
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT–PLANNING DIVISION 

311 Vernon St, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5276 

ADDENDUM TO NCRSP PCL 49 BAYSIDE CHURCH/ TOPGOLF 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

(ADOPTED FEBRUARY 26, 2015) 

Project Title/File Number: NCRSP PCL 49 – Lot 7 MPP Stage 1 Mod and Stage 2, PL 

Project Location: 1720 Freedom Way; APN 363-022-017-000 

Project Description: The project includes the following entitlements: A Major Project 
Permit (MPP) Stage 1 Modification, MPP Stage 2, and Tentative 
Parcel Map to change the approved site development plan for Lot 
7 within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP) Parcel 
49 project site and allow the development of a restaurant, three 
office buildings, as associated site improvements such as parking 
and landscaping. The MPP Stage 1 Modification would allow for 
a 6,000 square foot restaurant on proposed Parcel 1 (Pad N); a 
12,000 square foot, two-story office building on Parcel 2 (Pad O); 
and two (2) 11,400 square foot, two-story office buildings on 
Parcel 3 (Pads V and W), resulting in an increase in the overall 
square footage for the Parcel 49 site of 26,800 square feet (from 
436,889 square feet to 463,689 square feet), with a reduction of 
16,000 square feet for restaurant uses and an increase of 42,800 
square feet for office uses. The MPP Stage 2 request is to 
evaluate the architecture and design for the proposed buildings 
on Pads N, O, V, and W. Additionally, the project proposes a 
Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide Lot 7 into three parcels. 

Project Applicant: Kris Steward, Plan Steward, Inc. 

Property Owner: Matthew Marks, Tower Roseville Freedom Way LLC 

Lead Agency Contact: Shelby Maples, Associate Planner 

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

PC EXHIBIT A
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location 

The project is located at the southeastern corner of the intersection of Washington Boulevard, Blue Oaks 
Boulevard, and the Highway 65 southbound onramp. The site is within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan 
(NCRSP) are of the City of Roseville. The address of the project site is 1720 Freedom Way and includes one 
parcel, identified as Lot 7, within the NCRSP Parcel 49 site (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 – Project Location 

 

Background 

The NCRSP Parcel 49 site has been anticipated for development since the 1990 adoption of the NCRSP. In 
2000, a project for a Rezone, General Plan, Specific Plan, and Development Agreement Amendment was 
approved for NCRSP Parcel 49, which established a new Planned Development (PD) zone for a portion of the 
site that allowed for retail, restaurant, lodging, educational, and offices uses in addition to light industrial uses. In 
2007, the City Council designated NCRSP Parcel 49 as a Corporate Center Site, which allowed for an increased 
building height limit and additional square footage, but also restricted the amount of retail or restaurant uses on 
the site to 20% of the square footage. The additional square footage increased the development potential of the 
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site to 1.2 million square feet. This development potential has been programmed in the City’s service demand 
models. 

On February 26, 2015, the Planning Commission approved several entitlements for development of the NCRSP 
Parcel 49 site with the project identified as NCRSP Parcel 49 Bayside Church/Topgolf (File Number PL14-0252). 
The project included the following: 

 130,000 square feet of community assembly use (Bayside Church), including a 2,800 seat assembly area 
and 45 classrooms/activity rooms; 

 64,232 square feet of indoor/outdoor recreation use (Topgolf); 

 116,500 square feet of office use (5 buildings); 

 37,800 square feet of retail use (7 buildings); 

 11,200 square feet of restaurant use (3 buildings); and a  

 83,700 square-foot hotel (125 rooms). 

The entitlements included a Major Project Permit (MPP) Stage 1 permit for the site layout, MPP Stage 2 permit 
for Topgolf, a Conditional Use Permit for Topgolf, and a Tentative Subdivision Map. The MPP entitlement allowed 
for phased development of the site. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was also adopted which addressed the 
potential environmental impacts from development of the site with the project. 

