7, the 2020 UWMPs must contain data through the end of
2020. If a water supplier bases its accounting on a fiscal year (July through June) the data must be through the
end of the 2020 fiscal year (June 2020). If the water supplier bases its accounting on a calendar year, the data
must be through the end of the 2020 calendar year (December 2020).

Asindicated in Chapter 1, the City uses a calendar year for the water supply and demand accounting, and therefore
this 2020 UWMP includes data through December 2020.

10.2 Notice of Public Hearing
The City provided 60-day notice of the preparation of its 2020 UWMP, and the notice of the 2020 UWMP Public
Hearing to the cities and counties listed in DWR Table 10-1.

DWR Table 10-1
Submittal Table 10-1 Retail: Notification to Cities and

Counties
Notice of Public
City Name 60 Day Notice .
Hearing
City of Roseville
. Notice of Public
County Name 60 Day Notice .
Hearing
Placer County

Other agencies notified included the following:

e (California American Water

e (Citrus Heights Water District

e Placer County Water Agency

e Regional Water Authority

e SanJuan Water District

e Sacramento Municipal Utilities District
e Sacramento Suburban Water District
e US Bureau of Reclamation

Public hearing notifications for adopting the Plan were published in the local newspaper (Roseville Press Tribune)
and on the City’s website. A copy of the published Notice of Public Hearing is included in Appendix B.
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10.3 Public Hearing and Adoption
The City has encouraged community and public interest involvement in the Plan update through the use of public
meetings and web-based communication. Copies of the City’s outreach efforts are included in Appendix B.

On June 16, 2021, public hearings for the Urban Water Management Plan and Water Shortage Contingency Plan
were held. The public hearings provided an opportunity for all City water users and the public to become familiar
with the Urban Water Management Plan and Water Shortage Contingency Plan and to ask questions about the
plan’s contents. In addition, the hearings presented an opportunity for the public to learn about or comment on
the City’s continuing plans for providing a reliable, safe, high-quality water supply. Copies of the draft Urban Water
Management Plan and Water Shortage Contingency Plan were made available for public inspection on the City’s
website in advance of the public hearings.

Following the public hearings, adoption hearings for the Urban Water Management Plan and Water Shortage
Contingency Plan were held on June 16, 2021 and were each adopted by City Council in separate resolutions. A
copy of the adoption resolution for the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan is provided in Appendix O.

The adopted Water Shortage Contingency Plan is included as Appendix K of this Urban Water Management Plan
and a copy of the adoption resolution is provided in Exhibit C of the Water Shortage Contingency Plan.

10.4 Plan Submittal

A copy of the 2020 UWMP will be submitted to DWR within 30 days of adoption and by July 1, 2021. The adopted
UWMP will be submitted electronically to DWR using the WUEdata submittal tool. A CD or hardcopy of the
adopted 2020 UWMP will also be submitted to the California State Library.

No later than 30 days after adoption, a copy of the adopted 2020 UWMP, including the Water Shortage
Contingency Plan, will be provided to the cities and counties to which the City provides water.

10.5 Public Availability

No later than 30 days after submittal to DWR, copies of this 2020 UWMP will be available for public review at the
City’s public offices. An electronic copy of this Plan will also be available for review and download on the City’s
website: www.roseville.ca.us/UWMP.

10.6 Public Implementation

This Plan will be the source document for any Senate Bill 610 Water Supply Assessment or Senate Bill 221 Water
Supply Verifications required for any proposed projects between 2021 and 2025 that are subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and would demand an amount of water equivalent or greater than the amount
of water by a 500-dwelling unit project. This Plan will also be the source document for water demand projections
and water supply availability. Lastly, this Plan will provide guidance and direction on development of new local
supplies and implementation of water conservation programs and recycled water expansion to meet the
requirements of the Water Conservation Act.
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10.7 Amending an Adopted UWMP

If the City amends its 2020 UWMP or the Water Shortage Contingency Plan contained therein, copies of
amendments or changes to the plans will be submitted to DWR, the California State Library, and any city or county
within which the supplier provides water supplies within 30 days after adoption.

10.8 California Water Code Requirements

Demonstration of compliance with all applicable requirements of the California Water Code pertaining to Urban
Water Management Plan and Water Shortage Contingency Plan is provided in Appendix P. Appendix P was
developed based on the UWMP Checklist provided in the Guidebook and is organized by subject.
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RESOLUTION NO. 21-369
ADOPTING THE 2021 HOUSING ELEMENT COVERING THE PERIOD FROM 2021 TO 2029

WHEREAS, in March 2020 the Sacramento Area Council of Governments adopted the
Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP); and

WHEREAS, the RHNP included the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for each
member jurisdiction, allocating the City of Roseville 12,066 total units, of which 6,178 were lower
income; and

WHEREAS, the City was required to update the 2013 Housing Element to demonstrate
adequate capacity for the City’s RHNA, as well as update the data, analysis, and content of the
General Plan Housing Element to reflect current information and current Housing Law; and

WHEREAS, the City conducted extensive public outreach to receive feedback on the
Housing Element update, including workshops in October 2020, publication of a Preliminary Draft
in December 2020, publication of a Second Draft in June 2021, publication of an Adoption Draft in
July 2021, and publication of a Final Draft in August 2021; and

WHEREAS, the updated 2021 Housing Element is responsive to both public comments and
comments from the California Department of Housing and Community Development; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed 2021 Housing
Element on July 22, 2021; and

WHEREAS, on August 18, 2021, the City Council held a public hearing at which time the
proposed 2021 Housing Element was considered; and

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Roseville desires to approve said 2021 Housing
Element as conducive to public interest, health, safety and welfare, and consistent with the land use
practices of the City and with state law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville that
the 2021 Housing Element (attached as Exhibit A) is hereby adopted.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Development Services Director is hereby directed to
retain said 2021 Housing Element on permanent public display in the Development Services
Department of the City of Roseville and is authorized to make typographical or other non-content
corrections without further Council approval.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Roseville this 18® day of
August, 2021, by the following vote on roll call:

AYES COUNCILMEMBERS: Houdesheldt, Roccucci, Mendonsa, Bernasconi
NOES COUNCILMEMBERS: None

ABSENT COUNCILMEMBERS: Alvord



MAYOR

ATTEST:

onss Croya/

City Clerk
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In California, cities and counties are required to adequately plan for existing and future housing needs. This plan is the
Housing Element, a component of the General Plan that includes analyses of barriers to housing production and
strategies for producing the needed housing. This Housing Element covers the period from 2021—-2029. The Housing
Element includes the following major sections:

¢ Introduction: This section analyzes the purpose and relationship to other elements, and data sources.

¢ Public Participation: This section includes the outreach efforts taken by the City to engage all segments of the
community throughout the Housing Element update process. More details on public outreach, including materials
posted, letters received, and how comments were incorporated into the Housing Element can be found in
Appendix H.

¢ Housing Plan: This section identifies housing goals, policies, and objectives for the 2021 Housing Element.
Funding sources are identified and schedules for implementation are set forth. In addition, a quantified objectives
summary is provided.
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o Housing Needs Assessment: This section includes an analysis of the city’'s demographic profile, housing
characteristics, and existing and future housing needs.

¢ Housing Resources: This section includes a discussion of the City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA), inventory/land availability, opportunities for energy efficiency and conservation, and financial resources.

¢ Housing Constraints: This section identifies potential governmental and non-governmental constraints, such as
land use controls, fees and exactions, permit processing, land and construction costs, availability of financing, and
equitable access to housing.

e Glossary: This provides an easy reference to explain terms used in the Housing Element.
e Appendices: Supporting technical materials and details are found within the appendices below.
Appendix A — Review of the Previous Housing Element
Appendix B — Regional Analysis of Impediments (Fair Housing)
Appendix C — Detailed Sites Inventory
Appendix D — Maps of Sites Inventory
Appendix E — Rezone Program
Appendix F — Accessory Dwelling Unit Affordability Study
Appendix G — Homeless Resources

Appendix H — Public Outreach

The United States is facing increasing housing issues of housing insecurity as a result of many issues, including
insufficient housing, rising housing costs, and rising proportions of cost burdened households (those paying more than
30% of their income on housing). Nationwide, nearly a third of households are cost burdened according to American
Community Survey data (2014—2018), while in California nearly 40% of households are cost burdened. While there
are many factors contributing to the housing crisis which are not within local government control, local land use
regulations, housing plans, and other government constraints can have a significant influence on housing outcomes.
This is why a Housing Element is an essential part of a successful and healthy community, because it requires local
governments to review their progress on the production of housing, identify the housing needs particular to their
community, identify areas for improvement, and establish a future housing plan that will help provide access to
affordable housing for all sectors of the community.

The purpose of the Housing Element is to identify and analyze existing and projected housing needs in an effort to
preserve, improve, and develop housing for all economic segments of the community. The Roseville Housing Element
is an eight-year proactive document, comprising guidelines for the long-term development of housing in the city.

In accordance with Government Code Section 65583, the Housing Element for Roseville includes technical data from
the 2010 Census and 2014—2018 American Community Survey (e.g., population, housing, growth rates, and income
levels), an evaluation of existing policies and implementation measures, and a description of new programs designed
to effectively implement the Housing Element.

' This Housing Element is being prepared in fall/winter 2020/2021. Updated 2020 census data will not be available until
spring 2021, and therefore was not available for use in this Housing Element.



The overall components of the Housing Element reinforce the City’s dedication to provide current and future residents
a range of purchase and rental units affordable to all income groups. The City will meet housing affordability goals with
policies, programs, and implementation measures detailed in this Element. The City, along with all segments of the
community, including the development, business, and manufacturing sectors, will work together to ensure the success
of affordable housing programs.

The City of Roseville adopted a 10% Affordable Housing Goal in 1988. The 10% Affordable Housing Goal has been
retained and implemented through the General Plan (as amended) and several Housing Element updates. Since its
adoption 30 years ago, the 10% Affordable Housing Goal has proven to be an effective tool in the production of
affordable housing. . The 10% Affordable Housing Goal is not meant as a maximum goal to the development of
affordable housing. In fact, the 10% goal does not ensure that Roseville meets its new RHNA allocation for the low-
and very low income units for the 2021-2029 planning period.

The City’s Affordable Housing Goal is not intended to be used as an inclusionary zoning program, whereby the
property owner would be required to shoulder the entire responsibility of producing the affordable housing on a project-
by-project basis. The intent of the 10% Affordable Housing Goal is to ensure City and developer willingness to actively
work together to develop housing affordable to households of very low, low, and middle income as new Specific Plan
areas in the City are planned. The City’s experience has proven that incorporating the 10% Affordable Housing Goal as
a long-term policy within the framework of the Housing Element provides the legal and social motivation for the City
and developers to work together to designate, finance, and produce affordable housing units. However, the City will
consider alternatives to achieving affordable housing within newly annexed areas, should conditions or legislation
require the City to alter its approach to affordable housing.

Some of the base assumptions used in the element include:

e Future housing needs were derived from projections provided by the Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP),
which was adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) in March 2020. The California
Government Code requires cities to use the growth rate projections contained in the RHNP.

o The City has established a 10% Affordable Housing Goal, which is based on existing and projected financial
feasibility for housing projects.

o The provision of units for new households will not alter the need to maintain a 5% or less vacancy rate for both
owner-occupied and rental units.

e The wage level associated with a majority of jobs created during the next eight years will not permit the purchase
of a typical single-family detached unit in Roseville, unless a second wage eamer contributes to total household
income.

e Thereis aregional goal to continue to reduce commute traffic within the region by providing adequate housing in
proximity to jobs, achieved, in part, by matching housing affordability to wage levels.

e  Of current Roseville residents, very low- and low-income renters allocating in excess of 30% of their income for
rent have a current unmet housing need.

e The City's 10% Affordable Housing Goal will be used to provide rental housing affordable to very low-and low-
income households and purchase housing affordable to low-and moderate-income homebuyers.

e The State of California prefers to combine middle- and moderate-income levels into the moderate-income
category. The City of Roseville considers 80% to 120% of median income too broad a range when dealing with
housing affordability and has chosen to keep the two income levels separate. For purposes of clarification, the City
of Roseville identifies middle-income households as having 80% to 100% of median income.

e The success of the Housing Element in attaining its goal of ensuring housing for all economic segments of the
community will be measured through its ability to:
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Promote equal and fair housing opportunities for all individuals;

Foster and maintain affordable housing for city residents;

Promote public-private cooperation in the provision of affordable housing;
Minimize governmental and non-governmental constraints to housing production;
Incorporate energy efficiency and conservation into residential development;
Continue housing monitoring programs.

The components of the Housing Element serve to reinforce the following overall principles:

Roseville will work to accommodate the housing needs of its current and future residents by providing a range of
purchase and rental housing affordable to all income groups.

The City will strive to guarantee housing affordability over time through the adoption of policies and implementation
measures as detailed in this Housing Element.

The City’s policy to provide affordable housing for all income groups is a social objective, and as such, itis the
responsibility of all segments of the community to actively work together to achieve the goal. The City of Roseville,
its development community, and its business/manufacturing community should work together to ensure the
success of an affordable housing program.

The City will take meaningful actions that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free
from barriers that restrict access to opportunity.

Summary of Population and Housing Characteristics

Population — According to the California Department of Finance, the population total for the City of Roseville was
145,163 people in 2020.

Persons per Household — According to the 2014—-2018 American Community Survey (ACS), the citywide
person-per-household average was 2.68.

Number of Households — According to the 20142018 ACS, the number of households in the city was 49,204.

Household Income — According to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD),
the area median income (AMI) for a family of four in Placer County in 2020 was $80,100.

Employment — According to the 2014-2018 ACS, approximately 63,060 Roseville residents 16 years and over
are employed.

Regional Fair Share Allocation — Roseville’s fair share of the region’s housing needs is 12,066 units, broken
down into four income groups as follows:

Very Low income: 3,854 (32%) Low Income: 2,323 (19%)
Moderate Income: 1,746 (15%) Above Moderate Income: 4,142 (34%)

Residential Units — According to the 2014-2018 ACS, there were 54,621 housing units in Roseville.

Owner-Occupied Households — According to 2014—2018 ACS, 32,080 (65.2%) of the households were owner-
occupied.

Renter-Occupied Households — According to 2014-2018 ACS, 17,124 (34.8%) of households were renter-
occupied.



¢ Housing Vacancy Rates — According to the 20142018 ACS, Roseville had a rental vacancy rate of 6.6% and
an ownership vacancy rate of 0.9%.

¢ Housing Stock by Unit Type — According to the 2014—2018 American Community Survey, 76.4% of the city’s
housing stock was made up of single-family homes, 22.9% was multi-family units, and the remaining 0.7% was
mobile homes.

e Median Purchase Price — According to realtor.com, the median sales price for homes in Roseville for the period
from July 2020 to September 2020 was $507,000. This figure represents an increase of 4.2%, or $20,500,
compared to the prior quarter and an increase of 8.2% compared to the prior year.

¢ Rental Prices — According to Forrent.com, in March 2021, one-bedroom apartments were renting for $744 to
$2,790, two-bedroom apartments were renting for $888 to $4,840, and three-bedroom apartments were renting
for $1,975 to $5,000, and meanwhile two-bedroom houses were renting for $1,375 to $1,925 and three-bedroom
houses were renting for $2,195 to $2,495.

Data Sources

The most current and relevant data sources were used in the preparation of the 2021 Housing Element. The
information in this document draws on a broad range of informational sources. Information on population, housing
stock, and economics comes primarily from the 2014—2018 American Community Survey, the 2013-2017
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, the California Department of Finance, Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) publications, and City documents. Information on available sites and services for
housing comes from numerous public agencies. The 2020 Census results were not available during document
preparation. Information on constraints on housing production and past and current housing efforts in Roseville comes
from City staff, other public agencies, and some private sources.

General Plan Consistency

State law requires that “the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an integrated, internally consistent,
and compatible statement of policies.” The purpose of requiring internal consistency is to avoid policy conflict and
provide a clear policy guide for the future maintenance, improvement, and development of housing within the city. An
update to the City’s 2035 General Plan was approved in 2020. The purpose of the update was to incorporate updates
based on the California Office of Preservation and Research 2017 update of the General Plan Guidelines, revise
outdated information, clarify policy language, and make the General Plan more readable and user-friendly. More
specifically, the Open Space and Conservation Element, Circulation Element, Safety Element, Land Use Element, and
Noise Element were all updated to reflect changes in state law, such as the need to address travel demand
management (vehicle miles traveled), environmental justice, tribal consultation, multi-hazard mitigation, and to urbanize
the City’s noise standards. All elements of the Roseville General Plan have been reviewed for consistency in
coordination with the update to the Housing Element and were found to be consistent with the other elements of the
Roseville 2035 General Plan. All Specific Plan Amendments are accompanied by a General Plan Amendment, which
ensures General Plan consistency is maintained on an ongoing basis throughout the Housing Element cycle.

Public Participation

State law requires a diligent effort be made to achieve public participation during the update of the Housing Element.
Public participation assists the City with identifying and analyzing existing and projected housing needs in order to
achieve the City’s goal to preserve, improve, and develop housing for all income segments of the community.

It is important to note that the City of Roseville’s effort to encourage community participation in development of its
housing policies and programs is an ongoing process.

Public outreach efforts in conjunction with the Housing Element update are described below. Public outreach
strategies for the Housing Element focused on digital options due to COVID-19. All of the City’s outreach materials,
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letters received, and a description of changes made to the Housing Element in response to comments are included as
part of Appendix H. While the City experienced good levels of participation as part of initial outreach, Flash Vote, and
during workshops, staff had concems that all-virtual outreach might not be reaching lower income households or the
Spanish-speaking community. To address this, staff specifically engaged in one-on-one interviews with stakeholders
and community-based organizations which serve people experiencing homelessness, lower income households, and
the Spanish-speaking community.

INITIAL OUTREACH

After presenting the Housing Element update as a publically-noticed informational item at the July 15, 2020 City
Council meeting (virtual), staff began preparing for broader community outreach. A comprehensive website with both
summary information and detailed information was launched in August 2020, and announcements about the website
and the initiation of the project were published through NextDoor, Facebook, Twitter, an article in Roseville Today and
in Business Matters, and via e-mail to the City’s listserve. These announcements prominently featured an
encouragement to sign up for future notification and outreach events, which resulted in over 100 sign-ups within the first
week.

FLASHVOTE

The City distributed two Flash Vote surveys, with approximately 1,000 local respondents participating. On September
23, 2020 the City distributed a Flash Vote survey to receive initial feedback on housing types and outreach needs. The
survey results suggest that respondents are somewhat evenly split between wanting smaller homes and larger homes;
most want a mid-size yard or larger; and the cost of the home, size of the home, and distance to shopping/services are
significant determining factors in choosing a home location. Only about a quarter of respondents indicated they
understood the City’s development process or how affordable housing gets constructed. As a result of this feedback
the City devoted significant time to a discussion of processes and affordable housing at the City’s first public workshop
held on October 20, 2020 (see the Public Meetings and Hearing section, below).

A second Flash Vote survey on housing needs and concerns was distributed on October 20, 2020. When asked what
type of housing the City needed most, over half chose single-family, but between 30 to 40 percent of respondents
chose townhomes, senior housing, and multi-generational housing. These results speak to the need to provide flexible
housing and age-in-place housing options. When asked about future growth concerns, people were most concerned
about traffic, public safety, and the natural environment.

INTERVIEWS AND STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH

Outreach was targeted to community-based organizations serving lower-income residents and special needs groups,
service providers, and affordable housing developers. Groups and service providers contacted for individual interviews
included The Gathering Inn, Volunteers of America, AMI Housing, Meta Housing, Mercy Housing, Placer County
Whole Person Care, and the Latino Leadership Council. This included soliciting and receiving oral comments on the
December partial draft. City staff also discussed the project and took comments and other feedback at the November
18, 2020 meeting of the North State Building Industry Association and at the November 19, 2020 meeting of the
Roseville Coalition of Neighborhood Associations. Key discussion topics received from various topics included:

e  Ensuring the housing allocation and rezone program effects are distributed equitably through the community
e Helping low income households build financial equity by increasing access to affordable purchase programs

e Removal of barriers to accessing services and programs, such as poor credit or unavailable personal
documentation

¢ Improving and strengthening the connections between the City’s social services unit and community-based
organizations

e Increasing trust within vulnerable and disenfranchised sectors of the community

e  Providing more one-bedroom housing options as a means of providing more housing for seniors and people
with extremely low income



e  Supporting more housing for very low and extremely low income populations

¢ Ensuring that investment of affordable housing within high opportunity areas does not result in disinvestment
within other areas of the City

In addition, many service providers and affordable housing developers commended the City of Roseville, indicating that
staff were engaged, proactive, and supportive of affordable housing and housing services.

PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS

The City of Roseville held a virtual workshop on October 20, 2020 to provide information on the project, the City's
development processes, and affordable housing, and to take questions. Subsequently, the City held two virtual
community meetings to receive comments and input on Housing Element development, one on October 27, 2020 at 6
p.m. and a second on October 29, 2020 at noon. Notice of these meetings was provided on the Housing Element
website, in an e-mail to the City’s listserve, and in Citywide communications. The purpose of the community meetings
was to solicit public input and encourage public participation in the Housing Element update. Two meeting times were
offered, one meeting during the daytime and one in the evening, in order to allow as many as possible from the
community to attend the meetings. Each meeting was attended by City Planning staff and City Housing staff, including
the Housing Manager. The evening community meeting was attended by seven people, including representatives
from House Sacramento, Placer YIMBY, and representatives from local churches and the daytime meeting was
attended by five people, including a representative from Placer Independent Resource Services (a non-profit providing
advocacy and support for people with disabilities).

Attendees were very engaged and were very supportive of efforts to provide more housing, and more affordable
housing. Each meeting group raised many questions and points of discussion on topics ranging from accessory
dwelling units to accessibility. Key discussion topics included:

o Prioritizing infill development, particularly in commercial corridors, paired with discussions on how to promote
conditions that result in “naturally occurring affordable housing.”

o Policies or programs which could result in more medium density housing, such as bungalows and duplexes.
e The role of accessory dwelling units in affordable housing.

o Policies and/or programs which could result in more housing accessible to people with disabilities.

o Affordable housing for seniors and age-in-place development.

e Opportunities for non-profits and places of worship to help meet the region’s housing needs.

¢ Funding and grant opportunities for affordable housing construction and purchase.

A partial preliminary draft of the Housing Element was published on December 18, 2020 and made available for review
on the City’s Housing Element Update website. The partial draft included the main body of the Housing Element but
excluded appendices and the City’s inventory; this first level of public review was focused on background, data, the fair
housing discussion, and policies/programs. The City published a notice to the City’s interested person listserve,
Twitter, NextDoor, and Facebook to advertise the availability of the preliminary draft. The notice included a description
of the changes which had been made to the Housing Element and, in addition to the standard request for review and
comment, specifically asked reviewers to consider key questions in their responses, including: whether they had
difficulty finding information and whether there was additional information the document should include. The City
received written responses from the Sacramento Housing Alliance and three members of the community, and also
received oral comments (see prior section) from community-based organizations.

Written comments covered a wide variety of issues, but areas of focus included jobs-housing, such as living wages,
impact fees for commercial development, and housing in proximity to jobs; the addition of “equity eaming” housing
options for lower income households (i.e. for purchase housing); various recommendations to improve clarity, such as
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adding a glossary, additional maps, and more explanatory text; various recommendations to add data to supplement
the text; recommendations to improve the housing preservation analysis; and fair housing programs.

A second draft of the Housing Element was released on May 26, 2021 and made available for review on the City's
Housing Element Update website. The second draft included an appendix with all comments received on the
December draft, as well as a summary of the comments and the revisions the City made in response. A revised
second draft Housing Element was released on June 1, 2021 and made available for review on the City's Housing
Element Update website, with responses requested by July 1, 2021. The revised second draft included revisions
made in response to preliminary feedback from HCD along with a descriptions of those revisions. Notice of both the
second draft and revised second draft was sent to the City’s interested person listserve, Twitter, NextDoor, Facebook,
and in City news releases. Reminder notices were distributed to the listserve and posted to social media on June 21,
2021.

The City received written responses from HCD and a member of the community, and received oral comments from the
Sacramento Housing Alliance. Comments covered a variety of topics, but included requests for additional analysis of
fair housing as it pertains to transportation, environmental quality, homelessness, farmworkers, and housing conditions;
realistic capacity of commercial mixed use sites; realistic capacity of nonvacant sites; and large households. Various
program modifications were also requested, including adding a fair housing focus to multiple programs, adding more
details and commitments in the large sites program, changing the requirements for community care homes, adding
extremely low income program commitments, adding data on affordable housing production, indicating when the
residential capacity monitoring program would be in place, and an estimate of the number of people who would be
assisted by the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing Program.

A third, adoption draft of the Housing Element was released on July 9, 2021. The City held a public hearing before the
City’s Planning Commission on July 22, 2021 to review and receive public comment on the adoption draft Housing
Element and to receive the recommendation of the Planning Commission. The City received written correspondence
from 25 residents and from the Sacramento Housing Alliance, but received no oral comments at the hearing. After
discussion, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended City Council approve the Housing Element. The
final draft Housing Element was published on August 6, 2021. City Council held the adoption hearing on August 18,
2021, where the 2021 Housing Element was approved.

The City’s programs listed in the Housing Element are organized to include program text, a timeline, objectives, the
implementing agency, and funding sources for the program. Program timelines are generally stated as “ongoing,” on a
set time period (e.g. annually), and/or by a specific date (e.g. 2024). Programs with a timeframe of “ongoing” are
existing programs where continuous implementation is ongoing. Programs which are new and must be implemented
or which are only effective at certain times (such as annual applications for funds) include a specific date as the
timeframe, and this represents the time by which the program will be effectuated or carried out. In addition to these
timeframes, programs also include a set time period (monthly, annually, etc). The set time period reflects reporting
rather than implementation, and indicates how frequently program results will be tracked or reported. For example, a
program with a timeframe of “Ongoing, and at least annually” is an existing program being continuously implemented,
with the results of implementation reported annually.

Program objectives indicate the metrics which will be used to determine program success, and are quantified wherever

possible. The implementing agency indicates which agencies, departments, or divisions are responsible for carrying
out the program. The funding source indicates the sources of funding for program implementation.

Citywide Housing Goals

The City of Roseville has the following citywide goals.



CITYWIDE HOUSING

Goal H1.1 Provide decent, safe, inclusive, and affordable housing in sufficient
quantities for all economic segments of the community.

Goal H1.2 Ensure that all segments of the Roseville community actively work
together to provide affordable housing.

Goal H1.3 Preserve affordability, maintain, and improve Roseville’s supply of
affordable housing stock.

Goal H1.4 Increase the opportunity for low- and middle-income households to
become homeowners, thereby freeing up rental housing for other low-
income households.

Goal H1.5 Reduce the overall incidence of homelessness among Roseville
individuals and families through regional coordinated and
comprehensive housing and supportive services.

The following goals, policies, and programs are divided into five sections:

o Affordable Housing

¢ Residential Land Inventory

e Equitable and Inclusive Housing Choice

¢  Government and Non-Governmental Constraints to Housing Production

e Residential Energy Efficiency and Conservation
Affordable Housing Goals and Policies

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Goal H2.1 Work with the development and business communities to provide
affordable rental and homeownership opportunities for extremely low-,
very low-, low-, and middle-income households.

Goal H2.2 Strive to ensure the affordability of Roseville’s housing supply over time.

Goal H2.3 Maximize efforts to meet affordable housing needs by requiring 10% of
new housing units be affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and
middle-income households.

Goal H24 Integrate the community in terms of income levels to avoid
overconcentration of lower-income households.

Goal H2.5 Encourage the production of rental and owner-occupied high-density,
multi-family housing units.



Policy H2.1

Policy H2.2

Policy H2.3

Policy H2.4

Policy H2.5

Policy H2.6

Policy H2.7

Policy H2.8

Policy H2.9

Policy H2.10

Policy H2.11

Policy H2.12
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The City shall pursue programs that can provide a range of purchase and rental units
affordable to all income categories.

Efforts to develop affordable units will be focused on multi-family rental units, with an
emphasis on units affordable to the lowest income categories.

Multi-family rental units provide the most cost efficient way to provide affordable housing
opportunities to extremely low-, very low-, and low-income households.

The 10% Affordable Housing Goal shall apply consistent with General Plan Land Use
Element Policy LU5.5, which requires 10% of all new housing units to cost no more than
30% of the total monthly income of very low-, low-income, and moderate-income
households. The Policy further requires the breakdown of the affordable units will be, at a
minimum, 40% for rental to very low- and 40% for rental to low-income households. The
remaining 20% may be reserved for moderate-income purchase (which will be priced to be
affordable to households earming 95% of the Area Median Income) or may be distributed
equally among the rental obligations.

The City shall strive to maintain an overall vacancy rate of 5% for both owner and rental
housing units.

The City shall continue to pursue potential federal, state, and local subsidies for construction
of new affordable housing as well as the continued availability of existing affordable housing.

The City shall provide direct financial assistance in support of local affordable housing
activities when feasible.

The City shall encourage the Roseville business and development communities to
participate in a community affordable housing goal.

Encourage construction of affordable housing units to be intermixed with market-rate units..

Encourage developers to incorporate accessory dwelling units, cohousing, and other flexible
housing options into their projects.

Promote efficient and cost-effective development types, such as mixed-use projects, small-
lot subdivisions and other medium density housing such as duplexes and townhomes, as a
means of achieving housing affordability and carrying out the provisions of the Land Use
Element.

The City shall work to preserve the affordability of assisted units.

Implementation Measures/Programs

1. FEDERAL AND STATE PROGRAMS
The City shall pursue and continue to participate in the following federal and state programs:

Housing Choice Vouchers (Federal)

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program is administered by the Roseville Housing Authority (RHA) and provides
rental assistance to extremely and very low-income households through direct payments to the property owner. The
Housing Authority currently has 785 vouchers which includes separate vouchers for the following special needs

groups:

- 75 vouchers for households with a head-of-household or spouse that are non-elderly and disabled (NED)



- 65 vouchers for veteran households that come by referral from the Veterans Affairs Department (VASH)

- 33 vouchers that assist households who have a non-elderly adult with a disability and are transitioning out of
institutional and other segregated settings, or are currently homeless or at risk of becoming homeless (Mainstream
—new program in 2018)

- 30 vouchers that are attached to specific units at the Main Street Plaza affordable project (Project Based
Vouchers — new program in 2020). Of the 30 PBV vouchers:

- 1is aregular HCV voucher

- 10 are regular vouchers layered with Placer County Mental Health Services Act funding, 3 of which much
come from homelessness

- 19 are VASH vouchers

- 50 new Emergency Housing Vouchers for those who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, fleeing or
attempting to flee domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, stalking, or human trafficking, recently
homeless, or having high risk of housing instability (new program in 2021)

All of the HCV programs listed above support Roseville households that are extremely low-income. The Housing
Choice Voucher Rental Assistance Program requires that 75% of new households admitted to the program each
year fall under the extremely low-income category. Between 2013 and 2020, RHA issued 525 vouchers to new
households. Over the last 8 years, RHA has assisted 49 extremely low-income households per year, at the
minimum. The HCV rental assistance program is promoted on the City’s website, through program brochures and
through service providers throughout the region.

Community Development Block Grant (Federal)

The City is an entittement jurisdiction for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds and sets aside a portion
of its annual allocation of CDBG funds for the following housing activities:

Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation Program

The City began the Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation Program in 1980. The program is considered a key
component in the City’s affordable housing strategy as a means of preserving Roseville’s housing stock affordable
to lower-income households. The program, targeted to low-income homeowners, offers grants to elderly and
disabled homeowners and deferred loans to all low-income households for health and safety repairs and energy
efficient upgrades. Deferred loans become due and payable upon sale, change of title, change of use or 30 years.
Any program income received as a result of a loan payoff is used to fund new loans and grants. The Housing
Rehabilitation Program is promoted on the City’s website and through the use of program brochures.
Implementation of this program will be directed to disadvantaged geographic areas of the City, where there are
overlapping factors such as poverty, overcrowding, cost burden, and poor housing conditions.

Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) (State)

The City began its participation in the State-administered HOME Program in 1994 for the creation and maintenance of
affordable housing. The City utilizes HOME funds for the following programs:

Housing Rehabilitation Program

The CDBG funds are leveraged with HOME funds to provide loans and CDBG grants to low-income
homeowners. The Housing Rehabilitation Program is described above. Implementation of this program will be
directed to disadvantaged geographic areas of the City, where there are overlapping factors such as poverty,
overcrowding, cost burden, and poor housing conditions.
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e  First Time Home Buyer (FTHB) — Down Payment Assistance (DAP) Program
The City sets aside a portion of its HOME grant for down payment assistance in the form of deferred, shared
appreciation loans (second mortgages). The FTHB-DAP Program is targeted to low-income households. The
homebuyer must qualify under the City’s definition of a first-time home buyer, be able to provide at least a 1%
down payment, and have attended a Home Buyer's Seminar. The buyer must also comply with the City’s criteria
with regard to home selection. Outreach for this program will be directed to disadvantaged geographic areas of
the City, where there are overlapping factors such as poverty, overcrowding, cost burden, and poor housing
conditions and where there is a higher proportion of communities of color.

e  Multi-Family New Construction
The City also pursues HOME funds for construction of multi-family affordable units. HOME funds are leveraged
with other funding sources such as Section 202 funds, Low Income Housing Tax Credits, Tax Exempt Housing
Bonds, etc., to provide affordable rental housing targeted to extremely low- and very low-income households.
Projects in areas of high opportunity or in areas at risk of displacement will be prioritized to receive funds.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, H2.5, H2.6)
Time Frame: Annual Applications, 2021—-2029

Objectives: To support low income households that need assistance in order to stay housed by issuing a minimum of
65 Housing Choice Vouchers per year, 49 of them to extremely low income households, and assisting 6 low income
homeowners per year.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Roseville Housing Authority

Funding Source: HUD, HOME, CDBG

2. DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM

The City shall continue to implement its Density Bonus Program to help promote and create affordable housing units.
The program provides a property owner the ability to construct more income-producing units within the project that can
offset the cost of providing affordable units. The Density Bonus Program is promoted on the City’s website, and
information is available at the City’'s Permit Center. The City’s Housing Division staff also actively promotes the Density
Bonus Program in conjunction with implementation of the 10% Affordable Housing Program.

The City’s Density Bonus Program is consistent with State Government Code Section 65915-65918. The Density
Bonus Program provides for a minimum 20% to a maximum 50% density bonus in the maximum number of dwelling
units, in addition to incentives and/or concessions. The concessions and/or incentives may include reduction in zoning
standards, development standards, design requirements, mixed-use zoning, financial assistance, or any other
incentive that would reduce costs of the developer.

A developer may qualify for a density bonus and additional incentives and/or concessions if the developer agrees to
construct and maintain a minimum of one or more of the following:

o  Five percent (5%) of the units affordable to very low-income households

e Ten percent (10%) of the units affordable to lower-income households

e  Ten percent (10%) of the units in a condominium project affordable to moderate-income households
e Asenior housing development or mobilehome park that limits residency based on age

e Donates land to the City dedicated for the construction of very low income units

e Includes a qualifying child care facility



e Ten percent (10%) of the units for transitional foster youth, disabled veterans, or homeless persons and dedicated
to very low income households

e  Twenty percent (20%) of the units for lower income students in a student housing development or

e  One hundred percent (100%) of the units dedicated to lower income households, except that up to twenty percent
(20%) of the units may be dedicated to moderate income households.

The density bonus is increased on a sliding scale, depending on the type and number of affordable units, up to a
maximum 50% density bonus. The number of concessions/incentives granted by the City also increases based on the
number and type of affordable units to be constructed. The developer must enter into an Affordable Housing
Agreement to secure the affordable units for a minimum of 55 years prior to issuance of building permits or prior to final
map approval.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, H2.4)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: To increase the City’s supply of affordable housing.
Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division
Funding Source: General Fund

3. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS ORDINANCE

An accessory dwelling unit (ADU) shall be as defined by Government Code Section 65852.2 as it now exists or may
hereafter be amended, and means an attached or detached residential dwelling unit that provides complete
independent living facilities for one (1) or more persons. It shall include permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating,
cooking, and sanitation on the same parcel as the primary dwelling is situated. It also includes an efficiency unit and a
manufactured home as defined in the Health and Safety Code. A junior accessory dwelling unit (JADU) shall be as
defined by Government Code Section 65852.22, as it now exists or may hereafter be amended, and currently means a
unit that is no more than 500 square feet in size and contained entirely within a single-family dwelling. A junior
accessory dwelling unit may include separate sanitation facilities, or may share sanitation facilities with the existing
structure. The City currently supports and promotes the development of ADUs and JADUs on the City’s website and
information is available at the City’s Permit Center.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, and H2.9)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: Issue building permits for a minimum of 10 units annually (five times the average rate between 2013 and
2017) for a total of 80 units.

Implementing Agency: Planning Division
Funding Source: General Fund

4, CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION ORDINANCE

The City shall continue to enforce its Condominium Conversion Ordinance to define those conditions under which the
conversion of rental units to condominiums would be permitted. Under the ordinance, conversions cannot occur unless
certain criteria are met, including the City’s established minimum citywide vacancy rates for multi-family rental housing;
a minimum percentage of multi-family rental units citywide; provision for affordable housing requirements and
Community Benefit Fee; and tenant protections, including a Tenant Relocation Plan, etc.



I~
O\

S

HOUSING (@Y

If the conversion meets the required criteria, the developer must enter into an Affordable Housing Agreement to secure
the affordable units provided as part of the conversion approval.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, H2.4, and H2.11)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: To support the conversion of rental units to condominiums.
Implementing Agency: Planning Division and Housing Division
Funding Source: General Fund

5. STREAMLINE PROJECT PROCESSING

To provide certainty and facilitate application processing, the City publishes processing schedules for all entitements,
provides pre-application review to ensure applications are complete prior to submittal, and provides an online permit
system. The online permit system allows applicants to submit an application, pay fees, and process comments and
revisions entirely online. The online permit system streamlines development and reduces applicant costs by
eliminating the need for printing, travel to City offices, and mailing delays. The City’s entitlement processing timelines
are included within Table X-37 on page 148. .

(Policies H2.1 and H2.2)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as applications are processed.
Objective: Complete 100% of complete applications within the City's adopted schedules.
Implementing Agency: Development Services Department

Funding Source: General Fund

6. SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS (SPA)

The provision of affordable housing is a societal goal, one that should be achieved through the efforts of the entire
community. The City shall ensure that Specific Plans are consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan.
The primary purpose of the Specific Plan Area process is to guide the comprehensive urbanization of land use in a mix
of residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, open spaces, supporting retail and public facilities, employment uses, and
an affordable housing component. The Specific Plan Areas are the first step in implementing programs such as the
10% Affordable Housing policy.

The City’s General Plan Land Use Element contains a section called Growth Management, which establishes the
policy framework the City uses when considering new growth and annexation. Land Use Policy LU8.5 states “The City
shall use the specific plan process to ensure a comprehensive, logical growth process for new development areas (e.g.
annexations) or any areas where significant land use changes are considered.” The City's General Plan establishes
that the City does not grow in a piece-meal fashion. Instead, the City considers all annexations or significant land use
plans inside the context of a detailed Specific Plan process. Additional Land Use Element policies describe the
minimum standards, information, and benchmarks which must be met by new Specific Plans, which includes
demonstration of compliance with the City’'s 10% affordable housing policy.

The City's 10% affordable housing policy has produced over 3,000 units since program inception, which is an average
of 100 units per year. Furthermore, over the last decade the City’s average overall housing production has been
approximately 950 units per year, which means that on average 10% of the City’s growth during the prior Housing
Element cycle has been affordable housing. The 10% goal is applied within each Specific Plan as well, not just for the
City as a whole. For example, the Stoneridge Specific Plan included capacity for 2,861 total units, 286 units of which
were required to be affordable. At the time the Specific Plan was adopted in 1998 the City’s policy did not require a



40/40/20 split of very low/low/moderate income units, so the Specific Plan called for a split of 75% very low and low
(combined) and 25% moderate income units. The Specific Plan is nearly fully built with a total of 2,745 total units
constructed, of which 251 are affordable, with 116 mixed income units remaining, of which 29 are lower income?. Of
the constructed affordable units, 73 were moderate income purchase, 150 were low and very low income rental (for
seniors), and 28 were low income purchase. The sites where these units were built are distributed through the plan
area, not concentrated.

Compliance with the City's General Plan growth management policies results in a robust and detailed Specific Plan.
The City’s Specific Plans are divided into large lots, and each of these, if residential, is assigned a specific number of
allocated units. This is evident in the City's residential capacity inventory in Table X-29 (page 77), where each Specific
Plan includes a list of numbered large lots (e.g. AR-1 for Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Large Lot 1) and these are
assigned a land use designation, zoning designation, density, and specific number of allocated units. In turn, this
allows the City’s infrastructure planning for roads, drainage, sewer, and water, as well as service planning for parks,
schools, fire services, and transit to be extremely robust and detailed. Each plan specifically defines the size and
location of infrastructure and services, including lift stations, electric substations, wells, and fire stations. The detailed
planning process enables the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process to be likewise detailed and
specific, resulting in the ability of future subdivision or multifamily projects consistent with the Specific Plan to use CEQA
exemptions.

As part of assigning each large lot a specific unit allocation and density, a new Specific Plan must designate at least
10% of the total units as affordable. The affordable housing section or chapter of each Specific Plan includes a table or
list of all large lots with an affordable housing obligation, along with the type of units and targeted income categories.
Strategies, including City and landowner obligations, are described. A provision for the payment of in-lieu fees for
affordable housing may be included, if appropriate. The City works with the Specific Plan applicant(s) to ensure an
appropriate mix and type of residential and non-residential uses, and to ensure that affordable housing sites are
distributed through the planning area in order to avoid the creation of concentrated affluence. The City does not meet
its affordable housing policy in a piece-meal or project-by-project fashion; the affordable housing plan is established at
the time the Specific Plan is approved. Additional discussion regarding the City’s Specific Plan Areas is provided under
the 10% Affordable Housing Goal in the Housing Constraints section of this Housing Element.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, H2.3, H2.4, H2.8, and H2.10)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as SPAs are approved

Objectives: Ensure affordable units are integrated throughout the SPA and provide 10% of total SPA units as affordable
units, consistent with Land Use Element Policy LU5.5.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division
Funding Source: General Fund

7. PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

While the Specific Plan Areas program above establishes the process by which affordable housing is scoped and
planned within each Specific Plan, the Public/Private Partnerships program ensures the requirement is recorded on
each property and defines the responsibilities of the City and property owner. Within each of the adopted Specific
Plans, the City has included a provision for a public/private partnership, between developers of housing and the City, to
achieve the 10% Affordable Housing Goal. In addition to implementing the Affordable Housing Goal within the Specific
Plan, the City also requires the affordable housing plan to be reflected within a Development Agreement. The
Development Agreement restates the land use plan, including the units allocated and the affordable housing

2 These affordable units are located on Parcel 17 (4 purchase units), Parcel 54 (69 purchase units), Parcel 21 (150 rental
units), and Parcel 23 (28 purchase units), which are distributed through the Specific Plan. The map is located here:
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server 7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/PI
anning/Specific%20Plans%20&%20Planning%20Areas/Stoneridge%20Specific%20Plan/Stoneridge%20Tables %20and %20
Map.pdf



https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Specific%20Plans%20&%20Planning%20Areas/Stoneridge%20Specific%20Plan/Stoneridge%20Tables%20and%20Map.pdf
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Specific%20Plans%20&%20Planning%20Areas/Stoneridge%20Specific%20Plan/Stoneridge%20Tables%20and%20Map.pdf
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Specific%20Plans%20&%20Planning%20Areas/Stoneridge%20Specific%20Plan/Stoneridge%20Tables%20and%20Map.pdf
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obligations, but also includes a financing plan. The financing plan uses the detailed infrastructure and service studies to
establish the per-unit fees which will be applied to every residential unit or non-residential project. This makes fees
predictable and transparent for developers. Roseville has identified the following specific roles in this partnership to
provide affordable housing:

City of Roseville

The City shall continue with an aggressive affordable housing program designed to maximize potential funds available
through existing federal, state, and local programs. Developers for each of the designated affordable housing parcels
are required to provide affordable housing pursuant to the terms of the Specific Plan Development Agreement. The
Development Agreement requires a developer to enter into an Affordable Housing Agreement prior to building permits
being issued or recording of the final map. The City of Roseville will assist all property owners in obtaining appropriate
and available subsidies for construction of the affordable housing obligation.

Development Community
Developers for each of the designated affordable housing parcels are required to provide affordable housing pursuant
to the terms of the Specific Plan Development Agreement.

(Policy H2.7)

Time Frame: Ongoing Roseville Specific Plan Process

Objectives: Ensure affordable units are integrated throughout the SPA and provide 10% of total SPA units as affordable
units, consistent with Land Use Element Policy LU5.5.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division
Funding Source: General Fund

8. AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENTS

Implementation of the City’s Affordable Housing Goal begins with planning of the Specific Plan, is established by the
Development Agreement, and then when a developer is ready to pursue construction on a site with an affordable
housing obligation, is effectuated by the Affordable Housing Agreement. The City shall require Affordable Housing
Agreements for all housing projects subject to affordability requirements. Such agreements shall stipulate: (1) the
number of affordable units to be constructed; (2) the affordable purchase calculations or rental price; (3) the income
group to whom the units will be affordable; and (4) the length of time the units will remain affordable. Maximum rents
and purchase prices will be determined based on unit size and occupancy levels as follows:

Unit Size Household Size
1 Bedroom 1.5 Persons
2 Bedroom 3 Persons
3 Bedrooms 4.5 Persons
4 Bedrooms 6 Persons

The City shall, on an annual basis, review all Affordable Housing Agreements for compliance with affordability
provisions. Any property owner who fails to comply with the requirements of an Affordable Housing Agreement may be
found by the City Council to be in default of the agreement.

(Policies H2.1, H2.2, H2.3, H2.7, H2.9, and H2.10)

Time Frame: Ongoing and Annual Monitoring

Objectives: Provide 10% of total SPA units as affordable units, consistent with Land Use Element Policy LU5.5.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division



Funding Source: General Fund

9. IN-LIEU FEES

The City prefers affordable housing be developed as specified under the 10% Affordable Housing Goal within each of
the Specific Plan Areas. The collection of in-lieu fees presents a challenge to the City, since the City does not control or
own land to ensure the development of the affordable units. Therefore, the City has not established a formal in-lieu fee
program and encourages the development of affordable housing. In-lieu fees may be considered on a case-by-case
basis. In all cases where in-lieu fees are considered as an alternative to producing affordable units, Housing Division
staff will review the project based on: (1) a good faith effort by the owner to secure and use available subsidies; (2) the
type of project and its ability to absorb the affordable units; and (3) the ability to use the in-lieu fees within the same
Specific Plan or infill areas. Projects in areas of high opportunity or in areas at risk of displacement will be prioritized to
receive any funds collected.

Development Agreements shall be the mechanism used to secure implementation of the affordable housing program.
(Policies H2.1, H2.2, and H2.3)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as SPAs are approved.

Objectives: Provide 10% of total SPA units as affordable units, consistent with Land Use Element Policy LU5.5.
Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: General Fund

10. NON-RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION FEE

The City shall consider the establishment of a non-residential construction fee program, and has initiated a nexus study
to review the establishment of a non-residential construction fee which would levy a fee on non-residential construction
to assist in the development and retention of affordable housing. The rationale behind this fee is that new employment
is a factor in the need for additional housing. The City will review the establishment of a non-residential construction fee
by 2021, at which time the City will determine if it will pursue a program and, if so, the specifics of the program. The
program shall prioritize funds for projects in areas of high opportunity or in areas at risk of displacement.

(Policy H2.7)

Time Frame: 2021

Objectives: Provide additional funding sources for affordable housing.
Implementing Agency: Development Services Department

Funding Source: Affordable Housing and Planning Administration for nexus study - Funds would be generated as part
of this program to provide affordable housing.

1. PRESERVATION OF AFFORABLE HOUSING
The City shall designate, in 2021, a Preservation Coordinator who will:

e Onan annual basis, update and analyze the risk of conversion to the highest risk properties.

¢ Register with State HCD as a Quialified Entity in 2022 to receive notices of properties facing a potential loss of
affordability.
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o If the Preservation Coordinator identifies projects with affordable units at risk, the City will contact the owner
regarding their interest in selling properties or maintaining the rental units as affordable.

o The City will work with property owners to assist with the provision of the required notifications to tenants, local
governments, and Qualified Entities in addition to assisting qualified local nonprofit organizations to register as a
Qualified Entity.

o The City will assist with the identification and application for federal, state, and local subsidies to ensure the
continued affordability of housing units.

¢ The City will make available to tenants of projects at risk of conversion, referral and contact information regarding
tenant rights and conversion procedures, as well as information regarding other affordable housing opportunities
within the City.

(Policy H2.6, H2.11)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: To ensure affordable units remain affordable for as long as possible.
Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: General Fund

12. HOUSING SUCCESSOR AGENCY

All redevelopment agencies were dissolved in California effective February 1, 2012. The City of Roseville elected to
function as the successor to the former Redevelopment Agency (“Successor Agency’) and to form a Housing
Successor to serve as the governing body for the former agency’s low and moderate income housing assets. Housing
Successors receive the non-cash housing assets of the former Redevelopment Agencies and are charged with
monitoring and maintaining existing low-and moderate income housing assets and meeting outstanding requirements
for former redevelopment agencies.

Beginning in 2015, agreements were made to spend the remaining $5.9 million in bond proceeds on an affordable
housing development constructed by Mercy Housing. That project was completed in 2018 and the total distributed to
Mercy in the form of a loan was $5.76 million. After the expenditure of those funds, there are no longer any significant
funding sources available.

The Housing Successor receives 20% of loan repayment revenues, approximately $240,000 annually, until all loans
are paid back, which is projected to be 2036. As of October 2020 there are current projects, planned for yet
unencumbered, totaling approximately $1.2 million. The Housing Successor may spend up to $250,000 for Homeless
Prevention and Rapid Rehousing (HPRR) each year, the maximum allowed in the law. The City will annually track the
demographics of the people benefiting from these funds to ensure they are equitably distributed, and make
adjustments to funding if they are not; this assessment shall use the best available data, including updated Census,
ACS, Point in Time counts, and other data. Going forward the fund’s revenues will be only from loan payment funds.
Surplus funds may provide small gap funding for future affordable development projects. Projects in areas of high
opportunity or in areas at risk of displacement will be prioritized to receive any funds collected.

Time Frame: 2021-2029
Objectives: Gap financing for future developments and Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing Program
Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: City loan payoffs



LAND INVENTORY

Goal H3 Maintain adequate land within the various land use categories that
allows development of housing to meet projected demand for high-
density units.

Policy H3.1 Encourage development of mixed-use and infill projects in accordance with goals and

policies contained in the Land Use Element.

Policy H3.2 Continue to encourage developers to use accessory dwelling units, cohousing, and other
flexible housing options in their housing projects as part of the City strategy for
maximizing affordability of land development and the availability of housing.

Policy H3.3 Encourage the development of accessory dwelling units, including on existing multi-
family sites.
Policy H3.4 Continue to support the use of Voluntary Rezones to encourage and facilitate increased

land use density, thereby maximizing the affordability of land development either
through increasing the permitted density of properties zoned for residential use or
rezoning non-residential parcels to mixed use or high density residential use.

Policy H3.5 Encourage development of higher density residential units by use of mixed use zoning
within three key commercial corridors with underutilized infill parcels: the Douglas
Boulevard/Harding Boulevard corridor, Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue corridor,
and the Atlantic Street corridor.

Implementation Measures/Programs

13. RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY MONITORING (NO NET LOSS)

The City will continuously monitor the development of all sites identified in the adequate sites inventory, to ensure the
minimum Regional Housing Needs Allocation for each income category is met at all imes. The City will use an evaluation
and tracking procedure pursuant to Government Code Section 65863. A tracking procedure consistent with the
Government Code is currently in place. The City will track all instances where a site identified in the City’s adequate sites
inventory is developed with greater or fewer units (at the specified income level) than had been identified in the
inventory. If a project is proposed which would reduce the City's capacity in any income category below the amount
allocated by the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment, the City will identify and, if necessary, rezone within six
months sufficient sites to offset the shortfall and ensure no net loss in capacity.