On October 27, 2016, the Planning Commission approved a MPP Stage 1 Modification permit to modify the uses 
on the Phase 2A parcels within the NCRSP Parcel 49 site (File Number PL16-0168). The modification replaced 
the approved buildings with a 104-room hotel and a 107-room hotel. The modification resulted in a reduction of 
17,600 square feet of retail uses and 7,500 square feet of office uses, as well as an overall increase of 86 hotel 
rooms for the NCRSP Parcel 499 site. Also approved was the building architecture and on-site improvements 
for the two hotel parcels, identified as Phase 2A, as well as a Lot Line Adjustment. 

On December 14, 2017, the Planning Commission approved a second MPP Stage 1 Modification to change the 
approved site layout for Parcels 1, 2, and 5. The project increased restaurant square footage by 5,475 square 
feet and decreased retail square footage by 9,625 square feet. The project included a Major Project Permit Stage 
2 for the four single-story restaurant and retail buildings on Parcels 1, 2, and 5 (File Number PL17-0055) 

In June 2019, the approval of a Specific Plan Amendment, Ordinance Amendment, MPP Stage 1 Modification, 
and MPP Stage 2 for the Living Spaces furniture store (File # PL18-0388) resulted in the following use and 
square footage allocations for the NCRSP Parcel 49 project site: 

 148,790 square feet of hotel (211 rooms, Phase 2A); 

 46,175 square feet of restaurant use; 

 159,075 square feet of retail use; 

 24,000 square feet of office; 

 Eliminated the community assembly use (reduction of 130,000 square feet); and 

 64,232 square feet of indoor/outdoor recreation (Topgolf) 

 

Most recently, on November 14, 2019 the Planning Commission approved a MPP Stage 1 Modification and MPP 
Stage 2 for Building B, located on Parcel 1 within the Freedom Point portion of the NCRSP Parcel 49 site (File 
#PL19-260). Currently on the NCRSP Parcel 49 site, Topgolf (Phase 1), the two hotels (Phase 2A), and Phase 
2B pad buildings, and the Living Spaces project have been completed.   
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Environmental Setting 

The approximately 59-acre project site is located within a developed area of the City of Roseville. The site is 
partially developed, as mentioned in the Background section. The entire site has been graded and portions are 
under active construction. No biological or other resources remain on the site. 

As shown in the table below, the site is adjacent to State Route 65. Properties to the south have a land use 
designation of Low Density Residential and are developed with single-family homes. The property to the east 
has a land use designation of Open Space and includes a tributary of Pleasant Grove Creek. The properties to 
the west are part of the partially developed Blue Oaks Commerce Center, which is anticipated for a mix of office 
and industrial uses, and currently contains a large office building. 

Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property 

Site PD/SA-N & M1/SA-NC Light Industrial Commercial 

North Roadway Roadway State Route 65 

South RS Low Density Residential Single-Family Residential 

East OS Open Space/Floodplain Open Space 

West M2 Industrial Office 

Proposed Project 

The proposed project includes a modification of the approved uses on Lot 7 of the NCRSP Parcel 49 site.  The 
approved uses for the parcel include a 10,000 square foot restaurant and a 12,000 square foot restaurant. The 
proposed modification includes the subdivision of Lot 7 into three new parcels. Proposed Parcel 1 will include a 
6,000 square foot restaurant, 58 parking spaces, and other site improvements; proposed Parcel 2 will include a 
12,000 square foot, two-story office building, 92 parking spaces, and associated site improvements; and 
proposed Parcel 3 will include two 11,400 square foot, two-story office buildings, 90 parking spaces, and 
associated site improvements (Figure 2). The proposal would increase to total square footage of buildings in the 
NCRSP Parcel 49 development by 26,800 square feet, but does not change the development footprint of the 
site. 

Figure 2 – Site Plan 
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The proposed project will also include a minor modification of phasing for the NCRSP Parcel 49 development to 
move the development of a restaurant on Pad M from Phase 3B to Phase 3C, and include the development of 
the currently proposed project (Pads N, O, V, and W) into Phase 3B.  

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM 

As discussed in the Background section, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the NCRSP PCL 49 
Bayside Church/Topgolf project was adopted on February 26, 2015. The MND covered development of the entire 
NCRSP Parcel 49 project site. The MND, supporting Initial Study, and related attachments are included as 
Attachment 1 of this Addendum. The adopted MND analyzed impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural and 
forestry resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service systems. The 
proposed project is substantially consistent with the previous development project contemplated in the MND, 
and does not modify the development footprint of the NCRSP Parcel 49 site. The overall building area will 
increase by 26,800 square feet, but will be developed with less intensive uses. 