(Goal H3)

Time Frame: Ongoing as applications are received, and at least monthly.
Objectives: Evaluate 100% of residential applications for RHNA consistency.
Implementing Agency: Planning Division and Housing Division

Funding Source: General Fund

14. Y REZONE PROGRAM FOR ADEQUATE SITES

The City has been allocated a RHNA of 12,066 total units, of which 6,178 units must be lower income (a combination of
low and very low income). As of the writing of this Housing Element, the City has insufficient units to meet the lower
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income RHNA, and has therefore committed to providing adequate sites through a rezone program consisting of the
below. Each strategy describes two figures: the total capacity and the realistic capacity. The total capacity describes the
total number of units which could result from full implementation of the strategy. The realistic capacity is a smaller number
of units and represents the units the rezone program could realistically achieve within the 8-year planning period. The
rezone program has generally been designed to operate as a menu, identifying a broad array of sites which could
accommodate units from which to select in order to achieve the RHNA obligation.

1.

Commercial Corridors: The City has identified three commercial corridors for revitalization. The Douglas
Boulevard/Harding Boulevard Corridor includes a mix of single-family residential properties, single-family
residences which have been converted to businesses, aging hotels, and many older commercial properties
with large, minimally improved parking fields. The Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue Corridor includes a mix
of land uses, including commercial businesses and business professional offices with large, minimally
improved parking fields and single-family homes, duplexes, and apartments. The Atlantic Street Corridor
includes a mix of uses along the street frontage, with residential uses to the rear; many of the residential
properties contain more than one housing unit, or room for additional units. The Commercial Corridors
strategy will consist of the preparation of Specific Plans for each corridor, the establishment of mixed-use land
use and zoning designations to provide more opportunities for redevelopment and reuse, more flexible zoning
and development standards, and streamlined approval processes. The City anticipates adding capacity for a
minimum of 400 lower income residential units, which represents both the total and realistic capacity. See
Appendix E for details.

Infill Intensification: The central core of Roseville where development occurred prior to the 1980s is known
as the City’s “Infill Area,” and is approximately 8,500 acres. This older area of the City is not within a Specific
Plan, and much of the development occurred prior to the adoption of the City's General Plan or Zoning
regulations. Consequently, inconsistencies between a property’s land use and zoning designations are
relatively common, and the land use designation density typically reflects the built conditions rather than
planned future conditions. These factors have presented regulatory barriers to development and
redevelopment. The City would amend the land use and zoning designation of selected properties in the Infill
Area, to remedy inconsistencies between land use and zoning and to increase the permitted residential
densities. This program has the potential to add capacity for 832 units at all levels of affordability. The realistic
capacity of this program is 186 units, based on the assumption that vacant or significantly underutilized sites
are most likely to develop. See Appendix E for details. This program will include a replacement program, to
ensure that if units are demolished and replaced the residents are not displaced and at least as many homes
are rebuilt as were removed.

Opportunity Sites: Staff examined vacant sites throughout the City to find properties with the potential to be
converted to a high density residential land use designation. After screening out sites due to the presence of
approved entittements, Development Agreements, or significant environmental constraints (floodplain,
wetland preserves, etc), the City has identified potential sites for evaluation as part of this rezone
program. Additional sites may be identified as the City develops this option and sites on this list may be
removed due to constraints. The current list of sites has the potential to add a total capacity of 1,350 lower
income (high density) residential units. The realistic capacity of this strategy is 600 lower income (high density)
units. See Appendix E for details.

Vacant Sites—Residential Intensification: The western areas of the City include multiple vacant sites with
High Density Residential land uses at densities below 25 units per acre. Increasing the land use density of
these sites to 30 units per acre would yield additional units. As part of this strategy the City would develop and
adopt a Land Use Amendment Policy requiring all Specific Plan Amendment projects involving land use
changes to also amend the land use of High Density Residential sites the applicant/property owner controls to
between 25 and 30 units to the acre. If all of the sites were amended to 30 units per acre the total capacity is
1,880 high density units. However, the realistic capacity is 900 units. See Appendix E for details.

The above rezone program has a realistic capacity of 2,086 lower income (high density) units. In adopting this program
the City is approving a menu of strategies which may be pursued, and providing evidence for the realistic capacity which

I~
O\

S

Y



could be added by each. In implementing the rezone program, the City may choose to implement one, all, or portions of
these, based on need and to the extent necessary to ensure the City achieves the minimum required RHNA capacity,
which currently requires the addition of 1,791 lower income units. The City’'s rezone program, in combination with other
programs, shall result in the City's achievement and maintenance of the minimum required capacity of 6,178 lower
income units. As stated in Housing Element Program 15, the City’s adopted Zoning Ordinance permits ministerial (by-
right) development of multifamily projects where at least 20% of the sites are affordable to lower income households. Al
of the sites identified in the City’s rezone program shall be zoned with a minimum density of at least 20 units per acre,
and more than 50% shall be accommodated on sites designated for residential use and for which nonresidential uses or
mixed uses are not permitted.

(Policy H3.2, H34, H3.5)

Time Frame: 2024
Objectives: Achieve a minimum lower income capacity of 6,178 units by 2024.
Implementing Agency: Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund/Grant Funding

15. AFFORDABLE HOUSING STREAMLINING

The City has a ministerial approval process for affordable housing projects which meet specified criteria. The
streamlined approval process is an opt-in program for developers who must request streamlined ministerial approval at
the time of application to the City. To qualify, the developer must agree to enter into an affordable housing agreement
with the City ensuring a minimum of 20% of the units will be affordable to low, very low, or extremely low income
households. A qualifying project may opt to be reviewed for conformity with the City’s Objective Design Standards
though the ministerial Building Permit process in lieu of the City’s discretionary Design Review Permit process. The
Objective Design Standards are available on the City’s Planning Division website. The City’s discretionary Design
Review Permit process is required for any developer seeking exceptions, variances, or modifications to objective
zoning or objective design standards, excluding modifications granted as part of a density bonus concession, incentive,
parking reduction, or waiver of development standards pursuant to Density Bonus Law or the City’s density bonus
program. The program applies citywide to all affordable housing projects meeting the affordability requirement,
including to sites which have been included in the inventory for more than one Housing Element cycle.

(Policy H3.1)
Time Frame: Ongoing as applications are received, and at least annually.

Objectives: To streamline the approval of affordable housing projects by providing a ministerial approval process,
thereby shortening timeframes by an average of three to five months and fees by $8,000 or more.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund

16. PRIORITIZE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The City will prioritize the timely and efficient processing of affordable housing projects through various means,
particularly for projects in areas of high opportunity or in areas at risk of displacement, including via the City’s ministerial
approval process, prioritizing utility services for affordable projects, and providing support and assistance in securing
grants and other financial subsidies, particularly for projects in areas of high opportunity or in areas at risk of
displacement.. The City will also develop a phasing program for affordable housing sites, which will include
streamlined processes for lot line adjustments, parcel maps, and similar entitements which may be necessary to
support construction and financing of affordable housing. At minimum, the phasing program will provide for ministerial
processing of lot line adjustments, voluntary mergers, and parcel maps. The City will annually also investigate the
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development of fee reductions for affordable housing projects. The City will annually track the use of Program 16 to
determine its effectiveness, which will be evaluated based on the percent of affordable housing projects using the
program, as well as the percent of large site property owners/developers using the program. The City will annually
meet with affordable housing developers to discuss and, as needed, implement program improvements to ensure the
City meets its goal of 100% of affordable housing projects using the program. The City will annually meet with
affordable housing developers to discuss constraints to the production of affordable housing, and based on this
feedback, commits to implementing program improvements to ensure the City meets its goal of 100% of affordable
housing projects using the program.

(Policy H3.1)
Time Frame: 2024 and ongoing

Objectives: To facilitate and incentivize the construction of affordable housing. The goal is for 100% of affordable
housing projects to leverage this program.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund

17. HOUSING REPLACEMENT PROGRAM

Sites that have residential uses, or which had residential uses that were vacated or demolished anytime within the prior
five years, shall be subject to this replacement program if any of the units were subject to an affordable housing
agreement (or other affordability requirement pursuant to Government Code Section 65583.2). Development
proposals on such sites shall maintain all affordable units at the same or lower income level, or shall be contingent on
the replacement of all lost affordable units, at the same or lower income level.

(Policy H3.1)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as applications are received.

Objectives: To ensure conservation and replacement of affordable units.
Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund

18. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT OUTREACH PROGRAM

The City will develop an accessory dwelling unit outreach program targeting existing multifamily sites, to help educate
the owners of multifamily properties about the use of accessory dwelling units as a means to add units on multifamily
sites without the need for additional entitlements. The program is intended to promote and create affordable housing
units. The program will be promoted on the City's website and information will be available at the City’'s Permit Center.
The City’s Housing Division staff will also actively promote the program in conjunction with implementation of the 10%
Affordable Housing Program and other Housing programs.

(Policy H3.2, H3.3)
Time Frame: 2022

Objectives: Ensure 100% of multifamily property owners who contact the City receive information on accessory dwelling
units.

Implementing Agency: Planning Division and Housing Division

Funding Source: General Fund



HOUSING CHOICE

Goal H4.1 Ensure the availability of quality housing opportunities for the elderly,
the disabled, large families, female heads of households, and the
homeless.

Goal H4.2 Participate in local and regional efforts to provide a network of facilities

and resources to aid the special needs populations.

Goal H4.3 Design and implement programs to affirmatively further fair housing and
promote housing opportunities throughout the City for protected classes
to address significant disparities in housing needs and access identified
within the Sacramento Valley Fair Housing Collaborative Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

Policy H4.1

Policy H4.2

Policy H4.3

Policy H4.4

Policy H4.5

Policy H4.6

Policy H4.7

Policy H4.8

Policy H4.9

Special housing needs shall be met through direct rental subsidies and below-market
construction financing.

Continue the City’s housing rehabilitation loan and grant programs to assist low-income
elderly and disabled households.

Encourage construction of 3+ bedroom units in multi-family rental complexes to help meet
the housing needs of low—income, large families.

Actively facilitate construction of rental units that include childcare facilities affordable to
lower-income, female heads of households.

Work in conjunction with other Placer County jurisdictions, agencies, and organizations to
provide shelter and supportive services for homeless individuals and families.

Encourage programs and developments that support inclusive, racially and ethnically
diverse, and mixed-income residential communities throughout the City.

Support resources and assistance that help individuals who were justice-involved to locate,
obtain, and maintain affordable housing.

Support programs and services which provide housing discrimination protection.

Support programs and measures that increase the affordability and availability of housing for
people with disabilities.

Implementation Measures/Programs

19.  FEDERAL AND STATE PROGRAMS

The City shall pursue the below state and federal sources that will assist the City in addressing the housing and
supportive needs of special needs populations. Implementation of these programs shall include a monitoring
component to regularly complete analysis of the characteristics of the beneficiaries of housing and service programs
relative to the income-adjusted resident population, and will implement affirmative marketing to groups who are shown
to have limited access to the program. The City shall meet a minimum of once annually with affordable housing
developers to discuss barriers to the production of affordable housing, with a particular emphasis on the production of
extremely low income housing and housing for special needs groups. Consistent with this program and other housing
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programs (such as Program 8, 9, 10, 12, and 16) the City shall prioritize, incentivize, and facilitate the construction of
housing for extremely low income and special needs households, including by using financial resources to provide gap
funding.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program (Federal)

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides funding for rental subsidy payments for
households eaming 50% or less of the area median income. Special vouchers have also been made available for
veterans, called Veterans Administration Supportive Housing (VASH), as well as Mainstream Vouchers which serve
those with mental iliness and are homeless or near homelessness. The HCV programs serve households who are
extremely low income and/or disabled and are administered by the Roseville Housing Authority. The Roseville Housing
Authority (RHA) shall provide Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) to very low- and extremely low-income households in
order to provide affordable housing options to those most in need; 75% of new households receiving vouchers shall be
extremely low income. RHA shall offer Small Area Fair Market Rents and provide landlord education on the benefits of
participating in the program. RHA shall also consider implementing a Landlord Incentive Program based on available
federal funding and other best practices to incentivize new landlords to participate in the program. RHA will provide
outreach materials to multifamily property owners and managers in areas of high opportunity on the benefits of
accepting HCVs and will work to increase the number of properties accepting HCVs in high opportunity areas.

Section 202 (Federal)

HUD provides long-term, direct loans to private, non-profit sponsors to finance new construction of elderly and disabled
housing affordable to households earning 50% or less of the median income. The City will support applications by non-
profit housing developers for Section 202 funding.

HOME Investment Partnership Program (State)

The Housing Division utilizes State-administered federal HOME funds for the First Time Homebuyer Program, which
provides down payment assistance to low-income first time homebuyers. The City’s First Time Home Buyer Down
Payment Assistance Program allows displaced homemakers to qualify as first ime home buyers. The City also uses
HOME funds to leverage Community Development Block Grant funds for the Housing Rehabilitation Program
described below. The City will pursue HOME funds for financing of affordable multi-family rental projects targeted to
special needs groups such as seniors and those with disabilities.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) (Federal)
The City will continue to set aside CDBG funds for the following programs that address the needs of special needs
populations, including elderly, disabled, and homeless individuals and families.

Housing Rehabilitation Program

Deferred loans up to $100,000 are available to low-income homeowners for health and safety repairs and general
home improvements. Elderly and disabled homeowners can also receive a $5,000 grant for health and safety repairs.
Outreach for this program will be directed to disadvantaged geographic areas of the City, where there are overlapping
factors such as poverty, overcrowding, cost burden, and poor housing conditions and where there is a higher
proportion of communities of color based on the most current census data.

Public Service Funds

The City has made CDBG Public Service funds available to non-profit agencies and organizations that provide
supportive services to special needs populations. The City will continue to consider applications for funding for special
needs activities under the Public Service category during the Annual Action Plan process.

(Policies H4.1, H4.2, H4.3, H4.4 and H4.5)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as funding is available, and at least annually.

Objectives: Effectively implement federal and state programs and leverage funding opportunities, increase the number
of participating properties in high resource areas of the City, and obtain funding for affordable housing projects serving
special needs populations.



Implementing Agency: Housing Division
Funding Source: Housing Choice Voucher, CDBG, HOME, Section 202

20. HOMELESS PREVENTION AND RAPID REHOUSING PROGRAM

The City Council has approved Roseville Homeless Prevention Rapid Rehousing (HPRR) funds consisting of
Permanent Local Housing Allocation funds and up to $250,000 in Low and Moderate Income Funds to assist Roseville
homeless and those about to be homeless with grants for payment of past due rent, security deposits, first month’s
rent, past due uitility bills, and emergency motel vouchers. Non-profits apply for program funds annually. On average,
the HPRR program serves the community by providing over 37,000 bed nights for the homeless annually, providing
rental assistance to maintain permanent housing for approximately 500 households, placing 50 individuals into
transitional or treatment facilities, and permanently housing 15 people from homelessness per year. The City will
annually track the demographics of the people benefiting from these funds to ensure they are equitably distributed, and
make adjustments to funding if they are not.

(Policy H4.5)
Time Frame: Ongoing, as funding is available, and at least annually.

Objectives: Fund non-profits to implement homeless prevention and rapid rehousing programs such as rent, utilities and
deposit payments, homeless hotel vouchers, and ready-to-rent programs.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division& Non-profits that apply for funding

Funding Source: Permanent Local Housing Allocation and Low and Moderate Income Fund

21. ROSEVILLE COMMUNITY GRANTS FUNDS

The Grants Advisory Commission reviews grant applications and makes grant recommendations on an annual basis
to the City Council for the following community grants:

Citizens’ Benefit Fund

The Citizens' Benefit Fund was established in 1993 following the sale of the City-owned Roseville Hospital. The
proceeds were invested and a portion of the interest earned each year is made available for grants with the purpose of
improving the quality of life for the citizens of Roseville. Public agencies, schools and non-profit 501(c)3 or 501(c)4 are
eligible to apply.

REACH Fund

The Roseville Employees Annual Charitable Hearts Fund (REACH) is a community giving fund created through the

generosity of Roseville employees and retirees. These employee-donated funds are dispersed to local charitable
organizations that serve youth, seniors and families in the South Placer County region.

(Policy H4.5)
Time Frame: Ongoing, as funding is available, and at least annually

Objectives: Provide funding to public agencies and non-profits for programs that benefit and support the Roseville
community.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division, City Manager, City Council

Funding Source: Citizens’ Benefit Trust, and REACH Fund
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ADDRESS SIGNIFICANT DISPARITIES AND INCREASE OPPORTUNITIES

To Achieve Getting People and Families off the Street, the City will:

Create opportunities for development of permanent supportive housing for people experiencing
homelessness, including families, by identifying sites and properties and prioritize local funding and incentives
for that use. Current activities include consideration of a Project Homekey development which would create
new permanent supportive housing units for people experiencing homelessness.

Create and fund rehousing plans to move people from emergency COVID sheltering to permanent affordable
housing, and in the future, respond similarly to major health or housing displacement emergencies. In its
COVID response, the City has partnered with Placer County on a COVID rehousing program and will apply
for program funding in 2021.

To Achieve Keeping People in their Homes, the City will:

Provide Rental Assistance: fund rental assistance and work with tenants, nonprofit housing providers,
advocates and the state to find solution on rent that keep tenants out of debt, prevent displacement, and
sustain financial security of nonprofit housing providers. City's CDBG-CV3 funds are supporting a COVID
rental assistance program. The City is partnering with Placer County on rental assistance for low-income
households who are facing hardships due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Continue and adopt policies to prevent displacement as part of all specific plans, master plans, or other
redevelopment/reinvestment programs which are proposed in areas that are within the City’s Infill area or
within areas of the City at risk of displacement including strategies to protect senior and low-income
homeowners such as targeting home repair programs and no-net loss policies for existing affordable housing
and condo conversion ordinances. The City will continue its income-qualified Owner-Occupied Housing
Rehabilitation deferred loan and grant program. Applications and outreach materials are posted in English
and Spanish. The City will direct implementation of these policies and programs into geographic areas of the
community at greatest sensitivity or risk of displacement.

To Increase and Preserve the Affordable Housing Supply, the City will:

Undertake all preservation programs outlined in the preservation section of the HE which includes continuing
to annually monitor and support preservation of existing regulated affordable homes at risk of converting to
market rates. The City currently monitors such developments and will enhance its program by naming a
Preservation Coordinator.

Provide outreach on targeted first-time homebuyer programs in neighborhoods that have suffered from
historic disinvestment to increase awareness and access to such programs like HUD Section 8 Homebuyer
assistance. Outreach will be in English and Spanish.

Strengthen its local housing trust fund with local revenue sources. Currently the City’s revenue sources
include in lieu fees and pay offs from affordable purchase loans. Actions to include re-applying for state Local
Housing Trust Fund (LHTF) Program as they are released.

Metrics: Number of households assisted with rental assistance; owner occupied rehab; number of permanent
supportive housing projects the City explores.

(Policy H4.10)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually



Objectives: To ensure that direct and indirect government activities and influence is equitable and supports access to
housing opportunists for all groups. Metrics for success include 700 low, very low, and extremely low income households
assisted with rental assistance; 15 owner-occupied rehab projects (based on current funding levels) within a
disadvantaged community area or area at risk of displacement; at least 1 permanent supportive housing project explored
annually.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: Community Development Block Grant, General Fund

23. HOMELESS OUTREACH

The Roseville Police Department uses a Social Services Unit consisting of two full-time Problem-Oriented Policing
Officers and two Homeless Outreach Workers from Placer County Health and Human Services to link homeless
individuals to services throughout the County and to build trust with unsheltered individuals, particularly among
communities where distrust is widespread and acts as a barrier to accessing services.

(Policy H4.5)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: Contact 50 high-risk community members per month.

Implementing Agency: Roseville Police Department Social Services Unit

Funding Source: Community Development Block Grant, Downtown Roseville Partnership, General Fund

24, FAMILY MOBILE TEAM

The Roseville Police Department collaborates with Placer County Mental Health on a Family Mobile Team unit, which
responds to family crisis situations and calls from minors in dangerous situations, to connect these individuals to
support and services to avoid these situations from resulting in homelessness.

(Policy H4.5)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: A minimum of 350 interactions annually.

Implementing Agency: Roseville Police Department Social Services Unit

Funding Source: Community Development Block Grant, Downtown Roseville Partnership, General Fund

25. FAMILY REUNIFICATION PROGRAM

Continue the Family Connect and Reunification Program to assist those experiencing homelessness to be
reconnected with family and friends who can help support the individual, including by providing transportation to the
friend or family member.

(Policy H4.5)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually.

Objectives: Reunification of 20 individuals experiencing homelessness
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Implementing Agency: Roseville Police Department Social Services Unit

Funding Source: Grant program or other funding

26. REGIONAL HOUSING PROGRAMS
When feasible, the City will address affordable housing issues on a regional basis.

Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act Funds

The City’s Housing Division will continue to participate in the Placer Consortium on Homelessness (PCOH) with other
jurisdictions, local organizations, and service providers to establish and promote a network of facilities and resources to
assist the homeless population and other special needs populations. The City will continue to participate in the
preparation of the Placer County Continuum of Care annual application for Homeless Emergency Assistance and
Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act funds.

(Policy H4.5)

Time Frame: Annually

Objectives: Participate in regional approaches to affordable housing.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act funds (Federal)

27. FAIR HOUSING AND HOUSING DISCRIMINATION LEGAL SERVICES

In 2019, the City completed a regional effort that updated the 2000 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
(Al) pursuant to the 2015 AFFH Final Rule. Relevant sections are incorporated into the Housing Element.

The City shall continue to actively participate in the ongoing region-wide collaborative effort to improve fair housing
choice and affirmatively further fair housing.

The City’s 19 fair housing indicators for zoning codes analysis for ideal outcomes to prevent fair housing barriers
included in the Al based on a checklist developed by the Region IX HUD office found that all of the 19 indicators
supported fair housing and that none of the City’s zoning codes create barriers to fair housing or impact housing
choice. The City will work to ensure that it does not create barriers in its future actions to fair housing or impact housing
choice by:

¢ Regularly complete analysis of the characteristics of the beneficiaries of housing and service programs
relative to the income-adjusted resident population.

e Require that developers receiving public subsidies (monetary or in the form of density bonuses and fast track
review) use affirmative fair housing marketing practices.

e  Monitor how public sector investments can contribute to economic changes in neighborhoods, possibly
accelerating displacement of low-income residents as part of all specific plans, master plans, or other
redevelopment/reinvestment programs which are proposed in areas that are within the City’s Infill area or
within areas of the City at risk of displacement.

e  Conduct robust and meaningful public engagement activities and events when considering adoption of
polices to ensure all voices in the community are heard.

¢ Inmaking planning decisions, be aware of how the built environment communicates inclusiveness or
exclusiveness to different types of residents.



¢ Holding monthly housing meetings for non-profit organizations and local stakeholders, including the Latino
Leadership Council to share regional resources and ensure equitable distribution of resources.

e Encourage and support affordable housing across the City in all neighborhoods, with a focus on areas of high
opportunity.

The City will continue to provide assistance regarding equal housing opportunities through its Housing Division and
Housing Authority in addition to funding a program which will provide the services of legal counsel to persons
experiencing housing discrimination.

The City of Roseville will continue its collaborative Housing Education Campaign to provide fair housing counseling
workshops and one-on-one counseling for Roseville residents, landlords/property owners, and tenants, with counseling
provided by Project Sentinel or similar HUD qualified fair housing provider, through the City’s Fair Housing Education
Program. Under contract with the City, fair housing provider will also offer fair housing workshops, respond to inquiries
and provide wide-ranging fair housing information. Its website is a rich resource with information in six languages.

In addition to the provision of workshops and one-on-one counseling, the City’s website includes fair housing
information and referral service data with links to other Fair Housing resources.

(Policies H4.6, H4.7, H4.8)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually.

Objectives: To ensure residents are informed of their housing rights and are provided with support on fair housing issues,
and that City actions do not create barriers to fair housing or impact choice. Annually, 50 responses to inquiries; at least
1 Fair Housing Workshop; Adequate annual funding, $12,000 for 2022, future years amount responsive to
resources/needs.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division and Roseville Housing Authority

Funding Source: Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance, Community Development Block Grant Funding, City’'s
Low- and Moderate-Income Fund, General Fund

28. SUPPORT FOR HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

Work with the Alta California Regional center to implement an outreach program that informs families and housing
developers within the City on housing and services available for persons with developmental disabilities. The program
could include the development of an informational brochure, including information on services on the City’s website.
The City will also revise the Zoning Ordinance to require an Administrative Permit for large Community Care homes (7
to 12 persons) instead of a Use Permit. Standards for approval of an Administrative Permit for large Community Care
homes will be developed, to facilitate objectivity and certainty in review.

(Policies H4.1, H4.8, H4.9)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually
Objectives: To ensure residents are informed of housing options for persons with developmental disabilities
Implementing Agency: Housing Division

Funding Source: General Fund
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29. ALLOW SHARED HOUSING UNDER HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER FOR PERSONS
WITH DISABILITIES

Continue Roseville Housing Authority’s policy to allow Shared Housing to enable persons with disabilities to use their
voucher in housing that is shared with non-related persons. The rent and rental subsidy for these households is based
on the use of one bedroom (or two if a live-in aide is required). The HCV rental assistance Shared Housing option does
not factor in the income of the other household members who may be providing an increased level of independence for
the disabled HCV participant.

RHA has operated this policy for more than 20 years and a number of developmentally disabled individuals have made
use of the Shared Housing option. The program has received positive feedback from the participants, their families and
landlords on the benefit of this provision.

(Policies H4.1, H4.9)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: To provide rental assistance for residents with disabilities
Implementing Agency: Roseville Housing Authority

Funding Source: Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance

GOVERNMENTAL AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING
PRODUCTION

Goal H5 Promote affordable housing development through the local government
permit process.

Policy H5.1 The City shall continue to explore options to restructure how fees are assessed.

Policy H5.2 The City shall review and modify its Subdivision Improvement Standards, where reasonable,
to provide cost savings in the development of residential units while continuing to ensure the
public health, safety and welfare.

Policy H5.3 The City recognizes the importance of providing affordable housing to support job growth,
and shall prioritize communicating this message to the community.

Policy H5.4 The City shall ensure that its Zoning Ordinance is regularly updated to be in compliance with
new legislation.

Implementation Measures/Programs

30. PROCESS AND FEE STRUCTURE REVIEW

Permit Process — To expedite project facilitation and provide internal support to project applicants, the City established
the Economic Development Advisory Committee to advise and assist the City Council in creating a community
environment conducive to existing businesses, attracting new businesses, and promoting tourism. In order to expedite
project facilitation and provide internal support to project applicants, the Economic Development Advisory Committee



also functions as a liaison, building relationships between the City, the development community, and business owners.
The Committee provides input into delivery of development services, cost of services, construction standards,
development impact fees, and other development service policy areas. The Committee regularly reviews the City’s fee
system to work toward reducing the cost of development impact fees, as well as provide direction on the Economic
Development Strategy.

Fee Structure — The City will continue to review its fee system and work toward graduated fees as a means of reducing
the cost of housing development.

The Development Services Department will work with the Economic Development Advisory Committee.
(Policy H5.1)

Time Frame: Annually review process and fee structure.

Objectives: Review process and fee structure once per year.

Implementing Agency: Development Services Department

Funding Source: General Fund

31. REVIEW OF SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS AND ZONING
ORDINANCES

The City will regularly review the Subdivision Improvement Standards and Zoning Ordinance to ensure residential
development standards are appropriate, aligned with the City’s housing-related policies, reflective of modern planning
practices, and are not unduly burdensome or restrictive. The City will annually review housing legislation and update
the Zoning Ordnance as needed to comply with new state laws. Current amendments needed pursuant to this
program include reducing the parking requirements for emergency shelters consistent with AB 139, adding employee
housing (for six or fewer people) as a permitted residential use, and adjusting the description of transitional and
supportive housing to state that these uses are permitted by right where multifamily and mixed use are permitted (to
ensure consistency with AB 2162).

(Policy H5.2)

Time Frame: Ongoing, and at least annually

Objectives: Complete review of the Subdivision Improvement Standards and Zoning Ordinance once per year.
Implementing Agency: Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund

32. PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM

The City will continue to educate the greater Roseville community about the necessity of providing the affordable
housing needed to support the job growth occurring in Roseville and the region. Specifically, this information will focus
on the need to provide affordable housing in close proximity to jobs for multiple reasons, including to reduce the traffic
and air quality impacts that result from long commutes and reduce inequities by ensuring all sectors of the City's
employment base can afford to live in the community where they work. In addition, the City will continue to monitor
community opposition to affordable housing projects in an effort to remove negative perceptions. Education will occur
through public hearings, presentations to various service organizations and other community groups, and articles
published in the local newspaper and the City’s newsletter.

(Policy H5.3)
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Time Frame: Bi-annually.

Objectives: 100% of staff reports or other City materials for affordable housing projects will include information about the
necessity of affordable housing and City newsletters will contain such materials a minimum of twice annually. A
FlashVote survey or other survey will be distributed annually to evaluate the community’'s perceptions of affordable
housing.

Implementing Agency: Housing Division, Planning Division
Funding Source: General Fund

33. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Planning Division will continue to provide multiple ways for residents to be informed of development projects and
multiple opportunities and means for community input on proposed projects within the City, including:

¢ Uploading initial notices that an application was received to the Roseville Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations’ (RCONA) website.

e Maintenance of the City’s Development Activity website, which includes a list of all new applications received
during the previous week, a description of all active development proposals in the City, and interactive maps
displaying the location of current and upcoming construction in the City.

¢ Maintenance of the City’s Planning Projects of Interest website, where project details and documents are
uploaded for projects generating significant community interest.

¢ Maintenance of the City’s Online Permitting Services portal, which allows the public to look up documents and
details for all active applications in the City.

o For General Plan Amendments, physically posting a notice of the project application on the project site.

e Encouraging applicants to hold neighborhood meetings before the public decision-making process begins, to
ensure the community understands the proposal and to receive any concerns and questions early in the
process.

o Uploading public hearing notices and notices of intent to approve a project to the RCONA website, in addition
to the direct mailing of such notices to properties within 300 feet of the project.

Neighborhood forums and other outreach allows people affected by a project to have their questions and concemns
addressed early in the planning process, which can reduce costs by avoiding late-stage design changes due to
unexpected comments. Outreach also has the potential to improve community investment in a project and ensure the
achievement of equity goals. The intent of the City’s public participation process is to provide clear processes and
means for community notice and input as part of a timely and transparent decision-making process. This program is
also consistent with the City’'s General Plan, which directs the City to continue and improve our public participation
programs.

(Policy H5.3)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as projects are processed through the Planning Division.

Objectives: Provide multiple means and opportunities for public participation as part of Planning entitlement projects.
Implementing Agency: Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund



34. SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING LAWS

The City will review the Zoning Ordinance and its other planning documents and, if necessary, make changes to
ensure compliance with the Supportive Housing Streamlining Act (AB 2162), AB 101 (Low-Barrier Navigation Centers),
and other existing and future legislation.

AB 2162 requires supportive housing to be considered a use by right in zones where multi-family and mixed uses are
permitted, including nonresidential zones permitting multi-family uses, if the proposed housing development meets
specified criteria. AB 101 requires that Low-Barrier Navigation Centers (LBNC) be a by-right use in areas zoned for
mixed-use and nonresidential zones permitting multi-family uses. LBNC provide temporary room and board with limited
barriers to entry while case managers work to connect homeless individuals and families to income, public benefits,
health services, permanent housing, or other shelter.

(Policy H5.4)

Time Frame: Within two years of adoption of the Housing Element

Objectives: City ensures compliance with AB 2162 and AB 101 and other legislation

Implementing Agency: Planning Division

Funding Source: General Fund

RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION

Goal H6 Continue efforts to encourage energy efficiency in housing construction
and maintenance.

Policy H6.1 ,@ Roseville Electric shall pursue reasonable and cost-effective energy efficiency, conservation,
and load management programs that provide benefits to the community.

Policy H6.2@ Roseville Electric shall continue to apply energy-efficiency requirements to all residential
construction.

Policy H6.3 Roseville Electric shall continue the Electric Rate Assistance Programs for residential

customers whose medical status or income qualify.

Roseville’s conservation efforts contribute to needed reductions of greenhouse gas emissions. Such sustainable goals
and policies throughout the General Plan are designated with an icon: 1.

Implementation Measures/Programs

35. ROSEVILLE ELECTRIC PROGRAM
Peak Load Management Program

Roseville Electric will continue to explore and implement peak load management programs deigned to most
efficiently manage energy use during critical peak demand.

Energy Audits
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Roseville Electric will continue to offer online energy audits and custom energy information to aid customers in
reducing home energy costs. These tools will include suggestions for low- and no-cost conservation practices and
an analysis of recommended energy efficiency measures.

Energy Efficiency Rebates and Renewable Energy Rebates

Roseville Electric will continue to offer rebates to electric customers who install or upgrade their homes with
qualified energy-efficiency measures. Renewable energy options are available through Roseville Electric’s
community solar program. Electric Rate Assistance Programs

Roseville Electric offers a discount to residential customers whose income is no greater than specified by the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development as “very low” for Placer County. Roseville Electric also offers
Medical Support Rate Reductions for customers who have medical devices in their homes.

Roseville Electric may offer energy efficiency rebates to low-income customers through a partnership with the
City’s Housing Division.

Roseville Utility Exploration Center

The Utility Exploration Center is an interdepartmental project sponsored by Roseville Electric and the
Environmental Utilities Department with support from the Parks, Recreation and Libraries Department and the City
Manager’s Office. The center is a key component of Mahany Park and is a one-of-a-kind center offering an
exciting new take on preserving our natural resources and protecting our environment through new technologies
and measures in energy efficiency, water efficiency, recycling, and water quality, with environmentally sustainable
building materials making the center an exhibit in itself. The center offers children and adults fun and interactive
tools for learning.

Community Solar Program
Roseville Electric Utility offers a solar option for residents interested in solar without long-term commitments or the
need to install costly equipment. This program offers various participation levels as well as options for income
qualified residents. The program began in 2019 as a pilot and is expected to continue through 2029.

(Policies H6.1, H6.2, H6.3)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as funding is available, and at least annually.

Objectives: Meet the City's Renewable Portfolio Standards requirements.

Implementing Agency: Roseville Electric Department, Housing Division

Funding Source: Roseville Electric

36. NEW CONSTRUCTION EFFICIENCY MEASURES

The Roseville Building Department will continue to enforce Title 24 of the Building Code. Title 24 is the State residential
energy conservation standard, which defines construction standards for energy requirements to promote energy
efficiency and conservation.

(Policies H6.1, H6.2)

Time Frame: Ongoing, as applications are received.

Objectives: Review 100% of building permits for consistency with Title 24 requirements.
Implementing Agency: Building Department

Funding Source: General Fund



Table X-1 provides the City’s quantified housing availability objectives for the 8-year planning period by income group
and strategy type (e.g. new construction, rental assistance, etc). These quantified objectives are based on the City’s
RHNA, which allocates the City 6,178 units lower income units and 12,066 total units.

2 ATETE I Low Moderate A Total
Low Low Moderate
New Construction 1,320 1,660 2,260 1,636 4,150 11,026
Rental Assistance 610 205 815
First Time
Homebuyer/Affordable 10 130 140
Purchase
Housing Rehabilitation 60 60 120
Unit Conservation
Housing Agreements’ 28 831 1,913 2,772
Purchase Agreements? 45 45
Homebuyer Assistance® 10 10
Housing Voucher* 551 184 735
Other programs® 20 50 50 35 155
Total Quantified Objectives 2,529 3,000 4,293 1,846 4,150 15,818
AFFH Units® 1,724 2,551 4,038 1,651 4,102 14,066

1. The City’s affordable housing agreements will maintain the affordability of 2,000 units during the 8-year housing cycle; details
are provided in Table X-20.

2. The City’s affordable purchase housing agreements create and secure the affordability of purchase housing for moderate
income households. The program will assist a minimum of 45 households during the 8-year housing cycle.

3. The First Time Homebuyer Down Payment Assistance Program targeted to low-income households will assist at least 10
households to secure and maintain affordable housing during the eight-year housing cycle.

4. The City’s Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCV) provides rental assistance to extremely and very low income households,
to ensure their housing remains affordable. At least 75% of the 735 vouchers are required to target extremely low income
households.

5. The City offers multiple other conservation programs, including programs aimed at ensuring housing remains affordable and
habitable; utility rate discounts which target extremely low and low income households, as well as households with medical
devices in their homes; and allowing shared housing to enable persons with disabilities to use their voucher in housing shared
with non-related persons.

6. This is the subset of the Total Quantified Objectives which are part of an Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing program which
directly results in housing production or conservation. This includes new construction units within High or Highest Opportunity
areas (93% or 10,204 units); rental assistance and vouchers which are used in areas of High or Highest opportunity, in areas
at risk of displacement, or are offered only to certain special needs groups pursuant to Program 1 (minimum 30%, minimum
30%, and minimum 40%, respectively, for a total of at least 775 units so directed); first-time homebuyer units which target
disadvantaged populations and are units located in High or Highest Opportunity areas (minimum of 40/40% split respectively
with a minimum of 150 units), Rehabilitation units which target disadvantaged communities (100% with a minimum of 120
units), and Housing Agreements and Purchase Agreements for units within High or Highest Opportunity areas (100% with a
minimum of 2,817 units). These totals include units created by funding assistance from Programs 9 and 12, the City’s In-Lieu
funds and Housing Successor Agency funds (100% of the existing funds will be used for projects in areas at risk of
displacement).
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Population Characteristics

POPULATION GROWTH

According to the California Department of Finance, the population total for the City of Roseville is 145,163. When
looking at the US Census, the City’s population has risen steadily over the last ten years, increasing 18.2% from
118,788 in 2010. Roseville’s population growth began in the late 1980s, due mainly to a strong economy and
development in the City’s specific plan areas.

Jurisdiction Total Population Growth
2010 2020 Total Increase Percentage
Roseville 118,788 145,163 26,375 18.2%
Placer County 348,432 403,711 55,279 13.7%

Source: 2010 Census and California Department of Finance

Age Characteristics

Although population growth strongly affects total demand for new housing, housing needs are also influenced by age
characteristics. Typically, different age groups have distinct lifestyles, family characteristics, incomes, and housing
preferences. As people move through each stage of life, their housing needs and preferences also change. Age
characteristics are therefore important in planning for the changing housing needs of residents.

According to the 2014-2018 ACS, a little more than half (51.8%) of the population is working age, between 20 and 59
years of age, and a little more than one-quarter (26.2%) of the population is school age or below, between 0 and 19
years of age. The population 60 years and over represents the remaining percentage of 22%.The age distribution for
Roseville is presented in Table X-3.

Years of Age Number Percentage
0-5 7,715 5.8%
5-9 9,081 6.8%

10-14 8,940 6.7%
15-19 9,183 6.9%
20-24 7,811 5.9%
25-34 15,711 11.8%
35-44 18,795 14.1%
45-54 18,426 13.8%
55-64 15,225 11.4%
65-74 11,968 9.0%
75-84 6,695 5.0%
85 and over 3,499 2.6%
Median Age 39.1 years

Source: 2014-2018 ACS



Race and Ethnicity

As shown in Table X4, the largest racial group in Roseville according to 2014-2018 ACS identified themselves as
white (68.5%), followed by Asian (10%). Hispanics represented 15.2% of the population in Roseville.

Race/Ethnicity Number Percentage
White 91,180 68.5%
African American 2,303 1.7%
American Indian/Alaska Native 284 0.2%
Asian 13,363 10%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 280 0.2%
Some Other Race 5,464 4.1%
Hispanic 20,175 15.2%

Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (5-year estimates)

Household type and size, income levels, and other household characteristics determine the type of housing needed by
residents. This section details the various household characteristics affecting housing needs.

Households Type and Size

A household refers to the people occupying a home, such as a family, a single person, or unrelated persons living
together. Family households often prefer single-family homes or condominiums to accommodate children, while non-
family households generally occupy smaller apartments or condominiums.

Table X-5 displays household composition as reported by the 2014—2018 American Community Survey (5-year
estimates). In the City of Roseville, families comprised 68.9% of all households, of which 34.6% have children under 18
years of age. The average household size was 2.68 persons.

Number Percentage
Total Households 49,204 100.0%
Family Households 33,872 68.8%
Families with Children Under 18 17,040 34.6%
Non-Family 15,332 31.2%
Average Household Size 2.68 persons

Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey (5-year estimates)

Overcrowded Housing

The US Census defines overcrowding as more than one person per room in a housing unit. The Census includes
living rooms, dining rooms, bedrooms, kitchens, finished attics and basements, recreation and family rooms,
permanently enclosed porches, and rooms used for offices in the definition of a “room.”
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According to the 2012-2016 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, 0.9% of Roseville’s owner-
occupied households (approximately 270 units) and 3.0% of renter-occupied households (approximately 500 units)
were overcrowded (more than 1 person per room). Generally, overcrowding reflects a household's inability to afford a
larger housing unit.

Overcrowding does not appear to be a significant problem in Roseville. However, it can be assumed that those
households living in an overcrowded situation are most likely lower-income households that cannot afford to rent
market-rate, adequately-sized units that meet their space needs.

Household Income

Along with housing prices and rents, household income is the most important factor affecting housing opportunities in
Roseville. Housing choices such as tenure (owning versus renting), housing type, and location are dependent on
household income. On the other hand, household size and type often affect the proportion of income that can be spent
on housing.

For the purpose of evaluating housing affordability, housing need, and eligibility for housing assistance, income levels
are defined by guidelines adopted each year by the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD). For Placer County, the area median income (AMI) for a family of four in 2020 was $80,100.

e  Extremely Low Income Up to 30% of AMI ($0-$25,100)

e VeryLow Income 30-50% of AMI ($25,101-$40,050)
e LowlIncome 50-80% of AMI ($40,051-$64,100)
e Moderate Income 80-120% of AMI ($64,101-$96,100)

e Above Moderate Income Above 120% of AMI (more than $96,100)

Household Size
Income
Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Person Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons
Extremely Low  $16,850 $19,250 $21,650 $25,100 $29,420 $33,740 $38,060 $42,380

Very Low $28,050 = $32,050 $36,050 $40,050 $43,300 $46,500 $49,700 $52,900
Low $44,900 = $51,300 $57,700 $64,100 $69,250 $74,400 $79,500 $84,650
Moderate $67,250 = $76,900 $86,500 $96,100 = $103,800 &= $111,500 | $119,150 $126,850

Source: HCD 2020

Extremely Low-Income Households

In 2020, the median income for a household of four in Placer County was $80,100. Households that earn 30% or less
than the county’s median income are considered “extremely low-income.” The 2012—-2016 Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data indicate that 4.9% of owner-occupied households (1,485) and 17.6% of renter-
occupied households (2,935) are extremely low income.

The Roseville Housing Authority (RHA) is authorized to provide 785 households with Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
rental assistance. This total includes special vouchers for the following special needs groups:



e 75 vouchers for households with a head-of-household or spouse that are non-elderly and disabled (NED)
e 65 vouchers for veteran households that come by referral from the Veterans Affairs Department (VASH)

e 33 vouchers that assist households who have a non-elderly adult with a disability and are transitioning out of
institutional and other segregated settings, or are currently homeless or at risk of becoming homeless (Mainstream
—new program in 2018)

e 30 vouchers that are attached to specific units at the Main Street Plaza affordable project (Project Based Vouchers
new program in 2020). Of the 30 PBV vouchers:

o 1isaregular HCV voucher
o 10 are regular vouchers layered with Placer County Mental Health Services Act funding,
= 3 of these households must come from homeless

o 19 are VASH vouchers

e 50 new Emergency Housing Vouchers for those who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, fleeing or
attempting to flee domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, stalking, or human trafficking, recently
homeless, or having high risk of housing instability (new program in 2021)

Al of the HCV programs listed above support Roseville households that are extremely low-income. The Housing
Choice Voucher Rental Assistance Program requires that 75% of households admitted to the program each year eam
30% of the area median income or less. Between 2013 and 2020, RHA issued 282 vouchers to new households.
Over the last 8 years, RHA has assisted 26 extremely low-income households per year, at the minimum.

In addition to the City's Housing Choice Voucher program, the City has multiple programs serving the homeless
population or populations at risk of homelessness; these are extremely low income populations. Supportive programs
include Programs 20 through 24, which create opportunities for permanent supportive housing, create and fund
rehousing plans to move people from temporary to permanent shelter, provide rental assistance, prevent
displacement, and undertake preservation programs; link homeless individuals to services throughout the County;
respond to family crisis situations and calls from minors to connect individuals to support and services which will avoid
homelessness; connect individuals experiencing homelessness with family and friends who can support the person;
and use Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act funding, respectively.

Cost Burden

State and federal housing law defines cost-burdened households as those paying more than 30% of gross income for
housing expenses. Housing cost burdens are especially problematic for lower-income households that have limited
resources for other living expenses. For renters, housing costs include rent and utilities paid by the tenant. For owners,
housing costs include mortgage payment, taxes, insurance and utilities. According to HUD’s definition, housing is not
affordable, and a cost burden occurs when households pay more than 30% of their income for housing costs and a
severe cost burden occurs when households pay more than 50% for housing costs.

Table X-7 shows to what extent occupied housing units (households) are cost burdened for housing cost by their
income category in the City of Roseville. Of the lower-income households in the city, 11,505 (24.0%) were cost
burdened. For homeowners, data on cost burden takes into account whether the home is owned free and clear or
whether it is mortgaged.
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Income Range Renter-Occupied Owner-Occupied All Occupied Housing

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

Extremely Low (0-30%AMI) 2,715 38.6% 1,505 33.7% 4,220 36.7%
Very Low (30-50% AMI) 1,930 27.4% 1,210 271% 3,140 27.3%
Low (50-80% AMI) 2,390 34.0% 1,755 39.3% 4,145 36.0%
Total Burdened Households 7,035 41.6% 4,470 14.4% 11,505 24.0%
Total Households 16,910 - 30,940 - 47,850 -

Source: 2013-2017 CHAS data

Roseville’s Labor Force

According to data from the 20132017 U S Census American Community Survey (5-year estimates), the City of
Roseville has 65,414 persons in the civilian labor force, of which 61,692 are employed. At the time of data collection,
the City had an unemployment rate of 5.7%. Of the employed persons, the top occupations were management,
business, and financial occupations; and sales and office occupations (see Tables X-8 and X-9). Table X-10 provides
the number of persons within each business sector to the percent each industry represents.

Summary Information

Total In civilian labor force 65,414
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 61,692
Unemployment rate 5.7%
Average travel time to work 25.8 minutes

Source: 2013-2017 U S Census American Community Survey (5-year estimates)

Occupation Number Percentage @ Median Income
Management, business, and financial occupations 27,938 45.3% $71,804
Service occupations 9,766 15.8% $20,422
Sales and office occupations 16,873 27.4% $39,276
Natural resources, construction and maintenance
occupations 3,715 6.0% $50,216
Production, transportation, and material moving
occupations 3,400 5.5% $32,606
Total 61,692 100%

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey (5-year estimates)



_ Number of Percent Number of

Business by Sector Workers Jobs
Agriculture, Mining, Oil, and Gas Extraction 145 0.2% 50
é;t:\;i(l:fenstertainment, Accommodations and Food 5590 9.1% 8,963
Construction 3,254 5.3% 3,825
Education, Health Care and Social Assistance 14,795 24.0% 14,699
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 5,819 9.4% 7,696
Information 1,346 2.2% 943
Manufacturing 3,779 6.1% 3,442
Other Services [except Public Administration] 2,732 4.4% 2,611
Professional, Scientific, Management Services 7,592 12.3% 5,260
Public Administration 4,526 7.3% 1,721
Retail Trade 7,785 12.6% 12,525
Transportation and Warehousing 2,457 4.0% 887
Wholesale Trade 1,872 3.0% 1,732
Total 61,692 100% 64,354

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey (5-year estimates). SACOG 2019. (Workers).
2015 and 2017 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) (Jobs).

NOTE: Labor Market is residence based, not work location based. These data represent the industry sector in
which the resident population works.

This section describes the housing characteristics and conditions that affect housing needs in Roseville. Important
housing stock characteristics include housing type, tenure, vacancy rates, age, condition, cost, and affordability.

Housing Type

According to the 2014-2018 American Community Survey, 76.4% of the city’s housing stock was made up of single-
family homes, 22.9% was multi-family units, and the remaining 0.7% was mobile homes.

Housing Type Number Percentage
Single-Family Detached 40,337 73.8%
Single-Family Attached 1,414 2.6%
Multi-Family 2—4 Units 2,827 5.2%
Multi-Family 5+ Units 9,653 17.7%
Mobile Homes 390 0.7%
Total Housing Units 54,621 100.0%

Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey
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Housing Tenure

Housing tenure (owner versus renter) can be affected by many factors, such as housing cost (interest rates,
economics, land supply, and development constraints), housing type, housing availability, job availability, and
consumer preference.

Table X-12 details housing tenure in Roseville according to the2014-2018 American Community Survey. Aimost two
thirds of Roseville households were owner-occupied (65.2%), leaving a little more than one third renter-occupied
(34.8%).

Housing Tenure Number Percentage
Owner-Occupied 32,080 65.2%
Households
Renter-Occupied 17,124 34.8%
Households

Source: 2014-2018 American Communities Survey

Vacancy Rate

Vacancy rates of 5% to 6% for rental housing and 1.5% to 2.0% for ownership housing are generally considered to be
optimum. A higher vacancy rate may indicate an excess supply of units and a softer market, and result in lower
housing prices. A lower vacancy rate may indicate a shortage of housing and high competition for available housing,
which generally leads to higher housing prices and diminished affordability.

Table X-13 shows the occupancy status of the housing stock according to the 2014-2018 ACS. The City of Roseville
had a rental vacancy rate of 6.6% and an ownership vacancy rate of 0.9%. The vacancy rate among rental
households is slightly higher than optimum while the vacancy rate among for sale households is lower than optimum.

Type Number Percentage
Occupied 46,986 95.5%
Vacant 2,218 4.5%
For rent 1,129 2.3%
For sale 319 0.6%
Rented or Sold, not occupied 322 0.7%
For seasonal/recreational or occasional use 146 0.3%
All other vacant 302 0.6%
Total Owner Households 32,080 -
For Sale Vacancy Rate 0.9%
Total Renter Households 17,124 -—--
For Rent Vacancy Rate 6.6%
Total Households 49,204 100.0%

Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey



Condition of Housing Stock

There are several ways to assess the condition of housing stock and estimate the need for housing rehabilitation,
including the age of housing stock, estimates obtained from experts within the city, or surveys. As a general rule in the
housing industry, structures older than 30 years begin to show signs of deterioration and require reinvestment to
maintain their quality. Unless properly maintained, homes older than 50 years require major renovations to remain in
good condition. If not properly and regularly maintained, housing can deteriorate and discourage reinvestment, thereby
depressing neighboring property values and impacting the quality of life in a neighborhood. Maintaining and improving
housing quality is an important goal for the City.

In July and August 2020, the City undertook a housing conditions windshield survey of units built prior to 1980 and
looked at a few select neighborhoods (reference Figure X-1 for each neighborhood surveyed), which included homes
built within any time frame, to assist with determining the condition of housing stock. The City’s survey methods were
consistent with both US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD) guidelines. The windshield survey included only an exterior assessment of the
condition of the roof, siding, windows, and foundation. Interior conditions were not inspected.

The condition of housing was assessed by an exterior survey of quality, condition, and improvement needed. Each
residential structure was scored according to structural criteria established by the HCD. There are five structural
categories (foundation, roofing, siding, windows, and electrical). Based on scores assigned to the five categories, each
housing structure was rated as being in sound or dilapidated condition, or in need of minor, moderate, or substantial
repairs (defined below).

The majority of units, 504 units (72.01%), were found to be in sound condition, with 148 units (21.14%) in need of minor
and 45 units (6.42) requiring moderate repairs. Only 3 units (0.43%) were in need of substantial rehabilitation or in
dilapidated condition (see Figure X-1).

According to the 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS), approximately 22.2% of the city’s housing stock
was built prior to 1980 and 8.7% prior to 1960. Looking at the ACS and the 2020 housing condition survey results, it is
safe to assume that approximately 25% of the housing stock is in need of some type of rehabilitation.

DEFINITION OF HOUSING CONDITIONS

Sound — A unit that appears new or well maintained and structurally intact. The foundation should appear
structurally undamaged and there should be straight roof lines. Siding, windows, and doors should be in good
repair with good exterior paint condition. Minor problems such as small areas of peeling paint and/or other
maintenance items are allowable under this category.

Minor — A unit that show signs of deferred maintenance, or which needs only one major component, such as a
roof.

Moderate — A unit in need of replacement of one or more major components and other repairs, such as roof
replacement, painting, and window repairs.

Substantial — A unit that requires replacement of several major systems and possibly other repairs (e.g.,
complete foundation work, roof structure replacement and re-roofing, as well as painting and window
replacement).

Dilapidated — A unit suffering from excessive neglect, where the building appears structurally unsound and
maintenance is nonexistent, is not fit for human habitation in its current condition, may be considered for
demolition, or at minimum, major rehabilitation will be required.

Through this survey, the City was able to identify specific rehabilitation needs and formulate efforts to meet such
needs. Based on the windshield survey, 196 units (28.0%) of those surveyed (700 units) were in need of rehabilitation.
A large majority of units that require rehabilitation; 148 units (75.5%) require only minor rehabilitation.



Figure X-1 | 2020 Housing Condition Survey Results
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Housing Rehabilitation

The Roseville Housing Rehabilitation Program provides a means to preserve Roseville’s housing stock affordable to
lower-income households. The Housing Rehabilitation Program assists low-income, owner-occupied households with
deferred loans up to $100,000 for health and safety repairs and general property improvements, and provides $5,000
grants to elderly and disabled owner-occupied households to address health and safety repairs. Over the eight-year
planning period, an estimated 50 households (6 per year) will be assisted with the Housing Rehabilitation Program
during 2021-2029.

The City’s Housing Rehabilitation Program maintains an ongoing waiting list of low-income, owner-occupied
households in need of housing rehabilitation and completes an average of 6 rehabilitation projects each year.

Housing Cost and Affordability

One of the major barriers to housing availability is the cost of housing. In order to provide housing to all economic levels
in the community, a wide variety of housing opportunities at various prices should be made available. Housing
affordability is based on the relationship between household income and housing expenses. According to the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the California Department of Housing and Community
Development, housing is considered “affordable” if the monthly housing cost is no more than 30% of a household’s
gross income.

SALES PRICES

The median sales price for homes in Roseville for the period from May 2020 to July 2020 was $492,000. This figure
represents an increase 1.4%, or $6,500, compared to the prior quarter and an increase of 5.8% compared to the prior
year. Sales prices have appreciated 29.5% over the last five years in Roseville. The average sale price for Roseville
homes for sale on Redfin.com was $495,000 for the week ending August 28, 2020. The market was in the most
competitive range with most homes getting multiple offers and sell for around the list price. Average price per square
foot for Roseville was $277 in 2020, an increase of 4.1 % compared to the same period in the previous year (see Table
X-14).

May — July Year of Year 3 Months

No. Bedrooms 1 Year Prior 5 Years Prior

2020 Change Prior
1 bedroom $245,000 +2.08% $240,000 $247,000 $138,500
2 bedrooms $370,000 +2.77% $320,000 $360,000 $200,660
3 bedrooms $449,900 +5.64% $385,000 $425,000 $342,000
4 bedrooms $594,000 +6.26 $550,000 $559,000 $482,000
All properties $492,000 +5.80% $485,500 $465,000 $380,000
Z‘f}é?;‘;g;m $277 +4.1% $269 $266 $199

Source: MetroList Services (MLS) Comparative Market Analysis (CMA) Report, August 2020. Realtor.com.
https://www.realtor.com/realestateandhomes-search/Roseville CA/housing-market. Redfin.com
https://www.redfin.com/city/16146/CA/Roseville/housing-market. Accessed September 24,2020

(1) Realtor.com website data

RENTAL PRICES

In August 2020, a rental survey was conducted to determine rent rates for housing units in Roseville (see Table X-15).


https://www.realtor.com/realestateandhomes-search/Roseville_CA/housing-market
https://www.redfin.com/city/16146/CA/Roseville/housing-market
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Number of Bedrooms Monthly Rental Range Median Monthly Rental
1 bedroom $744-$3,400 $1,450
2 bedrooms $888-$5,000 $1,865
3 bedrooms $1,023-%4,180 $2,197
4 bedrooms $2,195-%$6,000 $2,595

Source: Forrent.com, realton.com, Zumper.com, August 2020

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Table X-16 provides the affordable rents and maximum purchase price, based on the 2020 HCD income limits for
Placer County. As shown in Table X-16, the maximum affordable rent for a very low-income four-person household is
$916 monthly. As shown in Table X-15, two-bedroom apartments were renting for $888 to $5,000, meaning that very
low-income households would be able to afford a two-bedroom apartment at the lowest end of the rent spectrum. But
the number of units affordable at this level are limited.

The median sales price for single-family homes in Roseville has almost fully recovered from the 2008 recession low
and had a 29.5% increase in the last five years. From May 2020 to July 2020, the median sales prices in the city were
$449,900 for a three-bedroom home, and $370,000 for a two-bedroom home and $245,000 for a one-bedroom home.
(Table X-14). The maximum affordable sales price for a four-person household is $152,244 for a very low-income
household, $251,279 for a low-income household, and $398,883 for a moderate-income household. This indicates that
low-income households would be able to afford a one-bedroom home and moderate income households would be
able to afford a one or two-bedroom home in Roseville..

Income Level

Very Low Low Moderate
Annual Income $43,150 $69,050 $103,550
Monthly Income $3,596 $5,754 $8,629
Maximum Monthly Gross Rent! $916 $1,561 $2,426
Maximum Purchase Price? $152,244 $251,279 $398,883

Source: 2020 income limits: HCD; Monthly mortgage calculation: primelending.com

' Affordable housing cost for renter-occupied households assumes 30% of gross household income, not including utility cost.

2 Affordable housing sales prices are based on the following assumed variables: approximately 10% down payment, 30-year
fixed rate mortgage at 3.75% annual interest rate.

OVERPAYMENT

Housing cost burden is the most prevalent housing issue facing Roseville residents, even among homeowners and
upper income households. HUD defines affordable housing costs to be no more than 30% of a household’s gross
income, including utilities. Very low-income (VLI) and extremely low-income (ELI) households (those between 31-50%
AMI and those below 30% AMI respectively) experience a cost burden greater than 50% of income to a significantly
greater degree than households in the low- or moderate-income categories (51% AMI or greater). VLI and ELI
households have little, if any, disposable income available to handle unexpected expenses or income disruption and
have a higher rate of becoming homeless. The City’s programs are responsive to VLI and ELI households needs.

According to CHAS data, using 2013-2017 ACS data, approximately 33.2% of Roseville households paid more than
30% of their income towards housing costs. HUD considers households paying more than 50% of their income



towards housing costs to be “cost burdened” and at risk of losing their housing. In Roseville, 14.1% of households paid
more than 50% of income.

Of the VLI renters, 89.4% are cost burdened and 53.9% are extremely cost burdened. In the ELI renters, the data is
significantly different finding that 78.7% are cost burdened and 74.3% are extremely cost burdened. However, even at
the highest income-levels (>100% AMI) 9.3% of renters are cost burdened, and 40.9% of moderate-income renters
(>80% to 100% AMI) are cost burdened.

Statewide, 72.6% of ELI households are renters. However, in Roseville the number are more evenly divided between
renters and homeowners with 63.9% of ELI households are renters, and 36.1% are homeowners. This finding
supports the City’s efforts to manage programs that address both ELI renters and owners, such as rental assistance
and owner occupied rehabilitation programs.

Overall, in Roseville, 47.8% of renters are cost burdened and 23.6% are severely cost burdened. Of the City's
homeowners, 25.2% are cost burdened and 9.0% are severely cost burdened. Statewide, 51.1% of renters are cost
burdened and 26.6% are severely cost burdened. For homeowners, the City’s percentages are lower than California
homeowners where statewide 30.8% are cost burdened and 13.3% are severely cost burdened.

In accordance with Section 65583(a)(6) of the Government Code, this section of the Housing Element evaluates the
special housing needs and needs for supportive housing services within the City of Roseville. Special housing needs
categories include persons with disabilities, seniors, large families, female-headed households, farmworkers, and
homeless individuals and families.

The City has made CDBG Public Service funds available to non-profit agencies and organizations that provide
supportive services to special needs populations. The City will continue to consider applications for funding for special
needs activities under the Public Service category during the Annual Action Plan process. Public Service programs
that serve all special needs groups over the last 8 years include:

e Lighthouse Counseling Services

e Handyperson Program

e  Supportive Housing Case Management

e  BAGS Program for Elderly and Disabled Adults
e  Transportation Services

e  Child and Family Therapy

e Transitional Housing for Homeless Persons with Mental lliness
¢ Emergency Homeless Shelter

¢ Mental Health Clinician

e  Family Mental Wellness Counseling

e Housing Supportive Services

e Fair Housing Services

Persons with Disabilities

The 2014-2018 ACS identified 9.8% (13,164 persons) of Roseville’s population 5 years and older as having one or
more disabilities. There are a variety of disabilities, including sensory, physical, mental, and developmental. Disabilities
can result in mobility, self-care, and employment limitations. Of the 13,164 persons identified to have a disability, 5,294
are within the labor force age group of 18-64 years old. Within this labor force group, 2,119 are employed (40%), 330
are unemployed (6.2%), and 2,845 (53.7%) are not considered eligible to be included the labor force. The majority of
disabled persons have income significantly lower than that of the non-disabled population and require housing
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assistance. While it is difficult to determine how many of the disabled require supportive housing services, it can be
assumed that those with mobility and/or self-care limitations have special needs and require in-home supportive
services and special housing accommodations. Table X-17 provides information on disabled Placer County residents,
by type of disability.

Placer Independent Resource Services (PIRS) is a primary resource for disabled persons in Placer County, including
in the City of Roseville. PIRS advocates for the rights of people with disabilities, educates the community about
disability issues, and provides services to persons with disabilities to live independent, productive lives. PIRS identified
a need for programs that provide assistance with accessibility improvements that create more accessible and safer
home living environments for the disabled and senior populations.

Persons with mental health disabilities range from those that can live and work within the community to those with
severe mental illness that require special housing accommodations, constant medical attention, and supportive
services. Placer County Adult System of Care (ASOC) provides a variety of services to the mentally ill. ASOC identifies
housing as a constant struggle for the severely mentally ill. Mental health clients are typically low income; in addition,
their illnesses have resulted in rental histories or credit histories that do not meet typical rent requirements and limit their
housing options.

The Roseville Housing Authority will continue to apply for the following Housing Choice Vouchers when applications
are made available:

¢  Non-Elderly Disabled (NED) - used to provide rental assistance to households with a member who is under
the age of 62 and disabled

e Veterans Administration Supportive Housing (VASH) — used to house veteran households who are homeless
or at risk of becoming homeless

e Mainstream (MV)— used to house households with a disabled non-elderly adult who is transitioning out of
institutional and other segregated settings, or is currently homeless or at risk of becoming homeless

Residential care facilities and single-room occupancy (SRO) units provide additional housing options for the disabled.
These housing types can house persons with similar disabilities, assist with case management efforts, and provide an
environment where residents support one another.

In summary, disabled persons generally do not have the financial capacity to pay for needed accommodations or
modifications to their homes. In addition, disabled persons need housing in close proximity to public services and public
infrastructure and facilities that are accessible with special design features that alleviate the disability. The City offers
multiple programs to help close this gap, including the Housing Choice Voucher program (in combination with the
Shared Housing program), the Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program, and the City’s affordable housing goal to
provide 10% of all new units as affordable. The City also offers the Electric Rate Assistance program, which offers a
discount to residential customers whose income is very low or lower, and also offers a Medical Support Rate Reduction
for customers with medical devices in their homes. The City’'s programs have been highly effective, with the Roseville
Housing Authority designated by HUD as a “High Performing Housing Authority” for the past fifteen years.

The City adopted a Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance to provide a process for individuals with disabilities to
make requests for reasonable accommodation in regard to relief from the various land use, zoning, rules, policies,
practices and/or procedures of the City. Reasonable accommodation is necessary in instances where an
accommodation is needed in order to make housing available or livable for a person with a disability. The process
allows approval of ministerial accommodations (ramps, walls, handrails, or other minor physical improvements) by the
Planning Manager. Other requests are forwarded to the Planning Commission as a request for an Administrative
Permit.

Although the City has established this process, it is rarely used, primarily because the City’s existing land use, zoning,
and other procedures are not unduly burdensome and do not generally restrict individuals from making the necessary
improvements to a property. For example, a typical improvement would be a ramp with hand rails to replace a step up



to a porch or front door. The City's Zoning Ordinance does not apply setbacks or other regulations to decks (and
similar structures) of up to 30 inches tall, which is equivalent to between four and seven steps, depending on the riser
height. When they are included at all, homes typically only have a few steps up to the front door, and therefore the
City’s existing development regulations already accommaodate the addition of a ramp. The City’s existing development
regulations do not unduly restrict improvements to property needed to support individuals with disabilities, and has
established a Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance for those rare instances where an improvement may not meet
development regulations.

0, H 0,
Age Group and Disability Type # of People loeiibieeialee | 8 @7 elel

Residents Population
Hearing Difficulty 13,782 19% 4%
Under 18 years 460 1% --
18 to 64 years 3,641 5% --
65 years and over 9,681 13% --
Vision Difficulty 5,795 8% 2%
Under 18 years 223 0% --
18 to 64 years 2,424 3% --
65 years and over 3,148 4% --
Cognitive Difficulty 14,198 19% 4%
Under 18 years 2,070 3% --
18 to 64 years 6,839 9% --
65 years and over 5,289 7% --
Ambulatory Difficulty 18,990 26% 5%
Under 18 years 234 0% --
18 to 64 years 6,389 9% --
65 years and over 12,367 17% --
Self-care difficulty 7,566 10% 2%
Under 18 years 649 1% --
18 to 64 years 2,272 3% --
65 years and over 4,645 6% --
Independent living difficulty 13,915 19% 4%
18 to 64 years 5,719 8% --
65 years and over 8,196 11% --
TOTAL DISABLED RESIDENTS 74,246 -- 19%

Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey, based on a population of 382,926 people

PERSONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

Senate Bill (SB) 812 requires the City to include in the “Special Housing Needs Analysis”, the needs of individuals with
a developmental disability within the community. According to Section 4512 of the Welfare and Institutions Code,
“developmental disability” means a disability that originates before an individual attains age 18 years, continues, or can
be expected to continue, indefinitely, and constitutes a substantial disability for that individual which includes mental
retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, and autism. This term also includes disabling conditions found to be closely
related to mental retardation or to require treatment similar to that required for individuals with mental retardation but
does not include other handicapping conditions that are solely physical in nature.

Many developmentally disabled persons can live and work independently within a conventional housing environment.
More severely disabled individuals require a group living environment where supervision is provided. The most
severely affected individuals may require an institutional environment where medical attention and physical therapy are
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provided. Because developmental disabilities exist before adulthood, the first issue in supportive housing for the
developmentally disabled is the transition from the person’s living situation as a child to an appropriate level of
independence as an adult.

The Alta California Regional Center provides the City point of entry to services for people with developmental
disabilities. The center is a private, non-profit community agency that contracts with local businesses to offer a wide
range of services to individuals with developmental disabilities and their families.

The information in the tables below from the Alta California Regional Center provides a closer look at the disabled
population.

R_oseville 0-14 15-22 23-54 55-65 65+ Total
Zip Codes Years Years Years Years Years
95661 231 22 17 0 5 275
95678 343 50 23 0 0 420
95747 678 48 22 2 2 752
Total 1252 120 62 2 2 1447

Source: Alta California Regional Center Client Master File, March 2021

There are a number of housing types appropriate for people living with a development disability: rent-subsidized
homes, licensed and unlicensed single-family homes, inclusionary housing, Housing Choice Vouchers (aka Section 8),
special programs for home purchase, HUD housing, and SB 962 homes. The design of housing-accessibility
modifications, the proximity to services and transit, and the availability of group living opportunities represent some of
the types of considerations that are important in serving this special needs group. Incorporating “barrier-free” design in
all new multi-family housing is especially important to provide the widest range of choices for disabled residents.

IS G Independent/ Communit Foster
Zip Code Parent/ P Y Intermediate .
. Supported Care - Family Other Total
Area Family/ . o Care Facility
- Living Facility /Home
Guardian
95661 231 22 17 0 0 5 275
95678 343 50 23 0 0 4 420
95747 678 48 22 2 2 0 752
Total 1252 120 62 2 2 9 1447

Source: Alta California Regional Center Client Master File, March 2021

In order to assist in the housing needs for persons with developmental disabilities, the City will continue to implement
programs to coordinate housing activities and outreach with the Alta California Regional Center and encourage
housing providers to designate a portion of new affordable housing developments for persons with disabilities,
especially persons with developmental disabilities, and pursue funding sources designated for persons with special
needs and disabilities. The City offers multiple programs to help close this gap, including the Housing Choice Voucher
program (in combination with the Shared Housing program), the Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program, and the
City's affordable housing goal to provide 10% of all new units as affordable. The City also offers the Electric Rate
Assistance program, which offers a discount to residential customers whose income is very low or lower, and also
offers a Medical Support Rate Reduction for customers with medical devices in their homes. The City’s programs have
been highly effective, with the Roseville Housing Authority designated by HUD as a “High Performing Housing
Authority” for the past fifteen years.



More than twenty (20) years ago, the Roseville Housing Authority (RHA) adopted a policy allowing Shared Housing
under their Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program. Shared Housing enables persons who may have developmental
disabilities to be able to use their voucher in housing that is shared with other non-related persons. The rent and rental
subsidy for these households is then based on the use of only one bedroom (or two if a live-in aide is required). The
HCV rental assistance Shared Housing option does not take into account the income of the other household members
who may actually be assisting in providing some independence for the developmentally disabled HCV participant. RHA
has had a number of developmentally disabled individuals make use of this option of Shared Housing and has
received positive feedback from the participants, their families and landlords regarding the benefit of this provision.

Female Heads of Household

Female-headed households are considered a special needs group because of the higher incidence of poverty in this
type of household as compared with all families. Most female-headed households are either single women over the
age of 65 or single women (mothers or other female relatives) with minor children.

Of the 33,872 families in the City, according to the 2014-2018 ACS, 4,893 were female-headed families, or 14.4%.
Approximately 53.2% (2,604) of female-headed families have minor children. Approximately 19.3% of female-headed
families are classified as living below the poverty level and 23.5% have children under the age of 18. Comparatively,
only 6.6% of all families in Roseville had household incomes below the poverty level.

It may be assumed that the majority of lower-income, female-headed households are cost burdened for housing (i.e.,
more than 30% of their income) or are experiencing other unmet housing needs. As a result of poverty, female heads
of families often spend more on immediate needs such as food, clothing, transportation, and medical care than on
home maintenance, which results in living units falling into disrepair. Female-headed families have a greater need for
affordable housing, located in areas near child care, schools, parks, transportation, shopping, and other services.
Access to affordable childcare can be particularly key for female-headed households with minor children. The City’s
regulations provide for childcare in all but the Industrial zones of the City; in-home daycare is a by-right residential use.
Childcare facilities are also permitted in commercial zones and are permitted as an accessory use to a school or
church.

In addition to the City’s overall programs to provide affordable housing, including the Housing Choice Voucher program
(in combination with the Shared Housing program), the City’s affordable housing goal to provide 10% of all new units
as affordable, and the Electric Rate Assistance Program, the City also offers programs which can specifically assist
with issues more particular to female-headed households. The City's Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program assists
residents such as these whose homes may fall into disrepair because funds are needed for food and transportation.

The City’s programs have been highly effective, with the Roseville Housing Authority designated by HUD as a “High
Performing Housing Authority” for the past fifteen years. The City's Housing Rehabilitation program has assisted 49
households with general repairs, 47 with exterior paint, and 417 households with handyperson repairs. The City
continues to offer this program and targets the assistance of a minimum of 15 households annually, for a total of 120
over the housing cycle.

Seniors

According to the 2014-2018 ACS, there are 22,162 seniors (persons age 65 or older) residing in Roseville. Seniors
age 65 and older account for 16.7% of the city’s population. Examining the last decade of data on seniors and tenure
indicates that rates of homeownership and rental have remained fairly steady. Approximately 28% of homeowners are
seniors while approximately 16% of renters are seniors. Seniors are more likely to have lower incomes than the
general population, and according to the 20142018 ACS, 9.0% of the senior population is at or below the poverty
level. Many seniors face financial challenges due to limited incomes and need affordable housing. Seniors also face
housing challenges related to physical disabilities. Many of the disabilities are age related, including declining mobility
and self-care issues that interfere with their ability to remain independent.

Seniors have a variety of housing options, including:
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Independent living — seniors reside in their home or apartment with little support or care

o Assisted living facilities — senior maintains a level of independence, residing in an apartment and receives varied
levels of support and assistance such as light housekeeping, meals, transportation, and/or medication

¢ Residential care facilities — typically a smaller licensed facility, often with 6 or fewer residents, that provides services
similar to those provided by assisted living facilities

¢ Intermediate care or skilled nursing facilities — a licensed facility that provides a higher, continuous level of
professional care

Although there are a variety of housing options for seniors, and all housing options are available in Roseville, facilities
providing supportive services and a higher level of care are expensive. Most affordable senior housing is classified as
independent living and does not provide supportive services. Lower-income seniors cannot afford to take advantage of
many of the housing options and consequently, remain in independent living situations struggling with self-care issues.

Seniors First/Senior Link, located in Placer County, provides a link to variety of senior programs, referral services, and
housing options and serves as an advocate for seniors within the community. The Area 4 Agency on Aging serves a
seven-county area including the City of Roseville.

In addition to the City’s overall programs to provide affordable housing, including the Housing Choice Voucher program
(in combination with the Shared Housing program), the Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program, the City’s affordable
housing goal to provide 10% of all new units as affordable, and the Electric Rate Assistance Program, the City also
offers programs which can specifically assist with senior low income households. This includes the Medical Support
Rate Reduction for customers with medical devices in their homes. Seniors often struggle with medical difficulties
related to age which require equipment, such as oxygen, that can require more energy than average. Offering reduced
electric rates for these residents can significantly reduce expenses related to necessary medical devices. The City’'s
programs have been highly effective, with the Roseville Housing Authority designated by HUD as a “High Performing
Housing Authority” for the past fifteen years and Roseville Electric currently assists over 1,700 households with rate
assistance.

Large Families

Large families are defined by HUD as family households with five or more persons. The 2014-18 ACS reports that
9.2% of the total households (4,528 households) in Roseville are large families, and of those 33% are renters and 67%
are homeowners. Data from the City’s 2020 Consolidated Plan found that of the large families, 70.1% have an AMI
greater than 100% and 5.4% are moderate income. Low-income large families make up 7.5% of the total of large
families in the City; and fewer than 300 or 6.5% of the large families are extremely low-income.

For renters, the Consolidated Plan data showed that 625 large families were cost burdened and 310 large family
renters were extremely-cost burdened. There were 335 large family homeowners that were cost burdened, and 215
that were extremely cost-burdened.

There are approximately 23,395 units (47.5%) in the city with three or more bedrooms, indicating that the City of
Roseville has a sufficient supply of large housing units for the 4,528 large households residing in the city. Of the total
number of all sizes of units, for homeowners, 85% of the housing stock have 3 or more bedrooms and 37% of the
rental units have 3 or more bedrooms. Since the proportion of for-sale and rental housing closely aligns with the
number of large households which are owners versus renters, the City's housing stock provides sufficient supply by
tenure type.

The City’s housing supply includes sufficient units in total and by tenure type to support large families, and other than
living space the needs of lower income large families are similar to those of other lower income households. Therefore,
the City’s programs to help close affordability gaps, including the Housing Choice Voucher program (in combination
with the Shared Housing program), the Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program, and the City’s affordable housing
goal to provide 10% of all new units as affordable provides the needed support for this special needs group. The City



also offers the Electric Rate Assistance program, which offers a discount to residential customers whose income is very
low or lower, and also offers a Medical Support Rate Reduction for customers with medical devices in their homes.

The City’s programs have been highly effective, with the Roseville Housing Authority designated by HUD as a “High
Performing Housing Authority” for the past fifteen years.

Farmworkers

Farmworkers tend to have low incomes due to the lower-paying nature of their work. The Employment and Earnings of
California Farmworkers in 2015 by U.C. Davis and the California Employment Development Department reveals that
the average annual eamings of persons with at least one farm job in California was $20,500, which is below the
extremely low income limit for a family of four. Farmworkers who are permanent residents, particularly those who are
part of large family households, face many of the same difficulties in obtaining suitable affordable housing as other
extremely low-income families. Farmworkers who migrate on a seasonal basis face the issue of finding suitable, short-
term housing.

The City of Roseville does not contain any farmlands, nor does the City have agricultural or farmland zoning or land
use designations. The 2013-2017 ACS indicates that 0.2% of the working population (persons 16 years and older) are
employed in the broader agriculture, mining, oil, and gas extraction industries (50 jobs total). In the greater County, the
U.S. Census of Agriculture (2017) indicates there are 277 hired farm labor positions (farms) and a further 1,386 farm
labor positions (workers). Of the farm labor workers, 67% work fewer than 150 days, which generally means these are
seasonal jobs.

In some cases farmworker housing is provided on or adjacent to farms and agricultural facilities in rural County areas,
but there are benefits to farmworker households living in cities, because there is greater access to services.
Farmworker households share many factors in common with other extremely low income housing, as they need very
low cost housing combined with larger units, so that multiple households can share accommodations—and therefore
costs. As evaluated in the Large Families section of the Housing Element, above, nearly half of the City’s housing units
have three or more bedrooms, making them suitable for shared households. The City also has many programs which
support extremely low income households. For example, the City’s Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance
program requires that 75% of vouchers serve extremely low income families. Because the number of farmworkers in
the City and within Placer County is very low and the needs of this group are shared by other extremely low income
households, the City’s programs serving extremely low income households and the City’s capacity of large units will
provide support for this special needs group.

Homelessness

People struggling with homelessness have complex, multiple needs and require integrated and coordinated services.
A lack of affordable housing can make it difficult for families to move from shelters and temporary supportive housing
into permanent housing and puts many low-income families at risk of becoming homeless as well. It is difficult to
estimate the number of individual households and households with children who are at risk of becoming homeless. It
can be assumed that those most at risk are lower-income households with severe cost burden (households pay more
than 50% of their income for housing costs).

Each January Placer County and its partners participate in the annual Point in Time Count and interview homeless
individuals. A point-in-time count is simply a snapshot reflecting those persons identified as homeless for one night and
is not an absolute number. Many people move in and out of homelessness throughout a year. According to the 2020
count, the City of Roseville had 197 homeless persons. Most, 73 percent, said they lived in Placer County at least one
year before becoming homeless. The infographic below provides information regarding homeless persons within
Placer County. As shown, the number of homeless individuals counted in Roseville has been consistently dropping
over the past several years. The 2021 count was not conducted due to safety concems related to COVID-19, but it is
expected there has been an increase in the number of homeless individuals resulting from COVID-19 impacts.

The City's homeless population tends to be most concentrated in the central area of the City. The central area of the
City is a hub for transit and trails, and has robust access to services, employment, and open spaces and parks. There
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are multiple non-profits which operate in this area, providing overnight shelter, meals, and access to restrooms and
other facilities. The City also operates both warming and cooling centers in this area.

The analysis in the table below is based on the 2020 count, since that is the most recent complete data set. When
applying an equity lens to homelessness there are two key questions to ask: whether certain racial or ethnic
populations are disproportionately affected by homelessness and whether racial or ethnic populations are receiving
shelter services equitably. The evaluation below compares the percentage of a racial or ethnic population as it relates
to: the total population, the homeless population, and the homeless population receiving shelter services. If
populations were not disproportionately affected and services are evenly distributed, then the percentage of the total
population, homeless population, and sheltered population for each racial or ethnic group should closely align3.

. . % of Total % of Homeless % of Sheltered'
Race or Ethnicity . ) p
Population Population Population
Placer County

American Indian or Alaska Native 0.3% 4.7% 4.4%
Asian 6.8% 1.2% 1.2%
Black or African American 1.4% 8.5% 12.1%
Hispanic/Latino 13.6% 13.8% 15.9%
Multiple Races 3.7% 2.4% 5.6%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific

Islander 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
White 73.8% 80.2% 76.1%

City of Roseville

American Indian or Alaska Native 0.2% 2.5% 8.1%
Asian 10.0% 1.0% 2.5%
Black or African American 1.7% 8.6% 18.1%
Hispanic/Latino 15.2% 13.7% 13.8%
Multiple Races 4.1% 9.1% 4.4%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 0%
Islander 0.2% 1.0% °
White 68.5% 65.0% 28.8%

Source: 2020 Point in Time Count and 2013 to 2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates. Total homeless population is 744 people and

total sheltered population is 405 people.

1. “Sheltered” means people who are homeless and receiving housing from an emergency, transitional, or safe haven

shelter.

At both the county and local level there are variances between population-level demographics and homeless
population demographics. Some of these figures seem like small variances—for example the Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander community is 0.1 percent of the Placer County population and 0.4 percent of the homeless
population, which is only an increase of 0.3 percent. However, this means that this group is overrepresented in the
homeless population by a factor of four times. At the County level the most disproportionately impacted communities
are the American Indian or Alaskan Native community, which is overrepresented by a factor of sixteen times; the
Black or African American community, by a factor of six times; and the Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
community, by a factor of four times.

When examining those receiving services at a shelter, there are two populations receiving shelter at disproportionately
lower rates, though the disproportionality is relatively low. The American Indian or Alaskan Native community and the
white population accessing shelter services are both underrepresented by a factor of one time.

3 That is if a particular group is 50% of the total population, then that group should make up close to 50% of the homeless
population and 50% of the sheltered population.




At the local (Roseville) level homelessness disproportionately impacts the American Indian or Alaskan Native
community, by a factor of thirteen times; the Black or African American community, by five times; and the Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander community, by five times. The most disproportionately impacted communities at
the County level remain the most impacted in Roseville, but the degree of the impact is slightly reduced.

In response to the patterns and trends observed above, the City's Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing
program (Program 12 and Program 20) has been amended to include annual monitoring to determine whether the
funding is being equitably distributed, and commit to making funding adjustments if not. The Fair Housing Program
(Program 27) also includes monitoring of the demographics of the beneficiaries of housing and service programs, and
includes meeting monthly with non-profits and local stakeholders to share regional resources and ensure equitable
distribution of resources.

While the Hispanic or Latino community is, based on the analysis above, not disproportionally affected by
homelessness or underrepresented in accessing shelter services, it is important to consider that this homeless
population may be undercounted. The Latino Leadership Council conducts grassroots outreach to the Latino
community, which includes outreach and assistance activities for people struggling with homelessness. During
Housing Element outreach, the Latino Leadership Council indicated that fear of being questioned about immigration
status inhibits people from seeking services, and that many members of the Latino community hide or avoid contact
during homelessness surveys. This fear impacts both documented and undocumented individuals, because people
struggling with homelessness or other housing insecurity may simply not have access to their documentation.

In response to this feedback, the City invited the Latino Leadership Council to join the monthly coordination meetings
for homeless outreach organizations, added the Latino Leadership Council to the City’s list of homeless support service
organizations, contacted service agencies and provided a confirmed list of support organizations that affirmed they do
not ask about immigration status, and provided the Latino Leadership Council with contact information for the City’s
Social Services Unit to improve coordination in the field. The City's Homeless Outreach program also emphasizes
building trust within communities where distrust is widespread and acts as a barrier to accessing services.

The City of Roseville, Placer County, other cities in Placer County, service agencies, and faith-based organizations
collaborate to support and work as part of a cooperative effort through the Placer Collaborative Network (PCN) and the
Placer Consortium on Homelessness (PCOH) (a subgroup of the PCN) to address homelessness and provide
comprehensive services on a regional basis. In addition to regional collaboration, the City has an internal Homeless
Response Team made up of representatives from Housing, Parks and Open Space, Police Department’s Social
Services Unit (SSU), City Attorney’s Office, and Public Affairs and Communication. Roseville Police Department's
SSU uses a balanced approach of services and enforcement, with a team including Problem Oriented Policing (POP)
officers, a sergeant for the unit, outreach workers, Placer County Probation, a family mobile unit, and a mental health
crisis team. Through a partnership with the City, Placer County and the Downtown Roseville Partnership (DRP), the
City has secured homeless outreach workers who work with Police Department’s Social Services Unit and the County.

Through the support of Kaiser Permanente, the City is a member of the Built for Zero team along with Placer County’s
Adult System of Care and The Gathering Inn. Built for Zero is a data driven and system wide approach to encourage a
place where homelessness is rare overall and brief when it occurs. As part of the Built for Zero initiative, the City
participates in regional collaboration to house the most vulnerable homeless residents of Placer County.

The spectrum of City and regional housing and services includes outreach and SSU services, accessing ready to rent
programs, mental health, food and healthcare services, accessing emergency shelter, accessing transitional housing
programs, obtaining rental assistance, obtaining an affordable housing unit, living with family or friends, and utilizing
ongoing supportive services to maintain housing.
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2020 Point-in-time count results

City of Roseville homeless count continues to drop. Each January, Placer
County and its partners survey homeless individuals. A point-in-time count
is only a snapshot reflecting those persons identified as homeless for one
night and is not an absolute number. Many people move in and out of
homelessness throughout a year.

-10%

People in families
(with children)

- 9Q%
Individuals/couples
(no children)

Homeless persons counted

Most said they lived in Placer County at least 1 year before becoming homeless:

33%" 24%" 15%" g%

Initiated in 2017 by a three-year partnership with Sutter, the City continues to administer and fund the Homeless
Prevention and Rapid Rehousing program to help homeless service providers keep people housed and address
barriers to housing. Non-profits apply for funds annually to provide grants to residents for utility bills, credit and
background check fees, deposits, rent, and more.

Roseville Housing Authority provides rental assistance, which allows participants of the program to remain housed,
preventing homelessness. More than half of participants are senior or disabled and about 75 percent are extremely
low-income (earning 0-30 percent of Area Median Income). Roseville Housing Authority addresses homelessness
with several different vouchers specifically for the homeless population:

¢ VASH vouchers permanently house homeless veterans
e Mainstream vouchers permanently house homeless non-elderly disabled



e Project Based Vouchers with Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) funding establish permanent supportive
units for homeless with a disability.

Placer County’s homeless service providers strive to meet the multiple needs of the homeless and provide integrated,
coordinated services. Placer County and Roseville services can be accessed by calling 211 Connecting Point, which
is a resource and information hub that connects people with community programs and services through a searchable
web page and 24/7 local call center serving Nevada County, Placer County, and the Tahoe-Truckee region. For a
complete listing of homeless resources available in Placer County, please refer to Appendix G.

The City’s past programs focused heavily on the use of vouchers and emergency housing, and though these
programs were successful—serving nearly 1,000 households—the City's homeless population continued to struggle to
find resources and long-term housing. Leading up to this Housing Element cycle, the City convened a task force
spanning multiple Departments, including Housing, Planning, Economic Development, Parks and Recreation, and
Police, to develop new programs and add new staff to provide better assistance. The City’s current Housing Element
now includes multiple programs to assist unsheltered populations and those in danger of becoming unsheltered.
These programs include the Homeless Outreach program to link homeless individuals to services and build trust with
unsheltered individuals, the Family Mobile Team which responds to family crisis situations, the Family Reunification
Program which seeks to link homeless individuals with supportive friends or family, and the City’s existing programs
which have been brought forward, which include Regional Housing Programs and the Homeless Prevention and
Rapid Rehousing Programs.

State housing element law requires the analysis of government-assisted housing units that are eligible to convert from
low-income housing to market-rate housing during the next 10 years due to expiring subsidies, mortgage prepayments,
or expiration of affordability restrictions and the development of programs aimed at their preservation. Consistent with
State law, this section identifies publicly assisted housing units in the City and analyzes their potential to convert to
market rate housing uses.

Inventory of Affordable Units

Alist of the City’s assisted housing developments, including expiration dates, is provided in Table X-21 and the
locations are shown in a map in Figure X-2. There are three assisted multi-family rental housing development in the
City that have govemment assistance and/or expirations of restrictions on use that will expire during this Housing
Element period and one that is at-risk in the 10-year period. Units include: Somersett Hill, 25 units that expire in 2024;
Colonial Village, 56 units that will expire in 2025 and 34 units at Preserve at Creekside that will expire in 2029. In the 10
year period, 62 units at Manzanita Place will expire. The City will continue to monitor these at-risk units and should a
notice of intent to convert to market rate be filed, work with potential purchasers to preserve the units, and ensure that
tenants were properly notified of their rights under California law.

Table X-22 lists the inventory of at-risk units in the 10-year period. A total of 177 units are at-risk in the City over the 10-
year period and 115 units are at-risk in the 9-year period that is the effective term of this housing element. The 25 units
at Somersett Hill and 34 units Preserve at Creekside are considered highest priority, due to owner types. Somersett Hill
and Preserve at Creekside are owned by profit motivated entities. Somersett Hill is managed by a national firm that
manages 12 housing developments in the City, including other affordable housing developments.

Colonial Village was developed and is currently owned and managed by Project Go. Inc., a Roseville housing non-
profit that also developed, owns, and operates 236 elderly affordable units at Maidu Village I, Il and Il. As a mission
driven non-profit, the Colonial Village units are low-risk. Manaznita Place with 62 units for the elderly is owned by
Volunteers of America, a non-profit organization and will most likely seek to preserve affordability therefore is also
considered low-risk.



Apartment Complex

Senior Apartments

Eskaton Roseville Manor
1725 Pleasant Grove

Boulevard

Maidu Village |
Apartments
(Elderly 62+)

1750 Eureka Road

Maidu Village Il
Apartments
(Senior 55+)

101 Sterling Court
Maidu Village I

Apartments
(Senior 55+)

109 Sterling Court
Manzanita Place

(Elderly 62+)

1019 Madden Lane

Silver Ridge Apartments

(Senior 55+)

1101 Stone Canyon Drive

Sutter Terrace Apartments

(Elderly 62+)

6725 Fiddyment Road

Vintage Square at

Westpark

2351 Wharton Lane

Woodcreek Terrace

Apartments
(Senior 55+)

1295 Hemingway Drive
Subtotal of Units per

Income Limit

Multi-Family Apartments
Campus Oaks Apartments

Phase |

500 Roseville Parkway

Earliest
Date
Affordability
Period
Expires

2050

2041

2040

2059

2030

2033

2038

2064

2039

2042

Type of

Government

Assistance
Received

HUD 202/811;
City HOME
funds; Low

Mod fund

LIHTGC; City
covenant

LIHTGC; City
covenant

LIHTC; City
Low Mod
Fund

LIHTC; HUD
202/811; City
Low Mod
Fund

LIHTGC; City
covenant

LIHTC; HUD;
CalHFA,; City
Low Mod
Fund

LIHTC; City
Affordable
Housing Fund

LIHTC; City
covenant

LIHTC;
CDBG; City
Low Mod
Fund
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Very

Low-
Income
Units
0-50%

AMI

48 @
50%

23 @
50%

62@
50%

30@
50%

19@
50%

5@
50%

4 @ 50%

261

42 @
50%

Low-Income

Units
51-80%

AMI

79 @ 60%

82 @ 60%

52 @ 60%

125 @ 60%

80 @ 60%

75 @ 60%

99 @ 60%

592

Total
Units

49

80

84

76

63

156

100

152

104

186

I~
O\

S

Units
per
Acre

19.6

35

29

25



Campus Oaks Apartments
Phase Il

350 Roseville Parkway
Colonial Village

Apartments
3881 Eureka Road

Crocker Oaks Apartments
8000 Painted Desert Way

Villages at Galleria
(formerly Haverhill)
701 Gibson Drive

Heritage Park Apartments
1098 Woodcreek Oaks
Boulevard

Highland by Vintage
800 Gibson Drive

Lohse Apartments
623 Vernon Street

Main Street Plaza
Apartments

140 Main Street
Main Street Plaza
Apartments

134 Main Street

The Oaks at Woodcreek
Apartments

1550 Pleasant Grove
Boulevard

Pearl Creek

1298 Antelope Creek
Drive

Pinnacle at Galleria
Apartments
1100 Roseville Parkway

Preserve at Creekside

1299 Antelope Creek
Drive

Siena Apartments
2501 Hayden Pkwy

Somersett Hill
3 Somer Ridge Drive

State Hotel Apartments
324 Lincoln Street

Terraces at Highland
Reserve Apartments
700 Gibson Drive

2073

2025

2042

2032

2047

2043

2070

2072

2072

2031

2044

2031

2029

2064

2024

2058

2032

LIHTC

LIHTGC; City
covenant

LIHTC;
CDBG; City
Low Mod
Fund

City covenant

LIHTGC; City
covenant

LIHTC; City
Low Mod
Fund

LIHTC; City
Housing
Taxable

Bonds Fund

LIHTC; HUD,

CDBG; City
covenant

LIHTC;
CDBG; City
covenant

LIHTC; City
covenant

City covenant

City covenant

City covenant

LIHTC; City
Low Mod
Fund
CalHFA

City Low Mod
Fund

City covenant

45 @

50%
@gg% 6 @ 60%
15‘5,,(% 52 @ 60%
20 @ 80%

65
22 260 @60%

54
D 129 @ 60%

5@ 30%
15@
40% 15 @ 60%
20 @
50%
8@35%  12@ 60%
23@30%
14@60%
6@50% @60%
34 @ 60%
9@50% 14 @ 80%
12 @ 60%
23 @ 80%
34 @ 100%
75%5/‘? 77 @ 60%
25
15@
50%
27 @ 80%

210

56

131

321

328

184

56

21

44

80

224

200

336

156

124

15

273

23.6

12.87

21

15.3

194

21.5

50

56

56

14.81

19.1

16.42

19.1

225

15

18.2



HOUSING

Venu at Galleria
Apartments 2034 City covenant 26 @ 80% 258 20.12
301 Gibson Drive

Vineyard Gate Apartments . 5@ 60%

1601 Vineyard Road 2032 City covenant 9 @ 80% 280 19.35
Subtotal of Multi-Family Units per Income 449 794
Limit

Total Number of Units per Income Limit 710 1,386
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Source: City of Roseville, 2021; California Housing Partnership Preservation Database, 2021; State of California, Office of the
Treasurer, List of (LIHTC) projects, 2021

Figure X-2 | Location of Affordable Housing Sites
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Non-Elderly

Elderly

Year Name of Project Units Units Total
2021 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2022 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2023 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2024 Somersett Hill 25 0 25
2025 Colonial Village Apartments 56 0 56
2026 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2027 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2028 No Projects At risk 0 0 0
2029 Preserve at Creekside 34 0 34
2030 Manzanita Place 0 62 62
Total 115 62 177

Source: City of Roseville, 2021; Califomia Housing Partnership Preservation Database, 2021; State of Califoria, Office of the Treasurer, List of (LIHTC)
projects, 2021

Preservation Options

Preservation of the high-risk units can be achieved in several ways: 1) facilitate transfer of ownership, or purchase of
similar units, of these projects to nonprofit organizations; 2) purchase of affordability covenants; 3) provide rental
subsidies and 4) construction of new units. Preservation of the low-risk units often includes rehabilitation and renewal
of rent subsidies.

Transfer of Ownership

Long-term affordability of lower income units can be secured by transferring ownership of these projects to non-profit
housing organizations. By doing so, these units would be eligible for a greater range of government assistance. In most
situations, unless some form of mortgage assistance is available to the interested nonprofit organizations, rental
income alone from the lower income tenants would not likely be adequate to cover the mortgage payment, and rental
subsidy would be required.

Purchase of Affordability Covenants

Another option to preserve the affordability of the at-risk project is to provide a financial assistance package to the
owner to maintain the project as affordable housing. Assistance could include writing down the interest rate on the
remaining loan balance (if funding source allows), providing a lump-sum payment, and/or supplementing the rents to
market levels.

Rent Subsidy

Project and tenant-based rent subsidies could be used to preserve the affordability of housing. In addition to Housing
Choice Vouchers, the City through a variety of potential funding sources could provide a voucher to low-income
households. The level of the subsidy required to preserve the at-risk affordable housing is estimated to equal the Fair
Market Rent for a unit minus the housing cost affordable by a low-income household.
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Construction of Replacement Units

The construction of new low-income housing units is a means of replacing the at-risk units if they are converted to
market-rate units. The cost of developing housing depends upon a variety of factors, including density, size of the units
(i.e., square footage and number of bedrooms), location, land costs, and type of construction.

Expiration Time Period Number of Units Costs
2021 - 2025 81 $22,586,850
2026 - 2030 96 $26,769,600

Note: Costs in 2021 dollars. Cost based on actual development cost per affordable unit in the City from four recent affordable developments. The cost of a
unit ranges from $198,525 to $350,000 with the average cost per unit at $278,850.

Expiration Time Period Number of Units Costs
2021 - 2025 81 $14,587,290
2026 - 2030 96 $17,288,640

Note: Cost in 2021 dollars. Investment value is estimated using the Gross Rent Multiplier Method (GRM) with the following assumptions. All units are 1
bedroom and have a median monthly market rent of $1,450 (Table X-15). The GRM for Sacramento-Roseville-Arden Arcade is 10.35. Apartment
Property Valuation data accessed 3/15/2021.

Cost Comparison

The cost to build new housing to replace the 177 at-risk units has an estimated total cost of more than $49,355,000.
The cost of new construction is substantially higher than the estimated cost associated with purchase/ transfer of
ownership which is $31,875,000.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE NONPROFIT ENTITIES

Public and Private nonprofit entities serving Placer County, including Roseville, known to the City and Quialified
Entities that have the legal and managerial capacity to acquire and manage these housing developments.

e ACLC, Inc.

e  Affordable Housing Foundation

e Aubum Villa Tenant Association

e  Christian Church Homes of Northern California
o Eskaton Properties, Inc.

e  Pacific Housing, Inc.

e Project Go, Inc.

¢ ROEM Development Corporation

e  Rural California Housing Corp

e  Sacramento-Yolo Mutual Housing Association

e Volunteers of America National Services



RESOURCES FOR PRESERVATION

The City has access to state, federal and local funding that can be used to preserve assisted housing developments.
These programs include

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

The CDBG Program is administered by HUD. Through this program, the federal government provides funding to
jurisdictions to undertake community development and housing activities. The City's FY 2021-22 allocation is
approximately $730,000 A portion of these funds are frequently used to assist non-profit organizations that support
affordable housing opportunities to low-income households.

Home Investment Partnership Act (HOME)

The HOME program provides federal funds for the development and rehabilitation of affordable rental and ownership
housing for lower income households (<80 percent of AMI). The program gives local governments the flexibility to fund
a wide range of affordable housing activities through housing partnerships with private industry and non-profit
organizations. The City, or a developer, can apply for HOME funds which can be used for activities that promote
affordable rental housing and homeownership by low-income households: An example of the City’s use of HOME
funds includes assisting with 49 affordable elderly units in 2010.

Permanent Local Housing Allocation (PLHA)

The PLHA program provides a permanent source of funding to all local governments in California to help cities and
counties implement plans to increase the affordable housing stock. Funding amounts will vary from year to year based
on annual revenues to the Building Homes and Jobs Trust Fund.

Housing Choice Voucher Assistance (HCV)

The City administers the Roseville Housing Authority and manages the Housing Choice Voucher program, which
extends rental subsidies to very-low income (up to 50 percent of AMI) family and seniors who spend more than 30
percent of their income on rent. The subsidy represents the difference between the excess of 30 percent of the monthly
income and the actual rent.

City of Roseville Affordable Housing Fund Program

The City holds in-lieu fees, in addition to loan payoffs from the Affordable Purchase Program. In Lieu fees totaling
$1,036,410 were collected between 2013 and 2021. These fees are part of the $4.36M reservation of funds for the 80
affordable units project at Junction Crossing.

Junction Crossing is a 100% affordable, 80-unit apartment complex proposed by St. Anton, a non-profit housing entity. Slated for
120 Pacific Street in Old Town Roseville, this complex will house 20 studio apartments and 60 one-bedroom units. The project will
have 55-year affordability covenants.
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Unit Conservation

Important components of the City’s affordable housing strategy are programs aimed at maintaining and improving
existing affordable housing stock. The following programs, in addition to the Housing Rehabilitation Program, will help
conserve housing affordability.

The City will continue the practice of using Affordable Rental Housing Agreements to secure the affordability of
rental housing on a long-term basis. These agreements will maintain affordability for approximately 2,700 units
during the eight-year planning period.

The City will continue the practice of using Affordable Purchase Housing Agreements to create and secure the
affordability of purchase housing for middle income buyers. These agreements will create and maintain
affordability for approximately 45 units during the eight-year planning period

The First Time Homebuyer Down Payment Assistance Program targeted to low-income households could assist
up to 10 households during the eight-year planning period if the average cost of homes in Roseville decreases and
the program receives future funding.

The City’'s Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program administered by the Roseville Housing Authority (RHA)
provides rental assistance to extremely and very low-income households through direct payments to the property
owner. The Housing Authority currently has the 735 vouchers, which can conserve the availability of affordable
housing.

The City offers several energy-conservation programs which, by lowering the cost of utilities, can help to conserve
affordability. These programs include energy audits, which provides suggestions for low- and no-cost practices
and adjustments which can reduce energy usage; energy efficiency rebates for individuals who install energy
efficient appliances and fixtures; and Roseville Electric offers a discount to residential customers whose income is
very low or extremely low or for customers who have medical devices in their homes.

Roseville Housing Authority’s policy to allow Shared Housing to enable persons with disabilities to use their
voucher in housing that is shared with non-related persons also helps to conserve affordable housing, by allowing
more flexible use of the Housing Choice Voucher.

Non-profit Entities

Non-profit entities serving Placer County, including Roseville, can be contacted to gauge their interest and ability
in acquiring and/or managing units at risk of conversion. A partial listing of entities with resources in the
Placer County area includes:

ACLC, Inc.

Affordable Housing Foundation

Auburn Villa Tenant Association

Christian Church Homes of Northern California
Eskaton Properties, Inc.

Pacific Housing, Inc.

ROEM Development Corporation

Rural California Housing Corp

Sacramento-Yolo Mutual Housing Association
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An important component of the Housing Element is the identification of sites for future housing development and an
evaluation of the adequacy of these sites in fulfilling the City’s share of the RHNA, as determined by Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG). The intent of the RHNA is to ensure that local jurisdictions address their fair share
of the housing needs for the entire region. Additionally, a major goal of the RHNA is to assure that every community
provides an opportunity for a mix of affordable housing to all economic segments of its population.

The 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Plan, adopted in March 2020 by SACOG, mandates Roseville’s share of the
region’s housing needs for all income categories as 12,066 units. Table X-25 shows the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation for the planning period from 2021 to 2029 for the City of Roseville.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Income Category

Number of Units Percentage of Total Units

Extremely Low 1,927 16.0%
Very Low 1,928 16.0%
Low 2,323 19.2%
Lower Income Total 6,178 51.2%

Moderate 1,746 14.5%
Above Moderate 4,142 34.3%
Total 12,066 100.0%

Source: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, March 2020
Note: The RHNP allocates the City 3,855 units in the Very Low income category, which for the purposes of this table has been
equally divided between Extremely Low and Very Low incomes.

NOTE: The formerly-named Benefits of the Specific Plan Process and Infill Development sections have been moved
to follow the inventory below, and have been renamed Specific Plan Areas Realistic Capacity and Infill Development
Realistic Capacity.

To demonstrate the City’s capacity to meet its RHNA, an adequate sites inventory was conducted. This section begins
with a discussion of the relationship between density and affordability, along with an analysis to determine the minimum
density appropriate for lower income units. This is followed by a summary of the City’s inventory and then a detailed
inventory, including vacant land, underutilized land (i.e. land with redevelopment potential), and accessory dwelling
units. The Housing Element is required to provide discussion and supporting evidence that the units in the inventory
are achievable, also known as “realistic capacity.” Each inventory is followed by an analysis of realistic capacity.

Zoning and Density to Accommodate the Development of Housing
Affordable to Lower-Income Households

An adequate sites inventory must identify the specific parcels of land where units meeting the City's RHNA allocation
can be accommodated, at specified levels of affordability. In general, while the affordability of future residential projects
is unknown the density of a residential project tends to correlate with levels of affordability. That is, single family homes
on large lots (low density residential) tend to be more expensive than apartments (high density residential).
Consequently, density is used in inventories to estimate affordability levels.
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In addition, housing element law specifically requires jurisdictions to provide a requisite analysis demonstrating that
densities identified as adequate for lower-income households are sufficient to encourage such development. The law
provides two options for preparing the analysis: (1) describe market demand and trends, financial feasibility, and recent
development experience; (2) use default density standards deemed adequate to meet the appropriate zoning test.
According to state law, the default density standard for a jurisdiction of the City of Roseville’s size is 30 dwelling units
per acre. The City has elected to provide an analysis, rather than rely on default density standards.

For the purposes of determining affordability, the City’s inventory assumes that above-moderate income housing
needs are fulfilled by Low Density Residential development (fewer than 7 units per acre), moderate income housing
needs are fulfilled by Medium Density Residential development (7 to 12 units per acre) plus High Density Residential
development of 13 to 22 units per acre, and lower income housing needs are fulfilled by High Density Residential
development of 23 units per acre or greater plus Commercial Mixed Use development. Commercial Mixed Use (CMU)
is where residential units are intermixed with commercial uses.