The analyses below rely on the MND analysis with minor supplements or technical updates where appropriate. 
Most of the project impacts remain identical to the impacts of the MND because the proposed project changes 
the anticipated commercial use types but does not change the development footprint, overall circulation and 
utilities plan, or mass grading assumptions for the site. No changes are proposed to the land use or zoning 
designation of the site. Impacts to physical resources (such as agricultural land, biological resources, etc.) are 
based on the grading and development of an area, not on the proposed use types of the buildings (i.e. restaurant 
vs. retail) on the property. For other types of impacts which are affected by use type and square footage, the 
project uses reduce or maintain the same level of potential impacts, as discussed in this Addendum. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST EVALUATION CATEGORIES 

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

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

Any new Circumstances Involving New Impacts? 
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether there have been 
changes to the project site or the vicinity (circumstances under which the project is undertaken) which have 
occurred subsequent to the certification or adoption of prior environmental documents, which would result in the 
current project having new significant environmental impacts that were not considered in the prior environmental 
documents or that substantially increase the severity of a previously identified impact. 
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Any new Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification? 
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A–D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information 
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable 
diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified or adopted is available requiring an 
update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the environmental conclusions and 
mitigation measures remain valid.  Either “yes” or “no” will be answered to indicate whether there is new 
information showing that: (A) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the prior 
environmental documents; (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the prior environmental documents; (C) that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not 
to be feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or (D) that mitigation 
measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the prior environmental 
documents would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.  If “no,” then no additional environmental 
documentation (supplemental or subsequent EIR) is required. 

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

DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS 

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

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

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



CHECKLIST 

I. Aesthetics 

 
 

 
Where Impact 

Was Analyzed in 
Prior 

Environmental 
Documents 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 
 

Page 10 No No No None 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

Same No No No None 

c. In non-urbanized area, substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public 
views are those that are experienced from a 
publicly accessible vantage point.)  If the project 
is in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

Same No No No None 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  the primary aesthetic disruption is due to the conversion of an undeveloped site to urban environment. This impact was covered in 
the MND. The Findings of Fact for the CEQA Implementing Procedures (discussed in the MND) indicate that compliance with the Community 
Design Guidelines (Resolution 95-347) and applicable Specific Plan policies and/or Specific Plan Design Guidelines will prevent significant impacts 
related to construction of buildings in urban settings. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the city finds that 
“none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred” relative to aesthetic resources. 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project.  
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II. Agricultural & Forestry Resources 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 

Documents 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

Page 11 No No No None 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

Same No No No None 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

Same No No No None 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

Page 12 No No No None 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:    The MND concluded there were no resources to be affected by conversion of the site to urban uses. This conclusion remains 
appropriate for this Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions 
described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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III. Air Quality 

 
 Where Impact 

Was Analyzed 
in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

Page 12 No No No None 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? 

Same No No No None 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Page 13 No No No None 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND concluded that construction emissions were below significance thresholds adopted by the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control Board (PCACPD) and that standard dust control and other construction measures would be sufficient to avoid construction impacts. The 
analysis further found that operational emissions were below adopted PCAPCD significance thresholds. The MND further found that there are no 
substantial odor producers in the vicinity, and the probable uses on the site would not produce substantial odors. The MND also concluded that 
the operational emissions of the project would be below the identified thresholds. 

The proposed project will result in less square footage and fewer vehicle trips than previously approved versions of the Major Project Permit. The 
total square footage for the current request is 463,689 square feet, which is 15,583 square feet less than the highest total square footage (479,272 
square feet) approved by File #PL16-0168 in December 2017. Additionally, the net number of vehicle trips is less than the originally evaluated 
number of trips in the MND (refer to the Transportation section of this Addendum). Therefore, the MND findings are still applicable to this Project. 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project 
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IV. Biological Resources 

 

Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 

Addressing Impacts. 