Typical mixed use developments in the City include either ground-floor retail with second and third floor apartments, or
a small apartment building connected to or adjacent to retail. Typical density calculations do not apply in these
instances, since the acreage is mixed between commercial and residential. However, in order to accommodate the
allocated units plus commercial building area, the apartment sizes and designs are of necessity compact and
correspond to apartments constructed at densities of 30 units to the acre and higher. While the City's CMU zone does
not require construction of the allocated residential units, it is uncommon for these units to remain unbuilt, for financial
reasons. There is a loss of potential revenue and in some Specific Plans there are implications for the financing plans
when allocated units are simply unbuilt. An evaluation of the City’s developed/built sites which had been vacant sites
zoned to permit both residential and commercial uses (CMU, Village Center, etc) finds that 100% of these sites have
been developed with the allocated units. As a current example, a prospective applicant is currently discussing building
housing on vacant CMU sites KT-40A and B in the Sierra Vista Specific Plan; the application is expected by the end of
summer. The housing is anticipated to be market rate, so these sites have been included in the moderate income
category of the City’s inventory. In fact, the analysis found that the land use trend during the last housing cycle—a
trend which is continuing—is for applicants to apply to rezone commercial property to residential uses.

As a result of Roseville’s Affordable Housing Goal, units affordable to low-income households have been produced on
parcels with densities lower than 20 units per acre. For example, North Roseville Specific Plan Parcels WN-4 and WN-
5 (medium-density residential parcels with densities of less than 9 units per acre) included a combined affordable
housing goal of 43 units. The solution resulted in halfplex developments on corner lots. The halfplexes were priced at
rates affordable to low-income households using private financing. In another example, tax credits used for Northwest
Roseville Specific Plan Parcel 91 allowed affordable units to be developed at 15 units per acre. The project resulted in
80 rental units, 32 of which are affordable to low-income households (60% of median). The remainder is affordable to
households of moderate income (80% to 120% of median). These projects demonstrate that an effective affordable
housing program can produce affordable units on project sites with densities less than 20 units per acre. The full list of
all multi-family affordable housing developments can be found in Table X-21, while Table X-26 lists the multi-family
affordable housing developments in the City at less than 25 units per acre.

In addition, the City contacted local affordable housing developers to receive input on appropriate densities for the
production of affordable housing. The City received feedback from The Grupe Company, Mutual Housing, and Mercy
Housing.. Based on those conversations, it was determined that densities of 2025 units per acre are appropriate for
development of affordable housing. Mercy Housing stated that the push toward a minimum density of 30 dwelling units
per acre has proven problematic, while The Grupe Company specifically stated that it would be helpful to have more
land zoned for the 20—25 dwelling unit range, particularly in infill areas of the community. Most critically, Mutual Housing
pointed out that at 2025 units per acre State Density Bonus Law enables a project to increase density by 80%, up to
3640 units per acre. Therefore, a land use density of 20—25 units per acre already provides flexibility for a range of
20-40 dwelling units per acre. For this reason, Mutual Housing indicated that—provided a site allows at least 20 units
per acre—the more critical rule of thumb is the total number of units which can be realized. They indicated that their
projects must be no less than 60 units, and preferably at least 100 units, in order to be financially feasible; the higher the
total units, the more development and operating cost efficiencies are realized and the project’s viability is increased.



The City also received feedback on what is needed from a jurisdiction in order to make an affordable project work.
Mutual Housing expressed that a key issue is the need for localities to provide a local contribution in order to qualify for
State and Federal affordable housing financing programs, which are essential for all affordable housing developments.
Mutual Housing specifically stated that “without a local contribution, increasing allowed density will not result in new
affordable housing development.” Therefore, gap financing is more critical to the success of affordable housing
production than increasing minimum densities.

In examining current market conditions, the City has seen the completion of multiple apartment developments within
the past several years, including Harvest at Fiddyment Ranch (market-rate), Campus Oaks Apartments Phase | and
Campus Oaks Apartments Phase Il, Lohse Apartments, and Main Street Apartments. The market-rate complex offers
1-3 bedrooms with high-end finishing and amenities, and advertised rents range from $1,700 to $2,400/month; this
development is located within the West Roseville Specific Plan. All of the other listed developments provide affordable
rents from 30 percent to 60 percent of median income, and are located in the City's Downtown Specific Plan and
Campus Oaks Master Plan (North Industrial Planning Area).

Based on the above information, taking into account conversations with affordable housing developers, and looking at
what has been built in the community in the past eight-year cycle, the City of Roseville strongly believes it is appropriate
to rely on parcels of 20 units per acre or greater to meet a portion of lower-income RHNA. However, as previously
stated the City is relying on sites of 23 units per acre or greater, as discussed in the Sites Inventory section below.

Affordability Very Low Low Total

L Expires Income Income Units DB
500 Rosovile Parkuay o 72074 42 @50% 186 204
350 Rosuile Parkcuay 45 @ 50% 210 23.6
3061 Eurcka Rosa | c@en s 28
o o et e uewn REWL

Haverhill at Highland Reserve
Apartments 4/2032 20 @ 80% 321 15.3
701 Gibson Drive

Heritage Park Apartments

0, 0,
1098 Woodcreek Oaks Bivd. 9/2047 65 @ 50% | 263 @ 60% 328 19.4
:(I)gohgirtl(ii]r%erli(v:partments 1/2043 55 @50% @ 129 @ 60% 184 215
The Oaks at Woodcreek Apartments o
1550 Pleasant Grove Blvd. 9/2031 13 @ 60% 80 14.81
Pearl Creek . .
1298 Antelope Creek Drive 12/2043 S@5%0%  14@80% 224 19.1
. . -
Pinnacle at Galleria Apartments 9/2031 12 @ 60% 200 16.42

1100 Roseville Parkway 23 @ 80%

Preserve at Creekside
1299 Antelope Creek Drive
Source: City of Roseville

4/2028 34 @ 100% 336 19.1
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Sites Inventory

Table X-27 compares the City of Roseville’s RHNA to the undeveloped land capacity. The City currently has capacity
for 1,166 units at 30 dwelling units per acre or more, meeting 19% of the lower-income RHNA on these sites. A further
1,961 units of lower-income capacity will be met on ten sites zoned to allow 25 to 29 dwelling units per acre (32% of the
lower-income RHNA), and 705 units of lower-income capacity will be met on five sites zoned to allow 23—24 units per
acre (11% of the lower-income RHNA). Table X-28 displays the City's existing land capacity by land use acreage and
Table X-29 displays the City’s inventory by Plan Area.

The lower-income vacant land total includes all sites with a deed-restricted affordable housing obligation, regardless of
the site density. Parcels with a recorded affordable housing obligation include footnotes in Table X-27, below, noting
the amount and affordability level of the obligation. Including vacant land, underutilized opportunity sites (in the
Downtown and Riverside Gateway Specific Plans), and accessory dwelling units, the City has a slight surplus of
above-moderate unit capacity, a significant surplus of moderate income unit capacity, and a 1,791-unit shortfall of lower
income unit capacity. The City’s plan to address this shortfall is addressed in Housing Element Program 14 (Rezone
Program) and within Appendix E.

Income Regional Vacant Underutilized Accessory Housing Unit
Catedo Housing Needs Land Opportunity Dwelling Surplus or
90y Allocation Sites Units Deficit*

Very Low’ 3,855

3,985 357 45 -1,791
Low! 2,323
Moderate? 1,746 4,676 42 34 3,006
ove s 4,142 4,644 0 1 503
Total 12,066 13,305 399 80 1,718

Source: Sacramento Area Council of Governments; City of Roseville 2021

" Capacity based on sites with a density of 23 du/acre or greater and/or a lower income affordable housing obligation

2 Capacity based on sites with a density of 7-22.9 du/acre

3 Capacity based on sites with a density of less than 7 du/acre

4This number is derived from the current existing housing unit capacity minus the regional housing need number for the planning
period.

Land Use Category D_ensity Undeveloped Undev&_aloped % of '_I'otal
(units/acre) Acres Units Units
Low Density Residential (LDR) 0.5t06.9 870 4,617 34%
Medium Density Residential (MDR) 7.0t012.9 351 3,017 22%
High Density Residential (HDR) 13.0 and above 214 5,283 39%
Mixed Use (CC) - 44 598 4%

TOTAL 1,502 13,796 100%



Plan Undeveloped Acres Undeveloped Units
Area DR MDR HDR " fotai DR MDR HDR "% Total
se Use

ARSP 240 49 38 27 354 1,252 542 873 159 2,826
CSP 155 39 13 0 208 791 520 420 0 1,731
DTSP 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 257 257
NCRSP 0 0 20 0 20 0 0 322 0 322
NIPA 25 15 0 0 40 121 113 0 0 234
NRSP 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 98 0 98
RSG 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 142 142
SVSP 329 216 92 6 642 1,674 1,465 @ 2,337 40 5,516
WRSP 113 26 38 0 178 731 307 1,136 0 2,174
INFILL 9 6 4 0 19 48 70 97 0 215
Total 870 351 214 44 1479 4,617 3,017 @ 5,283 598 13,515

Note: Several of the City’s Specific Plans are not included in this list, because they are fully developed and have no further undeveloped land.

UNDEVELOPED RESIDENTIAL LAND INVENTORY

The following section includes an inventory of all undeveloped residential land in the City based on the City’s Specific
Plan parcels. Table X-30 displays the City’s Specific Plan parcel number, the land use and zoning designation, the
land use density, the number of undeveloped units allocated to the parcel, and the income category the units satisfy.
Because the City comprehensively plans for development as part of its Specific Plan process, sufficient public services
and facilities exist or are planned and fully funded to serve the parcels listed. The final column indicates whether any of
the vacant sites were included within the past two Housing Element inventories (the 2008 and 2013 Housing
Elements). Footnotes are included for those sites with a recorded affordable housing obligation, describing the
breakdown of units by affordability. Appendix E includes maps of all inventory sites and a map of all undeveloped sites
in the City with a land use designation of at least 23 units per acre. A more detailed inventory based on Assessor’s
Parcel Number is included as Appendix C of this Housing Element.

A. Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan

. Allocated . Undeveloped e
Parcel Number Land Use Zoning Acres . Density . Inventory
Units Units
YIN
Above Moderate Income

AR-1 LDR R1 20.2 68 34 68 N
AR-2 LDR R1 24.7 97 3.9 97 N
AR-3 LDR R1 27.3 80 2.9 80 N
AR-4 LDR RS 7.3 41 5.6 41 N
AR-5 LDR RS 2.8 17 6.1 17 N
AR-6 LDR RS 5 34 6.8 34 N
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AR-7 LDR RS 3.1 18 5.8 18 N
AR-8 LDR RS 8.4 52 6.2 52 N
AR-9 LDR RS 6.3 40 6.3 40 N
AR-11 LDR RS 8.4 55 6.5 55 N
AR-12 LDR RS 34 21 6.2 21 N
AR-13 LDR RS 6.1 40 6.6 40 N
AR-14 LDR RS 7.1 45 6.3 45 N
AR-15 LDR RS 7.4 45 6.1 45 N
AR-16 LDR RS 6.6 43 6.5 43 N
AR-17 LDR RS 3.6 24 6.7 24 N
AR-18 LDR RS 5.1 31 6.1 31 N
AR-21 LDR RS 24 13 5.4 13 N
AR-22 LDR RS 4.4 28 6.4 28 N
AR-23 LDR RS 2.8 19 6.8 19 N
AR-24 LDR RS 25 13 5.2 13 N
AR-25 LDR RS 4.7 28 6 28 N
AR-26 LDR RS 9.7 55 5.7 55 N
AR-27 LDR RS 24 15 6.3 15 N
AR-30 LDR RS 3.2 23 7.2 23 N
AR-31 LDR RS 45 27 6 27 N
AR-32 LDR RS 7.6 50 6.6 50 N
AR-34 LDR RS 3.7 19 5.1 19 N
AR-35 LDR RS 4.8 24 5 24 N
AR-37 LDR RS 5.1 25 4.9 25 N
AR-40 LDR RS 14.4 71 4.9 71 N
AR-43 LDR RS 12.1 78 6.4 78 N
AR-46 LDR RS 24 13 5.4 13 N
phove Vocerate 239.5 1,252 1,252

AR-10 MDR RS 10.5 138 13.1 138 N
AR-28 MDR RS 10.2 129 12.6 129 N
AR-33 MDR RS 5.3 61 11.5 61 N
AR-39 MDR RS 7.8 54 6.9 54 N
AR-42 MDR RS 7.5 66 8.8 66 N
AR-45 MDR RS 8 94 11.8 94 N
AR-36 HDR R3 75 113 15.1 113 N
Moderate Income 56.8 655 655

Subtotal




AR-192 HDR R3 9.3 230 247 230 N
AR-38 HDR R3 15.1 380 25.2 380 N
AR-440 HDR R3 5.9 150 254 150 N
HDR Subtotal 30.3 760 760
AR-51 CCVC | CMU-SA | 143 91 - 91 N
AR-52 CC-VC | CMU-SA 13 68 - 68 N
Mixed Use Subtotal 273 159 159
gower Income 57.6 919 919

Total . 3wm8 o286 286

a. AR-19 includes an affordable housing obligation of 68 very low and 102 low income units.
b. AR-44 includes an affordable housing obligation of 45 very low and 68 low income units

C-1 LDR R1/DS 19.6 94 438 94 N
C-2 LDR R1/DS 10.1 52 5.1 52 N
C-3 LDR R1/DS 14 67 4.8 67 N
C-4 LDR R1/DS 9.7 51 5.3 51 N
C-5 LDR R1/DS 13.6 74 54 74 N
C-6 LDR R1/DS 7.9 48 6.1 48 N
Cc-7 LDR R1/DS 13.9 74 5.3 74 N
C-8 LDR R1/DS 5.6 32 5.7 32 N
C-9 LDR R1/DS 221 97 4.4 97 N
C-12 LDR R1/DS 18.7 95 5.1 95 N
C-16 LDR R1/DS 12.9 71 55 71 N
C-17 LDR R1/DS 6.9 36 5.2 36 N
Above Moderate Subtotal 155 791 791

C-20 MDR RS/DS 8.7 106 12.2 106 N
C-21 MDR RS/DS 7.7 95 12.3 95 N
C-22 MDR RS/DS 11.3 130 11.5 130 N
C-25 MDR RS/DS 7.2 62 8.6 62 N
C-41¢ HDR R3 43 127 29.5 127 N
Moderate Subtotal 39.2 520 520

C-40 HDR R3 5.2 168 32.3 168 N
C-422 HDR R3 4.3 136 31.6 136 N




Roseville General Plan
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| C430 . HWDR | R3 | 39 | 16 | 297 | 116 | N |

Lower Subtotal 13.4 420 420

a. C-42 includes an affordable housing obligation of 60 very low and 60 low income units.
b. C-43 includes an affordable housing obligation of 41 very low and 40 low income units.
c. C-41 has a developer who has expressed interest. An application for market rate apartments is anticipated in summer 2021.

HDR R3/ E,’\ISC/SA' 9.6 2013 19 201 Y
44

HDR R3’%%/SA' 108 1210 19 121 Y
Moderate Total 20.4 322 322

a. Entitlements for age-restricted apartments which include 20 deed-restricted affordable units are approved on this site.
b. Entitlements for an assisted-living facility are approved on this site.

CO-2 LDR RS/DS 8.5 59 6.1 59
CO-3 LDR R1/DS 16.6 62 3.8 62 N
CO-12 MDR RS/DS 4.1 42 6.8 27 N
Above Moderate Subtotal 29.2 163 148
CO-6 MDR RS/DS 10.7 86 8.3 86 N
Moderate Subtotal 10.7 86 86

WWw-172 HDR R3/SA-NR 7.5 147 19.9 98 Y
Lower Total 7.5 147 98

a. Entitlements for age-restricted apartments with 49 low income and 49 very low income deed-restricted affordable units are approved on
this site.
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CG-1 LDR RS/DS 23.9 115 438 115 N
CO-1 LDR RS/DS 17.2 86 5 86 N
CO-2A LDR RS/DS 14.3 71 5 71 N
CO-2B LDR RS/DS 14.6 73 5 73 N
CO-3 LDR RS/DS 15.7 78 5 78 N
DF-1 LDR RS/DS 19.9 100 5 100 N
DF-2 LDR RS/DS 3.2 15 47 15 N
FD-1 LDR RS/DS 18.6 74 4 74 N
FD-2 LDR RS/DS 171 97 5.7 97 N
FD-5 LDR RS/DS 17.4 90 5.2 90 N
FD-6 LDR RS/DS 14.5 95 6.6 95 N
FD-7 LDR RS/DS 9 57 6.3 57 N
FD-8A LDR RS/DS 16.5 75 45 75 N
FD-8B LDR RS/DS 19 81 4.3 81 N
FD-9 LDR RS/DS 19.2 107 5.6 107 N
FD-10 LDR RS/DS 20.5 143 7 143 N
JM-21 LDR RS/DS 18.5 80 5.1 80 N
KT-1A LDR RS/DS 14.4 60 4.2 60 N
KT-1B LDR RS/DS 19.6 95 4.8 95 N
KT-4 LDR RS/DS 15.9 82 5.2 82 N
Above Moderate Subtotal 329 1,674 1,674

CG-202 MDR RS/DS 5.3 44 8.3 44 N
CO-20° MDR RS/DS 94 84 8.9 84 N
CO-21 MDR RS/DS 7.8 62 7.9 62 N
CO0-22 MDR RS/DS 4.8 38 7.9 38 N
DF-20¢ MDR RS/DS 14.5 97 7.9 97 N
FD-20B MDR RS/DS 11.6 88 7.6 88 N
FD-21 MDR RS/DS 244 187 7.7 187 N
FD-23 MDR RS/DS 17.7 127 7.2 127 N
FD-24 MDR RS/DS 10.7 84 7.9 84 N
FD-32¢ HDR R3 8.7 178 20.5 178 N
FD-33 HDR R3 8.6 172 20 172 N
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JM-1 MDR RS/DS 17.2 135 7.8 135 N
JM-20 MDR RS/DS 39.7 322 8.1 90 N
JM-30¢ HDR R3 7.5 30 23.5 30 N
JM-40 MDR RS/DS 4.6 35 7.6 35 N
KT-20f MDR RS/DS 24.6 167 6.8 167 N
KT-40A! CMU CMU/SA 53 46 - 46 N
KT-40B! CMU CMU/SA 18.1 163 - 163 N
Moderate Subtotal 240.5 2,067 1,827
Lower Income

CG-30 HDR R3 14.0 420 30 420 N
CG-319 HDR R3 14.5 420 29 420 N
FD-34" HDR R3 7.0 172 24.6 172 N
KT-30 HDR R3 7.4 171 231 171 N
WB-30/ HDR R3 8.1 237 29.3 237 N
DF-20°¢ MDR RS/DS 14.5 18 7.9 18 N
JM-30¢ HDR R3 7.5 146 23.5 146 N
WB-31 HDR R3 11.1 263 23.7 263 N
WB-32k HDR R3 5.1 128 251 128 N
HDR Subtotal 89.2 1,975 1,975

FD-41 CMU CMU/SA 5.7 40 - 40 N
Mixed Use Subtotal 5.7 40 40

Lower Subtotal 94.9 2,007 2,015

Total 642.4 5,748 5,516

NOTE: Some lots have both moderate income and lower income units, and appear twice in this table. Therefore, the acreage subtotals
include double-counting. The total acreage has been adjusted to reflect the actual total, without double-counting.

a. CG-20 includes an affordable housing obligation of 20 moderate income units

b. CO-20 includes an affordable housing obligation of 34 moderate income units

c. DF-20 includes an affordable housing obligation of 5 moderate income units

d. FD-32 includes an affordable housing obligation of 43 moderate income units

e. JM-30 includes an affordable housing obligation of 73 very low and 73 low income units

f. KT-20 includes an affordable housing obligation of 31 moderate income units

g. CG-31 includes an affordable housing obligation of 40 very low and 40 low income units

h. FD-34 includes an affordable housing obligation of 86 very low and 86 low income units

i. KT-30 includes an affordable housing obligation of 62 very low and 62 low income units

j. WB-30 includes an affordable housing obligation of 68 very low and 169 low income units

k. WB-32 includes an affordable housing obligation of 36 very low and 92 low income units

|. KT-40a and b have a developer who has expressed interest. Application for market rate apartments anticipated in summer 2021.

G. West Roseville Specific Plan

Allocated Undeveloped ~Frevious
Parcel Number  Land Use Zoning Acres : Density elop Inventory
Units Units YIN

Above Moderate Income

F-6A LDR RS/DS 32.4 179 5.5 179 Y
F-10B LDR RS/DS 21.9 115 5.3 67 Y



F-10C LDR RS/DS 19.9 80 4 43 Y
F-21°f HDR R3 14.5 343 237 343 Y
F-55A LDR RS/DS 24.3 99 4.1 99 Y
Above Moderate Subtotal 113 816 731

F-6B2 HDR R3 8.4 195 23.2 63 Y
F-6C MDR RS/DS 26.3 307 1.7 307 Y
F-8AP HDR R3 1.7 277 237 277 Y
F-258 HDR R3 5.5 137 24.9 95 Y
F-26¢ HDR R3 5.6 140 25 94 Y
W-16 HDR R3 12.2 250 20.5 250 Y
W-27¢ HDR/VC R3/DS 7.9 20 21.5 20 Y
Moderate Subtotal 77.6 1,326 1,106

o towermeome

F-6B2 HDR R3 8.4 195 23.2 132 Y
F-22¢ HDR R3 9.8 244 24.9 244 Y
W-27¢ HDR/VC R3/DS 7.9 150 21.5 150 Y
Lower Subtotal 26.1 589 526

NOTE: Some lots have both moderate income and lower income units, and appear twice in this table. Therefore, the acreage subtotals

include double-counting. The total acreage has been adjusted to reflect the actual total, without double-counting.

a. F-6B includes an affordable housing obligation of 66 very low and 66 low, and 63 moderate income units.

b. F-8A includes an affordable housing obligation of 54 moderate income units.

c. W-27 includes an affordable housing obligation of 89 very low and 61 low income units, leaving 20 market-rate units.
d. F-22 includes an affordable housing obligation of 91 very low and 93 low income units.

e. F-25 & F-26 have an application in for apartments (2, 3, and 4 bedroom units) with rents up to $2,500.

f. F-21 has an application in progress for high-end apartments. Rents expected to exceed $2,500.

IN-7 015-360-026-000 LDR R1 0.32 3.1 1 N
IN-9 011-172-007-000 LDR R2 0.12 6.4 1 N
IN-9 011-181-006-000 LDR R2 0.17 6.4 2 Y
IN-9 011-182-010-000 LDR R2 0.17 6.4 2 N
IN-13 015-080-001-000 LDR R1 0.76 3 N
IN-13 015-080-045-000 LDR R1 0.26 1 N
IN-13 015-080-019-000 LDR R1 0.16 1 Y
IN-18 012-134-031-000 LDR R2 0.15 6.8 1 N
IN-18 012-144-005-000 LDR R3 0.14 6.8 1 N




IN-18
IN-18
IN-18
IN-18
IN-18
IN-30
IN-34
IN-35
IN-35
IN-35
IN-37
IN-37
IN-38
IN-38
IN-39
IN-46
IN-54
IN-61
IN-86B

012-162-009-000
012-172-020-000
012-185-029-000
012-142-018-000
012-132-047-000
014-252-003-000
013-053-015-000
013-022-033-000
013-022-047-000
013-024-023-000
014-113-060-000
014-130-008-000
014-263-042-000
014-263-045-000
472-210-033-000
471-190-046-000
470-050-008-000
469-110-031-000
469-100-013-000

Above Moderate Subtotal

IN-87

IN-98

IN-102
IN-108
IN-108
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115
IN-115

469-280-009-000
013-012-002-000
011-250-007-000
014-051-017-000
014-062-018-000
472-370-013-000
472-370-014-000
472-370-015-000
472-370-016-000
472-370-017-000
472-370-018-000
472-370-019-000
472-370-020-000
472-370-021-000
472-370-022-000
472-370-023-000
472-370-024-000
472-370-025-000

LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR
LDR

MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR
MDR

R3
R3
R3
R3
R2
R1
R3
R1
R3
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
PD326
R1
R1
R3
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0.15
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.15
0.17
0.54
0.12
0.70
0.17
0.15
0.57
0.32
0.23
0.23
1.10
0.17
0.51
1.18
8.86

Moderate Income

NC
GC
R1
R3
R3
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66
PD66

0.29
0.19
0.67
0.16
1.07
0.05
0.04
0.06
0.06
0.04
0.04
0.07
0.06
0.04
0.04
0.06
0.06
0.04

6.8
6.8
6.8
6.8
6.8

5.7
4.4
4.4
4.4

53
53
4.1
3.9
3.7
3.5
10

8.1
14.3
11.1
11.1

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8

7.8
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IN-115 472-370-026-000 MDR PD66 0.04 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-027-000 MDR PD66 0.06 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-028-000 MDR PD66 0.05 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-029-000 MDR PD66 0.04 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-030-000 MDR PD66 0.04 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-031-000 MDR PD66 0.07 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-032-000 MDR PD66 0.07 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-033-000 MDR PD66 0.04 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-034-000 MDR PD66 0.04 7.8 1 N
IN-115 472-370-035-000 MDR PD66 0.05 7.8 1 N
048-350-015-000 MDR RS/DS 0.51 8 5 N
. 048-350-016-000 MDR RS/DS 0.48 8 5 N
118 048-350-018-000 MDR RS/DS 1.07 8 5 N
048-350-021-000 MDR RS/DS 0.40 8 5 N
IN-148P 048-260-048-000 HDR R3 3.36 22.4 70 N
IN-149¢ 013-192-036-000 HDR R3 0.89 244 20 N
Moderate Subtotal 10.20 160
Lower Income
IN-148° 048-260-048-000 HDR R3 3.36 22.4 5 N
IN-149¢ 013-192-036-000 HDR R3 0.89 244 2 N
Lower Income Subtotal 4.25 7
Total 19.06 215

NOTE: Some lots have both moderate income and lower income units, and appear twice in this table. Therefore, the acreage subtotals
include double-counting. The total acreage has been adjusted to reflect the actual total, without double-counting.

a. Entitlements for a 20-unit duplex project approved. Two units are reserved for lower income, while remainder will be moderate.

b. Entitlements for senior apartment complex approved. Five units are reserved for lower income, while remainder will be moderate.

c. Entitlements for townhome project approved on the site. Two units are reserved for lower income, while remainder will be moderate.

Specific Plan Areas Realistic Capacity

The City’s specific plan process provides certainty for the City and landowners by vesting all land uses approved with
the specific plan through development agreements. The City has used Specific Plans to establish new growth areas
since the 1980s, and as a consequence the majority of the City is within a Specific Plan. This approach assists the
development of adequate housing by assigning housing unit allocations to appropriately-designated large lot parcels.
Pursuant to state law, development agreements are recorded against individual properties, and outline the legal rights
and responsibilities of the City and the landowner regarding land use designations and entitlements. This approach
ultimately encourages and facilitates the creation of affordable housing, especially higher-density housing, which is
necessary to provide for very low- and low-income housing opportunities in the city.

The City continually strives to make the best land use decisions and implement policies that efficiently use remaining
developable land. To ensure the adequate provision and efficient use of facilities, services, and infrastructure, all
specific plan areas within the City specify residential densities not as a range, but at a specific density (e.g. High Density
Residential 25.0) and unit allocation (e.g. 150 units). This allows the Specific Plan process to identify the precise
number of affordable housing units required to ensure compliance with the City's 10% affordable housing goal. The
affordable housing section of the City's Specific Plans identify the large lots where affordable units (at specific levels of
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affordability) must be accommodated within the planning area. This comprehensive approach also allows the City to
ensure that the units are located on sites scattered throughout the planning area.

As a result of the detailed land use planning of the Specific Plan, the planning for circulation systems (including
provisions for public transit), adequate infrastructure and capacity for water and wastewater facilities, utilities, drainage
and flood control, and all other essential public facilities and services thoroughly covers all future facility and service
needs. The same is true of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, and the end result is the ability of
projects consistent with the Specific Plan to develop without the need for additional studies or environmental review;
without incurring unexpected infrastructure or service costs; and with the assurance that there is sufficient water, sewer,
electrical and other service supplies to support development. This ensures that the projects not only are implemented
but are able to build out in a timely manner. The City has capacity for full buildout of the adopted General Plan and
the City's RHNA. The City’s detailed planning process ensures new housing developments have timely access to
water, sewer, power, and other utilities; construction of housing is not delayed or prohibited due to utility capacity
constraints.

Community Facilities District (“Mello-Roos”) financing provides a stable source of funding for construction and perpetual
maintenance of public infrastructure in the specific plan area. Ultimately, the housing units allocated to individual large-
lot parcels through the specific plan and development agreement process are used to calculate the financing
necessary to adequately fund all required infrastructure. The specific plan and development agreement process
ultimately provides certainty for the development community by reducing the long-term entitlement risk associated with
residential development.

Residential projects consistent with the Specific Plan only require a Tentative Subdivision Map to establish the small-lot
pattern which will supersede the large lot, and/or Design Review for compact residential housing (i.e. Medium Density
Residential) and multiple-family development. Each Specific Plan also acknowledges that the plan is long-range, and
property owners may need to make minor modifications to land uses based on changing market conditions; these can
be approved at a staff level. Minor modifications include the transfer of unit allocations from one large lot to another or
shifting large lot boundaries, provided the affected large lot allocations are not changed by more than 20%
(cumulatively) and the land use designation does not change. The ability to allow minor modifications provides a
needed level of flexibility. Modifications which are not minor require a Specific Plan Amendment.

The exact capacity and allowable density of Specific Plan sites in the City’s existing sites inventory has already been
determined through the specific plan process. Although the City’s inventory includes High Density Residential sites
greater than 10 acres, these sites have been deliberately sized larger as a direct consequence of the City's more
detailed planning, for site-specific reasons. For example, large lot Parcel F-8A in the West Roseville Specific Plan is
11.7 acres and includes a lengthy frontage on an arterial roadway (the under-construction North Hayden Parkway) as
well as adjacency to designated Open Space. Frontage improvements for the arterial roadway will include a deep
landscape buffer and the interface with Open Space will also require a deep buffer. Therefore, this site’s size is based
on a need to ensure the site has room for these improvements while still providing capacity for the allocated units. The
City also has a track record of developing sites of greater than 10 acres. Examples include large lot Parcel F-24, also
in the West Roseville Specific Plan, which is 11.98 acres. Development of the site with its allocated 300 units at a
density of 25 units per acre is nearly complete. A list of sites in excess of 10 acres and a reasoning for their size is
included below.

e AR-38is 15.1 acres because it has frontage on the future Placer Parkway and because it shares a significant
portion of boundary with a 23-acre commercial site. Placer Parkway is a major regional transportation facility and
will require deep landscape buffering and other site accommodations. The shared boundary with the commercial
site brings many opportunities to orient and integrate the High Density Residential site with the future commercial
center, but this will also require consideration of landscaping, pathways, and public or common amenities between
the two areas, which will require land to accommodate.

e (CG-30and CG-31 are 14 acres and 14.5 acres, respectively, and are sized larger because they are part of the
Village Node within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. The Village Node is a planned higher-density residential district
anchored by a commercial mixed-use core that creates a central gathering place for residents. These sites have



been deliberately sized and located to activate this central area and provide space on the sites for common
amenities, paseos, and activated streetscapes.

o WB-31is 11.1 acres and is part of a higher density node across from a commercial site with a planned transit hub
for Bus Rapid Transit. A signalized intersection is planned at the intersection of Daylight Drive, Pleasant Grove
Boulevard, and the High Density site entrance, so extra land area is needed to accommodate the signal
improvements.

The City conferred with affordable housing developers on the feasibility of affordable housing construction on sites
greater than 10 acres. It has typically been difficult to develop these sites because of funding limitations. The rents that
lower income households pay are often too low to cover the costs of owning and maintaining a rental property. This
difference between the funding needed to develop and operate a property and the revenue available is called a funding
gap. The so-called “gap funding” available to address this generally comes from tax credits and other subsidies, but
these funding amounts are limited. Therefore, while a market rate developer can maximize the number of units on the
expectation that rent will enable the loans to be paid back, an affordable housing developer can only build as many
units as the gap funding will cover.

One way to address this issue on large sites is to adopt a phasing program that makes it easier for a housing
developer to split a large site into smaller parcels or otherwise phase development of the property. A developer can
then secure funding for smaller projects and build out a site over time. The City has added a new program (Program
16, Prioritize Affordable Housing) to the Housing Element to assist with the development of large sites and other
affordable housing sites.

In addition to phasing, recent financing changes have made the development of larger sites much more feasible. One
of the primary subsidies leveraged by affordable housing developers is the Low Income Housing Tax Credit, which for
many years required units to be affordable to households earning 60% of AMI or lower in order to qualify. However,
this eligibility requirement was recently changed to include households earning up to 80% of AMI, which is still Low
Income as defined by HUD. Affordable housing developers indicated that the change has a significant impact on the
size of the gap, because it increases the amount of rent that can be expected from each unit. This means that larger
sites with more units are much more feasible to develop than they have been in the past.

The City’s Specific Plans do not include any phasing requirements or other barriers which would preclude or delay
development in any portion of the Specific Plan; on the contrary, they facilitate development consistent with the Specific
Plan. In each of the City’s Specific Plans, higher density development is located along major roadways and is near
commercial nodes, to facilitate access to transit and reduced reliance on vehicle trips. Because all of the High Density
Residential development and most of the Medium Density Residential development is located along backbone
transportation infrastructure for each Specific Plan, which is also the pathway of backbone utility infrastructure, those
properties become available for development earlier in the Specific Plan buildout process. A brief discussion of the
development status and potential growth is described below for each Specific Plan included in the existing sites
inventory.

Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan: Approved in 2016, this Specific Plan is currently not connected to completed
infrastructure within the City and has not begun development. However, plans to extend Westbrook Boulevard—the
major backbone roadway connecting the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan to the rest of the City—over the creek south of
the planning area have been approved and bridge construction is anticipated to be completed in 2021. Once the
bridge is complete, extension of Westbrook Boulevard into the planning area is anticipated in 2022. All of the High
Density Residential property within the planning area is located along Westbrook Boulevard, so will be connected to
infrastructure and available to build within the 8-year Housing Element period.

Creekview Specific Plan: Approved in 2012, this Specific Plan has just begun to develop within the last year.
Westbrook Boulevard, the main backbone roadway connection, has been extended into the planning area and the
adjacent properties have been rough graded. Tentative Subdivision Maps for these areas have been approved and
recorded; none of these recorded maps are included within the City’s inventory, because they are actively under
construction. The roadway infrastructure needed to access all but one of the High Density Residential sites has been
installed. The remaining site is along Westbrook Boulevard across the creek bisecting the planning area. As indicated
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previously, bridge construction is anticipated to be completed in 2021, and therefore all of the High Density Residential
sites will be connected to infrastructure and available to build early in the first year of the 8-year Housing Element
period.

North Industrial Planning Area: This planning area includes the Campus Oaks Master Plan area, approved in 2015.
The large commercial center in this planning area is under construction and all of the High Density Residential sites
have already been completed (and are therefore not included within the existing sites inventory). All of the
undeveloped residential land within this planning area has been rough graded and significant sections of infrastructure
have been installed or are under construction. Most of the planning area includes recorded tentative subdivision maps,
so these sites are not included in the City’s inventory. All of the remaining sites in this planning area will be connected
to infrastructure and available to build within the 8-year Housing Element period.

Sierra Vista Specific Plan: Approved in 2010 at the end of the recession, development activity within this Planning
Area increased as the economy recovered. The extension of Pleasant Grove Boulevard to its terminus near the City
boundary has been completed, as have other sections of major backbone roadway systems, including Westbrook
Boulevard, Market Street, Santucci Boulevard, and Vista Grande Boulevard. This planning area is actively developing
and the backbone roadway systems needed to access the High Density Residential sites have all been completed or
are under construction. Sites throughout this planning area will be available to construct from the outset of the 8-year
Housing Element period.

West Roseville Specific Plan: Approved in 2004, nearly three-quarters of this planning area has been developed
and the remainder is expected to be completed within the 8-year Housing Element period.

For all of the other specific plans, infrastructure and roadway connections are all completed, and there are only a few
remaining undeveloped parcels, all of which are available from the outset of the 8-year Housing Element period.

Infill Development Realistic Capacity

The City’s Infill area is the older portion of the City which was established prior to the 1980s, where there is no Specific
Plan. Infill areas, as well as planning areas which contemplated only non-residential uses, offer new opportunities to
develop a diverse mix of housing. Many developers are looking to the city’s infill areas to develop mixed-use
developments, which offer commercial and residential units, in an effort to provide more diverse housing opportunities
in centralized locations.

Though not within Specific Plans the stated additional capacity for the Infill area of the City was included as part of the
City’s 2035 General Plan and accompanying EIR, approved in 2020. Therefore, the units were assumed as part of the
City’s buildout analysis of water supply, sewer capacity, roadway capacity, and other infrastructure and service needs.
The only potential realistic capacity constraints would be site-specific, such as the presence of restrictive easements.
Of the 58 Infill sites listed in Table X-30, a total of 39 sites are vacant lots which can accommodate one unit. Only a
building permit is required to build a home on a vacant lot. A handful of sites are vacant or have only one home but are
designated for two units (duplex, or two-family zoning). These can also be developed with just a building permit. Sites
with more units allocated may need a Tentative Map (either parcel or subdivision) or for multi-family housing would
require a Design Review Permit. A handful of sites may also require a Tree Permit due to the presence of native oak
trees, but this would depend on the specific site design; a Tree Permit would not be required if the native oak trees are
not removed.

Staff specifically evaluated each of the Infill sites to determine their capacity. None of the sites on the list have
significant site-specific constraints. One site is developed with a parking lot for a church, but the parking is not required
and the property owner has inquired about residential development of the site in the past. The land use and zoning
designation would allow multi-family, but for the inventory includes only one unit because it would not require
elimination of the parking lot to construct one home adjacent to the neighboring homes. All of the other non-vacant lots
have minor improvements, such as a fence, a shed, or junk storage. There are no easements or other restrictions that
limit the use of the site, floodplain, or evidence of wetlands or other waters. All of the Infill sites have access to existing
roadways and utility connections.



The stated capacity for the Infill sites is extremely conservative because many of these sites could be developed with
more than the specified number of units based on their land use and zoning designation—all sites zoned R2 are
permitted two units and all sites zoned R3 are permitted a minimum of three units—but the number allocated reflects
what the City is certain can be easily and realistically built. Most of the properties on the table are either vacant or
currently have only one unit, and so based on zoning could accommodate two or three new units, even though only
one additional unit is listed on the table.

UNDERUTILIZED LAND INVENTORY

Over the last two decades the City of Roseville renewed its focus on revitalization of our older neighborhoods and
commercial corridors, as well as encouraging the development of mixed use and High Density Residential (HDR) units
in both the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan and the Downtown Specific Plan. Table X-31 displays all of the opportunity
sites within the City’'s Downtown and Riverside Gateway Specific Plan with the highest potential capacity for residential
development. Refer to the Underutilized Land Realistic Capacity discussion following the table for further details.

Underutilized Land Realistic Capacity

The two plan areas have unique characteristics which offer more housing opportunities, especially with the opportunity
to consolidate small lots into larger development opportunities. Each specific plan land use map can be viewed online:
https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalld=7964922&pageld=8774576

Below are descriptions of the respective plan areas, which encourage and facilitate the development of high density
and mixed use housing. See Appendix D for maps of the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan and the Downtown Specific
Plan sites.

Riverside Gateway Specific Plan

Fundamental to the adopted Specific Plan are six development strategies that were developed by the Steering
Committee of the Riverside Gateway Project. The Steering Committee was comprised of property owners, business
representatives, residential property owners and appointed officials. The Specific Plan was adopted with the following
recommendations:

Parking Strategy: The adopted parking strategy is based on; offsetting parking needs by providing additional on-street
parking, consolidating and creating alley loaded parking fields, providing a central parking lot on Riverside Avenue,
amending the parking requirement to reflect a mixed use standard and creating a future in-lieu fee to develop future
parking.

Pedestrian Friendly Improvements: The plan promotes development of pedestrian friendly improvements, including
the use of bulb-outs, sidewalk replacement, one-way alleyways with pedestrian shoulders, enhanced crosswalks and
an enhancement of the intersection at Douglas Boulevard and Riverside Avenue.

Enhancement of the Streetscape: Streetscape features that include such items as fumniture, signage, banners and
other amenities that are similar in nature to the Vemon Streetscape design are also anticipated. Included in the
streetscape is the upgrade and under grounding of utilities adding new capacity and making new development more
attractive for the area.


https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalId=7964922&pageId=8774576
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Ma Total Residential Floor Previous
P Address . Density Area Acres Zoning* Existing Use Permitted Use Inventory
# Units . .
(units/acre) Ratio Y/N
Historic Old Town
725-845 . . .
1 Lincoln 63 30 0.9 20 CMU/SA-DT | Vacant lot Commercial/Residential Y

This is a vacant triangular lot with roadway frontage on Lincoln Street and Washington Boulevard. It is also identified in the Downtown Specific Plan as a catalyst site,
with pre-design plans for residential development. There are no easements or other such constraints to development, and the City has received inquiries about
residential development on this site within the past year.

400-412
Washington, .
2 | 209-211 34 378 - 07 CMU/SA-DT | Auto Sales /Office /1 0 o ial/Residential Y
Residential
Pleasant, 210
Grove

This site consists of five parcels (the parcels are 0.19, 0.16, 0.10, 0.13, and 0.13 acres) with frontage on Washington Boulevard, Grove Street, and Pleasant Street,
as well as an alley access. One parcel contains an older home, a second is a parking lot used by the small auto dealership on the adjacent parcel, another is a small
office with a parking lot, and the last parcel is also a small office with parking. Approximately 19% (5,826 square feet) of building area occupies these properties.
Existing improvements are minimal and aging, with chain link fencing, minimal or absent landscaping, and small 50-year-old buildings which have not been updated
or improved by reinvestment. The City has had recent, positive experiences with affordable housing projects and other housing projects redeveloping sites such as
this, within the nearby area (see evaluation preceding this table). There are no easements or other such constraints to development.

400-426

Lincoln 80 58.1 0.37 1.4 HD/SA-DT Parking lot Commercial/Residential Y

This site is multiple parcels under a single private ownership. The site is a parking lot which was constructed by and at the expense of the City to alleviate parking
concerns expressed by surrounding businesses. The City has since completed two parking garages. There are no land use restrictions or other restrictions which
would preclude or impede redevelopment of this site. Per the evaluation preceding this table, there has been significant market investment in housing in the general
area, including multiple affordable housing projects. Site 4, below, is also a parking lot and an application to develop it as affordable apartments was received and
approved by the City, at the same density provided for this site. Site 4 included more access and site design constraints, due to its location and the presence of a
neighboring building siting directly on the property line.

Approved 4-story
4 120 Pacific 80 60 1.57 1.4 HD/SA-DT City Parking lot apartments, lower Y
income

This site is an existing parking lot, and a permit for a 4-story affordable housing apartment project has been approved on this site. Construction is anticipated to begin
within the next year.

Subtotal 257 5.3



Riverside Gateway

108-110
5 Douglas, 119— 39 40.45 1.29 1.0 CMU/SA-RG Used Auto Sales Commercial/Residential Y
125 Riverside

This site contains a used car dealership with a 9,500-square-foot older building, with the remaining 0.7 acres of the site paved with unmarked asphalt where vehicles
are displayed. All of the parcels are under single ownership, and the site has roadway frontage on Riverside Avenue and Douglas Avenue. An alley separates the
site from a single-family residential area. The Riverside Avenue, Vernon Street, and Douglas Boulevard intersection is a prime gateway intersection, where the City
has invested streetscape improvements and monuments. There is a high potential for this corner to be redeveloped with a mixed use project similar to projects
approved nearby on Vernon Street, due to its visibility and location, and due to the fact that the majority of the site is undeveloped paved area. This site is near the
Lohse Apartments site, where two existing auto business and buildings were purchased and demolished to make way for housing. There are no easements or other
such constraints to development.

201-227

. . 12 18.3 1 0.7 CMU/SA Auto/Retail/Residential | Commercial/Residential Y
Riverside

This site includes three parcels, two of which are under the same ownership (the parcels are 0.34, 0.17, and 0.12 acres). The site has frontage on Riverside Avenue
and Bonita Street. An alley separates the site from a single-family residential area. The 201 Riverside parcel includes a 1,800-square-foot building housing multiple
small spaces for offices, which include a psychic, a maid service, a pool service, a loan service, and car sales office. The remainder of that parcel, about 13,000
square feet, is paved with unmarked asphalt and is used for vehicle display. The building is over 100 years old but has had some cosmetic exterior updates. The
adjacent parcel at 225 Riverside contains a single-family home, and the parcel at 227 Riverside contains a 1,700 square foot building which is currently a spa. The
uses in these commercial buildings have changed multiple times in the past several years. Only 12 units have been assumed, as that would enable units to be built
on the site in addition to the existing uses, rather than requiring replacement. Units could be constructed above the existing building, within the current asphalt area,
and/or on the parcel with the single-family home. There are no easements or other such constraints to development.

401-415
7 Riverside, 110 20 19.4 0.9 0.8 CMU/SA Used Auto Sales Commercial/Residential Y
Cherry

This site includes four parcels, all under the same ownership. The site has frontage on Riverside Avenue and Cherry Street. An alley separates the site from a
single-family residential area. There are three commercial buildings on the site, totaling approximately 7,000 square feet. One of the structures is a portable building,
another is an old building that has not been updated, and the third is also old but has been updated with glass storefront windows. The site is a used car dealership.
Most of the site is unmarked asphalt used for displaying vehicles. Only 20 units have been assumed on this site, as that would enable units to be constructed while
leaving the more updated commercial building in place. However, as has been seen elsewhere where existing auto businesses have been sold and demolished for
mixed use housing, development pressures are sufficient that the entire site could be redeveloped. There are no easements or other such constraints to
development.

8 440 Riverside 10 14.5 0.8 1.0 CMU/SA Used Auto Sales Commercial/Residential Y

This site is two parcels under the same ownership. The site has frontage on Riverside Avenue and Fifth Street. An alley separates the site from a single-family
residential area. One parcel contains an approximately 9,000-square-foot building and the second parcel is unmarked pavement and dirt used for vehicle display.
The building is old but has updated glass display windows. Only 10 units have been assumed on this site, as that would enable units to be constructed in addition to
the existing commercial use, rather than requiring elimination of all commercial use of the site. Utilities in the adjacent roadways have capacity to serve development
of this site and there are no easements or other such constraints to development.



P

HOUSING (@Y

N

527 Riverside,
424 Clinton,
109-115
Darling

Auto Sales, Auto
61 29 1.31 2.1 CMU/SA Repair, Small Retail Commercial/Residential Y
Strip Mall

This site includes three parcels under the same ownership. The site has frontage on Riverside Avenue, Darling Way, and Clinton Avenue. The largest parcel
includes three commercial buildings, totaling 3,960 square feet, one of which is auto repair, the other auto rental (Hertz), and the other is a small brick accessory
building to Hertz. The second parcel includes unmarked asphalt where vehicles are displayed for sale (also Hertz), and the third parcel includes a small in-line strip
mall occupied by a liquor store (4,000 square feet). All of the buildings on the site are old and have not been updated. The potential of this site is similar to Site 5.
This is a key gateway with good visibility, and the City has made public improvements in this area, such as installing gateway monuments and features. Given the
market pressures in the area, there is a high likelihood that this site could be redeveloped with a more intensive mixed use project like Lohse or Main Street
Apartments, with ground-floor commercial space and upper floor housing. Utilities in the adjacent roadways have capacity to serve development of this site and there
are no easements or other such constraints to development.

Subtotal 142 5.6
Total 399

*Zoning Designations: CMU = Commercial Mixed Use, HD = Historical District, CBD = Central Business District, SA = Special Area, DT = Downtown Specific Plan area, RG = Riverside
Gateway Specific Plan Area

** Refers to the Roseville Specific Plan area; DT = Downtown Specific Plan, RG = Riverside Gateway Specific Plan



Land Use Strategy: The Specific Plan promotes an increase in the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) standard, adding a mix of
residential uses and establishing more flexible design and development standards for the Riverside Gateway project
area. (Note: FAR is the ratio of developed area, as compared to total area of a parcel.) The FAR standard in the
planning area is a plan-wide average, rather than a site-specific limitation. This allows individual sites to have a much
higher FAR. The previous average FAR was 0.27 and has been increased to 0.60, allowing for 4 story buildings to be
created in the plan area. The existing average FAR in the Riverside Gateway area is 0.20 and therefore the planning
area has an unbuilt capacity of 350,000 square feet.

In addition, the previous zoning was GC (General Commercial), which did not allow residential development. With the
adoption of the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan, a Special Area overlay (SA) for zoning was applied to the plan area,
thereby creating a Commercial Mixed Use Zone District with a Special Area overlay, which is known as CMU/SA-RG
(Commercial Mixed Use with a Special Area Overlay for the Riverside Gateway Plan Area). The current zoning now
allows residential development by right, creating more opportunities to develop higher density housing. Additionally the
zoning now prohibits Auto Service and Auto Sales uses. Currently Riverside Avenue is heavily occupied by auto uses.
By precluding these uses, the sites will become available for redevelopment with projects including residential units,
further introducing additional HDR units into the plan area.

Catalyst Sites In order to promote redevelopment in the area the Council felt that it was important for the City to
support and pursue funding for a catalyst project within the Riverside Gateway project area. There are two catalyst
sites. The sites will combine smaller lots, which are owned by the same landowner, therefore increasing the probability
of mixed use and high intensity development at each of these sites. Conceptual plans were prepared for the sites that,
as proposed, would provide a cumulative of 100 additional HDR units within the plan area.

The conceptual plans and housing unit yield take into consideration the following: setbacks, floor area ratio, lot
coverage, parking, height limitations, site constraints, and design guidelines.

Site Development Prototypes. The Riverside Gateway Specific Plan identifies various prototype development plans
for interested developers, eliminating the project from going through the design review process. The developer would
then save time and money, as well as ensure the project will have addressed concerns relative to parking, site access,
landscaping, utility connections, and trash enclosures.

Four prototype plans were prepared for the various lot sizes on Riverside Avenue; single lots (50’ x 150’), double lots
(100’ x 150, triple lots (150’ x 150’) or triple comer lots. The prototypes demonstrate the redevelopment potential of the
parcels with mixed-use, ground floor retail and upper floor residential use. The developments include between 2—-12
residential units each and were designed to be consistent with the Riverside Gateway goals and City regulations. The
prototype plans and housing unit yield take into consideration the following: setbacks, floor area ratio, lot coverage,
parking, height limitations, and design guidelines. Refer to Chapter 9 of the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan for
prototype plans.

Using the prototype plans, staff estimated the amount of new units that could be introduced to the area by redeveloping
the parcels occupied by non-conforming uses.

Analysis of Existing Uses. The Riverside Gateway Specific Plan provides a variety of changes to the previous land
use designations, as well as other regulatory incentives that encourage and facilitate the development of higher density
residential housing units.

As mentioned under the Land Use Strategy and Site Development Prototype discussions, staff identified the parcels
with potential development of HDR units. The sites identified are or were occupied by the now non-complying
automotive uses. Although development has also slowed, the viability that these sites will be developed is probably
more realistic once funding can be obtained due to the fact that there are fewer constraints that could potentially
impede development. In summary, the analysis of existing uses reveals that there are no uses that could impede
development of the potential development sites.
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Downtown Specific Plan

Introduction

New housing in Downtown Roseville is a key strategy of the Downtown Specific Plan. The City of Roseville, as well as
the Sacramento region, has been focused on reducing the footprint of future development on the outer edges of
existing communities within the region. The Downtown Specific Plan provides new high density residential
development within an urbanized area. New residents will enhance the customer base for Downtown retail businesses
and will be in walking distance to the mult-modal facility and bus transfer facilities that exist in the plan area.

A variety of residential types are proposed to create a downtown that is accessible to different economic and life-style
sectors of the community. Housing types that are appropriate in Downtown include multi-family flats and apartments,
efficiency units, single room occupancy units, condominiums, town homes, flexible live-work options and mixed income
housing (market rate and affordable units). The land use plan anticipates that the majority of units will be incorporated
as part of future mixed use development or high density housing projects.

Incentives

The Downtown Specific Plan regulates the development of property through use and bulk restrictions. The tool
selected for regulating density and intensity in Downtown Roseville is the allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR). In order to
encourage a mix of housing within the Downtown area, there are a number of incentives that are directed towards
assisting housing related projects. Through incentive zoning, the City seeks to realize certain amenities or design
provisions related to a particular development project in exchange for granting an increase in the FAR, a reduction in
the required parking or additional height for development, for the property being developed.

The City worked in conjunction with a consultant to prepare development plans for several sites within the Downtown.
The sites were chosen based on size, location, existing conditions, and the property owners’ interest in developing the
site. All of the projects include mix-use development and are consistent with the Downtown policies and City
regulations.

Six of the sites were identified as catalyst sites because they were vacant or City owned parcels. As an incentive to
developers, Pre-Design plans were prepared for the sites and the review process streamlined. The developers then
save time and money, as well as ensure the project addressed concerns relative to parking, site access, landscaping,
utility connections and other City guidelines and regulations. In summary, the primary regulatory incentives are focused
on land use, parking reductions, in-lieu fees and process streamlining. These incentives are intended to encourage
additional housing in the Downtown. These overall incentives are listed below:

Land Use
e Increased FAR = Additional 900,000 square feet (s.f.) ground floor commercial and 1,020 residential units;

e Adds height to the existing zone districts;

¢ Adds new housing related uses as being principally permitted that the market supports, such as: Mixed Use, High
Density Residential and Live Work housing;

o  Principally permits existing single room occupancy residential units; and,

e  Principally permits high efficiency residential units.

Parking Requirements
e  On-site requirements for residential development have been reduced;

o Public Parking is used to satisfy private parking requirements. An increase in the public parking supply on the side
streets will be added where plausible;

e Anon-street parking credit of 2.5 spaces for every 7,500 s.f. of lot area is provided;

o Parcel aggregation credit is provided when consolidating properties; and,



o Pemmitted uses that are rehabilitating an existing building do not require additional on-site parking when a
discretionary action is not required.

Fees
e Park land dedication fees and in-lieu fees are not required for residential uses; and,

e Parking in-lieu fee payment at a reduced rate based on number of spaces helps the financial proforma of projects.

Process
e Administrative Design Review Permits are encouraged to streamline future housing developments;

e Pre-approved development scenarios have been developed for catalyst sites containing residential development;
and,

o  Completion of an Environmental Impact Report will address increased traffic and utility use on an area wide basis.
e  Completes an architectural and historical survey necessary for future CEQA actions.

o Provides the ability to use CEQA exemptions for future projects streamlining the development process.

Application of Standards

Due to the relatively small parcel sizes it is difficult to assign a density or unit allocation that is parcel specific. The
Specific Plan allocates units on a district basis. It establishes minimum and maximum density requirements in order to
allow the market to dictate what type of projects are economically feasible. For projects that are strictly residential, the
density combined with the maximum FAR will be the regulating factors. Mixed use projects (residential over retail/office)
will be regulated through the overall floor area ratio requirement. This approach will allow commercial mixed use
projects to have smaller units, which can maximize density.

Realistic Capacity

The approach described above has resulted in significant success, with three 100% affordable apartment projects
approved in the planning area in the last five years, plus two market rate townhomes projects. Two of the affordable
projects have been constructed (on Table X-21, Lohse Apartments and Main Street Apartments). The three affordable
apartment projects are all at densities in excess of 50 units per acre. The third affordable apartment project and the
market rate townhomes are expected to begin construction in 2021 or 2022. The sites and their previous site
constraints are described in the following:

e Lohse Apartments (623 Vemon Street): This site was under one acre and included multiple parcels, one of
which contained a building housing an auto repair and paint shop, and another of which contained a U-Haul
rental and building, along with associated parking areas. All of the existing uses (totaling 6,500 square feet of
space) were demolished and the parcels were consolidated through a Voluntary Merger. The Lohse
Apartments project is four stories and includes, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units as well as ground-floor
non-residential space. Construction was completed in 2019.

e Main Street Apartments (300 Washington Boulevard): This site is approximately 1.5 acres and was minimally
improved, with gravel and a few other small site improvements. The project included a Parcel Map and the
abandonment of right-of-way on Pleasant Street. The Main Street Apartments project is a mix of three and
four stories with one-, two-, and three-bedroom units, and includes ground-floor retail. Construction was
completed this year.

e Junction Crossing Apartments (120 Pacific Street): This site is approximately 1.5 acres and included multiple
parcels with a parking lot and mature landscaping. The project included a Parcel Map to merge and
resubdivide the parcels. This is an 80-unit 100% affordable project, with construction anticipated to begin this
year.

¢ Belvedere Townhomes (510 Lincoln): This site included multiple parcels containing a single-family home on
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one parcel and the 4,000 square-foot Belvedere Hotel on another. The project included a Tentative
Subdivision Map and the demolition of both existing buildings. The approved project includes 18 townhomes
and construction is anticipated to begin this year (demolition has been completed).

e Nevada Street Lofts (1007 Douglas Boulevard): This site includes multiple parcels and existing development
includes a large chain link fence and one single-family home. The approved project included a General Plan
Amendment from Business Professional to a High Density Residential land use designation, a Tentative
Subdivision Map, a Design Review Permit, and a Tree Permit to build 22 townhomes. Construction is
anticipated to begin next year.

All of the sites listed above are within the same market area as the sites listed in Table X-31, above. All but one of the
sites were non-vacant, and required the demolition of parking lots, commercial buildings, and/or residential buildings or
order to enable their construction. All of these sites also required parcel consolidation, and all of these projects have
occurred within the past five years, showing significant market forces at work in these areas. The success of these
sites, three of which were identified in the City’'s 2013 Housing Element underutilized sites inventory, demonstrates the
feasibility of development for the similar, nearby sites which are listed in Table X-31. In the past eight years, a total of six
new private development projects have been approved in the City’'s downtown, and of those, five were housing
projects. Therefore, 80% of the time when redevelopment has occurred in these areas it has been with housing.

The sites in the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan are all in the Commercial Mixed Use zone, which means density
cannot be calculated by a simple division of units per acre; a portion of the site is expected to be non-residential.
Density also cannot be expressed as a “maximum” or “minimum,” because the plan has instead simply allocated a
certain number of units to each property. For the purposes of planning, density has been conservatively expressed as
the number of units realistically assumed divided by the total site acreage, but it is expected actual density would be
higher, because some portion of the site may remain commercial. Based on this estimated land use density, the City’s
underutilized land supply provides capacity for 357 lower-income units and 42 moderate-income units.

In identifying the list of sites in Table X-31, the City has already gone through a process of evaluating sites in both plan
areas and has included only those with the highest likelihood of developing with residential uses. The listis a
conservative estimate of development potential in these planning areas, and it is expected that sites excluded from the
list could also redevelop with housing. As an example, the Lohse Apartments site was not included in the 2013
Housing Element inventory but nonetheless it redeveloped with housing. The Downtown Specific Plan includes
approximately 77 acres of land with a zoning designation that allows high density residential uses, but the table only
assumes 5 acres (6%) of this area will be developed with housing. The Riverside Gateway Specific Plan includes
approximately 29 acres of land with a Commercial Mixed Use zoning designation and approximately 8 acres of land
with a multi-family residential zoning designation, while the table list below assumes only 6 acres (16%) of this area will
be developed with housing. A higher proportion is assumed in Riverside Gateway than in the Downtown Specific Plan,
because the Riverside Gateway planning area contains a much lower FAR—that is, there is far more undeveloped
space in the planning area. As explained in the description of the Riverside Gateway Specific Plan, the existing
average FAR is 0.20, which means that only 20% of the land area (or 0.2 acres to every acre) is developed with
buildings.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT INVENTORY AND REALISTIC CAPACITY

SACOG completed a regional ADU affordability analysis (dated March 2020 and included as Appendix F) indicating
that in Placer County a total of 56% of ADUs are affordable to lower income households (15% extremely low, 6% very
low, and 35% low) and 43% are affordable to moderate income households. Only 1% are priced to meet the above
moderate income level. State legislation has enacted relaxed development standards and fees for ADUs and JADUS,
making them more easily accommodated on a lot and less expensive to construct. Due to these relaxed standards
and fees, the City is projecting that ADUs and JADUs will be constructed at five times the average annual rate
observed in the City between 2013 and 2017. The City only began reliably tracking this type of unitin 2018, soitis
difficult to provide an accurate measure of the number of ADUs constructed in the 2013 to 2017 time period. An
electronic search of building permit records using key words was used to develop an estimate, which was found to be
two ADUs annually. Five times this annual average rate results in ten ADUs or JADUs annually for a total of 80 units
over the 8-year planning period. Based on the affordability analysis, it is assumed that 45 of these will be affordable to
lower income households.



Environmental and infrastructure issues affect the amount, location, and timing of new residential development. New
housing opportunities create challenges regarding public infrastructure extensions and expansions, and encroachment
into agricultural land. In addition, the availability of adequate water, public infrastructure such as wells and wastewater
treatment facilities, and other public services and facilities can impact the feasibility of new residential development.

Environmental

Al sites listed in the sites inventory are generally free of constraints or the site constraints are so minor they can be
mitigated with development. The City does not give land use entitlements for land within a floodplain (it would contain a
floodplain overlay designation, for instance, that limits development). If the affordable sites are part of a specific plan
and subject to a development agreement, it is a condition of the development agreement that the affordable sites be
free of any encumbrances.

Infrastructure

The concept of linking growth management and the ability to provide adequate services is articulated throughout the
goals and policies of the Growth Management Component, Policy LU8.3, which states: “Growth shall be managed to
ensure that adequate public facilities and services, as defined in the Public Facilities Element, are planned and
provided and public health, safety and welfare is protected.” Therefore, new development must contribute its fair share
toward the provision of water, wastewater, electric, parks and recreation, and police and fire services, as well as school
funding. The fees associated with the provision of adequate facilities and services will affect the cost of housing since
the costs will be passed on to homebuyers, who will pay for the expansion and provision of services over time

The City of Roseville is the utility provider for water, wastewater, sewer, and solid waste. The City has sufficient
infrastructure capacity to address its RHNA during the 2021-2029 planning period of the Housing Element. The City’s
Specific Plan process ensures there is sufficient water, sewer, electrical, and other service supplies to support full
buildout of the planning area.

An important consideration in the development of a comprehensive housing plan is the attention given to the issue of
energy efficiency and conservation. Roseville Electric is a locally owned and operated non-profit municipal utility of the
City of Roseville. Roseville Electric has served the Roseville community for over 90 years with the primary concerns of
energy efficiency and conservation and maintaining low rates and high service reliability. Customers are encouraged to
participate in the local utility commission meetings. Residential electric rates in the city are generally lower than rates
charged by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company. The City’s Residential Energy Efficiency and Conservation
goals and policies found in the Housing Plan section, reflect the City’'s continued commitment to implement programs
which incorporate efficiency and conservation measures into the construction and maintenance of the city’s housing,
and reinforce the Water and Energy Conservation Component of the Public Facilities Element of the General Plan.

Continued promotion of efficiency and conservation efforts and program standards, rebates, and financial assistance
will help reduce the percentage of income devoted to housing-related costs through utility bill savings. Further, many
new homebuilders are embracing green technology and installing instant hot water features in their housing
developments.

State law is addressing the issue of climate change, in terms of both the cause and the potential effects. Energy
conservation has been identified as one of the most effective ways to counteract the effects of global warming.
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Roseville’s efficiency and conservation efforts contribute to needed reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Such
sustainable goals and policies throughout the General Plan are designated with an icon: ,@

Also, a more focused discussion of climate change can be referenced in the Air Quality Element of the General Plan.

Federal Programs

The Housing Choice Voucher Program provides direct rental assistance to very low-income families. Managed by the
Roseville Housing Authority, this federally sponsored program distributes rental payments directly to the property
owner. The Roseville Housing Authority currently has 562 Housing Choice Vouchers and 75 special purpose vouchers
for non-elderly disabled households.

Section 202 provides long-term direct loans to private, non-profit sponsors to finance new rental housing construction
for very low-income seniors.

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a major federal program available to assist local government in
the development and maintenance of affordable housing. Funds are used to encourage the construction and
rehabilitation of low-income housing in cooperation with non-profit corporations to acquire or write down the cost of land
for residential units and/or infrastructure improvements. Funds for the maintenance of affordable housing are available
for rehabilitation projects.

The Housing Rehabilitation Program is partially funded by CDBG to provide financial assistance to low-income owner-
occupied units for the purpose of repairing health and safety defects and for general property improvements. The
Housing Rehabilitation Program currently provides $5,000 grants to elderly or disabled, very low- and low-income
owner occupants, and low-interest loans of up to $100,000 to low-income owner-occupied units.

Low Income Tax Credits represent the federal government’s largest effort to assist in the development of housing
affordable to low-income households. The tax credits enable the owner of a rental complex which is affordable to low-
income households to take an annual tax credit equal to 9% of the depreciable basis of the complex against the
owner’s federal tax obligation for up to ten years.

Continuum of Care/Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH). Since 1987,
programs authorized under the Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act of
2009 have been the major source of federal funding to states, local governments, and non-profits for meeting the
needs of homeless individuals and families. The Supportive Housing Program (SHP) is designed to develop supportive
housing and services that will allow homeless persons to live as independently as possible. The City will continue to
participate in the preparation of the regional Continuum of Care application process in hopes of continuing to receive
HEARTH Act Funds for homeless activities. It is reasonable to assume the City and Placer County can anticipate
ongoing funding from this program over the eight-year program period of the Housing Element.

State Programs

The California Housing Finance Agency Programs (CalHFA) Home Ownership Program provides low-interest
financing for home purchase in every county of the state. Private for-profit and non-profit sponsors of new construction
are eligible to receive loan commitments through this program.

The Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) is funded by the federal government, which then annually
awards funding to the State of California, who then administers the HOME Program to eligible local jurisdictions
through the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). HOME funds are used to assist recipients in
the areas of new construction, acquisition, rehabilitation, tenant-based rental assistance, and below-market-rate interest
loans and deferred loans to low-income first-time homebuyers.



e The Housing Rehabilitation Program is partially funded by HOME funds to provide financial assistance to low-
income owner-occupied units for the purpose of repairing health and safety defects and for general property
improvements for very low- and low-income owner occupants. Low-interest loans are available to assist low-
income owner-occupied units.

e  The First Time Home Buyers Down Payment Assistance Program offers down payment assistance for low-
income households. The program estimates it will assist approximately 20 households during the eight-year
program period.

Single Family Housing Bond Programs (Mortgage Revenue Bonds) are issued through a third-party issuer and used
by local lenders/developers to access below market interest rate loans for first-time homebuyers.

e  California Rural Gold provides assistance to low- and middle-income homebuyers to purchase homes utilizing
reduced interest rates. Cal Rural Gold is funded through issuance of taxable mortgage backed securities with
continued funding based on the state allocation process.

e  Mortgage Credit Certificate Program assists low- and moderate-income first-time homebuyers utilizing tax credits.

Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods (BEGIN) is funded by the State of California and administered by HCD.
The funds are used to assist in the creation of affordable housing opportunities to low- and moderate-income
households in new subdivisions which have been given special regulatory relief measures by the local jurisdiction. The
assistance is in the form of $30,000 maximum down payment assistance for each eligible household. The City has
received funding for one subdivision in 2006 but is uncertain as to the ability to secure funds for this program in the
upcoming eight-year Housing Element planning period.

Cal Home is administered by HCD with funds awarded to jurisdictions which have submitted successful applications for
eligible activities. Activities which can be funded include owner-occupied housing rehabilitation and first-time
homebuyer down payment assistance. Cal Home is designed to augment current programs offered by jurisdictions.
The City is optimist of the availability of this funding source in the upcoming eight-year planning period of the Housing
Element.

Low Income Housing Tax Credits represent the state government’s effort to assist in the development of housing
affordable to low-income households. Tax credits enable the owner of a rental complex which is affordable to low-
income households to take an annual tax credit equal to 4% of the depreciable basis of the complex against the
owner’s state tax obligation.

Federal Emergency Shelter Grants assists local government agencies and non-profit organizations to finance
emergency shelters, supportive services, and transitional housing for homeless individuals and families. The City has
assisted and supported Federal Emergency Shelter Grant applications in the past for non-profit organizations and is
willing to assist with future applications. However, the City cannot anticipate ongoing funding from this program over the
eight-year program period of the Housing Element.

Local Government Programs

The City’s Housing Division manages the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing Program funded by Permanent
Local Housing Allocation and up to $250,000 in Low and Moderate Income Fund dollars to provide grants to Roseville
homeless persons or those at risk of becoming homeless by providing payment of past due rent, security deposits and
first month’s rent, past due utility bills, and emergency motel vouchers. Non-profits apply for funding on an annual basis.

Private Programs
Citizens’ Benefit Trust.

The Citizens' Benefit Trust was established in 1993 following the sale of the city-owned Roseville Hospital. The
proceeds were placed in a trust and a portion of the interest eamed each year is made available for grants with the
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purpose of improving the quality of life for the citizens of Roseville. Public agencies, schools and non-profit 501(c)3 or
501(c)4 are eligible to apply. The Grants Advisory Commission was created in 1994 to review grant applications for
expenditures of the Citizens’ Benefit Trust and to make recommendations to the City Council on an annual basis.

REACH Fund - The Roseville Employees Annual Charitable Hearts Fund (REACH) is a community giving fund
created through the generosity of Roseville employees and retirees. These employee-donated funds are dispersed to
local charitable organizations that serve youth, seniors and families in the South Placer County region.

Developer contributions are a result of the City's 10% Affordable Housing Goal. The types of contributions vary
depending on the type of affordable housing developed. The typical developer contribution funds silent second
mortgages on purchase units, to bridge the gap between the affordable purchase price and market value, and facilitate
land write-downs for affordable rental unit projects.

Non-profit corporations advocate for affordable housing and educate the community on current and projected needs for
affordable housing through presentations, articles, and workshops. They may also develop and manage an unmet
need for affordable housing for very low- and low-income households. Non-profit firms may apply directly for state and
federal housing funds and solicit funding from private sources and foundations. The Roseville Charter allows the City to
sell surplus property to non-profit firms headquartered in the city without holding a competitive bid.

Project Go is a locally based non-profit housing development corporation working with the City in implementing
affordable housing through the development of multi-family affordable housing. Project Go offers free weatherization
services for low-income households to help reduce energy bills, thereby providing a means of keeping housing
affordable.

Other non-profit corporations, such as the Nehemiah Progressive Housing Corporation, Pacific Housing Inc.,
Community Revitalization and Development Corporation, and Greek Orthodox Housing Corporation, have worked in
conjunction with the City to build affordable housing utilizing the Low Income Tax Credits program.

Reverse Annuity Mortgage is a home equity conversion program, where elderly homeowners may work in conjunction
with local financial institutions to allow the extraction of equity out of their homes for repairs and as supplemental
income. The City has not been involved in referring residents to financial institutions to pursue reverse annuity
mortgage programs. Instead, residents are referred to the Community Services Department’s Housing Division’s
Residential Rehabilitation Program.

Private funding sources are noted as potential resources; however, the City does not control private funding and
cannot anticipate ongoing funding from this these sources over the eight-year program period of the Housing Element.

Introduction and Overview of AB 686

Assembly Bill 686, signed in 2018, requires each city or county to take actions to overcome patterns of segregation,
address disparities in housing needs and access to opportunity, and foster inclusive communities. Housing elements
must now include an assessment of fair housing practices, examine the relationship of available sites to areas of high
opportunity, identify and prioritize contributing factors to fair housing issues, and include actions to affirmatively further
fair housing (AFFH).

Assessment of Fair Housing Issues

This section examines existing conditions and demographic patterns in the City of Roseville, including patterns of
integration and segregation, concentrated areas of poverty, areas of low and high opportunity, and disproportionate
housing needs. The analysis is presented from a local and regional perspective to describe settlement patterns across
the region. This analysis is then used to identify and prioritize contributing factors that inhibit fair housing in Roseville.
Goals, policies, and programs to address the contributing factors and affirmatively further fair housing are detailed in the
Programs section of this Housing Element.



The information in this section is partially from the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al) report, prepared
for the Sacramento Valley Fair Housing Collaborative in February 2020. The Al assessed fair housing in cities and
unincorporated jurisdictions of Placer, Sacramento, and Yolo counties, including the City of Roseville. The complete
report is included as Appendix B; below is a summary of the findings. Additional data specific to Roseville has also
been included where available from the American Community Survey and the HCD AFFH Data and Mapping
Resources Tool.

HISTORIC AND CURRENT BARRIERS TO HOUSING ACCESS

A key consideration to providing housing for all segments of the community is evaluating inequities which may present
barriers to access, known as fair housing. Throughout the nation there are historically underserved and/or
disenfranchised communities which have experienced housing and infrastructure disinvestment and exclusion from
housing opportunities. The makeup and profile of existing communities throughout the nation is often heavily
influenced by historic patterns of racism and other forms of exclusion, the effects of which persist to this day. The
history of Roseville and the greater Sacramento region is consistent with this national history, and includes periods
where people were excluded or expelled from the area or otherwise prevented from purchasing land or homes on the
basis of race or background.

Both Rocklin and Roseville were railroad towns, and because Chinese immigrants made up nearly 90% of the labor
force laying the track*, the area was home to approximately 400 Chinese immigrants by the 1870s. However, as
documented in “Driven Out: The Forgotten War against Chinese Americans” (Jean Pfaelzer, 2008), in 1877 a group of
Chinese men were accused of murder, and a white mob formed. After all of the Chinese residents were driven out, the
homes in the Chinese quarter were demolished and a fire started, which burned the shops and homes to the ground.
As news of the incident spread, neighboring towns followed suit: Loomis, Penryn and Roseville ordered all Chinese
people to leave their towns and armed men rode into Chinese-owned mining camps and forced them to leave. Atthe
time “many Chinese either owned or leased considerable land or mining claims within a ten-mile radius of Rocklin, and
most of their loans had been fully paid off.” Thus, the events of this period disenfranchised a sizable existing
community of Chinese immigrants in this region. Events such as this ensured that as the City incorporated and
expanded, the majority of property owners and residents were white.

“Redlining Revisited: Mortgage Lending Pattemns in Sacramento 1930-2004"% describes patterns of
disenfranchisement in the greater Sacramento region. In this area racially-restrictive covenants—terms within deeds
and other documents prohibiting sale or rental of property to people of colo—began use in the 1920s. In the 1930s,
approval of federal loans increasingly became contingent on including racially restrictive covenants on the property. By
the late 1930s the process known as “redlining” was established. This was a process of developing lending risk maps
which were based on the assumption that the presence of Black, immigrant, or poor white communities compromised
the value of homes and made mortgages in these areas higher risk. Areas designated in red (hence “redlining”) on
these maps were considered highest risk and were placed over majority Black neighborhoods, neighborhoods with
high immigrant populations, and less affluent neighborhoods. Redlining made financing for properties in these areas
extremely difficult to obtain, severely hampering the ability of people to finance home maintenance and repairs or buy
property in these areas. This in turn drove down property values in these areas, even while property values climbed
elsewhere. Although racial exclusion, redlining, and racially-restrictive covenants are now illegal, the effects of this
discrimination linger to the present day. CalEnviroScreen is an interactive map-based tool that identifies relative risk
based on the community pollution burdens, health risk indicators, and economic vulnerability. An overlay of the 1930s
era redlining map of Sacramento and the CalEnviroScreen map of Sacramento shows substantial overlap between
redlined areas and areas today which have higher pollution burdens and vulnerable populations. Moreover,
demographic maps of the region show that the patterns of racial segregation established by this history have improved,
but remain evident.

4 From the Chinese Railroad Workers in North America Project at Stanford University:
https://web.stanford.edu/group/chineserailroad/cqi-bin/website/virtual/

5 Hernandez, Jesus. (2009). Redlining Revisited: Mortgage Lending Patterns in Sacramento 1930-2004. International
Journal of Urban and Regional Research. 33. 291-313. 10.1111/j.1468-2427.2009.00873.x.
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FAIR HOUSING ENFORCEMENT AND OUTREACH

Fair housing complaints can be used as an indicator to identify characteristics of households experiencing
discrimination in housing. Pursuant to the California Fair Employment and Housing Act [Government Code Section
12921 (a)], the opportunity to seek, obtain, and hold housing cannot be determined by an individual’s “race, color,
religion, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, sexual orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry,
familial status, source of income, disability, veteran or military status, genetic information, or any other basis prohibited

by Section 51 of the Civil Code.”

Fair housing issues that may arise in any jurisdiction include but are not limited to:
¢ housing design that makes a dwelling unit inaccessible to an individual with a disability;
o discrimination against an individual based on race, national origin, familial status, disability, religion, sex, or
other characteristic when renting or selling a housing unit; and
e disproportionate housing needs including cost burden, overcrowding, substandard housing, and risk of
displacement.

The Roseville Housing Division ensures that front desk staff is trained to provide fair housing outreach materials for
those who visit, call or email with questions and issues. The City refers discrimination complaints to the California
Department of Fair Employment and Housing. The California Department of Fair Employment and Housing dual-files
fair housing cases with HUD’s Region IX Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), as part of the Fair
Housing Assistance Program. HUD’s FHEO reported that 8 housing discrimination cases were filed by residents of
Placer County in 2019. City level data is not available.

The City of Roseville provides fair housing outreach materials for each of the programs managed by the Housing
Division:

The Housing Choice Voucher Program provides several items in the briefing packet for each household that is issued
a voucher for the program. The fair housing items include HUD'’s “Are You a Victim of Discrimination?” booklet, a fair
housing resource contact sheet that includes the contact information for HUD, DFEH, Legal Services of Northern
California, Project Sentinel and several other resources, as well as the Violence Against Women Act information forms
and the Informal Review information for applicants and tenants.

The City, as an entitlement jurisdiction for CDBG funds through the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
completes an “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice” along with a certification that states it will affirmatively
further fair housing in its community. The certification further requires that the grantee undertake fair housing planning
through: 1) the completion of an Analysis of Impediments (Al) to Fair Housing Choice in the community; 2) the
undertaking of actions to eliminate identified impediments; and 3) the maintenance of records regarding the analysis
and actions.

The City also has a Fair Housing Resource page on the Housing website which lists several agencies that offer fair
housing information. The website encourages persons who believe they have experienced discrimination in housing
rental, sales, or financing because of race, color, religion, sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, disability, or
familial status to contact any of the agencies listed.

INTEGRATION AND SEGREGATION PATTERNS AND TRENDS
Race and Ethnicity

The Sacramento Valley region is home to more racial, ethnic, and cultural diversity than the national average, and has
been growing more diverse. In 2017, non-Hispanic White residents made up 55.7 percent of the population within the
region, compared to 73 percent in 1990. However, as described previously, the patterns of segregation established by
racial exclusion, redlining, and racially-exclusive covenants remain visible today within the region. The location of Black
and Hispanic residents in the Sacramento Region today tends to fall outside of the areas of historic covenant
restrictions. Figure X-3 shows the racial and ethnic distribution in the Sacramento Region as of 2010. Generally,



patterns of settlement indicate that the majority of non-White and Hispanic/Latino residents reside in and around the
Cities of Sacramento and Elk Grove.

Roseville is less diverse than the region, as Roseville had a higher proportion of non-Hispanic White residents (68.5
percent) than the regional average (56 percent) in 2018. However, communities of color in the City and region have
increased over the past three decades. Comparatively, the City’s population of non-Hispanic Whites was 85 percent in
1990, 72.6 percent in 2010, and 68.5 percent as of 2018. Demographic maps of the region show that the patterns of
segregation remain evident (see Figure X-3). This section describes those patterns of segregation for communities with
protected characteristics—including race and ethnicity, familial status, income, and disability status—relative to the City
of Roseville and the region.

As shown in Figure X-4, people of color now comprise a significant portion of the population within many block groups
in the city, particularly along Douglas Blvd and in the Downtown and Stanford neighborhoods. However, 68.5 percent

of the population identifies as non-Hispanic White and all census tracts in the city are predominantly made up of White
households (see Figure X-5).
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Figure X-3 | Racial and Ethnic Segregation Patterns
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Figure X~4 | Racial Demographics, City of Roseville, 2018
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Figure X-5 | Racial Predominance by Census Tract, City of Roseville
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Dissimilarity Index

A common measure of the magnitude of segregation within a city or county is the dissimilarity index (DI). The DI
measures the degree to which two specific groups are distributed across a geographic area. The DI varies between 0
and 100 and measures the percentage of one group that would have to move across neighborhoods to be distributed
the same way as the second group. A dissimilarity index of 0 indicates conditions of total integration under which both
groups are distributed in the same proportions across all neighborhoods. A dissimilarity index of 100 indicates
conditions of total segregation such that the members of one group are located in completely different neighborhoods
than the second group.

It is important to note that the DI provided by HUD uses non-Hispanic White residents as the primary comparison
group. That is, all DI values compare racial and ethnic groups against the distribution of non-Hispanic White residents
and do not directly measure segregation between two minority groups (e.g., Black and Hispanic segregation).

Figure X-6 shows the DI prepared for the Sacramento Valley Housing Collaborative as part of the Al. Overall, the DI
shows that 15.92 percent of all “minority” households in the city would need to relocate neighborhoods in order to be
evenly dispersed with non-Hispanic White households. Patterns of segregation are relatively low within Roseville. The
Al notes that a low dissimilarity index (a measure of segregation) can sometimes occur because overall diversity is low,
not because segregation is low. Since more than half of all residents in Roseville were non-Hispanic White in 2018
(68.5 percent; see Figure X-4) and most census tracts in the city are predominately white (see Figure X-5), low diversity
levels in Roseville have resulted in a more evenly distributed population.

Figure X-6 | Dissimilarity Index, Sacramento County

Minority/NHW Hispanic/NHW Black/NHW Asian/NHW

Dissimilarity Index Dissimilarity Index Dissimilarity Index Dissimilarity Index
Jurisdiction Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating
Citrus Heights 18.54 Low 20.64 Low 25.50 Low 18.52 Low
Elk Grove 27.10 Low 19.63 Low 28.80 Low 34.68 Low
Davis 17.96 Low 16.62 Low 21.90 Low 23.63 Low
Rancho Cordova 17.87 Low 18.52 Low 25.16 Low 36.80 Low
Roseville 15.92 Low 20.19 Low 19.41 Low 29.67 Low
Rocklin 12.74 Low 13.44 Low 21.48 Low 24.21 Low
Balance of
Sacramento 36.41 Low 36.76 Low 48.52 Moderate 45.19 Moderate
City of Sacramento  37.80 Low 39,56 Low 44,92 Moderate 43.73 Moderate
W. Sacramento 19.26 Low 27.57 Low 29.52 Low 24.27 Low
Woodland 21.58 Low 22.69 Low 30.89 Low 39.69 Low

Note: NHW is Non-Hispanic White.
Source: Decennial Census 2010 pulled from the HUD Exchange and Root Policy Research.

Familial Status

During the 2014—2018 ACS survey period, the City of Roseville had a higher proportion of family households with
children (34.6 percent) compared to Placer County as a whole (29.5 percent). Figure X-7 displays the percentage of
children in married couple households in Roseville compared to the rest of the region. Roseville census tracts have a
generally high percentage of children in married couple households (more than 60 percent) in comparison to many
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surrounding tracts in the region, but a lower percentage of children in married couple households than neighboring
cities of Granite Bay and Loomis. The area with the lowest population of children in married couple households is the
tract that contains the Timber Creek and Sierra Pine Golf Courses and the tracts along the Church Street and Vemon
Street corridors.

Additionally, Roseville had a higher proportion of female headed households with children and no spouse present (5.3
percent) from 2014—2018 than Placer County (4.2 percent). Figure X-8 shows the regional distribution of the
percentage of children in female-headed households with no spouse present. The map indicates that less than 20
percent of children in most census tracts throughout the city live in single-female headed households with a few census
tracts that have up to 40 percent of children in single-female headed households.

Disability

The U.S. Census Bureau defines disability as one of the following: hearing difficulty, vision difficulty, cognitive difficulty,
ambulatory difficulty, self-care difficulty, and independent living difficulty. Roseville has approximately 14,000 residents
with disabilities, approximately 6,000 of whom have ambulatory disabilities.

Figure X-9 shows the population with a disability by census tract in the city using American Community Survey data
from 2015-2019. Most census tracts have 20 percent or less of their population living with a disability. Many tracts in
the northemn part of the city have less than 10 percent of people living with a disability and tracts in the southern portion
of the city have 20 percent or less with a disability. However, there is one census tract in western Roseville between
Pleasant Grove Blvd and Blue Oaks Blvd where between 20 to 30 percent of the population is living with a disability.
This is the location of Sun City Roseville, an age-restricted, managed community of more than 3,000 homes.

Residents with disabilities are twice as likely to live in poverty and in a regional survey conducted by for the Al, results
showed that one in four households that include a member with a disability are precariously housed and one in three
households with a mobility need are living in housing that does not meet those mobility needs. When asked what
improvements or modifications were needed to meet accessibility needs, nearly half of respondents reported a lack of
grab bars, and approximately a quarter indicated that service or support animals were prohibited, showers were not
walk or roll-in, and reserved accessible parking was not near the entrance.



Figure X-7 | Percent of Children in Married Couple Households, 2015-2019
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Figure X-8 | Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households, No Spouse Present, 2015-2019
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Figure X-9 | Percent of Population with a Disability, City of Roseville, 2015-2019
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Income

Income diversity describes the percentage of people within a community who fall within different income levels and it
can help describe and define economic segregation. The Al study examined the proportion of people within low-
income (below $35,000 annually), middle-income ($35,000-$100,000), and high-income (above $100,000)
households. In 2016, the regional share of these households was 31 percent low-income, 43 percent middle-income,
and 27 percent high-income and the City of Roseville share of these households was 21 percent low-income, 41
percent middle-income, and 39 percent high-income. As shown, the City has a higher proportion of high-income
households than the region. However, more notable is the change since 2010. The City’s middle-income households
declined by 5 percentage points over this period while the high-income households increased by 4 percentage points.
This should not be construed as describing upward mobility of middle-income families, as it is equally likely to describe
the end result of increasing housing and other costs making it less affordable for middle-income families to remain in
Roseville.

Figure X-10 below shows the geographic distribution of households by median household income by block groups in
Roseville. Many block groups in the county have an income greater than or equal to the 2020 State Median Income
($87,100). Households with the highest incomes mostly live in the northem part of the city near Rocklin while
households with lower incomes are generally south of Base Line Road.

Figure X-11 further displays this information by showing the percentage of low to moderate income households by
census tract. As displayed in the map, tracts with the highest percentage of low and moderate-income households are
located in the southern part of the city between Foothills Boulevard and Interstate 80. The lowest percentages of low to
moderate income households (or households with higher incomes) are located in the outer areas of the city north of
Pleasant Grove Boulevard and into the Highland Park neighborhood. As shown in Figure X-12, which displays poverty
status by census tract in the county, there are no areas in Roseville with more than 30 percent of the population below
the poverty level. While poverty exists throughout the city, it is most concentrated in south Central Roseville between
Interstate-80 and the railyards.



Figure X-10 | Distribution of Median Income by Block Group, City of Roseville, 2015-2019
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Figure X-11 | Percent of Low to Moderate Income Households by Block Group, City of Roseville, 2015—
2019
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Figure X-12 | Poverty Status, City of Roseville, 2015-2019
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RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS BY INCOME

The rates of poverty have remained fairly stable in Roseville from the period of 2010 to 2016, with only a 1 percent
increase in family households living in poverty during that time (and no increase in individuals living in poverty). The
poverty rate in Roseville is 6 percent of all families, which is substantially lower than the regional average of 16 percent.
However, poverty disproportionately impacts families of color in Roseville. In 2010, poverty affected Black families
most starkly with 18 percent of these families living in poverty. By 2016, the poverty rate for Black families had
improved to 10 percent, but remains higher than the 6 percent average for all families in Roseville. While conditions
have improved for Black families, conditions have declined for Hispanic families. In 2010, the poverty rate for Hispanic
families was 9 percent, and by 2016 it had risen to 17 percent.

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty

HUD has developed a framework to examine economic opportunity at the neighborhood level, with a focus on
communities of color. That focus is related to the history of racial and ethnic segregation, which often limited economic
opportunity. “Racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty,” also known as RIEECAPSs, are neighborhoods in
which there are both racial concentrations and high poverty rates. According to HUD’s AFFH tool, as reported in the Al
the Sacramento Valley region had 22 RIEECAPs, most of which are located within the City of Sacramento. RIECAPs
also appear in Rancho Cordova, in unincorporated Sacramento County surrounding or adjacent to the city, and in
Davis. The other jurisdictions, including the City of Roseville do not have any R/ECAPSs.

Although Placer County jurisdictions have no R/ECAPs, there are some racially or ethnically concentrated areas
experiencing housing cost burden. In south central Roseville, there is both a large concentration of Hispanic
households and a high level of housing cost burden (over 58 percent of households in that census tract are burdened).
In this area, the City has an active Owner-Occupied Rehab program to preserve older single-family homes. The
Housing Element also includes a new program to target outreach for first-ime home-buyer assistance opportunities
into this area of the City.

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Affluence

Although HCD and HUD have not established standard definitions for Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of
Affluence (RCAASs), they are generally understood to be neighborhoods in which there are both high concentrations of
non-Hispanic White households and high household income rates. Comparing the City of Roseville relative to the
surrounding Sacramento region, Roseville has a greater presence of higher income levels and lower diversity than
other incorporated cities. As was discussed previously and shown in Figure X-5, non-Hispanic Whites are the
predominant racial/ethnic group throughout Roseville. Additionally, the median household income in most census tracts
throughout the city is equal to or greater than the 2020 State Median Income, and several census tracts have a median
household income above $100,000 (see Figure X-10). Predominately white neighborhoods with higher incomes are
generally located near the northern central city, indicating a local RCAA.

ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY

Across the nation, affordable housing has been disproportionately developed in minority neighborhoods with high
poverty rates, thereby reinforcing the concentration of poverty and racial segregation in low opportunity and low
resource areas. HCD in coordination with the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) has developed
“opportunity indices” to assess and measure geographic access to opportunities. For this assessment, the opportunity
index prepared by HCD and TCAC is used to analyze access to opportunity in Roseville. Access to opportunity is
measured by access to healthy neighborhoods, education, employment, and transportation.

Al Findings

The Al examined the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) opportunity indicators,
local and regional needs assessment, and findings from community engagement surveys and reports. The study
thoroughly examined many opportunity factors and evaluated access based on intersecting factors such as race and
ethnicity, tenure (e.g. renter or homeowner), income, disability, and other factors. The primary findings pertinent to
Roseville indicate that the City is an area of high opportunity. Residents have access to high quality schools and



economically strong neighborhoods with major employment centers and labor market engagement, and report healthy
neighborhood indicators as being higher than the regional average. The UC Davis Regional Opportunity Index also
indicates that Roseville is an area of high opportunity.

Regionally, African American residents and Hispanic residents are least likely to have access to economically strong
(low poverty) neighborhoods. Among residents in poverty, the gap in access by race and ethnicity narrows, but still
persists. African American, Hispanic, and Native American residents of Sacramento and Hispanic and Native
American residents of West Sacramento are least likely among all regional residents to have access to economically
strong neighborhoods. Elk Grove, Rocklin, Roseville, and Davis residents are most likely to have access to
economically strong neighborhoods, and there are not significant differences in access by race or ethnicity. Among
residents in poverty in these cities, the likelihood of living in an economically strong neighborhood drops, but overall,
disparities by race or ethnicity do not grow.

In general, residents of Rocklin, Roseville, Davis, and Elk Grove are most likely to have access to proficient schools.
With the exception of Roseville, there are no meaningful differences in access to proficient schools by race or ethnicity
in these communities. In Roseville, Asian residents are most likely to have access to proficient schools, and Hispanic
and Native American residents are least likely; this gap widens among residents in poverty.

Regionally and within each jurisdiction, residents somewhat agree with the statement, “All neighborhoods in my area
have the same quality of parks and recreation facilities.” Residents of Davis, Roseville, Rocklin, and Elk Grove more
strongly agree that park and recreation facility quality is the same throughout their community. Resident survey
respondents living in Davis, Roseville, Rocklin, Elk Grove, and Woodland tend to rate each healthy neighborhood
indicator higher than the regional average.

HCD/TCAC Opportunity Areas

HCD and TCAC prepare opportunity maps to determine areas with the highest and lowest resources. The TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Maps are intended to display the areas, according to research, that offer low-income children and adults
the best chance at economic advancement, high educational attainment, and good physical and mental health. The
primary function of TCAC is to oversee the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program, which provides funding
to developers of affordable rental housing. The opportunity maps play a critical role in shaping the future distribution of
affordable housing in areas with the highest opportunity.

According to the HCD/TCAC 2020 Opportunity Areas Composite Score (Figure X-13), the majority of the city’s census
tracts are considered high or highest resource. These high and highest resource areas are generally concentrated on
the western and eastern ends of the city. Specifically, much of the city's western neighborhoods have many vacant
greenfield parcels and, thus, are ideal for future development. In contrast, there are only two low resource areas in
south central Roseville between Interstate-80 and the railyards.

The City of Roseville’s overall high opportunity scores were a significant contributing factor to the City's RHNA. The
lower income housing allocation for each jurisdiction was adjusted based on methodologies addressing job-housing
balance (the relationship between the number of low wage jobs and the availability of affordable housing), regional
income parity (the amount of low-income households compared to the regional average), and affimatively furthering
fair housing (high opportunity areas). For Roseville, all three factors resulted in substantial increases in the City’s
allocation. These three factors resulted in the City receiving 1,265 additional lower income units as part of its allocation,
increasing the proportion of the City’s lower income RHNA from 40.7% to 51.2% of the total allocation.

Educational Opportunity

Most of Roseville has high education scores, particularly areas on the western and eastern ends of the City. Figure X-
14 shows that only one small area of the city near the railyards has an education score less than or equal to 0.25,
indicating the least positive educational outcomes. The neighborhoods surrounding Westfield Galleria and the
Roseville Square Shopping Center also have lower education scores compared to the rest of the city. In comparison to
the region, Roseville generally has lower education scores than neighboring Granite Bay and Rocklin, but higher
education scores than neighboring Citrus Heights and unincorporated Sacramento County.
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Figure X-13 | TCAC Opportunity Areas — Composite Score, City of Roseville
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Proximity to Jobs

The 2014-2017 U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) job proximity index quantifies the
accessibility of a given neighborhood to all jobs within a core-based statistical area (CBSA), which tend to be larger in
size and don't follow city boundaries. CBSAs are anchored by an urban center of at least 10,000 along with adjacent
counties that are socioeconomically tied to the urban center by commuting. In this case, the CBSA encompasses the
cities of Roseville, Sacramento and Elk Grove. Index ratings for Roseville (see Figure X-15) show the closest proximity
to jobs in the eastern and central areas of the city where there are more employment centers, and these index scores
generally decline for census tracts farther away from these employment clusters. In fact, there are a few census tracts
on the western end of the city with a job index of less than or equal to 20, which means that those residents have the
furthest proximity to jobs. Note that the far western side of the City is mapped as having a moderate job index, but this
is because this portion of the City is within a very large census tract. The southern boundary of the tract is the
Sacramento County line, the northern boundary follows the creek just south of Moore Road, and the western boundary
is the Sutter County line. As a consequence, this census tract—and by extension the westernmost area of the City—
has a job index of moderate, even though this area of the City should have a low jobs proximity score. In comparison
to the region, Roseville generally has greater job opportunity index scores than the neighboring cities of Rocklin,
Loomis, Lincoln, Granite Bay, and Citrus Heights.

Access to Transportation

HUD has developed the Low Cost Transportation Index, which estimates the percentage of income that residents use
to pay for transportation. The higher an area’s index score, the lower the cost of transportation, which can be influenced
by factors such as access to public transportation, housing density, and proximity of employment centers and other
services. As a whole, Roseville has an average score of 62, meaning it has lower transportation costs than 62 percent
of the nation. In comparison, the average score for California is 66, the average for Sacramento County is 66, and the
average score for Placer County is 53, meaning Roseville has higher costs than the statewide average and
Sacramento County, but lower costs than the rest of Placer County. As shown in Figure X-16, the parts of Roseville
that are nearest to I-80, the multimodal transit station (which includes Greyhound, local bus, commuter bus, and
Amtrak service), and State Highway 65 have higher index scores (59—78) than the rest of the city and therefore lower
transportation costs. Costs could also be lower because these areas are in closer proximity to services and
employment centers like the Westfield Galleria at Roseville. In contrast, there are lower scores in the western portion of
the city (40-58) and southeastern comer (21-39). These areas are further away from employment centers, and the
western area of the City is in a newly developing area where transit options and frequency are currently lower.

Environmental Conditions

Lower-income housing and racially segregated communities are disproportionately impacted by a combination of
locational factors such as proximity to landfills, freeways, industrial areas, and other toxins and pollutants. A 2016 report
entitled “Poverty Concentration and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC): Effects of Siting and Tenant
Composition” studied whether nationally the LIHTC affects the concentration of poverty. The study examined who lives
in tax credit developments in different neighborhoods, and how neighborhoods and metropolitan areas change after
LIHTC developments are built. The study concluded that the distribution of affordable housing has been
disproportionately developed in neighborhoods with predominantly Non-White communities, poor environmental
conditions, and high poverty rates which thereby reinforce poverty concentration and racial segregation in low
opportunity and low resource areas. The links between health and housing strongly indicate that improved housing and
neighborhood environments could lead to reductions in health disparities.

TCAC and HCD measured environmental opportunity using the exposure, pollution burden, and environmental effect
indicators used in California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool.
CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a statewide risk assessment tool that measures the cumulative impacts of multiple sources of
pollution. As shown in Figure X-17, the City of Roseville has moderately positive environmental scores. The areas in
and surrounding the central core of the City, had the lowest environmental scores (less than 0.25) indicating the least
positive environmental conditions. This is likely due to the presence of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and the
railyard in this area, which are associated with lowered air quality. Other portions of the City had lower environmental
scores of 0.25 to 0.50 and are shown in yellow on the map. This includes the large area to the west of Fiddyment
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Road, which is home to the Pleasant Grove Waste Water Treatment facility. The highest scoring neighborhoods in the
western areas of the City are west of Foothills Boulevard and north of Junction Boulevard. In the eastern City, the areas
with the greatest environmental scores are east of Sunrise Avenue.

The statewide average score is 0.49, Placer County’s average score is 0.70, Sacramento County’s average score is
0.43, and Roseville’s average score is 0.63. Placer County’s high average score is strongly driven by the rural foothill
and mountain areas that make up a significant portion of Placer County, and have very high environmental quality
scores. Roseville’s score is higher the state average and Sacramento County’s average, and is close to the Placer
County average, despite the fact that Roseville is a more urban environment. Therefore, the City does not have a
higher average burden than the region.

DISPROPORTIONATE HOUSING NEEDS

An analysis of disproportionate housing needs identifies how access to the housing market differs for members of
protected classes and whether such differences are related to or the effects of discriminatory actions. For the
disproportionate housing need analysis, a “housing problem” is defined as units having incomplete kitchen or plumbing
facilities, more than 1 person per room, and households with cost burdens greater than 30 percent (where costs
include utilities, insurance, HOA fees, and property taxes). “Severe” housing problems include all of the above except
that the cost burden is greater than 50 percent.

The Al found that 39 percent of households in Roseville experience housing problems and 18 percent experience
severe housing problems. Analyzing the problems by race and ethnicity showed that Black households are most likely
to experience housing problems (49 percent) and severe housing problems (39 percent) in the region. However, in
Roseville, there is less variation of housing problems between race and ethnicity when compared to the region overall.
In general, housing burdens are not spatially concentrated in Roseville. However, south central Roseville has both a
large concentration of Hispanic households and high proportion of households that are cost-burdened (over 58 percent
of households).

Resident surveys and focus groups conducted for the Al found significant differences in the housing challenges
experienced by members of protected classes within the region. Among the greatest concems for most residents,
specifically members of protected classes, were rent increases, inability to buy a home, and concem for property taxes.
Additionally, households that include a member with a disability experience distinctive challenges related to
modifications to the home and/or accommodations from a landlord or housing provider.



Figure X-14 | TCAC Opportunity Areas — Education Score, City of Roseville
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Figure X-15 | Jobs Proximity Index, City of Roseville
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Figure X-16 | Access to Transportation, City of Roseville
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Figure X-17 | TCAC Opportunity Areas — Environmental Score, City of Roseville
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Overpayment

As previously described, overpayment or cost burden is defined as households paying more than 30 percent of their
gross income on housing related expenses, including rent or mortgage payments and utilities. As shown in Table X-7,
24 percent of all lower income households in Roseville were cost-burdened in 2017.

Renters in the city were significantly more burdened with overpayment compared to homeowners, with 41.6 percent of
lower-income renters burdened by housing costs compared to 14.4 percent of lower income homeowners. Figures X-
18 and X-19 show the trends of overpayment for renters in the city between 2010-2014 and 2015-2019, respectively.
In most of the central city, 40—60 percent of renters per census tract are housing cost-burdened. Since 2014, trends of
overpayment in the city for renters have varied with some census tracts seeing an increase in cost-burden while others
seeing a decrease in cost-burden. There was a greater presence of housing cost burden in the far western area of the
city between 2010 and 2014 and these rates of cost burden decreased from 2015-2019. This could be because a
number of homes and apartments in this area were built during the City's market peak, creating higher rents than in
surrounding neighborhoods with older buildings. With the crash of the housing market and recession in 2008, residents
in this area for the next few years (2009—2012) were likely dealing with shrinking wages and/or job loss but the same
high costs for housing. Between 2010 and 2019, many renters experiencing overpayment or severe overpayment in
the far west area of the city could have been displaced and moved to other neighborhoods in the city due to economic
and market pressures.

Figures X-20 and X-21 show overpayment trends for homeowners in the city between 2010-2014 and 2015-2019,
respectively. Fewer homeowners are currently overpaying for housing throughout the city, compared to the 2010-2014
period. About 20—40 percent of homeowners have consistently been overpaying for housing since 2010.
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Figure X-18 | Overpayment by Renters, City of Roseville, 2010-2014
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Figure X-19 | Overpayment by Renters, City of Roseville, 2015-2019
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Figure X-20 | Overpayment by Homeowners, City of Roseville, 2010-2014
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Figure X-21 | Overpayment by Homeowners, City of Roseville, 2015-2019

Sunsel Blvd

Elverta Rd

Tath St

Sacramento

o]

2

Miles

Al -
Ust Anelope Rd. w Citl’uS E
| Heights 7

; et

£14 g ‘g_i;*' ?;q’ e E
;;% :
CenpackLin s
Carmichael
4
Arden-Arcade
Rancho Cordova

Rocklin

King R

Sietta Collége Blud

— e

Wachel Way,

== City Boundary
™_", County Boundary

Overpayment by Home
Owners (2015-2019) - ACS
Tract Level

Percent of Owner Households
with Mortgages whose Monthly
Owner Costs are 30.0 Percent or
More of Household Income

[ 1<20%
[ 20% - 40%
[ 40% - 60%

Source: HCD AFFH Data Resources and Mapping Tool, U.S. Census American Community Survey 2015—2019.




I~
O\

S

HOUSING (@Y

Overcrowding

The average household size in Roseville is 2.65 persons, closely resembling that of Placer County (2.68 persons).
Overcrowding of residential units, in which there is more than one and half persons per room, can be a potential
indicator that households are experiencing economic hardship and are struggling to afford housing. According to
CHAS data from 2013—-2017, 3 percent of renter households and less than one percent of owner households are
overcrowded. Figure X-22 shows the trends of overcrowded households in the city by census tract. All tracts in the city
are less than or equal to the statewide average of 8.2 percent except the tract west of south central Roseville, near
Interstate-80 and the railyards, where up to 15 percent of households are experiencing overcrowding.

Housing Condition

The Housing Condition Survey (see Figure X-1) examined houses within neighborhoods which were developed before
1980, as these homes are more than 40 years old and would require maintenance in order to avoid visible
deterioration. The majority of units (72%) were found to be in sound condition, 21% needed minor repairs, 6.5%
required moderate repairs, and 0.5% needed substantial rehabilitation. Although the survey identified that 7% of
homes need moderate repairs or better, which is relatively low, this need is located in areas with other burden factors.
The City’s older neighborhoods with homes built prior to 1980 are located in the south central area of the City, which is
the area of the City with the highest concentration of poverty, a large concentration of Hispanic households, a high level
of housing cost burden (over 58 percent of households in that census tract are burdened), and there are two low
resource areas. For these reasons, the City has focused several programs in this area of the City, including the City’s
Housing Rehabilitation Program, First-Time Homebuyer Program, and Community Block Grant funds.