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

Page 24 No No No None 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies or regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Same No No No None 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Same No No No None 

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

Same No No No None 

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

Page 25 No No No None 
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND acknowledged that on-site biological resources have been evaluated on multiple occasions, that no biological resources 
are present on the site, and all required permits for site development related to biological resources have been obtained and effectuated. At this 
time, the entire site has been mass graded and more than 50% of the site is developed. The proposed project does not change the previously 
evaluated and approved development footprint, and does not result in any new or modified impacts to biological resources. Therefore, pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described  in Section 15162 calling for preparation 
of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project 
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V. Cultural Resources 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historic resource pursuant to in 
Section 15064.5? 

Page 26 No No No None 

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

Page 27 No No No None 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND discussed the potential for subsurface remains or deposits to be found on the site were unlikely due to previous surveys 
of the plan area. However, the MND applied the City’s standard construction measures, which require cessation of work should any item of cultural 
interest be found, to ensure the project will have a less than significant impact on cultural resources. This condition remains applicable to the 
proposed project and no additional mitigation is required. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds 
that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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VI. Geology and Soils 

 
 

 Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 

Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstanc
es Involving 

New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

Page 27 No No No None 

i) Ruptures of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

Same No No No None 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? Page 28 No No No None 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

Same No No No None 

iv) Landslides? Same No No No None 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Same No No No None 

c) Be located in a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Same No No No None 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

Same No No No None 
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

Same No No No None 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geological feature? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicated that compliance with existing regulations and permit requirements would be sufficient to avoid impacts related 
to these issues. This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the 
City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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VII. Greenhouse Gases 

 
 Where Impact 

Was Analyzed 
in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

Page 13 No No No None 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  In the original MND, Greenhouse Gas impacts were analyzed in the Air Quality section of the document. The MND concluded that 
standard dust control and other construction measures would be sufficient to avoid construction impacts, and that Citywide measures for the control 
of greenhouse gases were likewise sufficient for both construction and operation of allowed uses on the site. The MND concluded that the 
operational emissions of the project would be below the identified thresholds. 

 The proposed project will result in less square footage and fewer vehicle trips than previously approved versions of the Major Project Permit. The 
total square footage for the current request is 463,689 square feet, which is 15,583 square feet less than the highest total square footage (479,272 
square feet) approved by File #PL16-0168 in December 2017. Additionally, the net number of vehicle trips is less than the originally evaluated 
number of trips in the MND (refer to the Transportation section of this Addendum). Therefore, the MND findings are still applicable to this Project. 

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project. 
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VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
 

 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 

Addressing Impacts. 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Page 29 No No No None 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment though reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Same No No No None 

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

Same No No No None 

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

Same No No No None 

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

Page 30 No No No None 

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

Same No No No None 
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g) Expose people or structures either directly or 
indirectly to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND considered that the church, commercial, and offices uses proposed for the site do not typically store and/or transport 
large quantities of hazardous materials. The MND concluded that the City’s existing regulations and permits would prevent significant impacts as 
it relates to construction activities on the site and the future tenant’s storage and handling of any unanticipated hazardous materials. The 
proposed project use types remain consistent with the commercial uses considered with the MND. The proposed project’s increase in restaurant 
and retail uses on the site does not significantly change the project’s potential impacts related to hazardous materials. Therefore, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of 
a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality? 

Page 31 No No No None 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

Same No No No None 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in 
a manner which would: 

Same No No No None 

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on 
or off-site; 

Same No No No None 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site; 

Same No No No None 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff; or 

Same No No No None 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? Page 32 No No No None 
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d) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

Same No No No None 

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

Same No No No None 

f) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiches zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project 
innundation? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicated that there are no floodplains affecting the project site and there would be no impact with respect to flooding, and 
that existing regulations and permits would ensure that water quality and stormwater impacts would be less than significant. The proposed project 
does not change the development footprint, and the revisions to the site plan have been evaluated by the City to ensure the design continues to 
meet current adopted stormwater quality design standards. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds 
that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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X. Land Use and Planning 

 
 

 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Physically divide an established community? Page 34 No No No None 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicated that there would be no impact with respect to these criteria, and that the project was consistent with the 
policies of the Zoning Ordinance, NCRSP, and the General Plan which are adopted for the purpose of avoiding environmental effects. The 
proposed project includes amendments of the Specific Plan and the Planned Development Ordinance affecting the property, but these 
changes have no impacts related to environmental policies. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City 
finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XI. Mineral Resources 

 
 

 
Where Impact 

Was Analyzed in 
Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

Page 36 No No No None 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicated that there were no significant mineral resources in the area. This conclusion remains appropriate for this 
project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XII. Noise 

 
 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

Page 36 No No No None 

b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration 
of ground borne noise levels? 