Displacement Risk

Regionally, one in four (25 percent) survey respondents had been displaced from a housing situation in the
Sacramento Valley in the past five years. The most common reasons for displacement were: rent increased more than
| could pay, personal reasons, landlord selling home, and living in unsafe conditions. African American, Hispanic, and
Native American respondents, large families, households with children, and respondents whose household includes a
member with a disability all experienced higher displacement rates than regional survey respondents overall. While
displacement rates are higher, the reasons for displacement are generally the same as those of regional respondents.

Areas with higher populations of renters and lower income households are particularly susceptible to displacement in
the face of market-based pressures at the neighborhood-level. According to the UC Berkeley Urban Displacement
Project, a census tract is a sensitive community if it meets the following criteria as both vulnerable and experiencing
market-based displacement pressure:

1. Proportion of very low-income residents was above 20 percentin 2017; and
2. The census tract meets two of the following criteria:
a. Share of renters is above 40 percent in 2017;
b. Share of people of color is above 50 percent in 2017;
c. Share of very low-income households (50 percent AMI or below) that are also severely rent
burdened households is above the county median in 2017; or
d. Nearby areas have been experiencing displacement pressures.

According to these metrics, nine census tracts in Roseville are susceptible to displacement because of the high
proportion of households that are renters and low to moderate income (see Figure X-23). The census tracts
susceptible to displacement in the future are the neighborhoods in the southemn part of the city, along Douglas Blvd and
Interstate-80, and in central neighborhoods around the Sierra View Country Club and Diamond Oaks Golf Course.



Figure X-22 | Overcrowded Households, City of Roseville
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Figure X-23 | Communities Sensitive to Displacement, City of Roseville
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Rates of Homeownership

Another measure of historical segregation is rates of homeownership among different racial and ethnic groups. For the
majority of households in the U.S., owning a home is the single-most important factor in wealth-building.
Homeownership is also thought to have broader public benefits, and therefore for nearly 100 years the federal
government has subsidized ownership through various means. Yet these incentives for ownership have been in place
far longer than the existence of fair lending and fair housing protections, meaning that the financial and other benefits of
homeownership have not been equally realized for all protected classes. This explains some of the reason for
homeownership disparities today, in addition to the now-illegal practices of redlining, steering, blockbusting, unfair
lending, and discriminatory pricing.

Homeownership is a powerful vehicle for counteracting rising housing prices and the effects of gentrification and
displacement, especially for lower-income households. Although the citywide homeownership rate was 65.8 percent in
2019, not all racial and ethnic groups in Roseville had the same likelihood of owning a home. As shown in Table X-32
below, residents who identified as non-Hispanic White or Asian had much higher rates of homeownership than the
citywide average. In contrast, residents who identified as any other racial or ethnic group had much lower rates of
homeownership and, thus, they are at higher risk of displacement from rising rental prices. In Roseville, Black and
Hispanic households have considerably lower rates of homeownership (48%) than either Non-Hispanic White (66%) or
Asian (72%) households.

While Roseville has disparate rates of homeownership, the disparities between Black and Non-Hispanic White
households are less than every other studied jurisdiction (in some cases substantially so) and the disparities between
Hispanic and Non-Hispanic White households are less than half of studied jurisdictions. To help further narrow this
disparity in homeownership, the Housing Element includes a new program to target outreach for the first-time home-
buyer assistance into neighborhoods with a high concentration of Hispanic households, as Hispanic households make
up the largest minority group in Roseville (15.2 percent).

Owner Occupied Renter Occupied Total Occupied
Units
Number Percentof = Number Percent of Number
Total Total

White non-Hispanic 25,363 68.1% 11,886 31.9% 37,249
Black 489 43.0% 648 57.0% 1,137
Asian 3,193 74.1% 1,115 25.9% 4,308
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 108 56.0% 85 44.0% 193
Islander

American Indian and Alaskan Native 121 37.0% 206 63.0% 327
Some other Race 517 47.6% 570 52.4% 1,087
Multiracial (Two or more races) 973 61.0% 623 39.0% 1,596
Hispanic or Latino 2,842 49.2% 2,934 50.8% 5,776
TOTAL OCCUPIED 32,348 65.8% 17,095 34.2% 49,943

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5 Year Estimates 2015-2019, Table S2502.

OTHER RELEVANT FACTORS
Mortgage Loan Access
In addition to housing burdens, unequal mortgage loan access also contributes to disproportionate housing needs.

Despite efforts to reform long-standing practices of discrimination in the American housing credit system, widespread
patterns of inequality still exist today. The recession and housing crisis made apparent the unusually high
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concentration of non-White residents with subprime mortgages and property foreclosures across the country. A
subprime mortgage is a type of housing loan given to individuals with an impaired credit history, who otherwise would
not qualify for a conventional mortgage loan. Subprime mortgages carry higher interest rates due to a higher risk of
default. The concentration of subprime mortgages in areas where communities of color are also concentrated
suggests that modern lending practices may be repeating historically punitive practices, such as redlining.

The study shows that mortgage denial rates—the proportion of loan applications which were denied—are higher for
non-White households. The disparities are lower in Roseville than in most other studied jurisdictions, but they remain
significant. For example, the denial rate among non-Hispanic White households was 13 percent while the denial rate
among Asian households was 17 percent. Some of this disparity may be explained because there may be a higher
proportion of lower-income households within a particular ethnic group. However, even when the analysis is adjusted
for income, disparities narrow but remain. Even among high-income households—those making greater than 120
percent of the average median income—denial rates in the Sacramento region for Non-Hispanic Whites is 13 percent
and for Black or African American households is 20 percent. The most common reasons cited for these denials were
incomplete applications, debt-to-income ratio, and credit history.

Figure X-24 shows mortgage loan denial rates by census tract. In comparing this map with other maps provided in this
analysis, it is clear that the areas of the City with higher mortgage loan denial rates correspond to those areas with
more non-white households.

As with mortgage denial, rates of subprime loans also differ among racial/ethnic groups. Overall subprime loan rates
have dropped significantly from the 2006 high of 25 percent, and nationally account for about 4 percent of conventional
loans. In Roseville, subprime loans account for 2.3 percent of Non-Hispanic White borrowers, 2.8 percent of Asian
borrowers, 4.0 percent of Hispanic borrowers, and 7.2 percent of other racial minority borrowers. Arecent study at UC
Berkeley found that, nationally, Latinx and African American borrowers paid between 5.6 and 8.6 basis points more,
which is equivalent to 11 to 17 percent of lender profit on the average loan. Lenders eamn significantly more from loans
made to Latinx and African American homebuyers.
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Figure X-24 | Loan Denial Rates by Census Tract, Sacramento Valley Region, 2017
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Land Inventory

A primary goal of the assessment is to ensure available sites for lower-income housing are located equitably across a
region and within communities with fair access to opportunities and resources. Ensuring that sites for housing,
particularly lower income units, are in high resource areas rather than concentrated in areas of high segregation and
poverty requires jurisdictions to plan for housing with regards to the accessibility of various opportunities including jobs,
transportation, good education, and health services. Using the statewide opportunity area map and the patterns of
segregation, access to opportunity, and displacement risk identified in this assessment, this section analyzes whether
or not the sites included in the 2021-2029 Housing Element sites inventory improve or exacerbate fair housing
conditions and patterns of segregation. Figure X-25 shows all sites with a High Density Residential land use
designation, Figure X-26 shows the location of all sites in the inventory compared to the TCAC/HCD Opportunity
Areas, and Figure X-27 shows these same sites in comparison to the distribution of low and moderate-income
populations by census tract. Both Figure X-26 and X-27 highlight the location of existing and future affordable housing
as well as vacant and underutilized inventory sites.

LOCATION OF EXISTING AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HIGH DENSITY HOUSING

As shown in Figure X-25 the City’s existing and planned high density residential housing capacity is spread throughout
the community. Figures X-25 and X-26 show the City’s existing and planned deed-restricted affordable rental housing
inventory is also spread throughout the community, including in the city’s high and highest resources areas, and is not

concentrated in any particular area. In fact, there are 1,386 existing and 2,771 planned affordable deed restricted units
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distributed throughout Roseville. This balanced distribution of affordable and high density housing is the result of the
City’'s Specific Plan process (Housing Element Program 7), discussed in detail throughout this Housing Element, which
requires that each new planning area contain 10% affordable housing spread throughout the planning area and which
also ensures land use plans contain a balance of low density, medium density, and high-density housing distributed
throughout each planning area.

Figure X-25 | City’s Distribution of High Density Residential Land
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POTENTIAL EFFECT ON PATTERNS OF SEGREGATION

The City’s existing affordable housing inventory and future affordable housing sites were evaluated to ensure sites
planned for future development would not further segregation patterns and trends. As noted, the City’s segregation
pattern is low and therefore this evaluation is focused on whether the lower-income inventory is spread throughout the
community (not concentrated in particular areas). As shown in Figure X-25 through Figure X-27, deed-restricted
affordable housing and high density housing is distributed throughout the city. Most of the sites identified in the Housing
Element inventory are concentrated in the new growth areas within the western part of the city (other areas of the City
are mostly built out), and within these new growth areas Figure X-26 and Figure X-27 demonstrates that housing
capacity at varying levels of affordability is distributed evenly, and is not segregated.

POTENTIAL EFFECT ON ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY

The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area map for 2021 shows that the central area of the City is the area of lowest
opportunity, and that areas of high and highest opportunity area found away from the core, on the eastern and western
sides of the City. However, when this composite score is broken into its component parts—educational scores,
proximity to jobs, access to transportation, and environmental scores—it becomes apparent that some of these factors
are at odds. The central area of the City has lower educational scores and more environmental burden, but is also the
area of the City with the highest proximity to jobs and the greatest access to transportation. The western edge of the
City has higher educational scores and lower environmental burden, but because it is newly developing has lower
access to transportation and lower jobs proximity.



Proximity to jobs and access to transportation are critical issues for lower income families, and focusing all lower
income development into areas of overall high opportunity will direct development away from these areas.
Development in infill areas is also a key environmental and sustainability strategy, because it reduces sprawl and
creates more walkable communities.

On the other hand, over time as the western edge of the City develops further and more population is added, additional
transit options will be developed consistent with the City’s transit master plan and additional job centers will be
developed in the City’s tech and business park land uses in those areas. ltis vital to ensure housing affordable to lower
income families is an integrated part of those future conditions.

An analysis of the TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area map for 2021 found that more than 90 percent of the City’s existing
affordable housing and future inventory, both in total and within each income category, is within areas designated as
“high resource” or “highest resource” (see Figure X-26), which means that the vast majority of new housing built in the
city will offer future households access to areas of opportunity. A small proportion of the sites in the existing inventory
are located in census tracts in the central city, which are mostly categorized as moderate or low resource. However,
recognizing the importance of infill the City’s rezone program (Program 14) also includes the Commercial Corridors and
Infill strategies. These strategies will focus infill and revitalization strategies within the areas of the City with the greatest
proximity to jobs and transportation options. While the City’'s Housing Element focuses the vast majority of its existing
and proposed inventory within areas of high opportunity, it also reflects the need to include housing opportunities in
areas of existing jobs proximity and transportation opportunity.

POTENTIAL EFFECT ON DISPROPORTIONATE HOUSING NEEDS

As discussed in previous sections, the City’s residents experience some amount of disproportionate housing needs.
This includes overcrowding in south central Roseville and displacement risks in central and south central Roseville, as
well as along Douglas Boulevard. Housing Element Program 14 (Rezone Program) includes the Commercial
Corridors strategy which would incentivize reinvestment and add an additional 400 units of high density residential
capacity in the Douglas Boulevard area between Royer Park and Rocky Ridge Drive, which will add housing capacity
in the vicinity of areas struggling with overcrowding and displacement risk. However, most of the City’s sites inventory
is focused in areas of high opportunity which are not identified as susceptible to displacement (see Figure X-23) or
overcrowding. Since the addition of 400 units may be too few to offset the risk in these areas, it is likely that rents will
continue to rise and residents could potentially be displaced due to cost burden. To address this issue, the City has
included Program 20 in the Housing Element to provide information on first-time home-buyer assistance and target
outreach into the City’s neighborhoods with housing burden and Hispanic household concentration. Moreover, the City
could consider facilitating more affordable housing or increasing opportunities for homeownership in these at-risk
neighborhoods.



Figure X-26 | City’s Housing Inventory and Areas of Opportunity
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Figure X-27 | City’s Housing Inventory and Areas of Low to Moderate Income
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Fair Housing Issues, Contributing Factors, and Housing Programs

Roseville is a highly desirable community in the northern Sacramento region. Fair housing issues in the city are
primarily related to segregation based on income. Specifically, there are disproportionate housing problems in south
central Roseville and racially/ethnically concentrated areas of affluence in northern Roseville. The contributing factors to
these fair housing issues are the historical investment patterns in the city, which have led to under-investment of
specific neighborhoods, which are now areas with the lowest incomes and highest rates of diversity, and an
accumulation of private investments in specific areas/neighborhoods, which are now wealthier with more

predominately non-Hispanic White residents.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65583 (c)(10)(A)(v), the Housing Element includes several policies and
programs to proactively address fair housing issues and replace segregated living patterns with integrated and
balanced communities. The City is committed to creating more opportunities for affordable housing dispersed more
equitably throughout the City; transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of
opportunity; and, as neighborhood investments increase, protecting existing residents from displacement. The chart
below identifies the primary fair housing issues identified in the analysis, along with the programs which are responsive

to the issue.



Fair Housing Issue

The south central area of
the City is a
disadvantaged community
area, because the area
has multiple overlapping
fair housing issues. The
area has a concentration
of poverty, overcrowding,
low opportunity, less
positive education
outcomes, and other
disadvantage, combined
with a higher
concentration of disability,
female-headed
households, and people of
color.

Homelessness
disproportionately impacts
certain racial or ethnic
groups, and shelter
services are not being
accessed equitably.

The City has multiple
areas identified as
sensitive to displacement.

Rates of homeownership
are significantly higher
within the white population
than within other racial
and ethnic communities.

Special needs groups
such as seniors and
people with disabilities are
more likely to struggle
with cost burden
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Responsive Programs

Broadly speaking, the City has undertaken two approaches to this issue: focusing supportive
and assistive programs into disadvantaged community areas and increasing housing
opportunities within high opportunity areas of the City.

The City has included implementation language within various programs which focuses those
programs into disadvantaged communities within the City, including the Owner Occupied
Rehabilitation Program (a component of Program 1), which provides grants for home
improvements to low-income households in disadvantaged community areas; the First Time
Home Buyer Program (a component of Program 1), which provides down-payment assistance
to low-income households and has an outreach focus in disadvantaged communities; the
City’s In-Lieu Fees (Program 9) and gap funding (Program 12), which prioritize disbursement
of funds to projects within high opportunity areas or areas at risk of displacement; Community
Block Grant funds (a component of Program 19), the outreach for which is directed to
disadvantaged communities and provides deferred loans and grants to low income
households to use for home improvements; and per the Fair Housing program (Program 27)
the City will meet monthly with non-profits and local stakeholders to share regional resources
and ensure equitable distribution of resources.

The City has included implementation language within various programs to increase housing
choice in areas of high opportunity, including the Specific Plan Areas process (Program 6),
which requires all new planning area to designate 10% of the total units as affordable and
distribute those sites evenly through the new planning area; the City’s In-Lieu Fees (Program
9) and gap funding (Program 12), which prioritize disbursement of funds to projects within high
opportunity areas or areas at risk of displacement; the City’s Housing Choice Voucher
program (Program 19), which includes outreach to multifamily property owners to ensure
vouchers can be used in high opportunity areas of the City; and the City’s Fair Housing
program (Program 27) requires developers receiving public subsidies to use affirmative fair
housing marketing practices and supports affordable housing in areas of high opportunity.
Annual monitoring of Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing Funding (Program 12 and
Program 20) disbursement has been added to evaluate whether the funding is being equitably
distributed, and commit to making funding adjustments if not. Per the Fair Housing program
(Program 27) the City will regularly complete analysis of the characteristics of the beneficiaries
of housing and service programs relative to the income-adjusted population and meet monthly
with non-profits and local stakeholders to share regional resources and ensure equitable
distribution of resources.

The City’s In-Lieu Fees (Program 9), Non-Residential Construction Fee (Program 10), and gap
funding (Program 12) prioritize disbursement of funds to projects within high opportunity areas
or areas at risk of displacement; the Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program (a component of
Program 1), which provides grants for home improvements to low-income households in
disadvantaged community areas, is directed to geographic areas of the community at greatest
risk of displacement.

The City has directed outreach for its First Time Home Buyer program (Program 1) into the
area of the City with a higher proportion of communities of color.

The City’s Home Investment Partnership Program (a component of Program 19) includes
pursuing funds for affordable multifamily housing projects targeted to special needs groups
such as seniors and those with disabilities, the Community Block Grant Funds (a component
of Program 19) provides deferred loans and grants to seniors, persons with disabilities, and
other special needs populations to use for home improvements; the City will revise the Zoning
Ordinance to allow large community care homes with a staff-level Administrative Permit rather
than a Use Permit (Program 28); the City has a shared housing policy allowing people with
disabilities to use their voucher in housing shared with non-related people; and the City has
multiple programs to reduce utility costs for low-income seniors and people with disabilities or
medical devices (Program 35).



Facilitate Development in High Resource Areas and Increase Housing Mobility

Roseville is known for its high quality of life, good schools, rich amenities, and access to employment. Roseville is also
one of the fastest growing cities in the region. Changes in State law regarding the RHNA process resulted in a higher
allocation of lower-income units to areas of high opportunity, including Roseville. While the City’s 10 percent Affordable
Housing policy has created opportunities for more lower income housing spread throughout the city, there is currently
(2021) insufficient capacity to meet the lower income RHNA, and the City has therefore committed to providing
adequate sites through a rezone program (Program 14). This program will target sites for lower income units in high
resource areas, thereby affirmatively furthering fair housing.

Additionally, the City is taking actions to support housing voucher mobility for persons with disabilities through Program
27, Shared Housing, which allows voucher holders to use their voucher in housing that is shared with non-related
persons as a reasonable accommodation. Shared Housing consists of a single housing unit occupied by an assisted
household and another resident or residents, as long as they are not blood related. An assisted family may share a
unit with other persons assisted under the HCV program or with other unassisted persons. Roseville Housing Authority
will approve Shared Housing, as well as a live-in aide if necessary, as a reasonable accommodation so the program is
readily accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities. The HCV Shared Housing option can provide an
increased level of independence for a disabled HCV participant.

Protect Residents from Displacement

As described earlier, south central Roseville is defined by TCAC and HCD as low resource. Over half of the
households in the area eam low to moderate incomes and since there are few existing deed-restricted affordable units
in this part of the city, residents in this area are more susceptible to displacement as demand for housing increases.
The Housing Element includes Program 20 to address any significant disparities and increase opportunities for
Roseville residents including:

e providing rental assistance;

e providing outreach on targeted first-time homebuyer programs in neighborhoods that have suffered from historic
disinvestment to increase awareness and access to such programs; and,

e adopting policies to prevent displacement including strategies to protect senior and low-income homeowners such
as targeting home repair programs and no-net loss policies for existing affordable housing and condo conversion
ordinances.

The City will also be continuing its income-qualified Owner-Occupied Housing Rehabilitation deferred loan and grant
program. All of these actions will help to protect lower-income residents from displacement.

Promote Fair Housing Resources through Outreach

As part of the Housing Element’s programs, the City is also taking additional actions to ensure fair housing. For
example, the City continues to actively participate in the ongoing region-wide collaborative effort to improve fair housing
choice and affimatively further fair housing and continues the campaign to provide fair housing counseling workshops
and one-on-one counseling for Roseville residents, landlords/property owners, and tenants, with counseling provided
by Project Sentinel (Program 25). The City will also use available funding, such as CDBG, HOME, direct rental
subsidies, and below-market construction financing to support lower- and moderate-income housing developments
and address the housing and supportive needs of special needs populations (Program 17). These actions and others
will help to affirmatively further fair housing in Roseville.

In addition, the following Housing Element goals, policies, and programs support Fair Housing:

Goal H.1 Provide decent, safe, inclusive and affordable housing in sufficient quantities for all
economic segments of the community.

Policy H1.8 Encourage construction of affordable housing units to be intermixed with market-rate units.

Goal H7 Ensure the availability of quality housing opportunities for the elderly, the disabled, large

families, female heads of households, and the homeless.

Goal H8 Participate in local and regional efforts to provide a network of facilities and resources to aid
the special needs populations.
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Goal H9 Design and implement programs to affirmatively further fair housing and promote housing
opportunities throughout the City for protected classes to address significant disparities in
housing needs and access identified within the Sacramento Valley Fair Housing
Collaborative Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

Policy H7.1 Special housing needs shall be met through direct rental subsidies and below-market

construction financing.

Policy H7.2 Continue the City's housing rehabilitation loan and grant programs to assist low-income

elderly and disabled households.

Policy H7.3 Encourage construction of 3+ bedroom units in multi-family rental complexes to help meet

the housing needs of low—income, large families.

Policy H7.4 Actively facilitate construction of rental units that include childcare facilities affordable to

lower-income, female heads of households.

Policy H7.5 Work in conjunction with other Placer County jurisdictions, agencies, and organizations to

provide shelter and supportive services for homeless individuals and families.

Policy H7.6 Encourage programs and developments that support inclusive, racially and ethnically

diverse, and mixed-income residential communities throughout the City.

Policy H7.7 Support resources and assistance that help individuals who were justice-involved to locate,

obtain, and maintain affordable housing.

Policy H7.8 Support programs and services which provide housing discrimination protection.

Policy H7.9 Support programs and measures that increase the affordability and availability of housing for

people with disabilities.

Program 17 Federal and State Programs

Program 18 Homeless Prevention and Rapid Rehousing

Program 20 Address Significant Disparities and Increase Opportunities

Program 21 Homeless Outreach

Program 22 Family Mobile Team

Program 23 Family Reunification Program

Program 25 Fair Housing and Housing Discrimination Legal Services

Program 26 Support for Housing for Persons with Disabilities

Program 27 Allow Shared Housing Under Housing Choice Voucher for Persons with Developmental

Disabilities

Governmental Constraints

Governmental constraints are policies, standards, requirements, or actions imposed by the various levels of
government upon land and housing ownership and development. Although federal and state agencies play a role in
the imposition of governmental constraints, these agencies are beyond the influence of local government and are
therefore not addressed in this document. This section describes the City's general approach to land use regulations,
General Plan residential land use designations and their densities, zoning districts, residential development standards,
subdivision ordinance, and community design guidelines. There are no other standards or regulations which have a
direct effect on the design and construction of housing.



LAND USE CONTROLS

Roseville is one of the leading jurisdictions in the SACOG region for the production of affordable housing. The City has
been proactive for years in reducing on/off-site development standards to increase housing densities and decrease the
cost of producing new housing in the specific plan areas as well as in infill areas. All of the City’s standards, including
zoning, development standards, Specific Plans, other master plans (such as the Pedestrian Master Plan), and the
General Plan are available online on the City’s website. Included in the City’s online tools is a GIS-based map which
allows the public to look up property information such as the Assessor’'s Parcel Number, land use designation, zoning
designation, and other information. In addition to physical infrastructure investment, the City has focused heavily on its
downtown core, approving the Downtown Roseville Specific Plan, which includes financial and regulatory incentives,
process amendments, and a specific set of code-related exceptions that are focused on creating additional
opportunities for housing development within the downtown.

Typical regulatory exceptions are (1) the reduction of parking requirements for multi-family residential development, (2)
an increase in residential densities in the downtown, (3) promotion of live-work and mixed-use housing types, and (4)
elimination of parkland dedication for residential projects. Code-related amendments that dictate the future physical
improvements include (1) assigning a historical designation to the downtown, allowing for use of the Historical Building
Code when applicable and (2) encouraging alley-loaded housing products with reduced street widths.

In the development of the new or “greenfield” areas of the community through the years, the City has made several
adjustments to the physical improvements to promote higher-intensity housing. In the early to mid-1990s, the standard
right-of-way width for residential streets was significantly larger. Residential street width standards have been reduced
from a 54-foot-wide standard to a 42-foot right-of-way. Another adjusted physical standard is the reduction of the
easement widths from a 12-foot-wide to a 10-foot-wide easement in order to promote higher-density projects.
Additionally, exceptions have been made to fire lane widths for high-density housing where parking has been
restricted.

Zero lot lines, townhomes, and courtyard, alley-loaded development are not unusual in the city, and neither are
residential lot sizes of 3,000 square feet. The City's Zoning Ordinance includes DS district overlay zone (Development
Standard) which permits an applicant to propose tailored development standards for the type of housing they propose
to build. This overlay zone is extremely common within Specific Plans approved since 2010 and is the zoning
designation which provides the flexibility for “missing middle” housing types.

The City’s zoning and development standards have not had a cumulative negative or costly impact on the
development of or affordability of housing, especially multi-family developments. Nor does the City have any local
ordinances that increase the cost or supply of residential development.

The Residential Mixed Use (RMU) and Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) zoning districts promote a variety of residential
and commercial use types. Single-family, two-family, and multi-family housing and mixed-use uses are principally
permitted in the RMU and CMU zoning districts. In addition, the older portions of the downtown area in the Central
Business District (CBD) provide flexibility in the types of uses typically found in the traditional downtown where a range
of business and service, residential, and mixed-use uses can be located to support the entire community. Single-family,
two-family, and multi-family housing are conditionally permitted in the CBD zoning district. Several of the City’s Specific
Plans include commercial mixed-use parcels, as shown in the vacant land inventory.

Development standards for mixed-use uses in the City’s General Plan indicate a floor area ratio (FAR) for commercial
uses of 20%—40%, which may be exceeded if all other applicable development standards are met.
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LAND USE DENSITIES AND DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE

The City uses three primary residential land use categories within the 2035 General Plan: Low Density Residential,
Medium Density Residential, and High Density Residential. The densities of each are listed in the table below. The
density of the Low Density Residential land use designation provides for typical, detached single-family homes, while
the Medium Density Residential land use designation provides for higher density single-family homes. Housing types
in the Medium Density Residential land use include cluster homes, rowhomes/townhomes, courtyard homes, alley-
loaded product, duplexes/halfplexes, and other attached housing styles. The High Density Residential land use
designation provides primarily for multifamily housing such as apartments, but at the lower end of the density range
includes attached single-family product more typically developed in the Medium Density Residential land use areas.

Land Use Densities Dwelling Units per Acre
Low Density Residential 0.5t06.9
Medium Density Residential 7.0t012.9
High Density Residential 13.0 and above

ZONING DISTRICTS

Zoning, unlike the General Plan, is regulatory. The Zoning Code divides the General Plan land use categories (i.e.
Residential, Commercial, Industrial, etc.) into more defined zoning districts with a list of allowable uses (Table X-34).

Residential Zones

R1 Single-Family Residential District. The R1, Single-Family Residential district is intended for detached,
single-family homes and similar and related uses inclusive of halfplexes.

RS Small Lot Residential District. The RS, Small Lot Residential district is intended to allow either attached
or detached single-family dwellings and similar and related compatible uses.

R2 Two-Family Residential District. The R2, Two-Family Residential district is intended to allow two
dwellings per lot, either detached single-family dwellings or duplexes, and similar and related compatible
uses.

R3 Multi-family Housing District. The R3, Multi-family Housing district is intended for a range of high
density and multiple-family housing. The types of land use intended for the R3 zoning district include
apartments, condominiums, townhomes, small lot cluster housing, and similar and compatible uses.

RMU Residential Mixed Use District. The Residential Mixed Use district is intended to promote a variety of
residential uses/dwelling types and the flexible siting of uses that are typically considered to be
compatible with residential development.

Commercial Zones

BP Business Professional District. The Business Professional district is intended to provide locations for a
wide variety of office uses and other uses that are related to and supportive of office uses.

NC Neighborhood Commercial District. The Neighborhood Commercial district is intended to be applied to
properties in close proximity to residential areas providing for convenient retail and personal service
facilities.

CcC Community Commercial District. The Community Commercial district is intended to serve the principal
retail shopping needs of the entire community by providing areas for shopping centers and other retail
and service uses.

GC General Commercial District. The General Commercial district is intended to serve the entire
community by providing areas for commercial facilities that are more of a service or heavy commercial
character than are permitted in the Community Commercial District, and may involve outdoor display,
storage, or activity areas.



HC

RC

CBD

CMU

HD

Highway Commercial District. The Highway Commercial district is intended to be applied where
commercial facilities serving the traveling public are necessary or desirable.

Regional Commercial District. The Regional Commercial district is intended to provide for commercial
facilities serving Roseville and the greater South Placer Area.

Central Business District. The Central Business district is intended to be applied to the older portions of
the downtown area to provide flexibility in the types of uses typically found in the traditional downtown
where a range of business and service, residential, and mixed-use uses can be located to support the
entire community.

Commercial Mixed Use District. The Commercial Mixed Use district is intended to promote a variety of
commercial uses types and the flexible siting of other uses that are typically considered to be compatible
with commercial development. It is the intent of the CMU zoning district to establish a mix of uses, which
will be accompanied by overlay zones, to ensure that different commercial uses will be successfully
integrated into desirable, cohesive commercial districts. The CMU zoning district shall always be applied
in conjunction with either the DS (Development Standards) or SA (Special Area) overlay zones.

Old Town Historic District. The Old Town Historic district is intended to be applied to the original
commercial core of Roseville to acknowledge its historic and architectural significance. The HD zoning
district is intended to ensure that new land uses and development within the district further the
rehabilitation, revitalization, and preservation of the architectural, aesthetic, historic, and economic health
of the district. Each parcel within a Historic District shall be subject to the specific historic district design
guidelines contained within the City’s Community Design Guidelines as adopted by the City Council from
time to time. Whenever a design review permit is required for development of a parcel within the Historic
District zone, the Historic District guidelines shall apply.

Industrial Zones

MP

M1

M2

MMU

Industrial/Business Park (MP) District. The industrial/business park district is intended to designate
areas appropriate for the development of a mixture of light industrial, office and commercial land uses.
The use types permitted within the MP district do not include outdoor manufacturing but may include
limited outdoor storage. These use types do not result in the emission of any appreciable amount of
visible gasses, particulates, steam, heat, odor, vibration, glare, dust, or excessive noise and can be
conditioned to be compatible when operating in close proximity to commercial and residential uses.

Light Industrial District. The Light Industrial district is intended to designate areas appropriate for light
industrial uses such as manufacturing, processing, assembly, high technology, research and
development, and storage uses. The use types permitted within the M-1 district do not include outdoor
manufacturing but may include limited outdoor storage and the emission of limited amount of visible
gases, particulates, steam, heat, odor, vibration, glare, dust, and noise. These uses may be compatible
operating in relatively close proximity to commercial and residential uses.

General Industrial District. The General Industrial district is intended to designate areas suitable for a
broad range of industrial uses, including manufacturing, assembly, wholesale distribution, and
warehousing.

Industrial Mixed Use District. This district is intended to promote a variety of industrial use types and
the flexible siting of uses that are typically considered to be compatible with industrial development. It is
the intent of the MMU zoning district to establish a mix of uses, which will be accompanied by overlay
zones, to ensure that different industrial uses will be successfully integrated into desirable, cohesive
industrial districts. The MMU zoning district shall always be applied in conjunction with either the DS
(Development Standards) or SA (Special Area) overlay zones as described in Chapter 19.18.

Overlay and Special Purpose Zones

DS

Development Standard District. This district is an overlay district which allows modification of the
specified development standards in general zone districts. The district may establish or modify any or all
of the following development standards: minimum lot size, lot width, setbacks, usable open space, and
parking; principal building types; and maximum lot depth, coverage, and building height.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The City of Roseville regulates the type, location, and scale of residential development through its Zoning Code. Zoning
regulations are designed to protect and promote the health, safety, and general welfare of residents, as well as
preserve the character and integrity of neighborhoods. Under the Zoning Code, residential development must comply
with specific enforceable standards such as minimum lot requirements, maximum height, minimum setbacks,
maximum lot coverage, and allowable density, as outlined in Table X-35. In addition to these development standards,
the City also maintains parking standards for residential development. One parking space per dwelling is required for
senior apartments. One and a half parking spaces are required for multi-family studio units and 1-bedroom units. Two
parking spaces per dwelling are required for single-family, two-family (duplex), small community care facilities, family
day care homes, mobile home parks, and multi-family units with two or more bedrooms. All multifamily projects and
mobile home parks must also provide 1 guest parking space for every 10 units and family day care homes must
provide one parking space for loading and one for each employee not living in the home (these may be on-street
and/or tandem). These development standards are similar to those in other communities and are not considered a
constraint to the development of affordable housing. As previously indicated, the DS overlay zoning district may also
occur in combination with any of these residential zoning districts (e.g. RS/DS), in which case a
subdivision/development-specific development standards table would be created by an applicant to fit the housing
product type being proposed. In the CMU zone a residential project is developed with project-specific design criteria
through the Design Review Permit process.

RS with RS with
attached separated @
Ri sidewalk  sidewalk © R2 R3 RMU
(10) 10)
Area, interior lot 6,000 sqft = 4,500 sqft 4,275 sq ft 6,000 sq ft 6,000 sq ft
Area, corner lot 7,500sqft = 5,500 sq ft 4,710 sq ft 7,500 sq ft 7,500 sq ft N o
one
Width, interior 60 ft 45 ft 45 ft 60 ft 60 ft
Width, corner 75 ft 55 ft 50 ft 75 ft 75 ft
Residential Density
. As provided by
g/lriarﬁlerlnr;rgvyel:mzet:r%{s 1 dwelling 1 dwelling 1 dwelling 2 General Plan, As provided by
dwellingst” | but a minimum General Plan
per lot )
of 3 dwellings
Maximum number of
accessory/junior Upto 2 Upto 2 Upto2 Upto 2 Upto 2 Upto2
dwelling units per dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings

lot(
See Chapter 19.22 for accessory structure development standards for the following standards



Setbacks (minimum)

10 ft to first
floor living
space or
side wall of
15ftto garage; 7.5
?r?t;trifc?rr living space @ ft to porch, ?r?tétrifoorr
lots: 15 ft or side wall but in no lots: 15 ft
f ! of garage; case may ! 20 ft minimum
9) or corner for corner @
Front( lots 20 ft 125 ftto encroach lots- 20 ft on all street None
min}mum porch; 18 ft | into a PUE; min’imum frontages
dri minimum 15 ftto .
riveway . driveways
depth driveway second floor depth
P depth® living P
space; 18 ft
minimum
driveway
depth®)
5 ft interior; 5 ft interior;
12.5ft
St street side 10 ft street 5 ft interior;
interior; 15 ! side on first 5 ftinterior; 20 ft
9 on first . 15 ft street - -
Sides® ft street floor- 15 ft floor; 13 ft side on minimum on all None(™
side on stree:t side street side comer street frontages
corner on second on second
floor floor
10 ft
minimum
with 10 ft
20% of lot minimum minimum 20% of lot
depth; useable 'V\{I’[h depth; 20 ft: 20 ft
Rear need not | open space minimum need not minimum on all None(
exceed 20 | of 700 sq ft useable exceed 20 street frontages
ft; 10 ft or500sqft | open space ft; 10 ft 9
minimum®) where a of 500 sq minimum
usable front ft@)
porch is
provided®
35% for 2
:';t"g:;’;;zgi’&ings) story; 45% | None® None® 40% 50% None(
for 1 story
Height Limits 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft 35 ft 45 ft®) None(™
Additions to the

primary structure
greater than 700
square feet in area(’?

Notes:

May only be permitted upon approval of an Administrative Permit

(1) Attached or detached. Detached dwelling units must maintain a minimum 10-foot building separation.

(2) The general development standards for the R3 district may be modified through approval of a Design Review Permit.

(3) On corner lots, the minimum rear setback may be determined by using an average of three measurements taken at the ends of
the structure and a point midway between the ends of the structure. The measurements shall be made perpendicular to the rear
lot line.
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(4) The rear and side yards may be utilized to meet the minimum usable open space provided the minimum dimension, measured
perpendicular to the applicable rear or side yard is 10 feet. Maximum coverage is a function of lot size, required setbacks and
usable open space. A minimum usable open space of 500 square feet may be applied where a front porch is provided with
minimum dimensions of six feet by 10 feet exclusive of entry way.
) Except for units immediately adjacent to the R1 and RS zone districts, where the height limit shall be 35 feet.
) Minimum driveway depth of 18 feet requires a roll-up garage door.
(7) As provided in development standard overlay or special area overlay district.
) Sidewalk separated from back of curb by five-foot planter strip.
) Front setback (and side setback where adjacent to street) measured from back of walk. Fence side yard setback is five feet
from back of walk where facing a street. In the absence of sidewalk, setbacks measured from the edge of right-of-way.
(10)Variations to the standards and other housing product types may be permitted subject to processing of a Design Review Permit
for Residential Subdivision (DRRS) concurrent with the approval of a tentative subdivision map and review of product type.

(11)A combination of up to two accessory dwelling/junior accessory dwelling units are permitted within areas zoned to allow single-
family, two-family or multi-family residential use provided the lot contains an existing or proposed single-family dwelling, two-
family or multi-family unit as defined in Sections 19.08.080(F)(1) and (F)(2) (Residential Use Types) and the accessory
dwelling/junior accessory dwelling unit complies with the standards identified in Chapter 19.60 (Accessory Dwelling Units). See
Chapter 19.60 for the maximum number and combination of units allowed per lot. For purposes of density, accessory dwelling
units shall be deemed to be an accessory use or an accessory building or structure and shall not be considered to exceed the
allowable density for the lot upon which it is located.

(12) Additions (attached or detached) to primary structures that exceed 700 gross square feet in area may be permitted upon
approval of an Administrative Permit, which may include a public hearing as provided in Sections 19.74.010 and 19.78.020.
Excludes accessory dwelling units complying with the standards identified in Chapter 19.60 (Accessory Dwelling Units).

Provisions for a Variety of Housing

Housing element law specifies that jurisdictions must identify adequate sites to be made available through appropriate
zoning and development standards to encourage the development of various types of housing for all economic
segments of the population. This includes single-family housing, multi-family housing, manufactured housing, mobile
homes, emergency shelters, and transitional housing, among others. Manufactured housing constructed on a
permanent foundation is a permissible form of single-family home construction, and is therefore allowed by-right. Table
X-36 provides a summary of the permitted housing types by zone.

Supportive and Transitional Housing

Transitional housing means housing with supportive services that is exclusively designated and targeted for homeless
persons. Transitional housing includes self-sufficiency development services, with the ultimate goal of moving
homeless persons to permanent housing as quickly as possible. Assistance in the Supportive Housing Program is
provided to help homeless persons meet three overall goals: (1) achieve residential stability; (2) increase their skill
levels and/or incomes; and (3) obtain greater self-determination (i.e., more influence over decisions that affect their
lives). The City will regulate supportive housing as a residential use, provided supportive services are ancillary to the
primary use.

The City’s current zoning has not acted as a constraint to the provision of transitional or supportive housing. As required
by SB 2, the City recognizes transitional and supportive housing as a residential use subject only to those restrictions
that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone and without any discretionary action. The
Housing Element includes Program 32, Special Needs Housing Laws, which addresses legislation such as AB 2162
and requires the City's Zoning Ordinance and other planning documents be regularly updated to respond to new
legislation.



Residential Use R1 RS R2 R3 RMU
Single-Family Dwellings P P P P P
Rooming and Boarding House - - - P P
Two Family - - P P P
Multi-Family Dwellings - - - P P
Accessory Dwelling Units P P P P P
Mobile Home Park CUP CUP CUP CUP P
Community Care Facility, Small P P P P P
Community Care Facility, Large CuP CuP CuP P P
Family Day Care Homes, Small P P P P P
Family Day Care Homes, Large A A A A P
Transitional and Supportive Housing P P P P P
Civic Use MP M1* Mm2* MMU* GC* HC* CMU*
Emergency Shelters P CuP CuP CuP
Commercial Use R3 RMU NC* CC* GC* HC* RC* CBD* CMU* HD* BP*
Multi-Family Dwellings P P CUP CUP - - - CUP P CUP -
Trans_itional and Supportive ) ) CUP  CUP _ _ _ CUP ) CUP _
Housing
Accessory Dwelling units P P P P P P - - P - -
Caretaker/Employee " T CUP CUP CUP CUP CUP - P - -
Housing
Single-Room Occupancy - - - - - - - CUP CUP | CUP -
Community Care Facility P P P P P - - P P - P
Long Term Care Facility CuP P CuP P P - - P P - CuP
Family Day Care Home, P P P P P _ P P P cuUP P
Small
E::ggy Day Care Home, AP CuP CUP CUP - CUP CUP P | CUP CUP
DT- DT-
Downtown SP DT-1 DT-2 DT-3 DT-4 DT-5 DT-6 DT-7 DT-9 10 1
High Efficiency ~ - PICUP - PICUP PICUP PICUP - -

Residential Units*

*includes a room or group of internally connected rooms that have independent sleeping, cooking, eating and sanitation facilities,
which constitutes an independent housekeeping unit, occupied by or intended for one household on a long-term basis.

Principally permitted use, designated as “P”

Conditionally permitted use, designated as “CUP”

Administratively permitted use, designated as “A”

Primary use types not listed or designated by a dash (-) are not permitted in that zone district.
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Zoning for Emergency Shelters

The City has identified the MP Industrial/Business Park zoning district as appropriate for emergency homeless shelters
by right and without discretionary action. According to data obtained from the City’s Planning Division, six parcels are
zoned MP Industrial/Business Park (see table below) and may be suitable for an emergency homeless shelter, as the
sites are vacant or underutilized. Any of the six parcels identified by the Planning Division include sufficient capacity to
accommaodate the unmet need for homeless individuals (see Table X-37). (See Figure X-28 for site locations).
Emergency shelters are required to comply with the development standards of the zoning district; there are no
development standards specific to emergency shelters.

Site # Existing Use Acreage Potential Availability
1 Self-storage, auto repair, and storage 18.68 Reuse
2 Slngle-faml!y reS|dence,' County services building, light 16.58 Reuse, some vacant
manufacturing, automotive
3 .\/acant. lots, single-family residential, commercial, light 6.58 Reuse, some vacant
industrial
4 Auto sales and service, office, light industrial, vacant lots 27.46 Reuse, some vacant

The Industrial/Business Park uses in the City pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance consist of the following types of uses:
light manufacturing, research and development, warehousing, business parks and offices, supporting retail, financial
and restaurants, personal services, and similar types of uses. Parcels zoned MP are centrally located and convenient
to major transportation, schools, the downtown area, and other services.

The parcels listed above are all at least partially developed with existing uses but there is land available for
development. In addition, many of the buildings on the sites are large metal, uninsulated buildings or other
improvements which can be removed without substantial expense or loss of property value. Sites 1 and 2 are located
within %-mile of Sutter Hospital and two local Roseville Transit routes. Site 3 is located within %z-mile of the Roseville
Intermodal Station, which is served by Amtrak, Greyhound, the City’s local bus routes, and both the City and Placer
County commuter services. Site 4 is located within Yz-mile of the Kaiser Riverside Medical Office Building and two local
Roseville Transit Routes are within the site area.



Figure X-28 | Sites Available for Emergency Shelters
~. T

Note:

Map to be used in association with the
Emergency Residential Shelter Ordinance
defined in Chapter 19.41 of the Roseville
Zoning Ordinance.

The ordinance establishes the requirements
and standards for the location and operation
of an Emergency Residential Sheiter.
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Site # Zoning Acreage
1 MP, MP/SA 18.68
2 MP 16.58
3 MP 6.58
4 MP 27.46
Total: 69.3
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Permit Processing Procedures and Timeline Estimates

Development review procedures exist to ensure that proposals for new residential development comply with local
regulations and are compatible with adjacent land uses. Table X-38 provides typical local development timelines, which
is followed by a flow chart of the City’s processes. Shown below are processing times for single-family and multi-family
projects.

SINGLE-FAMILY PROJECTS

For single-family dwelling production building permits, the time-frame for review of a production building permit is 2—3
weeks. Master plan reviews take approximately 2—3 months

For single-family dwelling custom homes, the time frame for these reviews is 612, weeks depending on the
complexity of the custom home and applicant's promptness in responding. No master planning is involved.

Development of large-lot specific plan parcels into subdivisions requires a Tentative Subdivision Map, and may also be
accompanied by others. In the City of Roseville it is typical for applicants to request approval of tentative subdivision
maps covering large land areas, which then may take multiple years to develop. An evaluation of the City’s entitlement
and building permit records over the last five years indicates that the time between the approval of a subdivision and
application for the first single-family building permit ranged from two to five years. The City issues an average of 800 to
900 single-family building permits per year, so this delay between approval of entitlements and application for building
permits does not coincide with or result in a delay in construction or supply.

Single-family residential projects with a Medium Density Residential land use designation will also include a Design
Review Permit in addition to the Tentative Subdivision Map, but it is typical for an applicant to apply separately for these
entittements. Itis common that the land holder will record the Tentative Subdivision Map and then sell portions of the
recorded subdivisions to a residential developer. The purchasing developer will then apply for the Design Review
Permmit based on their proposed home plans. Therefore, the length of time between approval of a Design Review
Permit and application for building permits is shorter than it is between approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map and
the building permit application. An applicant typically applies for a building permit within three months of approval of the
Design Review Permit.

MULTI-FAMILY PROJECTS

For a market-rate multi-family development, the plan review time-frame between City and applicant is approximately 8—
16 weeks. The Development Services Department gives priority to multi-family development projects with affordable
units, which can expedite processing by up to 25%.

In the City of Roseville multi-family development projects typically only require approval of a Design Review Permit
entitement in order to apply for a building permit. An evaluation of the City’s entitlement and building permit records
over the last five years indicates that the time between the approval of a multi-family project and application for the first
building permit is generally less than three months.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS

The City adopted a streamlined ministerial approval process for qualifying affordable housing projects. Projects which
provide a minimum 20% affordable housing for low or very low income households and projects meeting the criteria for
SB 35 qualify for the streamlined process. Applicants who wish to use this process fill out an application and self-
certification checklist indicating they comply with the City's Objective Design Standards and, after pre-application review
by Planning staff to verify, are permitted to proceed directly to the Building Permit process. This allows affordable
housing projects to bypass the Design Review Permit process, which can save an average of three months of
processing time and eliminates the $8,000 deposit required for the entitement. The Objective Design Standards are
found on the City’s Planning Division website in the Applications, Forms, and Handouts section.



Application
Single-Family Project
Multi-Family Project

Administrative Permit

Conditional Use Permit

Design Review Permit

Flood Encroachment Permit

Major Project Permits

Tentative Subdivision Maps

Design Review Permits for
Residential Subdivisions

Grading Plan/Permits

Tree Permits

Variance

Rezone

General Plan Amendment

Specific Plan Amendment

Boundary Line Adjustment

Time Frame
10—-12 weeks for construction plan check

12 weeks for design review + 10-12 weeks for construction plan check

Approved by the Planning Director. Processing time 4—6 weeks.

Public hearing before Planning Commission.
Processing time between 8 and 12 weeks.

Public hearing before Design Committee or Planning Commission. Processing time
about 12 weeks.

(note: A design review permit is required for MF development but is not a separate
entittement.)

Public hearing before Planning Commission. Processing time between 8 and 12
weeks.

Public hearing before Planning Commission for processing Stage 1 (Preliminary
Development Plan), Stage 2 (Architectural and Landscaping Plan), staff approval of
Stage 3 (Final Plans). Processing time 16—20 weeks.

Public hearing before Planning Commission. Processing time is between 8 and 10
weeks.

Should be obtained concurrent with or following processing an application for a
tentative residential subdivision map or as a separate permit when modifying
existing design standards. Public hearing before Planning Commission. Processing
time 8-10 weeks (usually tracks concurrent with SUBD).

Planning Director approval for minor grading plans, or public hearing before
Planning Commission for major grading plans. Processing time is between 4 and 8
weeks.

Planning Director approval of Administrative Tree Permits or public hearing before
Planning Commission or Design Committee if the tree is associated with a design
review permit. Processing time between 8 and 12 weeks.

Public hearing before Planning Commission or Design Committee. Processing time
between 8 and 12 weeks.

Public hearing by both Planning Commission and City Council. Processing time is
between 16 and 20 weeks.

Public hearing by both the Planning Commission and City Council. Processing time
between 16 and 20 weeks.

Public hearing by both the Planning Commission and City Council. Processing time
between 16 and 20 weeks.

Planning Director approval or public hearing before Planning Commission.
Processing time between 6 and 8 weeks.
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ENTITLEMENT APPROVAL PROCESS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY AND MULTI-FAMILY PROJECTS

Entitlement Approval Process

Planning Division

ENTITLEMENT REVIEW STEPS

1. Submittal: Project applicant submits application to
Planning Division as a pre-application. Application is
review to determine if it contains all information
identified on the applicable submittal checklist. When all
checklist items are present and fees have been paid, a
project number is assigned and it becomes a submitted
application.

2. Distribution: Within 5 working days from acceptance
as a submittal, the application and project plans are
distributed for review by City development departments,
including Building, En-gineering, Electric, Fire, Parks (if
involving street medians or city-maintained property),
and Environmental Utilities. Plans are also routed to
outside agencies (e.g, PG&E, telephone cable tv,
resource agendies, etc) for review and comment.

3. Assignment: Within 8 working days from submittal, the
application is reviewed by a Senior Planner and assigned
to a staff planner. The staff planner is the primary point
of contact and is responsible for coordinating the City’s
response,

4, Project Evaluation Meeting: Within 30 to 45 calendar
days from submittal, a Project Evaluation Meeting (PEM) is
scheduled. The PEM is attended by representatives
from each City department and the applicant’s
representative(s). The various departments discuss the
project, give comments to the applicant, and suggest
revisions to make the project conform to City standards.
At the PEM, the City will notify the applicant if the
application submittal is complete, and if not will issue a
letter identifying any information necessary to complete
the application. More than one PEM may be held,
depending on the size and scope of a project.

5. Resubmittal: If the application is incomplete or re-
visions are required, the applicant makes appropriate cor-
rections and resubmits the plans along with a letter
describing any changes to the staff planner.

6. Application Formally Accepted: Following the final
PEM and the submittal of all required information, the
application is formally —accepted as complete.
Acceptance of the application initiates the timeframes
required by the Permit Streamlining Act. At this stage
the Planning Division performs an initial study to assess
potential environmental impacts.  This review will
determine the appropriate environmental document,

7. Neighborhood Meeting: Some projects may require
one or more presentations to various neighborhood as-
sociations, depending on the level of complexity and/or
controversy.

1.
Application Submittal

Applicant
" makes revisions
and submits

information

7
Schedule
ighborhood

or stakeholder
meeting (if
applicable)

Q.

reportand
conditions of
approval

12.
10 days to

appeal to City
Council

Prepare staff

6.
Application
complete for
Processing?

3
Schedule Public Hearing &
Publish Legal Notices

Applicatiol

Erpteveds Document

Approved?

11a.
Notice of Action

Begin Use

13b. A 13c.
Submit for " Submit for
Building Permit Improvement
Plan Check  Plans or Final
Map

3.
Assignment

Concurrent Process
H

D = Environmental Review

I

‘Environmental §

Negative
Declaration

S

Environmental
Document Preparation

CEQA Circulation

* public comment
* workshops

11b.

Notice of Determination
File NOD with County Clerk
and State Clearinghouse (if

applicable)

8. Hearing Schedule, Legal Notices, and Environmen-
tal Document Posting: Once deemed complete, the ap-
plication will be scheduled for hearing by the Planning
Commission, Design Committee, or City Council (approv-
ing authority varies by entitlement). The Environmental
Document may be posted for a 20-, 30- or 45-day
comment period, depending on the type of review
required. A 10-day notice of public hearing is mailed to
property owners within a 300-foot radius of the subject
property.

9. Staff Report Preparation:  Once the hearing is
scheduled, the staff planner will prepare the staff report and
finalize the conditions of approval. Staff reports are
typically published the Friday preceding the meeting date.
The staff report provides a project description, discusses
the comments and issues identified by the City, and lists
the staff recommendations or options for the Commission/
Committee /Council action.

10.  Commission/Committee/Council Decisions: The
entitlements reviewed by the Commission, Design
Committee, or City Council are discretionary actions. As
such, the project may be approved or denied, or
conditions of approval imposed. The Planning
Commission also serves in advisory capacity to the City
Coundil on General Plan and Zoning issues, and hears
appeals of actions taken by the Planning Director on
Administrative Permits. As the designated approving
authority, actions on development entitlements by the
Planning Commission or Design Committee are fi nal
unless appealed to the City Councdil.

11.  Notice to Applicant & Notice of Determination:
Following action by the Planning Commission or Design
Committee, Planning staff will mail to the applicant an
official notice of action that identifies the actions taken on
the application, applicable expiration dates, and final
conditions of approval. As applicable, within 5 days of
the approval, Planning staff will send the Notice of
(environmental) Determination, along with associated
filing fees paid by the applicant, to the County Clerk.

12.  Appeals: Applicants or other aggrieved persons
may appeal the Planning Commission or Design
Committee’s decision to the City Coundl within 10
calendar days of the action. Appeals must be filed with
the City Clerk along with the associated appeal fee.

13.  Begin Use / Submit for Building Permit: After
the appeal period, an applicant may submit plans to the
building and/or Engineering Department for plan check.
If the approval is for a Conditional Use Permit, the
applicant may begin the use.



DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT

A request for a design review permit requires one public hearing before the Design Committee with an estimated processing
time of 12 weeks. The applicant or the applicant’s representative must be present at the public hearing to answer questions.

New multi-family construction, as well as medium-density residential (single-family), is subject to design review permits. Single-
family development lots (with the exception of medium-density residential) that comply with Zoning Ordinance standards do
not require a design review permit. The Design Review Permit is designed to allow applicant’s design flexibility while
maintaining the aesthetic nature of an area and providing quality-of-life features for the future residents of a project (such as
play areas) without requiring special or costly construction materials that would have an impact on housing affordability. Typical
design review findings for all multi-family uses include provisions for adequate drainage, access for parking, pedestrian
circulation and walks, loading areas, compatible building designs, colors, building height, and trash enclosures. The standards
for review are found in the City's Community Design Guidelines, which include a mix of quantified standards (e.g. all pedestrian
pathways must be lit to a minimum 0.5 foot-candles), objective standards (e.g. projects must be consistent with the City’s
Bikeway Master Plan), and flexible standards (e.g. parks and open space should be integrated into the overall design of the
project).

The Design Review Permit requires a public hearing before the Design Committee, which is composed of three members.
Two of the members are appointed by City Council and typically have engineering and architecture experience, and the third
member is a current member of the Planning Commission. The hearings are held in the City’s public conference room in the
Civic Center. The findings for approval are found in Roseville Municipal Code Chapter 19.78.060, and are as follows:

1. The project as approved preserves and accentuates the natural features of the property, such as open space,
topography, trees, wetlands and water courses; provides adequate drainage for the project; and allows beneficial use to
be made of the site for development.

2. The project site design as approved provides open space; access; vehicle parking; vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle
circulation; pedestrian walks and links to alternative modes of transportation; loading areas; landscaping; irrigation; and
lighting which results in a safe, efficient, and harmonious development and which is consistent with the applicable goals,
policies and objectives set forth in the General Plan, the Community Design Guidelines and the applicable specific plan
and/or applicable design guidelines.

3. The building design, including the materials, colors, height, bulk, size and relief, and the arrangement of the structures
on the site, as approved is harmonious with other development and buildings in the vicinity and is consistent with the
applicable goals, policies and objectives set forth in the General Plan, the Community Design Guidelines and the
applicable specific plan and/or applicable design guidelines.

4. The design of the public services, as approved, including, but not limited to, trash enclosures and service equipment,
are located so as not to detract from the appearance of the site, and are screened appropriately and effectively using
construction materials, colors, and landscaping that are harmonious with the site and the building designs.

The findings are entirely related to site design and architecture; none relate to the type of housing or the number of housing
units because these are established by the City’s land use plan. In finding 2, a harmonious development is defined according
to the plain dictionary meaning of the word, which is “forming a pleasing or consistent whole,” and is used to ensure that the
project design is cohesive. In finding 3 the same definition applies, and is used to ensure that the new building architecture
does not clash with the existing neighborhood; absolutely conformity is not required to be pleasing or consistent, and there are
many examples of multi-family housing projects in the City which provide more modern architectural forms or materials within
older, established neighborhoods. The determination of whether the development is harmonious or compatible is based on
general consistency with the City's Community Design Guidelines. Architectural requirements of the Community Design
Guidelines include the use of a consistent design concept to define character; variation in wall planes, rooflines, and building
form; variation in color and materials, and the use of architectural treatments on all sides of a building. The guidelines are
clearly stated, and none inhibit creativity or novel design. In fact, Community Design Guidelines MF-27 states: “Projects that
consider and compliment the context of adjacent and surrounding projects, but are original in design and avoid duplication
(“copy cat” effect) are highly encouraged.”

The City’s design review permit process has not been found to negatively impact a project or hold up the processing of an
application, either by requiring an applicant to appear before the Design Committee multiple times for project approval or by
unduly requiring plan revisions which delay an applicant’s hearing date.
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LARGE COMMUNITY CARE FACILITIES

Large community care facilities are described as a dwelling where nonmedical care is provided to no less than 7 and no more
than 12 persons on a 24-hour basis and which is operated and occupied by the owners (facilities with more than 12 people are
considered commercial community care facilities and are permitted in commercial zoning districts). Large community care
facilities are licensed by the California Department of Social Services, permit no more than two persons per bedroom, and shall
be designed so as to be compatible with the residential character of the neighborhood.

)

The particular conditions or use restrictions for group homes with seven or more persons, as described above, should not have
a negative effect on the development or conversion of residences to meet the needs of persons with disabilities or affect the
provision of services on site.

Other City policies that strive to alleviate governmental constraints include (1) reduction in parking standards for projects which
can demonstrate a reduced need for parking; (2) occupancy standards in the City's Zoning Code apply to unrelated adults in
the same manner they apply to families; (3) community input for the approval of group housing is the same as for other types
of residential development; (4) unit size is not regulated or restricted by the City (any minimum unit size restrictions would be
included in the Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions of a subdivision mandated by the developer or the homeowners
association within a custom home subdivision); and (5) commercial floor area ratios, in mixed-use projects, are not adversely
affected by inclusion of a residential use.

A Conditional Use Permit is required for large community care facilities in the City's R1, RS, and R2 zones (single-family, small-
lot, and duplex/halfplex), but not in the R3 (attached housing) or RMU (residential mixed use) zones. Large community care
facilities do not operate in the same manner as residences with large families, and have different needs. However, the City
has included a program to change the approval process from a Use Permit to an Administrative Permit, along with the
establishment of objective standards to ensure reliability and transparency in review. An Administrative Permit is a staff-level
approval.

The first plan review takes 3 weeks, with 1-2 weeks for any necessary follow-up review.

Affordable Housing Goal

The City has a 10% Affordable Housing Goal which divides the 10% goal into 4% very low, 4% low, and 2% moderate
income. This is calculated based on the total residential units allocated to each specific plan area. The type of units, income
ranges, and parcel-by-parcel obligations are specified within each specific plan area and their related development
agreements. Developers of each of the designated affordable housing parcels are required to provide affordable housing
pursuant to the terms of the specific plan development agreement. Prior to building permits being issued for affordable rental
housing developments, developers are required to enter into regulatory agreements with the City, at which time Housing
Division staff actively assists developers in acquiring appropriate and available subsidies for the construction of affordable
housing.

The 10% Affordable Housing Goal, as set forth in each specific plan area, is not intended to be set as a maximum number of
affordable units; rather, it is a minimum expectation for the production of affordable housing for households that cannot afford
market-rate housing. If affordable housing developers were able to secure the financing to fund the land acquisition and
construction of affordable housing on parcels not previously identified as required to produce affordable housing, the City
would encourage the development without limitation. However, the affordable housing requirement imposed on any parcel
assists future developers in negotiating with landowners a valuation that justifies the imposition of the affordable housing
requirement, which is typically less than market value.

FLEXIBILITY FOR MOVEMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING WITHIN SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS

Prior to the development of the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP), each plan area designated parcels that would have
affordable housing obligations, identified as either rental or purchase housing. In order to move the affordable housing units
from one parcel to another, or merge them on to one parcel, the movement of the affordable units would require a formal
amendment process to both the specific plan and related development agreements, which was costly and time intensive.

Beginning with the implementation of the WRSP in 2003, specific plans and related development agreements have provided
flexibility to move the affordable housing units between the designated parcels by recording a Memorandum of Understanding,
versus full amendments to the other formal agreements. The flexibility allows for developers of affordable housing to leverage
the affordable housing “requirement” within the negotiations for securing the land, as well as collecting affordable housing



obligations from one parcel to another, when developments conducive to 100% affordable housing financing, such as tax
credits and bonds, will be used to develop the affordable housing units.

For a more detailed explanation of the affordable housing requirements of each specific plan and related development
agreements, please refer to Planning Division documents located on the City’s website, using the following link:
http://www.roseville.ca.us/planning/planning_document_library/specific_plans/default.asp

Growth Management

The Growth Management Component of the Land Use Element views growth management as a means to proactively
prepare for and manage growth. The key to Roseville’s growth management component is the comprehensive planning
process, rather than the establishment of growth limitations. The Growth Management Component focuses on the
development of performance standards rather than timelines or growth rates for future development. Performance standards
exist for all residential and non-residential projects within the City of Roseville.

Performance standards include items such as traffic circulation, landscape and lighting, parking, height restrictions,
architectural design, and driveway locations. This approach has resulted in goals and policies that emphasize performance
(e.g., maintaining levels of service, providing adequate park acreage, water, wastewater, electric, financing needed school
facilities), rather than specific dates, growth rates, or buildout of existing plans. The performance standards provide the criteria
for planning and managing growth by requiring the mitigation of growth impacts. The City has no ordinances restricting growth.

Much of the City’s efforts are focused on comprehensive rather than incremental land use and facilities planning. The City
currently has 16 specific plan areas that reflect the City's commitment and success in the management of growth. Each plan
comprehensively plans and integrates the various elements of the area and provides detailed implementation strategies.

Implementation is secured through use of development agreements and the establishment of financing districts to ensure
funding and maintenance of facilities and improvements, as well as construction of affordable units.

The limits identified in the Growth Management Component are based on estimated maximum level of development that the
City can provide for and still maintain adequate service levels. Allowing development beyond the identified limits could result in
a lack of resources and reduced service levels, which have the potential to directly impact the health, safety, and welfare of
Roseville residents.

The concept of linking growth management and the ability to provide adequate services is articulated throughout the goals and
policies of the Growth Management Component, Policy LU8.3.

The Growth Management Component of the General Plan will not affect the City’s ability to accommodate its share of the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation. The Growth Management Component should not impact the supply of housing, nor
should it restrict the City’s ability to accommodate its share of the regional housing need for the eight-year planning period of
this Housing Element.

Subdivision Standards

The City’s subdivision standards include provisions for increased lot densities and decreased curb/gutter/street widths to
accommodate greater land use. The City’s standard residential street section is 34 feet from back of curb to back of curb, with
the standard increased to 38 feet if the street serves more than 100 homes.

Consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint Project and the City’s Blueprint Implementation Strategies, the City annually reviews its
standards to encourage compact development, mixed use, and higher-density residential units.

The City’s standards for off-site improvements are no more restrictive than those of surrounding jurisdictions and serve to
encourage and facilitate compact development to increase the affordability of housing in Roseville.

Permits and Fees

City permits and fees create a significant impact on the cost of new residential housing development. The City has been
proactive in making sure the fees collected will pay for the necessary infrastructure and services to maintain a high quality of life
for residents. The City offers three programs to help ease the financial burden of development fees to assist with the
development of affordable single-family and multi-family housing: (1) the Single-Family Fee Deferral Program allows the
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developer to defer most City-controlled development fees until issuance of the certificate of occupancy or until close of escrow;
(2) the Commercial Fee Deferral Program allows developers of multi-family affordable projects to defer most City-controlled
development fees until issuance of the certificate of occupancy; and (3) the City’s partnership with the California Statewide
Communities Development Authority (CSCDA) allows developers to apply for the Statewide Communities Infrastructure
Program (SCIP), which allows the financing of fees (over a 30-year period) that would otherwise be due at building permit
issuance.

N

Table X-39 lists the estimated fee comparisons for Roseville and surrounding jurisdictions for single-family and multi-family
development based on a study completed in 2020. The City’s current planning entitlement fee schedule can be found on the
City’s website at roseville.ca.us/planning under Applications, Forms, and Handouts and is also included as Table X-40, below.
The City has both “fixed” and “full cost” fees, where fixed fees are a flat fee and full cost fee projects are billed on a time-and-
materials basis, so the fee is a deposit for that work. Projects will more than one full-cost entitement have a reduction in the
deposit requirement for each subsequent entitlement, and if a full-cost project includes flat-fee entitlement, the flat fee will not
be collected. Both the flat fees and the deposit amounts were based on a time and motion study to determine the average
cost to process each type of entittement. Full-cost projects receive a refund of any unused deposit after the project is
approved. In addition, the City’s planning entitliements are scaled based on project size. The fee for General Plan
Amendments, Specific Plan Amendments, Rezones, and Subdivision Maps varies based on the amount of acreage and lots
proposed, with smaller deposits required for smaller projects. Most surrounding jurisdictions have flat fees for all entittements
and do not have scaled fees.

Using a Subdivision Map as an example, this entittement costs $15,167 in the City of Rocklin, $14,847 in the City of Citrus
Heights ($15,341 for a vesting map), and $29,105.44 in the City of Sacramento. Placer County uses the full-cost fee method
and requires an initial deposit of $1,596. In the City of Roseville, the deposit is $11,000 for maps of 5 to 99 lots, $16,000 for
maps of 100 to 499 lots, and $24,000 for maps of 500+ lots. The City’s use of full-cost fees ensures each development will
pay the actual cost to process the entittement. This is beneficial to smaller-scale developers and applicants who submit
simpler projects, because they will pay lower fees for their 25-lot subdivision map than a larger-scale developer will pay for a
500-lot map.

There are several development fees that apply to all new residential construction in Roseville. Each development fee is
calculated individually and is based on factors such as type of project, construction valuation, square footage, and use, or a flat
rate may be applied. There are no special or reduced development fee rates for affordable housing projects; however, the City
does offer the fee deferral and financing programs mentioned earlier. Traffic fees and the Placer County Capital Facilities fee
have reduced rates for age-restricted housing.

Building permit fees that are calculated on a flat-rate basis exert a heavier burden on smaller housing units, such as
apartments and condominiums, than on larger single-family units. Since the cost is the same, regardless of size, the fee per
square foot is much higher for a small dwelling as compared to a larger dwelling. Although several of the fees take this into
consideration, the cost per square foot is still typically higher for apartments, condominiums, and small single-family dwellings
than for larger single-family homes. Unlike market-rate homes and apartments, affordable units that must meet guidelines for
purchase or rental price cannot pass along the higher cost per square foot to the buyer or renter. The City's policy is not to
waive fees, as noted above; however, the City does offer the fee deferral and fee financing programs to assist affordable
housing developers with payment of fees. Permit processing procedures and timelines are outlined below.

It is difficult to determine the direct impact of fees on affordable housing production, as the cost of land, available of grants or
tax credits, and other factors play an equal role. Generally, affordable housing developers need a per-unit cost reduction from
one or more sources in order to make a project financially feasible. The amount of this reduction varies depending on the
current land costs, construction costs, fees, and the availability of subsidies. The City’s fees are all designed with a strong
nexus to need, and are already reduced in most cases for multi-family housing compared to other housing. The City’s 10%
Affordable Housing Goal seeks to reduce the cost constraints associated with affordable housing production. The City’s
specific plan process includes the objective of satisfying the affordable housing goal by providing specific parcels in each
specific plan area (SPA) with affordable housing obligations and providing a detailed financing plan which provides fee
transparency and equitable distribution of fees. An affordable housing project will not be delayed or hampered by owing
substantial unexpected or upfront fees due poor planning (such as with “last one in” infrastructure requirements); the City’s
planning process is clear, stable, and transparent. The cost of parcels with affordable housing obligations are below market
rate and may, by reducing or removing Mello-Roos bonds, further ensure affordability for renters or homebuyers.



Roseville Rocklin Folsom?® Placer County (I;(ar:jcho
2020 Fee/Tax ordova

SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF

Transportation 5016 3,110 6,589 4,123 10,057 6,731 7,598 0 10,479 = 6,821
fe?;'ta' improvement 4 555 2 167 3,311 3,355 4,603 3,305 4,053 3,170
Water connection 9,644 3,857 17,405 7,736 4,262 2,750 3,717 3,717 17,601 13,2006
Sewer connection 371 371 12,051 12,051 1,052 823 10,519 10,519
Fire 1,165 1,165 1,040 825 917 1,663
Police/Public Safety 450 450
Eﬁ;\:ﬁgg%‘; fkasr/':zc 2,345 3,155 2696 2217 6,900 4,584 4785 3480 1,500 1,500
Recreation/Parks-
Neighborhood parks /| 1,255 810 706
other park
Other (1) 292 116 1,052 823 224 224 175 356
Other (2) 7,103 4774 1,017 1,017 13,303 912
Other (3) 377 406
Other (4) 5,400
School District’ 4,080 4,080 45 45 7,880 3,349

Total 23,046 14,635 50,216 35,097 34,179 20,534 41,266 25419 48,478 28,072

SACOG September 2020. Fees based on City fees. Additional fees may be charged by school districts. For fees with a range, highest fee in
range used.

(1) Rocklin, Regional Drainage. Folsom, Regional Sanitation, City Portion. Placer County, Dry Creek Flood Control Fee, varies by area.
Rancho Cordova, Sacramento Regional Transportation

(2) Rocklin, City & Placer County Construction Tax Combined. Folsom, Drainage. Rancho Cordova, Measure A transportation

(3) Folsom, solid waste and waste management plan fee.

(4) Folsom, housing fee

(5) Fee based on North of US50 schedule. Multiple fees included in several categories.

(6) Rancho Cordova- water and fire, Sacramento fees. Sewer based on ratio of pipe for SF and acre for MF.

(7) Varies by area if no amount provided. Folsom, permit.

Entitlement (Application Type) Fixed Fees Full-Cost Deposit
Appeals
1. Planning Director’s Decision $1,553
2. PC/DC Decision to City Council $1,454
Annexations
1. Annex/PZ/Detach/SOIl $20,000
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS (DA)
1. Adoption of DA $20,000
2. Amendment of DA $20,000
3. Associated with Affordable Housing $2,829
4. Associated with Single Topic Item $6,402
5. Development Agreement Review / $1,814

Compliance Fee

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

1. Exemption WITHOUT Initial Study $394
2. Exemption WITH Initial Study $962



Entitlement (Application Type)

3. Negative Declaration

4. Mitigated Negative Declaration

5. EIR Deposit

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (GPA)
1. GPA 10 Acres or Less Map/Text

2. GPA 10+Acres, Map/Text

3. GPA — Text Policy Amend

PUBLIC UTIITY EASEMENT ABANDOMENT

1. Summary Vacation

2. General Vacation

SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT (SPA)
1. SPA Adoption, Map/Text

2. SPA 10 Acres or Less, Map/Text

3. SPA 10+ Acres, Map/Text

4. SPA Text/Policy Deposit
SUBDIVISIONS/CONDOMINIUMS

1. Grading Plan/Minor

. Grading Plan/Major

. Lot Line Adjustment

. Extension to a Tentative Map

. Voluntary Merger

. Reversion to Acreage

. Minor Modification to a Tentative Map

o N O g~ WODN

. Major Modification to a Tentative Map
9. Tentative Parcel Map with 4 or fewer Lots
10. Tentative Map, 5 through 99 Lots

11. Tentative Map, 100 through 499 Lots
12. Tentative Map, 500+ Lots

ZONING ORDINANCE ENTITLEMENTS
1. Administrative Permit

. Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

. CUP Modification

. CUP Extension

CUP Vernon St & Historical District only
Design Review Permit (DRP)

. Design Review Permit Modification

. DRP Extension

9. Minor DRP

o N o oA

10. DRP - Additions or New Constructions
(DTSP Only)

11. DRP - Fagade Improvements (DTSP only)

12. DRP — Predesign (DTSP only)

13. DRP - Residential Subdivision w/other Permit

14. Flood Encroachment Permit

15. MPP Stage 1 or Stages 1 & 2

16. MPP Modification

17. MPP Stage 2, Extend of Stage 1 &/or 2
18. MPP Administrative Modification

HOUSING

Fixed Fees

$1,477

$3,270
$4,880

$3,407

$3,407
$3,407
$3,407
$4,975

$1,361

$6,047
$1,549

$5,468
$230
$230

$230
$230
$6,047

$1,770

Full-Cost Deposit

$20,000

$10,000
$17,000
$15,000

$30,000
$10,000
$20,000
$15,000

$8,000

$2,000
$10,000
$6,000
$11,000
$16,000
$24,000

$9,000
$5,000

$8,000
$5,000

$8,000
$20,000
$7,000
$7,000

&

-
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Entitlement (Application Type) Fixed Fees Full-Cost Deposit

19. Planned Development Permit $11,000
20. TP Admin — Approved at Public Counter $226

21. TP — Req. Public Hearing for SFD or 10 $4,082

trees/less

22. TP - Req. Public Hearing for DRP/TM $6,284

or 11+ trees

23. Administrative Variance $1,360

24. Variance to Develop Standards Req. Public Hearing $4,554

25. Variance to Parking Standards $5,728

26. Zoning Clearance $156

27. Zoning Interpretation — Hearing Req $3,610

28. Zoning Interpretation — Non-Hearing ltem $141

ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS

1. Ordinance Text Amend (Zoning, Subd, Sign) $10,000
2. Zoning Map Change (RZ) 10 Acres or LESS $10,000
3. Zoning Map Change (RZ) 10+ Acres $17,000

2012 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SUSPENSION AND ADJUSTMENTS

In May 2012, the City Council approved the suspension of the Construction Cost Index inflationary adjustment on six of the
City’s development impact fees. The ordinance was effective July 1, 2012, and the following six development impact fees will
remain at 2008 levels:

Pleasant Grove/Curry Creek Watershed Drainage Mitigation Fee
Public Facilities Fee

Animal Control Facility Fee

Special Area Water Fee

Local Sewer Connection Fee

O g~ WN =

Electric Backbone Mitigation Fee

The City’s Traffic Mitigation Fee (TMF) is not adjusted for inflation this year, as the City Council approved a comprehensive
update earlier this year. The net result of the TMF update is an average fee reduction of approximately $1,300 per unit. The
new TMF fee structure was effective July 1, 2012.

As required by City ordinance, the following development impact fees are adjusted for inflation on July 1 of each year. The
annual inflationary adjustment is based on the costs of materials and construction during the past year as tracked by the
Construction Cost Index (CCI). For the year 2012, the inflationary adjustment was 2.5%. Building permits for new construction
issued after July 1, 2012, are subject to the adjustment on the following six impact fees:

1 Dry Creek Watershed Drainage Fees
Regional Sewer Connection Fee

Water Connection Fee (3% per ordinance)
Highway 65 JPA Fees

Neighborhood and Community Park Fee

o a0 A WN

Citywide Park Fee
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To provide construction standards for the creation of efficient housing units, the City adopted the 2019 California Building Code
based on the 2018 Intemnational Building Code, 2019 California Residential Code based on the 2018 Intemational Residential
Code, 2019 California Plumbing Code based on the 2018 Uniform Plumbing Code, 2019 Mechanical Code based on the
2018 Uniform Mechanical Code, 2019 California Electrical Code based on 2017 National Electric Code, the 2019 California
Energy Code, 2019 California Green Building Code, 2019 California Fire Code based on the 2018 International Fire Code
with City of Roseville amendments, 2019 California Existing Building Code, and 2019 California Historical Code. The City of
Roseville amendments to the Fire Code are minor, consisting mainly of technical changes applicable to non-residential
construction (storage racks, fireworks, etc). A handful of revisions may effect residential development, including a requirement
that fire access roads be paved with a surface which can sustain fire apparatus loads, addressing requirements, details for fire
control rooms, and fire flow requirements for residences. None of these changes represent a barrier or constraint on housing
production.

)

Building Codes

The City enforces building codes for existing units, new construction, and residential rehabilitation. Code enforcement is aimed
primarily at new construction and remodeling through the permit process, and in older units in response to complaints. The City
attempts to find a balance between ensuring that housing is safe and avoiding the potential loss of affordable housing units
through unnecessarily strict enforcement practices. Based on discussions with the City’s Building Department, there is no
indication that code enforcement practices unduly penalize older dwellings or inhibit rehabilitation. Code enforcement who find
older residential units in need of repair notify the Housing Division to determine if repairs may be made through the City’s
Housing Rehabilitation Program.

In order to assist developers with tax-exempt bond financing, the City has joined the California Statewide Communities
Development Authority and the ABAG Finance Authority for Non-profit Corporations.

Land Costs

Land costs are one of the major components of housing development costs. Post-recession, land prices increased rapidly
since the last planning period. The rising land prices post- recession and subsequent period of economic growth affected
housing and building nationwide, increasing housing costs. The potential impacts from Covid-19, related economic downturn,
and response to expanded work from home options on land prices create a complex forecasting environment. However, there
are indications that land costs will remain strong.

Data gathered from Trulia.com, Zillow.com and Realtor.com in August 2020 indicates that land in Roseville ranges from
$155,000 for 0.22 acre to $10,000,000 for 136.23 acres. See the listings below.

Given that land costs can factor heavily into the final cost of housing, allowing the construction of homes on small lots can
lower the cost of housing, especially in the moderate income category. As previously discussed, the City has significant land
areas with a DS overlay district, which allows tailored development standards. As a result, the City sees significant production
of smallHot homes (lot sizes below 3,000 square feet) at lower price-points per square-foot.

Lot Size Listing Price
0.22 acre $155,000
3.5acres $269,000
0.65 acres $339,000
1.2 acres $700,000
28 acres $4,500,000

136.23 acres $10,000,000



Construction Costs

The cost of construction depends primarily on the cost of materials and labor, which are influenced by market demand. The
cost of construction will also depend on the type of unit being built and on the quality of product being produced. The cost of
labor is based on a number of factors, including housing demand, the number of contractors in the area, and the unionization
of workers.

A reduction in construction costs can be brought about in several ways. A reduction in amenities and quality of building
materials in new homes (still above the minimum acceptability for health, safety, and adequate performance) may resuilt in
lower sales prices. State housing law provides that local building departments can authorize the use of materials and
construction methods if the proposed design is found to be satisfactory and the materials or methods are at least equivalent to
that prescribed by the applicable building codes.

In addition, modular, prefabricated, factory-built housing may provide lower-priced products by reducing labor and material
costs. As the number of units built at once increases, savings in construction costs over the entire development are generally
realized as a result of an economy of scale, particularly when combined with density bonus provisions.

Using current pricing sources, the average cost for a newly constructed 2,000-squarefoot single-family home (not including
land) in the City of Roseville would be approximately $295,000 (National Building Cost Manual, accessed online data, indexed
for location). Data from ProMatcher provides additional data as it provides a range of costs from $122.21 to $181.46 per
square foot, resulting in construction costs for a 2,000 square foot single-family house ranging from $244,420 to $362,920.

The City’s Specific Plan process helps control infrastructure-related construction costs. As part of each Specific Plan, detailed
infrastructure studies are prepared which define the location of all improvements, including wells, lift stations, and other
infrastructure needs. This is not a common approach; frequently, jurisdictions will only plan for major systems at the Specific
Plan level, deferring more site-specific determinations to future projects. However, this can result in uncertainty, because the
cost and location of all infrastructure is not known at the outset, and can result in wide deviations in the total per-unit
infrastructure costs from one subdivision to another. The City’s approach ensures that infrastructure construction costs are
clear and evenly distributed over the planning area.

Development Densities

The City’s Specific Plans assign a land use density and unit allocation to each large lot parcel of land, rather than a range (e.g.
Medium Density Residential 12.2, or 12.2 units per acre). ltis this detail which allows the Specific Plan process to clearly lay
out the detailed infrastructure and per-unit construction costs for each planning area. It is common—and permitted—for
developers to transfer units between parcels within a Specific Plan to ensure that each parcel’s units “fit” within the acreage, but
it is extremely uncommon for a developer to under-build.

Availability of Financing

Interest rates are determined by national policies and economic conditions, and there is little that local governments can do to
affect these rates. Jurisdictions can, however, offer interest rate write-downs to extend home purchase opportunities to lower-
income households. In addition, government-insured loan programs may be available to reduce mortgage down payment
requirements.

The Covid-19 influence on the housing market has had multiple impacts on the availability of financing. In late summer 2020,
there were historically-low mortgage rates which stoked demand. Interest rates at the present time are not a constraint to
affordable housing. However, lending standards have increased due to economic uncertainty. Lenders are announcing more
stringent underwriting requirements and exiting some products completely. JPMorgan one of the country’s largest lenders- and
seen as a trendsetter- has raised the requirements borrowers must meet to be eligible for most new home loans. Customers
need a credit score of at least 700 to qualify and must have funds equivalent to a 20% down payment.

Additionally, some lenders are putting into place different reserve requirements for self-employed borrowers. Lenders stress
that these changes are temporary, but it is unknown how quickly mortgage companies return to business as usual.

One of the main barriers to rising demand is the lack of inventory, especially for entry-level homes. The California Association
of Realtors’ Roseville July 2020 monthly market report found that the number of active listings fell 51.2 percent from July 2019.
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A more critical impediment to homeownership involves both the affordability of the housing stock and the ability of potential
buyers to fulfill down payment requirements. Traditionally, conventional home loans typically require 5% to 20% of the sales
price as a down payment, which is the largest constraint to first-time homebuyers. The current higher requirements strongly
indicate a need for flexible loan programs and a method to bridge the gap between the down payment and a potential
homeowner’s available funds. The availability of financing for developers under current economic conditions may also pose a
constraint on development outside of the City’s control.

)

Above Moderate Income: This is a household earning above 120 percent of the area median income for a similarly sized
household. In 2020, for a four-person household in Placer County the area median income is $80,100, which means above
moderate income 4-person households are eaming more than $96,100 annually.

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU): The common use terms for an ADU include in-law quarters, granny flat, second unit, and
others. An ADU is a residential unit with complete facilities for living—sleeping, bathing, eating, etc—that is typically smaller
than the main home on the site. An ADU can be either attached or detached from the main home, but functions as a separate
home. See also Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit.

Affordable Housing: According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, housing is affordable when it

doesn'’t cost more than 30 percent of a household’s income. Levels of affordable housing are identified based on household
income compared to the median household income for a similarly-sized household. See also Extremely Low Income, Very

Low Income, Low Income, Moderate Income, and Above Moderate Income Household.

Area Median Income (AMI): Annual income surveys are completed for each area (such as Placer County) to determine the
median income for households of different sizes. A median is the exact middle of a list of numbers. In 2020, for a four-person
household in Placer County the AMI is $80,100.

Extremely Low Income Household: This is a household earmning 0 — 30 percent of the area median income for a similarly
sized household. In 2020, for a four-person household in Placer County the area median income is $80,100, which means
extremely low income 4-person households are earning less than $25,100 annually.

Fair Housing: This is housing access free from unlawful discrimination, but also includes housing access issues which are the
result of historic patterns of discrimination.

General Plan; Every jurisdiction in California is required to maintain a long-term development plan for the community, known
as the General Plan. The General Plan addresses land use and sets standards and policies regarding diverse issues,
including parks and recreation, circulation and traffic, open space resources, and others.

Housing Constraint: A housing constraint is any factor which inhibits the development of housing, and includes land use
controls, fees, the cost of land, the cost of construction, and a host of other factors.

Housing Element: A required component of a General Plan, the Housing Element addresses a community’s housing needs
for all income levels and policies and programs to help facilitate and provide the needed housing.

Housing Inventory: The housing inventory is a list of all sites in a jurisdiction which can accommodate additional housing
development in the future; it is not an inventory of existing built housing units.

Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit (JADU): Where an ADU must contain complete facilities and may be detached, a JADU
may share certain facilities with the main home (such as the bathroom) and must be contained within the walls of the main
home. The JADU is required to have an efficiency kitchen with countertops and food storage, and outlets for countertop
appliances.

Low Income: This is a household earning 50 — 80 percent of the area median income for a similarly sized household. In
2020, for a four-person household in Placer County the area median income is $80,100, which means low income 4-person
households are eaming between $40,051 and $64,100 annually.



Lower Income: The lower income category combines all households earning less than the area median income, and includes
extremely low, very low, and low income households.

Moderate Income: This is a household eaming 80 — 120 percent of the area median income for a similarly sized household.
In 2020, for a four-person household in Placer County the area median income is $80,100, which means moderate income 4-
person households are earning between $64,101 and $96,100 annually.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA): The RHNA is the number of units at each income level which a jurisdiction
must plan for in its Housing Element.

Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP): The Regional Housing Needs Plan is prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of
Govermments and identifies the RHNA for each member jurisdiction.

Supportive Housing: This is long-term housing linked to on- or off-site services that helps residents who have struggled with
homelessness, health-related issues, substance abuse or other issues. The purpose of this housing is to help the residents
remain in housing, improve their health, and maximize their potential to live and work in the community.

Very Low Income: This is a household earing 30 — 50 percent of the area median income for a similarly sized household. In
2020, for a four-person household in Placer County the area median income is $80,100, which means extremely low income
4-person households are earning between $25,101 and 40,050 annually.
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Appendix A Review of the Previous Housing Element

This component of the Housing Element examines goals, policies, implementation measures, and specific programs included
in the 2013 Housing Element to determine their effectiveness.

FACTORS INFLUENCING HOUSING PRODUCTION OVER THE PRIOR PLANNING PERIOD

Housing is influenced by state and county growth rates, interest rates, employment levels, the national investment climate and
other economic variables. Affordable housing challenges have resulted as the gap between housing costs and household
income levels widen. Traditionally, housing costs throughout California have risen at a rate greater than household income
levels.

The nation saw an unprecedented boom in housing prices that began in 1998 and continued until 2007. However, by 2008,
the national economy and the housing market across the United States had undergone a dramatic tumaround. Due to the
accessibility of credit and risky mortgage lending practices during the housing boom, the country saw insupportable home price
inflation, and, subsequently, a rise in mortgage defaults and foreclosures nationwide, which led to an excess of available
properties, and a tightening of the credit market.

As a consequence the City of Roseville along with the region, experienced a substantial slowdown in residential development
in 2008 and a substantial drop in median home price through 2012.

A market recovery began in the 2012/2013 timeframe, with residential development and median home prices seeing steady
year-on-year increases through the present time. Consequently, multiple affordable housing projects were successfully
approved and developed during the previous Housing Element cycle. These projects relied on gap funding and support from
the City to be developed, using the last of the City’'s remaining Redevelopment Agency funding.

However due to state legislation eliminating Redevelopment Agencies effective February 2012 no funding remains and the
City will be challenged in the upcoming planning period to assist financially in the development of future affordable housing.

City of Roseville staff has determined that the goals, policies, implementation measures, and specific programs included in the
2013 Housing Element are appropriate and effective in providing sound housing and community development planning on a
regional basis and for the City of Roseville. The City will continue to use these measures in an effective and efficient manner
during the upcoming 2021-2029 Housing Element planning period. The City’'s aggressive affordable housing programs
continue to use as many affordable housing tools as possible to help meet the goals it has established.

Unless otherwise specified, any program not implemented will continue to be an important potential source for affordable
housing assistance and will remain in the Housing Element for possible future use. These programs may be implemented if
the need for the program exists and sufficient resources are available.

The following is a summary of the City’s progress in meeting priorities identified in the 2013 Housing Element:

Program Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete
Affordable Housing

1. Federal and State Programs The City applied for HOME funds for Continue.

The City shall pursue and continue to participate in the First Time Home Buyer and

the following federal and state programs: [see below] Owner-Occupied Housing
Rehabilitation Programs in 2014 and
was awarded $1,000,000 to split
between the two programs.
The First Time Home Buyer and
Housing Rehabilitation programs
were fully funded until the 2014
contract expired in November of
2017

Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers (Federal) RHA is authorized to provide 735 Continue.

The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program is households with HCV rental
administered by the Roseville Housing Authority and assistance. This total includes 75




provides rental assistance to very low income
households through direct payments to the property
owner.

The Program is promoted on the City’s website, and
through Program brochures.

(Policies 1, 2, and 5)

vouchers allocated for non-elderly
and disabled households (NED
vouchers), which were awarded in
October 2010, 65 Veterans Affairs
Supportive Housing (VASH)
vouchers used to house veteran
households who were homeless or
at risk of being homeless, and 33
Mainstream vouchers that assist
households who have a non-elderly
adult person with a disability and are
transitioning out of institutional and
other segregated settings, or are
currently homeless or at risk of
becoming homeless. Awards for
new vouchers received are as
follows:

Year VASH Mainstream

2014 10 0
2015 8 0
2016 8 0
2017 0 0
2018 9 14
2019 0 0
2020 30 19
Total 65 33

RHA was awarded its first VASH
vouchers October 2014 and first
Mainstream vouchers in 2018 and
continues to request additional
vouchers as HUD makes more
available.

To be in compliance with HUD’s
regulations, the lease-up rate for a
calendar year cannot exceed 100%
of its allocation of vouchers (per
voucher type), and the Housing
Authority is required to be at-least
95% leased up for its voucher
allocation or utilizing at least 95% of
its annual budget authority.
Agencies leasing up at least 98% or
more of its allocated vouchers can
reach high-performing status. The
following is a list of the percentage
of allocated vouchers leased in
previous years:

2013 - 97%
2014 - 98%
2015 - 99%
2016 - 97%
2017 - 96%
2018 - 93%
2019 - 90%
2020 (as of July 2020) - 92.1%

Although RHA'’s lease up is under
the 95% requirement, RHA
continues to meet HUD’s program
requirement for high-performing




Program

Community Development Block Grant (Federal)

The City is an entitlement jurisdiction for Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds and sets
aside a portion of its annual allocation of CDBG
funds for the following housing activities:

Housing Rehabilitation Program

The City began the Housing Rehabilitation Program
in 1980. This program is considered a key
component in the City’s affordable housing strategy
as a means of preserving Roseville’s housing stock
affordable to lower income households. The
program, targeted to low income, owner-occupied
households, offers grants to elderly and disabled
households and deferred loans to all low income
households for health and safety repairs and home
improvements. Deferred loans become due and
payable upon sale, change of title, change of use or
30 years. Any program income received as a result
of a loan payoff is used to fund new loans and
grants.

The Housing Rehabilitation Program is promoted on
the City’s website, through the use of Program
brochures and largely word of mouth.

Handyperson Program

The City initiated funding for the Handyperson
Program in 1999 as a result of public input, which
identified a need for such a program in Roseville.
The Handyperson program provides grants to
seniors in need of minor home repairs, such as
installation of grab bars, repair of minor plumbing
leaks, etc. The Program is administered by Seniors
First. Senior homeowners may be referred to the
Housing Rehabilitation Program for assistance if
repairs exceed the scope of the Handyperson
Program.

The Handyperson Program is promoted on the City’s
website, through the use of Program brochures and
Senior Resource Guide for Placer County.

Paint Program

The City began the Paint Program in 1995 which
provides vouchers for exterior paint and materials to
assist low income homeowners with property
maintenance. The Program is administered by the
City’s Housing Division and is promoted on the
City’s website and through Program brochures.

(Policies 1, 5, and 6)
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Accomplishments

status through 100% expenditure of
its annual budget allocation for the
program.

The Roseville Housing Authority has
been designated by HUD as a “High
Performing Housing Authority” for
the past fifteen years.

Housing Rehabilitation Program: A
total of 49 loans were issued from
2013 to present.

Handyperson Program: A total of
417 households were assisted from
2013 to 2016 when the program was
unfunded

Paint Program: A total of 47 Paint
Vouchers were issued from 2013 to
2017 when the program was rolled
into the Owner-Occupied Rehab
program.

'

N

Continue/Modify/Delete

Continue the Housing
Rehabilitation Program.
Delete the Handyperson
Program and Paint Program,
as these functions have been
incorporated into the
Rehabilitation Program.



Program

Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
(State)

The City began its participation in the State
Administered HOME Program in 1994 for the
creation and maintenance of affordable housing.
The City utilizes HOME funds for the following
Programs:

Housing Rehabilitation Program

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

The City applied in 2014 for HOME  Combine with Program 1.
funds and were able to fund both the

First Time Home Buyer and Housing

Rehabilitation programs.

Through the Housing Rehabilitation

Program, a total of 44 loans were

issued from 2013 to present.

From 2013 to 2017, 22 FTHB

The CDBG funds are leveraged with HOME funds to Program loans were funded.

provide loans and grant to low-income homeowners.
The Housing Rehabilitation Program is described
above.

First Time Home Buyer (FTHB) — Down Payment
Assistance (DAP) Program

The City sets aside a portion of its HOME grant for
down payment assistance in the form of deferred,
shared appreciation loans (second mortgages). The
FTHB-DAP Program is targeted to low-income
households. The homebuyer must qualify under the
City’s definition of a first time homebuyer; be able to
provide at least a 1% down payment; and have
attended a Home Buyer’'s Seminar. The buyer must
also comply with the City’s criteria with regard to the
home selection.

Multifamily New Construction

The City will pursue HOME funds for construction of
multifamily affordable units. HOME funds are
leveraged with other funding sources such as
Section 202 funds, Low Income Housing Tax
Credits, Tax Exempt Housing Bonds, etc. to provide
affordable rental housing targeted to extremely low
and very low income households.

(Policies 1, 2, 5, and 6)
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Program Accomplishments
2. Density Bonus Program The City updated the Zoning Code
(Ongoing: 2013—2021) to reflect changes to the Density
The City shall continue to implement its Density Bonus Ordinance in 2008. . .
Bonus Program to help promote and create Siena Apartments, a 156-unit, multi-
affordable housing units. The program provides a  family development, took advantage

property owner the ability to construct more income- ©Of @ density bonus and received
producing units within the project that can offset the  their Certificate of Occupancy in
cost of providing affordable units. The Density 2009.

Bonus Program is promoted on the City’s website,

and information is available at the City’s Permit

Center. The City’s Housing Division staff also

actively promotes the Density Bonus Program in

conjunction with implementation of the 10%

Affordable Housing Program.

The City’s Density Bonus Program is consistent with
State Government Code Section 65915-65918. The
Density Bonus Program provides for a minimum
20% to a maximum 35% density bonus in the
maximum number of dwelling units, in addition to
incentives and/or concessions. The concessions
and/or incentives may include reduction in zoning
standards, development standards, design
requirements, mixed-use zoning, financial
assistance, or any other incentive that would reduce
costs of the developer.

A developer may qualify for a density bonus and
additional incentives and/or concessions if the
developer agrees to construct and maintain a
minimum of:

e Ten percent (10%) of the units affordable to
lower-income households;

e Five percent (5%) of the units affordable to very
low-income households; A senior housing
development;

e Ten percent (10%) of the units in a
condominium project affordable to moderate-
income households.

The density bonus is increased on a sliding scale,
depending on the type and number of affordable
units, up to a maximum 35% density bonus. The
number of concessions/incentives granted by the
City also increases based on the number and type of
affordable units to be constructed.

The developer must enter into an Affordable
Housing Agreement to secure the affordable units
for a minimum of 30 years prior to issuance of
building permits or prior to final map approval.

(Policies 1, 2, and 4)

N
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Continue/Modify/Delete

Modified. The City’s Density
Bonus Program was outdated
and needed to be revised to
be consistent with current
state law. Rather than wait
until after adoption of the 2021
Housing Element, the
necessary Ordinance
amendments were prepared
and adopted in Spring 2021.
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3. Second Unit Ordinance

(Ongoing: 2008-2013)

A second dwelling unit shall be as defined by
Government Code Section 65852.2 and shall mean
an attached or detached residential dwelling unit
which provides complete independent living facilities
for one (1) or more persons. It shall include
permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating,
cooking and sanitation on the same parcel as the
primary dwelling is situated. It also includes an
efficiency unit and a manufactured home as defined
in the Health and Safety Code.

The floor area of the second dwelling unit for an
attached unit shall not exceed 30% of the existing
dwelling’s living area. The floor area of the detached
unit shall not exceed 1,200 square feet. Fees
associated with the development of the second units
are the same as those for new single family units. A
second unit is permitted provided it complies with
the applicable design and development standards
identified in Chapter 19.60 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The City currently supports and promotes the
development of second units on the City’s website
and information is available at the City’'s Permit
Center.

(Policies 1, 2, and 9)

4. Condominium Conversion Ordinance
(Ongoing: 2008-2013)

The City shall continue to enforce its Condominium
Conversion Ordinance to define those conditions
under which the conversion of rental units to
condominiums would be permitted. Under the
Ordinance, conversions cannot occur unless certain
criteria is met, including: the City has established
minimum City-wide vacancy rates for multifamily
rental housing; a minimum percentage of multifamily
rental units citywide; provision for affordable housing
requirements and Community Benefit Fee; and
tenant protections including a Tenant Relocation
Plan, etc.

If the conversion meets the required criteria, the
developer must enter into an Affordable Housing
Development Agreement to secure the affordable
units provided as part of the conversion approval.

(Policies 1, 2, 4, and 11)

5. Streamline Project Processing

(Ongoing: 2008-2013)

To facilitate project approval and provide internal
support to project applicants, the City established
the Community Development Manager position
within the Community Development Department.
The Community Development Manager acts as a
liaison between project applicants, development
community, Chamber of Commerce and City staff to
continually assess the City’s existing project
processing system and identify short-term and long-
term areas for improvement of the plan check
process.

(Policies 1 and 2)

Accomplishments

The City supports and promotes the
accessory dwelling unit ordinance
through the City’s website and
information is available at the City’s
Permit Center.

The City has processed 46 second
units since 2013.

There have not been any
condominium conversions since
2008. Condominium conversions
were popular statewide for a certain
period, but over the last two
decades interest has waned in
suburban areas.

The Development Services
Department implemented an Online
Permitting Services (OPS) portal in
2018. OPS improves the delivery of
permitting services for the City’s
internal and external customers by
providing the following:

¢ Internet access with a user
friendly interface that is intuitive to
the customer.

¢ Online citizen access including
online fee estimation, online
permit submission, online permit
tracking, online inspection

Continue/Modify/Delete

Modified. The City’s Accessory
Dwelling Unit Ordinance has
been updated multiple times to
respond to changes in state
law. The program in the
Housing Element was revised
to correctly reflect the City’s
existing Ordinance, which was
updated in Spring 2021.

The City will continue to
support this program.

Modify to reflect the
implementation of the OPS
portal.
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6. Review of Subdivision Improvement
Standards and Zoning Ordinances

(Ongoing: 2008-2013)

The City’s intent is to ensure current standards
represent the best means to achieve housing and
other City objectives. The City, through the Public
Works and Planning Divisions, shall continue to
review and modify Subdivision Improvement
Standards on an annual basis. Evaluation of the
Zoning Ordinance occurs approximately every 2-5
years.

Properly developed and updated standards can help
reduce the costs of development while balancing
basic environmental, health, safety and welfare
needs.

(Policies 1 and 2)

7. Specific Plan Areas (SPA)

(Ongoing: 2013-2021)

The City shall ensure that Specific Plans are
consistent with the goals and policies of the General
Plan. The primary purpose of the Specific Plan Area
process is to guide the comprehensive urbanization of
land use in a mix of residential neighborhoods,
schools, parks, open spaces, supporting retail and
public facilities, office uses, and an affordable housing
component. The SPA’s are the first step in
implementing programs such as the 10% Affordable
Housing Goal.

Within each SPA, specific parcels are subject to
certain affordable housing requirements.
Agreements between the City and developers may
include a variety of housing types, including mixed
use, wherever applicable to help achieve the 10%
Affordable Housing Goal.

Specific Plans identify programs to meet the 10%
Affordable Housing Goal. The type of units, targeted
income categories, and parcel by parcel obligations

HOUSING

Accomplishments

scheduling, and permit
management.

¢ Single source for City permit
tracking.

e Enhancement of the reliability and
consistency of development
services while providing
transparency of workflow to the
customer.

¢ Integrates with software systems
supporting development with
emphasis on the City’s financial
and GIS software.

The City has created the
Development Services Department

to provide development services in a

single location with a single point of
contact for the customer. The
organizational structure is
developed around products
delivered to the customer
irrespective of current departmental
lines of authority

The City updated the Zoning Code
in 2020 to address typos, errors and
omissions; modify text for clarity and
consistency and interpretation; and
modify development processes to
be consistent with the City’s goals.

Since 2013, the City has approved
the following Specific Plans:
Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (June
2016).

N
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Continue/Modify/Delete

Modify. This program
duplicates the program in the
Governmental and Non-
Governmental Constraints
section so will be removed
from this section.

Continue.
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are specified. Strategies, including City and
landowner obligations, are described. A provision for
the payment of in-lieu fees for affordable housing
may be included, if appropriate. Development
Agreements are utilized to secure implementation of
the Affordable Housing Program. Projected
subsidies and quantified objectives are outlined in
Table X-8. Additional discussion regarding the City’s
SPA’s is provided under the 10% Affordable
Housing Goal in the Affordable Housing section of
the Element.

(Policies 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 10)

8. Public/Private Partnerships

(Ongoing Roseville Specific Plan Process: 2013—
2021)

The provision of affordable housing is a societal
goal, one that should be achieved through the efforts
of the entire community. Within each of the adopted
Specific Plans, the City has included a provision for
a public/private partnership, between developers of
housing and the City, to achieve the 10% Affordable
Housing Goal. Roseville has identified the following
specific roles in this partnership to provide affordable
housing:

City of Roseville

The City shall continue with an aggressive
affordable housing program designed to maximize
potential funds available through existing federal,
state, and local programs. Developers for each of
the designated affordable housing parcels are
required to provide affordable housing pursuant to
the terms of the Specific Plan Development
Agreement. Prior to building permits being issued or
recording of the final map, developers are required
to enter into an Affordable Housing Development
Agreement. The City of Roseville will assist all
property owners in obtaining appropriate and
available subsidies for construction of the affordable
housing obligation. If adequate subsidies are
unavailable, the affordable housing goal may be
deferred to a later phase of the project to allow time
to assemble the necessary financing.

Development Community

Developers for each of the designated affordable
housing parcels are required to provide affordable
housing pursuant to the terms of the Specific Plan
Development Agreement.

(Policy 7)
9. Affordable Housing Agreements
(Ongoing and Annual Monitoring: 2013-2021)

The City shall require Affordable Housing
Development Agreements for all housing projects
subject to affordability requirements. Such
agreements shall stipulate: 1) number of affordable
units to be constructed; 2) the affordable purchase
price or rental price; 3) the income group to whom
the units will be affordable; and, 4) the length of time
the units will remain affordable.

Maximum rents and purchase prices will be

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

Since 2008, the City has approved  Continue.
the following Specific Plans:
Downtown (2009), Sierra Vista (May
2010), Westbrook Amendment to
the Sierra Vista Specific Plan
(March 2012), and Creekview
Specific Plan (September 2012),
and Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan
(June 2016). All of these Specific
Plans have included affordable
housing units meeting the 10%
requirement. Since 2013, the
Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan
included 283 affordable housing
units and the Campus Oaks
amendment to the HP Master Plan
included 95 affordable housing units

The City reviews all Affordable Continue.
Housing Agreements for compliance

with affordability provisions.

Since 2013, the following multi-
family complexes were completed
and Agreements entered into:

Pearl Creek Apartments — 23 units
Campus Oaks Apartments Phase 1
— 42 units

Lohse Apartments — 58 units

Main Street Plaza — 65 units
Campus Oaks Apartments Phase 2
— 45 units
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Program

determined based on unit size and occupancy levels
as follows:

Unit Size Household Size
1 Bedroom 1.5 Persons
2 Bedroom 3 Persons
3 Bedrooms 4.5 Persons
4 Bedrooms 6 Persons

If adequate subsidies are not available to assist in
achieving the 10% Affordable Housing Goal, the
goal may be deferred to a future date agreed upon
by the property owner and the City. Deferring the

goal will give the City an opportunity to assemble the

necessary financing.

The City shall, on an annual basis, review all
Developments Agreements for compliance with

affordability provisions. Any property owner who fails

to comply with the requirements of a Development
Agreement may be found by the City Council to be
in default of the Agreement.

(Policies 1, 2, 3, 7, 9 and 10)
10. In-Lieu Fees

(Available Development Funding Mechanism)

The City prefers affordable housing be developed as
specified under the 10% Affordable Housing Goal
within each of the specific plan areas. The collection
of in-lieu fees presents a challenge to the City, since
the City does not control or own land to ensure the
development of the affordable units. Therefore, the
City has not established a formal in-lieu fee program
and encourages the development of affordable
housing. In-lieu fees may be considered on a case
by case basis. In all cases where in-lieu fees are
considered as an alternative to producing affordable
units, the Housing Division staff will review the
project based on: 1) a good faith effort by the owner
to secure and utilize available subsidies; 2) the type
of project and its ability to absorb the affordable
units; 3) ability to use the in-lieu fees within the
same specific plan or infill areas.

Development Agreements shall be the mechanism
utilized to secure implementation of the affordable
housing program.

(Policies 1, 2, and 3)
11. Non-Residential Construction Fee
(Proposed)

The City shall consider the establishment of a non-
residential construction fee program, which would
levy a fee on non-residential construction to assist in
the development and retention of affordable
housing. The rationale behind this fee is that new
employment is a factor in the need for additional
housing. The City expects to review the
establishment of a non-residential construction fee
by 2012-2013, at which time the City will determine
if it will pursue a program and, if so, the specifics of
the program.

(Policy 7)

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

The City collects in-lieu fees for Continue.
rezoned developments that provide
purchase housing opportunities.
Fees collected between 1/1/2013
and 1/31/21 equaled a total of
$1,036,410.53. The in lieu fee is
used for rental housing
opportunities, which are better
suited than purchase housing for
very low-income households. Funds
collected during this time are part of
the reservation of funds for the 80
affordable units at Junction Crossing
project.

The City did not consider the
establishment of a non-residential
construction fee during the previous
planning period, as the construction
industry was just beginning to
recover from a significant recession
and additional fees were not being
considered.

Modify. Work to establish a
non-residential construction
fee is ongoing at this time.
The program is being modified
to reflect that current status.
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12. Units at Risk

As noted, the City does not have any projects at risk
of conversion to market rate during the five year
planning period of the Housing Element and
subsequent five year planning period. However, the
City has identified the following program for projects
at risk of conversion in future years.

e On an annual basis, the City will update its
list of subsidized rental properties and
identify those units at risk of converting to
market rate units.

e If the City identifies projects with affordable
units at risk, the City will contact the owner
regarding their interest in selling properties
or maintaining the rental units as
affordable.

e The City will work with property owners to
identify and apply for federal, state, and
local subsidies to ensure the continued
affordability of housing units.

e  The City will maintain a list of non-profit
agencies interested in
acquisition/rehabilitation of at risk units and
inform them of the status of such units.

e The City will work with non-profit agencies
to identify and apply for federal, state, and
local subsidies available to assist with
providing funds for the acquisition and
rehabilitation of at risk projects.

e The City will make available to tenants of
projects at risk of conversion, referral and
contact information regarding tenant rights
and conversion procedures, as well as
information regarding other affordable
housing opportunities within the City.

13. Housing Successor Agency

On 2/22/12 the City became the Housing Successor
of the Former Redevelopment Agency and will be
working with the Department of Finance, in order to
approve 2 — 3 affordable rental housing projects
which were slated for development, using 2006
Housing Bonds in the amount of $5.5 million. After
the expenditure of those funds, there will not be any
further  assistance for  affordable  housing
development using Low/Moderate Income Housing
Fund or bond funds generated through the former
Redevelopment Agency’s tax increment.

Residential Land Inventory

1. Monitor the City’s Land Inventory

(Ongoing 2013-2021)

The City will annually review its land inventory to
ensure there is enough vacant residential land in the
city to meet its RHNA allocation.

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

Both Colonial Village and Preserve  Modify to establish

at Creekside have units at risk of Preservation Coordinator and
converting to market rate during this ' add additional program
Housing Element cycle. language.

The City has reviewed the land
inventory each time a new Specific
Plan has been processed and
maintained its allocation during the
planning period.

Modify to provide continuous
monitoring.
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2. Downtown Specific Plan

(Ongoing 2013-2021)

The City will implement the Downtown Specific Plan
focusing on infill development, revitalization of older
neighborhoods and commercial corridors, as well as
encouraging the development of mixed use and high
density residential units. The City offers various
programs in the Downtown Specific Plan, which
encourage and facilitate the development of high
density and mixed use housing.

Special Housing Needs

1. Federal and State Programs
(Annual Application)

The City shall pursue following state and federal
sources that will assist the City in addressing the
housing and supportive needs of special needs
populations.

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program
(Federal)

Administered by the Roseville Housing Authority, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) provides funding for rental subsidy payments
for households earning 50% or less of the median
income. (Policy 1)

Section 202 (Federal)

HUD provides long term, direct loans to private, non-
profit sponsors to finance new construction of elderly
and handicapped housing affordable to households
earning 50% or less of the median income. The City
will support applications by non-profit housing
developers for Section 202 funding. (Policy 1,2)
HOME Investment Partnership Program (State)

The Housing Division utilizes State Administered
Federal HOME funds for the First Time Homebuyer
Program which provides down payment assistance
to low-income first time homebuyers. The City’s First
Time Homebuyer Down Payment Assistance
Program allows displaced homemakers to qualify as
first time homebuyers.

The City also uses HOME funds to leverage
Community Development Block Grant funds for the
Housing Rehabilitation Program described below.
The City will pursue HOME funds for financing of
affordable multifamily rental projects targeted to
special needs groups such as seniors. (Policies 1, 2,
3, 4)

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
(Federal)

The City will continue to set aside CDBG funds for
the following programs which address the needs of
special needs populations, including elderly,
disabled and homeless individuals and families.
Housing Rehabilitation Program

Deferred loans up to $100,000 are available to low-
income homeowners for health and safety repairs
and general home improvements. Elderly and

&
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Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

Three affordable residential Revise to encompass the
developments have been approved  entire Infill designated area of
in the Downtown Specific Plan since the City.

2013. The Frederic Lohse

Apartments (58 units, completed

2018), Junction Crossing

Apartments (80 units, approved

2018), Main Street Plaza

Apartments (65 units, under

construction).

N

The City applied in 2014 for HOME | Continue.
funds and was able to fund both the

First Time Home Buyer and Housing
Rehabilitation programs.

Through the Housing Rehabilitation
Program, a total of 44 loans were
issued using HOME funds from
2013 to present. From 20013 to
2017, 22 FTHB program loans were
funded.

The Roseville Housing Authority
issued the following number of
vouchers during the designated
year:

e 2013:
e 2014:
e 2015:
e 2016:
e 2017:
o 2018:
e 2019: 129

e 2020: 120

Through the Housing Rehabilitation
Program funded with both CDBG
and HOME funds, a total of 76 loans
were issued from 2013 to present.
Handyperson Program: A total of
417 households were assisted from
2013 2016. The program was
unfunded in 2017.

Paint Program: A total of 47 Paint
Vouchers were issued from 2013 to
2017. The program was rolled into
the Owner-Occupied Rehab
program in 2018.

117
124
95
117
122
72

The following is a list of Public
Services that have been funded
since 2013:

2013

e Case Management and
Temporary Assistance

e The Gateway Resource Center

¢ Youth Program Passport-
Recreation Assistance

e Case Management Services



disabled homeowners can also receive a $5,000
grant for health and safety repairs.

Roseville Handyperson Program

The Roseville Handyperson Program provides
grants to elderly and disabled homeowners for minor
home repairs and handicapped accessible
improvements.

Public Service Funds

The City has made CDBG Public Service funds
available to non-profit agencies and organizations
that provide supportive services to special needs
populations. The City will continue to consider
applications for funding for special needs activities
under the Public Service category during the Annual
Action Plan process.

(Policies 1, 2,3, 4 and 5)

Domestic Violence Services
Project

Case Management Program
Senior Nutrition Program
BAGS Program

2014

Senior Link — Information and
Assistance

SPARKS and Operation Swim
Handyperson Program

Supportive Housing Case
Manager

e Transitional Housing for Families

with Children

Child and Family Therapy
Program

Roseville Victims’ Services
BAGS Program

Case Management Temporary

Rent/Utility and Transportation
Assistance

2015

Handyperson Program

Child and Family Therapy
Program

Senior Nutrition Program
BAGS Program

Case Management Temporary

Rent/Utility and Transportation
Assistance

Senior Link — Information and
Referral Program

2016

Transportation Services
Case Management Services
Handyperson Program
Youth Swim Passport/Sparks
Senior Nutrition Program

Child and Family Therapy
Program

Roseville Victims’ Services

BAGS Program for Elderly and
Disabled Adults

Transitional Living for Homeless
Families

Emergency Homeless Shelter

2017

Meals on Wheels
Mental Health Clinician

Emergency Overnight Homeless
Shelter

Roseville Victims’ Services
Project

BAGS Program
Family Mental Wellness Program
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2. Local Programs

The City shall continue to utilize the following local
financing programs to address the needs of special
needs populations:

Homeless Voucher Program

The City Council has approved Roseville General
Funds to assist Roseville homeless and those about
to be homeless with grants up to $1,500 for payment
of past due rent, security deposits, first month’s rent,
past due utility bills, and emergency motel vouchers.
The Salvation Army administers the Program and
provides dollar for dollar matching funds. The
program is promoted by the Salvation Army and by
referrals from local non-profit organizations and/or
advocates for the homeless. (Policy 5)

Roseville Community Grant Funds

The City has established the following community
grants. The Grants Advisory Commission reviews
grant applications and makes grant
recommendations on an annual basis to the City
Council.

o Citizens’ Benefit Fund - The Citizens’ Benefit Fund
utilizes interest payments on funds received from

HOUSING (@@

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete
e Housing Supportive Services
2018
e Meals on Wheels
¢ Mental Health Clinician
e Emergency Shelter Services

e Roseville Victims’ Services
Project

e BAGS Program

Family Mental Wellness Program
Housing Supportive Services
2019

¢ Mental Health Clinician
Emergency Shelter Services

¢ Roseville Victims’ Services
Project

e BAGS Program

e Family Mental Wellness Program

¢ Meals on Wheels

e Housing Supportive Services

2020

¢ Mental Health Clinician

e Emergency Shelter Services

e Roseville Victims’ Services
Project

¢ BAGS Food Home Delivery
Program

¢ Meals on Wheels

e Fair Housing Services

e Family Mental Wellness Program

e Transitional Housing for

Homeless Persons with Mental
lliness

From 2013 to 2021, 1,010 Continue.
households were assisted as part of
the Homeless Voucher Program.

From 2013 to 2020, the City
provided $2,778,284 in funds
between the Citizens’ Benefit Trust
and the REACH Fund.
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the sale of the City-owned Roseville Community
Hospital to provide grants of up to $30,000 to
public agencies, schools and non-profit
organizations serving citizens of Roseville are
eligible to apply “to improve the quality of life for
the citizens of Roseville.”

o REACH Fund - The REACH FUND utilizes
contributions by Roseville City employees, retirees
and businesses to provide grants up to $7,500 to
public agencies, schools, and non-profit
organizations that assist youth, families or seniors
in Placer County.

(Policies 2 and 5)

3. Regional Housing Programs

When feasible the City will address affordable
housing issues on a regional basis.

McKinney-Vento Act Funds

The City’s Housing Division will continue to
participate in the Placer Consortium on
Homelessness with other jurisdictions, local
organizations and service providers to establish and
promote a network of facilities and resources to
assist the homeless population and other special
needs populations. The City will continue to
participate in the preparation of the Placer County
Continuum of Care annual application for McKinney-
Vento Act funds.

(Policy 5)

Governmental and Non-Governmental
Constraints to Housing Production

1. Process and Fee Structure Review

Permit Process — To expedite project facilitation and
provide internal support to project applicants, the
City established the Development Advisory
Committee to function as a liaison building
relationships between the City and development
community, providing input into delivery of
development services, cost of services, construction
standards, development impact fees, and other
development service policy areas.

Fee Structure — The City will continue to review its
fee system and work toward graduated fees as a
means of reducing the cost of housing development.

Development Services Department will work with the
Development advisory committee.

(Policy 1)

Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

From 2008 to 2012, 916 households ' Continue.
were assisted using Homeless

Emergency Assistance and Rapid

Transition to Housing Act Funds

The Homeless Emergency
Assistance and Rapid Transition to
Housing Act (HEARTH) of 2009
amended the McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act

The City reviews the permit process Continue.
and fee structure on an annual
basis. Fees are updated annually.
The City’s fee booklet and
calculation worksheets are available
online. Certain fees—particularly
those supporting services that vary
depending on building size and
type—are graduated. This includes
the building permit fee, which is
based on a combination of square
footage and occupancy group
(valuation), and the public facilities
fee, water connection fee, electric
backbone fee, solid waste impact
fee, and traffic mitigation fee, which
are based on type and density of
residential housing (the fee is
reduced as density increases).

In September of 2010 the City
created a Development Advisory
Committee (now known as the
Economic Development Advisory
Committee). lts purpose is to
provide a forum for the public and
staff to introduce and discuss
suggestions, comments, and
concerns regarding the City’s
development services function. The
Committee functions as a liaison
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2. Review of Subdivision Improvement

Standards and Zoning Ordinances

The City will continue to review the Subdivision
Improvement Standards and Ordinances.

(Policy 2)

3. Public Education Program

The City will continue to educate its citizens
regarding the necessity of providing the affordable
housing needed to support the job growth occurring
in Roseville. Specifically, this information will focus
on the need to provide affordable housing in close
proximity to jobs in an effort to reduce the traffic and
air quality impacts that result from long commutes.
In addition, the City will continue to monitor
community opposition to affordable housing projects
in an effort to remove negative perceptions.
Education will occur through public hearings,
presentations to various service organizations, and
other community groups, articles published in the

local newspaper, the City’s newsletter.
(Policy 3)

HOUSING (@@

Accomplishments

building relationships between the
City and development community to
foster and support development
investment.

The Committee adopts a five-year
plan to focus their efforts, called the
Economic Development Strategy
(EDS). The 2017 to 2022 EDS was
adopted in 2017 and includes
implementation of the City’s fee
deferral program as a key action.
Fees which can be deferred include
the Fire Construction Tax, Public
Facilities Fee, Traffic Mitigation Fee,
and Electric Backbone Fee.

The City has not made any changes
to the subdivision improvement
standards. The City updated the
Zoning Ordinance in 2020 to
address typos, errors and
omissions; modify text for clarity and
consistency and interpretation; and
modify development processes to
be consistent with the City’s goals.

The City has continued to educate
the public at neighborhood meetings
involving rezones and at
neighborhood association meetings,
as well as during the rezone
process.

Continue/Modify/Delete

Modify to include the purpose
of the review.

Modify to reflect an emphasis
on equity and establish an
evaluation component.



Program Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

4. Public Participation The City meets with developers on a Modify to include the various
The Planning Division will continue to encourage daily basis. For specific plans, the ways the public is notified of
developers to meet with interested parties before the City has standing biweekly staff projects.

public decision making process begins. Preliminary ~ meetings and weekly technical
neighborhood forums allow persons directly affected meetings.
by the project to have their questions and concerns  The public has many opportunities

addressed early in the planning process. to be notified of proposed
(Policy 3) development projects including:
. Uploading initial notices

that an application was received to
the Roseville Coalition of
Neighborhood Associations
(RCONA) website.

. Maintenance of the City’s
Development Activity website, which
includes a list of all new applications
received during the previous week,
a description of all active
development proposals in the City,
and interactive maps displaying the
location of current and upcoming
construction in the City.

. Maintenance of the City’s
Planning Projects of Interest
website, where project details and
documents are uploaded for projects
generating significant community
interest.

. Maintenance of the City’s
Online Permitting Services portal,
which allows the public to look up
documents and details for all active
applications in the City.

. For General Plan
Amendments, physically posting a
notice of the project application on
the project site.

. Encouraging applicants to
hold neighborhood meetings before
the public decision-making process
begins. Preliminary neighborhood
forums allow persons directly
affected by the project to have their
questions and concerns addressed
early in the planning process.

. Uploading public hearing
notices and notices of intent to
approve a project to the RCONA
website, in addition to the direct
mailing of such notices to properties
within 300 feet of the project.

5. Fair Housing The City continues to provide Fair Modify by moving this program
(Ongoing 2013-2021) Housing Counseling workshops and | into the Special Housing
one-on-one counseling for Roseville Needs section (which is being

The City will continue to provide assistance

. . o . residents, landlords/property renamed Equitable and
Egjég:ggD?&g?olnhgﬁglnH%SSpi?]Zﬂ:Stlﬁgfit;thQh its owners, and tenants, with Inclusive Housing Choice) and
’ counseling provided by Legal completely updating. Also add
The City of Roseville will continue its collaborative Services of Northern California and track quantified objectives,
through the City’s Fair Housing to better evaluate success

Housing Education Campaign to provide fair housing
counseling workshops and one-on-one counseling
for Roseville residents, landlords/property owners,

Education Program. over time.
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Program Accomplishments Continue/Modify/Delete

and tenants, with counseling provided by Legal
Services of Northern California through the City’s
Fair Housing Education Program.

In addition to the provision of workshops and one-
on-one counseling, the City’s website includes fair
housing information and referral service data with
links to other Fair housing resources.

Residential Energy Efficiency and Conservation

1. Roseville Electric Program 3,300 customers are currently Continue.
Peak Load Management Program enrolled in the Power Partners
(Current Available Program) program.

Roseville Electric will continue to implement the |_(|)ver 3E&000 hsuse?tolds(;ec”eive
peak load management program. This program Rome 'IInT{gy'd epto hs anda ¢
cycles off customer equipment when City load oseville Residents have access 1o

; o ; the online energy audit tools
approaches its resource limits.(Policy 1
PP . ( v 1) provided by Roseville Electric.
Energy Audits

(Current Available Program)

Roseville Electric will continue to offer energy audits
to aid the customers in reducing home energy costs.
In addition to free mail-in and web-based customer
assisted energy audits, at the customer’s request, a
trained energy auditor will inspect residences and
advise the best way to achieve energy efficiency and
save money. Roseville Electric will also offer web
site or mail in energy audits. The audit includes a
utility bill analysis to show the customer where the
energy is being used. Also included are suggested
low and no cost conservation practices and an
analysis of recommended conservation measures.
(Policies 1 and 2)

Energy Efficiency Rebates and Renewable Over 3,300 residents participated in  Continue energy efficiency
Energy Rebates retrofit energy efficiency programs in rebates.
(Current Available Program) fiscal year 2020.

Roseville Electric will continue to offer rebates to all
electric customers who install or upgrade their
homes with energy efficiency appliances and
equipment. Examples include energy efficient air
conditioners, programmable thermostats,
sunscreens, energy efficient windows, floors, and
attic insulation and renewable energy systems such
as photovoltaics.(Policies 1 and 2)

Electric Rate Assistance Programs(Current Currently, Roseville Electric is Continue.
Available Program) assisting 1700 households with the
Roseville Electric offers a discount to residential Electric Rate Assistance programs.

customers whose income is no greater than
specified by the US Department of Housing and
Urban Development as “very low” for Placer County.
Roseville Electric also offers Medical Support Rate
Reductions for customers who have medical devices
in their homes.

Roseville Electric closed the Senior Low-Income Rate
Reduction to new applicants effective July 1, 1998.
Electric customers receiving the Senior Low-Income
Rate may either continue receiving the senior
discount or apply for the Electric Rate Assistance
Program discount. (Policy 3)

Roseville Utility Exploration Center This program is still in operation and ' Continue.
is working with local schools to
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(Current Available Program) provide state recognized education

Roseville’s Utility Exploration Center is an on environmental awareness and
interdepartmental project spearheaded by Roseville  sustainability.
Electric and the Environmental Utilities Department

with support from the Parks, Recreation and

Libraries Department and City Manager’s Office.

The Exploration Center is a key component of the

site and will be a one-of-a-kind center offering an

exciting new take on preserving our natural

resources and protecting our environment through

new technologies and conservation measures in

energy efficiency, water conservation, recycling, and

water quality and environmentally sustainable

building materials making the center an exhibit in

itself. When completed, the Exploration Center will

offer children and adults fun and interactive tools for

learning
Green Roseville This program changed to allow Delete. Roseville Electric now
(Ongoing) customers to contribute to Roseville  has a Community Solar

Electric’s efforts to include a set program.
percentage of renewable resources

in the utility’s overall portfolio. The

percentage is set by state law.

Green Roseville offers residential and commercial
customers a way to contribute to Roseville Electric’s
purchase of renewable energy. The minimum
amounts of renewables that must be purchased by
Roseville Electric are set by state law.

BEST Homes Project Builders have included solar Delete. Solar is now required
(Project) systems on over 860 homes through by the building code.

The BEST Homes Project incorporates rooftop solar the BEST Homes program.

generation, as well as other energy-saving features
in up to 20% of new homes built in Roseville.
Partnership with Lennar resulted in the company’s
commitment to build 635 new BEST homes in

Roseville.
2. New Construction Efficiency Roseville Electric provides Continue.
(Routine Daily Operation) incentives to home builders who

The Roseville Building Department will continue to ~ 9€sign and build homes that exceed
enforce Title 24 of the Building Code. Title 24 is the ~State building standards.

state residential energy conservation standard,

which defines construction standards for energy

requirements to promote energy efficiency and

conservation.

(Policy 1)
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Appendix B Regional Analysis of Impediments (Fair Housing)

The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice is a planning process for local governments and public
housing agencies to understand and take meaningful actions to overcome historic patterns of segregation,
promote fair housing choice, and foster inclusive communities free from discrimination. The 2020 Analysis of
Impediments was completed by the Sacramento Valley Fair Housing Collaborative, consisting of the agencies
listed below:

e City of Citrus Heights

e City of Davis

e City of EIk Grove

e City of Folsom

e City of Galt

e City of Isleton

e City of Rancho Cordova

e City of Rocklin

e City of Roseville

e City of Sacramento

e Housing Authority of Sacramento
e Sacramento County

e Sacramento County Housing and Redevelopment Agency
o City of West Sacramento

o City of Woodland

e Yolo County Housing

A copy of the entire Analysis of Impediments is available for review online on the City’'s Housing Element
website at https://www.roseville.ca.us/housing_element_update, on the Documents page. The direct link to the
document is:
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20
Services/Planning/Housing%20Element%202021-
2029/Sacramento%20Valley%20Analysis%200f%20Impediments%202020.pdf.



https://www.roseville.ca.us/housing_element_update
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Housing%20Element%202021-2029/Sacramento%20Valley%20Analysis%20of%20Impediments%202020.pdf
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Housing%20Element%202021-2029/Sacramento%20Valley%20Analysis%20of%20Impediments%202020.pdf
https://www.roseville.ca.us/UserFiles/Servers/Server_7964838/File/Government/Departments/Development%20Services/Planning/Housing%20Element%202021-2029/Sacramento%20Valley%20Analysis%20of%20Impediments%202020.pdf

Appendix C Detailed Sites Inventory



Table A: Housing Element Sites Inventory, Table Starts in Cell A2

ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL 95747 |017-470-001-000 Low Density Residential-3.| Small Lot Residential 05 34 20159 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 68 68[AR AR-1 1056833
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-019-000 Low Density Residential-3.| Small Lot Residential 05 39 24.709 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 97 97[AR AR-2 1056834
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-470-002-000 Low Density Residential-2.| Small Lot Residential 05 29 27.265 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 80 80[AR AR-3 1056826
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-001-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 56 7.268 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 0 a1 a1[AR AR-4 1056781
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-480-003-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 61 2.781|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 0 17 17]AR AR5 1056785
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-004-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 68 4.999|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 0 34 3a[aR AR-6 105679
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-470-011-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 58 3.123|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 0 18 18[AR AR-7. 1056835
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-014-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 62 8.441|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 52 52[AR AR-8 1056819
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-040-000 16.| Small Lot Residential 05 63 6.265 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 40 20[AR AR 1056822
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-020-000 Lot Residential 7 131 10533 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 138 0 138[AR AR-10 1056839
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-023-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 65 8.41|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 0 55 55[AR AR-11 1056775
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-007-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 62 3.402 [ Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 21 21[aR AR-12 1056782
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-006-000 .| Small Lot Residential 05 66 6.113|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 40 40[AR AR-13 1056792
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-005-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 63 7.066 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 45 45[AR AR-14 1056797
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-470-036-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 61 7.435 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 5 a5]AR AR-15 1056804
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-034-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 65 6.562 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 43 43[AR AR-16 1056809
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-470-031-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 67 3.623|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 24 24]AR AR-17 1056811
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-030-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 61 5115 |Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] 0 o 31 31[aR AR-18 1056812
ROSEVILLE 4501 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-470-028-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 247 9333 |Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| 230 ) 0 230[AR AR-19 1056817
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-009-000 Low Densitv Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 54 2.37| Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 13 13|AR AR-21 1056776
ROSEVILLE 4049 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-010-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 64 4354 Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 28 28[AR AR-22 1056784
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-033-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 68 2.751Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 19 19|AR AR-23 1056805
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-030-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 52 2.504|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 13 13[aR AR-24 1056753
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-011-000 Low Density Residential-6 |Small Lot Residential 05 6 4.722|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 28 28[AR AR-25 1056773
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-012-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 57 9.721|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 55 55[AR AR-26 1056783
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-015-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 63 2398 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o ) 15 15|AR AR-27 1056795
ROSEVILLE 4411 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-470-027-000 Medium Density Resi Lot Residential 7 126 10.156 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 129 ) 129[AR AR-28 1056803
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-013-000 Low Density Residential-7.| Small Lot Residential 05 72 3.242|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 23 ) 23[R AR-30 1056786
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-480-016-000 Low Density Residential-6 | Small Lot Residential 05 6 4.455 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 27 27]AR AR31 1056793
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-046-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 66 7.636 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 0 50 50[AR AR-32 1056759
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL| 95747017-480-045-000 Medium Density Resi Lot Residential 7 115 5305 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| 0 61 0 61[AR AR33 1056762
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-021-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 51 3.654 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 19 19|AR AR-34 1056790
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-019-000 Low Density Residential-5 |Small Lot Residential 05 5 4.757|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 24 24]AR AR-35 1056788
ROSEVILLE 4315 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-042-000 High Density Residential-1| Multi-Family Residenti 13 151 7.531Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 113 0 113[AR AR-36 1056789
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-480-031-000 Low Density Residential-4.|Small Lot Residential 05 49 5.051Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 2 25[AR AR-37 1056750
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-023-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Family Residenti 13 252 15.071|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] 380 o ) 380[AR AR-38 1056829
ROSEVILLE 4410 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-470-025-000 Medium Density Resi Lot Residential 7 69 7.811Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| 0 ) 54 s54]AR AR-39 1056842
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-024-000 Low Density Residential-4.|Small Lot Residential 05 49 14.416 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 0 71 71[AR AR-40 1056818
ROSEVILLE 4300 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-037-000 Medium Density Resi Lot Residential 7 88 7.525 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 66 0 66[AR AR-42 1056843
ROSEVILLE Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747 017-480-036-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Small Lot Residential 05 64 12.129 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] 0 o 78 78[AR AR-43 1056791
ROSEVILLE 4180 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-040-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 254 5.911Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio] 150 ) 0 150[AR AR-44 1056774
ROSEVILLE 4080 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-041-000 Medium Density Lot Residential 7 118 7.967 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 94 ) 9a[AR AR-45 1056757
ROSEVILLE ‘Westbrook BL and Sunset BL | 95747017-470-013-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Small Lot Residential 05 54 2.377|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 0 13 13[AR AR-46 1056808
ROSEVILLE 4081 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-044-000 Community Commercial/V| Base: Commercial Mix{ 0]no max 14.331Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o1 o o o1[AR AR-51 1056779
ROSEVILLE 4251 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-480-043-000 Community Commercial/V| Base: Commercial Mix{ 0]no max 12.966 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| 68 ) ) 68[AR AR-52 1056844
ROSEVILLE 6456 BENCHMARK DR 95747017-101-057-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 48 19.593 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 94 9alcv c1 1056746
ROSEVILLE 6292 BENCHMARK DR 95747017-101-057-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 51 10126 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 52 s2]cv c2 1056746
ROSEVILLE 6457 BENCHMARK DR 95747017-101-056-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 48 13.967 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 67 67[cv c3 1056745
ROSEVILLE 6339 BENCHMARK DR 95747017-101-056-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 53 9.672|Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 51 s1lov ca 1056745
ROSEVILLE 6205 BENCHMARK DR 95747017-101-056-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 54 13.605 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 74 7alcv cs 1056745
ROSEVILLE 5876 HOLT PW 95747017-101-058-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 61 7.95| Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 48 a8lcv c6 1056744
ROSEVILLE 5710 HOLT PW. 95747017-101-058-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 53 13.885 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 74 7alcv c7 1056744
ROSEVILLE 5775 HOLT PW 95747017-101-054-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 57 5.616Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 32 ERIISY cs 1056742
ROSEVILLE 2816 BLUE OAKS BL 95747017-101-054-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 44 22101 |Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o o 97 97]cv co 1056742
ROSEVILLE 3285 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-490-017-000 Low Density Residential-5. mall Lot Residel 05 51 18.723 | Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 95 95[cv c12 1056741
ROSEVILLE 3240 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-490-024-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 55 12.926 | Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 71 71[cv c16 1056730
ROSEVILLE 3123 WESTBROOK BL 95747 017-490-009-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 52 6922 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 36 36[cv c17 1056724
ROSEVILLE 3575 WESTBROOK BL 95747017-101-056-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 122 8.693 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 106 o 106[cv c20 1056745
ROSEVILLE 3441 WESTBROOK BL 95747017-101-056-000 Medium Density Resi Small Lot Residel 7 123 7.697 | Vacant YES - Planned ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 95 ) 95[cv c21 1056745
ROSEVILLE 3442 WESTBROOK BL 95747017-101-054-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 115 11.332|Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] o 130 o 130[cv c2 1056742
ROSEVILLE 3170 BLUE OAKS BL 95747 017-490-003-000 Medium Density Resi Small Lot Residel 7 86 7.234|Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) 62 ) 62[cv c25 1056722
ROSEVILLE 3440 WESTBROOK BL 95747017-101-054-000 High Density Residential-3| Multi-Family Residenti 13 323 5155 | Vacant YES - Planned labl Not Used in Prio] 168 o o 168[cv c-40 1056742
ROSEVILLE

ROSEVILLE 3260 BLUE OAKS BL 95747 017-490-002-000 High Density Residential-3| Multi-Family Residenti 13 316 4.331Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] 136 o o 136[cv ca2 1056721
ROSEVILLE 2930 BLUE OAKS BL. 95747 017-490-025-000 High Density Residential-2 Multi-Family Residenti 13 207 3.882Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| 116 ) ) 116]cv ca3 1056719
ROSEVILLE 412 BL 95678011-142-003-000 |8 Community Commercial-8. Commercial Mix| 0 15 o tive. used c| YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o 34 o 3a[p1 OT-1 1000440
ROSEVILLE 209 PLEASANT ST 95678|011-142-004-000 |8 Community Commercial-8.| Base: Commercial Mix( o 15 01 i 0 |VES-current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) 0 ) oT DT-1 1000441
ROSEVILLE 210 GROVE ST 95678011-142-011-000 |8 Community Commercial-8. Commercial Mix| 0 15 0.161]Office YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o o o oT OT-1 1000448
ROSEVILLE 400 BL 95678011-142-014-000 |8 Community Commercial-8.| Base: Commercial Mix( o 15 0.192]Offic YES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-1 1000449
ROSEVILLE 211 PLEASANT ST 95678011-142-015-000 |8 Community Commercial-8. Commercial Mix| o 15 0128 Automotive. used c[ YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol 0 o o oT OT-1 1000450
ROSEVILLE 825 LINCOLN ST 95678]011-063-002-000 _[A Community Commercial-1!| Base: Commercial Mix( o 30 0124 Vacant S Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol 63 ) ) 63[o1 DT-2 1000036
ROSEVILLE 801 LINCOLN ST 95678011-063-004-000 A Community Commercial-1 Commercial Mix| 0 30 0814 vacant YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o o o oT OT-2 1029059
ROSEVILLE 845 LINCOLN ST 95678]011-063-005-000 A Community Commercial-1!| Base: Commercial Mix{ o 30 0159 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-2 1029060
ROSEVILLE 725 BL 95678011-101-011-000 A Community Commercial-1 Commercial Mix| 0 30 0.7|vacant YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o o o oT OT-2 1029064
ROSEVILLE 751 BL 95678]011-101-012-000 _[A Community Commercial-1!| Base: Commercial Mix( o 30 0236 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-2 1029065
ROSEVILLE 426 LINCOLN ST 95678011-147-006-000 _|C Central Business District-1 Old Town Histori 0 32 0249 | Parking lot YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol 80 o o 80[DT OT-4 1000496
ROSEVILLE 420 LINCOLN ST 95678011-147-007-000 _|C Central Business District-1| Base: Old Town Histori o 32 0359 Parking lot VES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-4 1000497
ROSEVILLE 416 LINCOLN ST 95678 011-147-008-000 _|C Central Business District-1 Old Town Histori 0 32 0137 | Parking lot YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o o o oT OT-4 1000498
ROSEVILLE 412 LINCOLN ST 95678011-147-009-000 _|C Central Business District-1!| Base: Old Town Histori o 32 0377 | Parking lot YES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-4 1000499
ROSEVILLE 400 LINCOLN ST 95678011-147-011-000 _|C Central Business District-1 Old Town Histori 0 32 0103 [Parking lot YES - Current labl Used in Prior Hol o o o oT OT-4 1000500
ROSEVILLE 404 LINCOLN ST 95678011-147-010-000 _[c Central Business District-1 Id Town Histor o 32 0206 Parking lot YES - Current ilabl Used in Prior Hol ) ) ) oT DT-4 1029068
ROSEVILLE 204 PAULCT 95678015-360-026-000 Low Density Residential-3. Single-Family Resident| 05 31 0318 |vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1[N 7 1006602
ROSEVILLE 335 ALTA VISTA AV. 95678 011-172-007-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Two-Family Residentia) 05 64 01 i YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 1 1[N ] 1000639
ROSEVILLE 625 ALTA VISTA AV 95678 011-181-006-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Two-Family Residentia, 05 64 0173 |Vacant YES - Current labl Used in Two Cor| o o 2 2|in 9 1000695
ROSEVILLE 305 CAMPO ST 95678 011-182-010-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Two-Family Residentia) 05 64 0.167 | Small shed, junk std YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 2 2[IN 5 1029075
ROSEVILLE 941 LAWTON AV 95678 015-080-001-000 Low Density Residential-4 |Single-Family Resident| 05 4 0.755 | Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 3 3[in 13 1005971
ROSEVILLE 309 VALLEIO AV 95678 015-080-019-000 Low Density Residential-4 |Single-Family Resident| 05 4 0.163 | Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Two Cor| ) ) 1 1[N 13 1029211
ROSEVILLE 246 FIG ST 95678 012-134-031-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Two-Familv Residentia, 05 68 0153 |Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1|in 18 1001679
ROSEVILLE 141 BIRCH ST 95678 012-144-005-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 68 01 i YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 1 1[N 18 1001743
ROSEVILLE 213 FIG ST 95678 012-162-009-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 68 0146 | Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1[N 18 1001853
ROSEVILLE 113 ELM ST 95678 012-172-020-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 68 0.141]Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 1 1[N 18 1001955
ROSEVILLE 125 GRAPE ST 95678 012-185-029-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 68 0143 |vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1|in 18 1036695
ROSEVILLE 116 ELM ST 95678 012-142-018-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 68 0144 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 1 1[N 18 1039120
ROSEVILLE 262 ELM ST 95678 012-132-047-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Two-Familv Residentia, 05 68 0145 Fence and small sh{ YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1|in 18 1044518
ROSEVILLE 408 EARL AV 95678 014-252-003-000 Low Density Residential-5. Single-Family Resident| 05 52 0172 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Two Cor| ) ) 1 1[N 30 1005063
ROSEVILLE 532 ALOLA ST 95678 013-053-015-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 57 0541 Parking lot YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 3 3[in 34 1002746
ROSEVILLE 87 PARRY ST 95678 013-022-033-000 Low Density Residential-4. Single-Family Resident| 05 44 0116 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Two Cor| ) ) 1 1[N 35 1002652
ROSEVILLE 124 CENTER ST 95678 013-022-047-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Multi-Family Residenti 05 44 0695 Junk storage. shed [YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 3 3[in 35 1002664
ROSEVILLE 220 EAST ST 95678 013-024-023-000 Low Density Residential-4. Single-Family Resident| 05 44 0172 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Two Cor| ) ) 1 1[N 35 1002698
ROSEVILLE 21 KEEHNER AV 95678 014-113-060-000 Low Density Residential-4 |Single-Family Resident| 05 4 0146 | Vacant YES - Current labl Used in Two Cor| o o 1 1IN 37 1004467
ROSEVILLE 1123 WAYNE DR 95678 014-130-008-000 Low Density Residential-4 |Single-Family Resident| 05 4 0572 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 2 2[IN 37 1029155
ROSEVILLE 600 KINDRED LN 95678 014-263-042-000 Low Density Residential-5. Single-Family Resident| 05 53 0316 vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1[N 38 1005119
ROSEVILLE 600 KINDRED LN 95678 014-263-045-000 Low Density Residential-5. Single-Family Resident| 05 53 0234 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Used in Two Cor| ) ) 1 1[N 38 1005121
ROSEVILLE 812 MACHADO LN 95678 472-210-033-000 Low Density Residential-4. Single-Family Resident| 05 41 0232 |Vacant YES - Current labl Not Used in Prio] o o 1 1[N 39 1017627
ROSEVILLE 1021 CIRBY WY 95661471-190-046-000 Low Density Residential-3. Planned 05 39 1102 Vacant YES - Current ilabl Not Used in Prio| ) ) 1 1[N 46 1029557
ROSEVILLE 919 OAK RIDGE DR 95661470-050-008-000 Low Density Residential-3.Single-Family Resident| 05 37 0.165 | vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Used in Two Cor| 0 0 1 afin 54 1015162




Identified in

Publicly- gy oo Lastlast  Lowerlncome  Moderate  Above Moderate

Owned Two Planning  Capacity  Income Capacity Income Capacity
Cycle(s)

Zoning
Designation
(Current)

Assessor Parcel ~ Consolidated General Plan
Number Sites. Designation (Current)

Minimum Density Max Density
Allowed (units/acre) Allowed (units/acre)

Existing
Use/Vacancy

jonal Optional Optional

Jurisdiction Name Option:
Information1  Information2  Information3

5 Digit ZIP Code

site . .
P ee T e ocioT Parcel Size (Acres) Infrastructure Total Capacity

ROSEVILLE 1100 COTTONWOOD DR 95661469-110-031-000 Low Densitv Residential-3. Single-Family Resident| 05 35 0511 |Vacant YES- Current [NO- T labl Used in Two Cor| 0 0 2 2[IN 61 1029513
ROSEVILLE 1995 ROCKY RIDGE DR 95661469-100-013-000 Medium Density amily Residenti 7 10 1184 vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Used in Two Cor| 0 12 ) 12N 868 1029511
ROSEVI 1828 5 CIRBY WY 95661469-280-009-000 Medium Density Comme| 7 8 0293 |Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Used in Two Cor| 0 2 0 2N 87 1014511
ROSEVILLE 904 ATLANTIC ST 95678 013-012-002-000 Medium Density Commercial 7 81 0.189|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N %8 1002606
ROSEVILLE 531 VALLEIO AV 95678011-250-007-000 Medium Density Family Resident] 7 143 0673 |Vacant YES- Current_[NO- i labl Used in Two Cor| 0 10 0 10[IN 102 1000994
ROSEVILLE 350 SIXTH ST 95678014-051-017-000 Medium Density amily Residenti 7 111 0.155 | Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Used in Two Cor| 0 3 0 3[in 108 1004062
ROSEVILLE 412 SIXTH ST 95678014-062-018-000 Medium Density amily Residenti 7 111 1.074|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Used in Two Cor| 0 1 0 1IN 108 1004147
ROSEVILLE 86 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-013-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.048 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018287
88 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-014-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0037 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018288
ROSEVILLE 90 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-015-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.057|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018289
ROSEVILLE 92 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-016-000 Medium Densitv Residenti| Plann 7 78 0056 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018290
ROSEVILLE 94 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-017-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0037 Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 ) 1[N 115 1018291
ROSEVILLE 96 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-018-000 Medium Densitv Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.035|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018202
ROSEVILLE 98 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-019-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.069 | Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018293
100 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-020-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.06|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018294
ROSEVILLE 102 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-021-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.038|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018295
ROSEVILLE 104 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-022:000 Medium Densitv Residenti| Plann 7 78 0038 |Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018296
ROSEVILLE 106 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-023-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.06|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018297
ROSEVILLE 108 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-024-000 Medium Densitv Residenti| Plann 7 78 0059 vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018298
ROSEVILLE 110 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-025-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.038|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018299
112 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-026-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0038 |Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018300
ROSEVILLE 114 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-027-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.06|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018301
ROSEVILLE 113 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-028-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.053|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018302
ROSEVILLE 111 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-029-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0037 Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018303
ROSEVILLE 109 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-030-000 Medium Densitv Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.035|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018304
ROSEVILLE 107 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-031-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.066 | Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 ) 1[N 115 1018305
105 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-032-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.066 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018306
ROSEVILLE 103 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-033-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0.035 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018307
ROSEVILLE 101 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-034-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0037 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018308
ROSEVILLE 99 VALLEY OAK DR 95678 472-370-035-000 Medium Density Residenti| Plann 7 78 0053 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 1 0 1[N 115 1018309
ROSEVILLE 1007 DOUGLAS BL 95678013-192-036-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Familv Residenti 13 24 0892 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 2 0 0 22[IN 149 1029120
ROSEVILLE 560 ROSEVILLE PW 95747/481-270-016-000 |G Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 61 5.272|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] ) 0 59 59[N1 02 1050977
ROSEVILLE 550 ROSEVILLE PW 95747(481-270-014-000 |G Low Densitv Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 61 2346 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 0 N 02 1050978
ROSEVILLE 530 ROSEVILLE PW 95747]481-270-012-000 |G Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 61 0875 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 N 02 1050984
ROSEVILLE 570 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-017-000 Low Densitv Residential-3. | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 37 16.581|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 62 62[NI 03 1050976
ROSEVILLE 520 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-011-000 _|H Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 83 5.38 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 86 ) 86[NI o6 1050975
ROSEVILLE 530 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-012:000 _[H Medium Density Small Lot Reside) 7 83 037|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 0 N 06 1050984
ROSEVILLE 510 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-043-000 _|H Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 83 4634 Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 N o6 1050989
ROSEVILLE 520 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-011:000 |1 Low Densitv Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 68 0705 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 27 27[N1 co-12 1050975
ROSEVILLE 530 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-012-000 |1 Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 68 0036 Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 N co-12 1050984
ROSEVILLE 510 ROSEVILLE PW 95747481-270-043-000 |1 Low Densitv Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 68 0.609|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 N co-12 1050989
ROSEVILLE 6300 CAMPUS PW. 95747481-300-057-000__ |1 Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 68 2.804|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 N co-12 1058233
ROSEVILLE 440 RIVERSIDE 95678014-033-008-000 K Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mi 13|no max . used | VES - Current|NO - i labl Used in Prior Hol 10 0 0 10[RG RG-6 1004003
ROSEVILLE 440 RIVERSIDE A 95678014-033-009-000 K Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 0.39| Automotive, used ¢[ YES - Current __[NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 1004004
ROSEVILLE 125 RIVERSIDE 95678014-091-020-000 _[L Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 01 used c| YES - Current - i labl Used in Prior Hol 39 0 0 39[R6 RG-6 1004310
ROSEVILLE 123 RIVERSIDE A\ 95678 014-091-021-000 _|L Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 0172 | Automotive, used ¢| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1004311
ROSEVILLE 121 RIVERSIDE 95678014-091-022-000 _[L Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 01 used | VES - Current|NO - i labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 1004312
ROSEVILLE 119 RIVERSIDE A\ 95678014-091-023-000 _|L Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 0172 | Automotive, used ¢| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Oy labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1004313
ROSEVILLE 108 DOUGLAS BL 95678014-091-024-000 _[L Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 0. used | VES - Current|NO - T labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1004314
ROSEVILLE 110 DOUGLAS BL 95678 014-091-025-000 L Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 0115 Automotive, used c| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Oy labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1004315
225 RIVERSIDE 95678(014-141-022:000 _[M Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 01 0 [VES-current [NO- i labl Used in Prior Hol 12 0 0 12|RG RG-6 10
ROSEVILLE 201 RIVERSIDE A\ 95678/014-141-023-000 | M Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 0344 Automotive, used c| YES - Current _|NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 RG RG-6 1004539
ROSEVILLE 110 BONITA AV 95678(014-141-024-000 _[M Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max o 0 [VES-current [NO- i labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 1004540
ROSEVILLE 415 RIVERSIDE A 95678/014-191-021-000 _|N Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 0344 Automotive, used ¢| YES - Current _|NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 20 0 0 20[r6 RG6 1004764
ROSEVILLE 411 RIVERSIDE 95678(014-191-022:000 [N Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 0344 used | VES - Current|NO - i labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 1004765
ROSEVILLE 401 RIVERSIDE A 95678/014-191-023-000 _|N Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix{ 13[no max 0172 | Automotive, used c| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1004766
ROSEVILLE 110 CHERRY ST 95678(014-191-024-000 [N Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max 01 used c| YES - Current - i labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 10
ROSEVILLE 601 RIVERSIDE A 95678/014-251-027-000 |0 Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 1.172 | Automotive, used c| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Oy labl Used in Prior Hol 61 0 0 61[RG RG6 1005060
ROSEVILLE 601 RIVERSIDE 95678(472-180-009-000 [0 Community Commercial-3 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 13|no max used | VES - Current|NO - i labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG-6 1017502
ROSEVILLE 115 DARLING WY 95678|472-180-010-000 [0 Community Commercial-3.| Base: Commercial Mix( 13|no max 0.427 | Automotive, used c| YES - Current | NO - Privately-Or labl Used in Prior Hol 0 0 0 RG RG6 1017503
ROSEVILLE 4230 MARKET ST 95747498-010-063-000 Low Densitv Residential-4. | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 48 23.867 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 ) 115 115[sv €G-1 1055939
ROSEVILLE 4178 MARKET ST 95747 498-010-062-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 83 5337 Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 a4 0 aa]sv €620 1055942
ROSEVI 1801 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747498-010-059-000 High Density Residential-3| Multi-Familv Residenti 13 30 13.985|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 420! 0 0 420[sv €630
ROSEVILLE 1721 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-010-060-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 29 14.536 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 420 0 0 420[sv €631 1051648
ROSEVILLE 3900 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-025-000 Low Densitv Residential-5 [Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 5 16.572 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 86 86[sv co-1 1051717
ROSEVILLE 3871 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-007-000 Low Density Residential-5 | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 s 14.253 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 71 71[sv c0-2A 1051697
ROSEVILLE 3751 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-007-000 Low Densitv Residential-5 [Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 5 14.578 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 73 73[sv C0-28 1051697
ROSEVILLE 2700 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747499-010-009-000 Low Density Residential-5 |Base: Small Lot Residel 05 s 15.655 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 78 78[sv 03 1051662
ROSEVI 3801 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-007-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 89 9.385|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 84 0 8a[sv €020 1051697
ROSEVILLE 3850 SANTUCCI BL 95747498-010-005-000 [P Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 79 5574 Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 62 0 62[sv co-21 1051705
ROSEVILLE 3850 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-025-000 [P Medium Density Small Lot Reside) 7 79 1.958|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 0 sV 021 1051717
ROSEVILLE 3800 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-024-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 79 4.815|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 38 0 38[sv c0-22 1051698
ROSEVILLE 4141 MARKET ST 95747498-010-077-000 Low Densitv Residential-5 [Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 5 19.565 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 100 100[sv DF-1 1058363
ROSEVILLE 4221 MARKET ST 95747498-010-078-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 47 3158 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 15 15[sv DF-2 1058366
ROSEVI 1601 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747498-010-076-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 79 14.266 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 18 97 0 115[sv DF-20 1051653
ROSEVILLE 2751 SILVER SPRUCE DR 95747 498-020-001-000 Low Density Residential-4 | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 4 18.597 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] ) ) 74 7a]sv FD-1 1054151
ROSEVILLE 3801 EARL RUSH DR 95747 498-020-017-000 Low Densitv Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 57 17.115|Vacant YES- Current_[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 97 97[sv FD-2 1054134
ROSEVILLE 3450 MARKET ST 95747 498-020-012-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 52 17.359 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 % 90[sv FD-5 1054130
ROSEVILLE 3421 MARKET ST 95747 498-020-042:000 Low Densitv Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 66 14.524|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 95 95[sv FD-6 1054128
ROSEVILLE 2200 SIERRA GLEN DR 95747 498-020-043-000 Low Density Residential-6.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 63 8.975|Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 57 57]sv FD-7 1054129
ROSEVI 2400 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-020-022-000 Low Densitv Residential-4. | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 45 16.505 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 75 75[sv FD-8A 1054124
ROSEVILLE 1251 WESTBROOK BL 95747 498-020-025-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 43 18.907 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 81 81[sv FD-88 1054118
ROSEVILLE 1260 WESTBROOK BL 95747 498-020-027-000 Low Densitv Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 56 19.237|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 107 107[sv FD-9 1054117
ROSEVILLE 2150 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-020-026-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 05 7 20464 vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 143 0 143[sv FD-10 1054126
ROSEVILLE 1701 WESTBROOK BL 95747 498-020-002:000 Medium Density Small Lot Reside) 7 7.6 11.561|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 88 0 88[sv FD-208 1054148
ROSEVILLE 1501 WESTBROOK BL 95747 498-020-016-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 7.7 24.441]vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 187 0 187]sv FD-21 1054133
ROSEVI 250 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-020-021-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 72 17.661|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 127 0 127[sv FD-23 1054125
ROSEVILLE 3651 MARKET ST 95747498-180-001-000__|Q Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 79 3.529|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 84 0 8a[sv FD-24 1054114
ROSEVILLE 3661 MARKET ST 95747498-180-002:000 _|Q Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 79 6139 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 0 sV FD-24 1058367
ROSEVILLE 3750 MARKET ST 95747 498-020-037-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 205 8.748 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 178 0 178[sv FD-32 1054115
ROSEVILLE 1750 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-020-035-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Familv Residenti 13 20 8.585|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 172 0 172[sv FD-33 1054122
ROSEVILLE 1600 WESTBROOK BL 95747 498-020-014-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 26 7.041Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 172 ) 0 172[sv FD-34 1054159
ROSEVI 1710 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-020-036-000 Community Commercial-7 | Base: Commercial Mix{ 0no max 5.714|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 40 0 0 a0[sv FD-41 1054127
ROSEVILLE 2100 SIERRA GLEN DR 95747498-010-026-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 78 17.004|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] ) 135 0 135[sv IM-1 1051680
ROSEVILLE 1600 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747498-180-003-000 R Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 81 566 Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 % 0 90[sv IM-20 1058365
ROSEVILLE 3751 MARKET ST 95747498-180-004-000_|R Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 81 3.947|Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 0 sV IM-20 1058368
ROSEVILLE 4250 UPLAND DR 95747498-010-047-000 Low Densitv Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 51 18.445 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 80 80[sv IM-21 1051640
ROSEVILLE 4950 UPLAND DR 95747 498-010-024-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 235 7.51| Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 146 30 0 176]sv IM-30 1051672
ROSEVI 1690 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 498-130-076-000 Medium Density Small Lot Reside) 7 76 4.575|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 35 0 35[sv M-40 1056552
ROSEVILLE 2901 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747499-010-087-000 Low Density Residential-4.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 43 14.075 | Vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 60 60[sv KT-1A 1051641
ROSEVILLE 2801 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747499-010-088-000 Low Densitv Residential-4. | Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 48 19.597 | Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 0 95 95[sv KT-18 1058358
ROSEVILLE 1851 VISTA GRANDE BL 95747 499-010-066-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 52 15.89|vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 0 0 82 82[sv K14 1055386
ROSEVILLE 3301 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-089-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 7 24.945|Vacant YES- Current[NO- i labl Not Used in Prio| 0 167 0 167[sv K1-20 1058359
ROSEVILLE 3101 SANTUCCI BL 95747499-010-091-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 228 7.509| Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 171 ) 0 171[sv K130 1058354
ROSEVI
ROSEVILLE
ROSEVILLE 3380 PLEASANT GROVE BL 95747 496-100-027-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Familv Residenti 13 203 8.058 | Vacant YES- Current _[NO- T labl Not Used in Prio| 237 0 0 237[sv W8-30 1052924
ROSEVILLE 3250 PLEASANT GROVE BL 95747 496-100-029-000 High Density Residential-2| Multi-Family Residenti 13 237 11105 | vacant YES - Current | NO - Privately-O labl Not Used in Prio] 263 0 0 263[sv WB-31 1052926
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ROSEVILLE 4201 SANTUCCI BL 95747 |496-100-034-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Familv Residenti 13 251 5.115|Vacant YES- Current [NO- T

ROSEVILLE 5481 HOLT PW 95747492-012-088-000 Low Density Residential-5.| Base: Small Lot Reside] 05 55 32.346 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O
2801 N HAYDEN PW- 95747492-012-088-000 High Density Residential-2 | Multi-Familv Residenti 13 232 8.431Vacant YES- Current[NO- i

ROSEVILLE 2701 N HAYDEN PW. 95747492-012-089-000 Medium Density Small Lot Residel 7 17 26.328 | Vacant YES - Current__| NO - Privately-O

bl Not Used in Prio] 128 0 0 128[sv WB-32 1052910
bl Used in Two Cor| 0 0 179 179|WR F-6A 1056861
bl Used in Two Cor| 132 63 0 195 [WR F-68 1056861
bl Used in Two Cor| ) 307 ) 3