Same No No No None 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

Page 37 No No No None 
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Discussion:  The MND addressed construction noise, and found the impact to be less than significant. In terms of operational noise, two 
noise studies were completed to evaluate the potential noise impacts on the adjacent residential properties. Based on the proposed uses and 
the proposed site plan, the Parcel 49 noise studies concluded that noise produced from the on-going operation of the project, with the 
exception of the Topgolf facility, will not generate noise that exceeds the Noise Ordinance regulations or result in a substantial permanent 
increase in existing ambient noise conditions. Mitigation measures were applied to ensure the noise levels from Topgolf would be reduced to 
less than significant noise levels. Topgolf is constructed and the mitigation measures have been implemented. 

The proposed project will create additional restaurant and office uses on site, and such uses do not generate substantial noise. The uses will 
be required to comply with Noise Ordinance regulations. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City 
finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 
 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XIII. Population and Housing 

 
 

 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, though extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? 

Page 39 No No No None 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

Page 40 No No No None 

 
Discussion:  The MND concluded that the site development was not housing-related, was consistent with the land use designations and thus 
would not induce unplanned growth, and would not displace housing. This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. Therefore, pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation 
of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XIV. Public Services 

 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any the public services: 

     

a) Fire protection? Page 40 No No No None 

b) Police protection? Same No No No None 

c) Schools? Same No No No None 

d) Parks? Page 41 No No No None 

e) Other public facilities? Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicates that the City’s General Plan examined Citywide service needs based on land use designations, so any project 
consistent with existing land use designations would not negatively impact services. The proposed project remains consistent with the land use 
designation of the site, and therefore this conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have 
occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XV. Recreation 

 
 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Would the  project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

Page 42 No No No None 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  As indicated in the MND, development of the property with commercial uses does not result in any additional recreational facility 
demand. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XVI. Transportation 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

Page 42 No No No Yes 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

Page 43 No No No Yes 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Same No No No None 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature(s) (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Same No No No None 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? Same No No No None 



ADDENDUM 
July 22, 2021 

NCRSP PCL 49 – Lot 7 – 1720 Freedom Way; File #PL20-0226 
Page 29 of 34 

 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities? 

 No No No  

Discussion:  A traffic impact analysis was prepared for the original approval of the project, and for its subsequent modifications. Based on 
the results of the study, the MND and subsequent Addendums found that with mitigation the traffic impacts would be less than significant. The 
mitigation measures required a dedicated right-turn lane onto HWY 65 from Washington Bl. with the development of Phase 2A of the site, and 
with the Bayside Church MPP Stage 2 application, a traffic management plan and operational plan showing a 60 minute separation between 
service start and end times.  

Kimley Horn prepared a supplemental trip generation analysis in July 2021 (see Attachment 2) for the proposed project, to evaluate any changes 
in traffic impacts which result from the changes in use. The uses shown on the approved Parcel 49 site plan for Lot 7 consist of two restaurants 
(Pads N and O) totaling 22,000 square feet. The proposed project would reduce the size of one restaurant by 4,000 sf and replace the other 
restaurant with three two-story office buildings.  With the proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 project, the total Parcel 49 square footage would increase 
by 26,800 sf from 436,889 to 463,689 sf.  Restaurants square footage would decrease by 16,000 sf, and office would increase by 42,800 sf. 
The trip generation analysis compares the total number of trips evaluated by the original project and MND for the Parcel 49 site, and compares 
it to the overall trips for Parcel 49 with the modifications proposed by this project. The difference between the two projects shows a net decrease 
of 43 AM peak hour trips and 54 PM peak hour trips with the proposed modification. As the overall number of trips will be less than what was 
previously evaluated, there are no new impacts as a result of traffic and the previous mitigation measures will apply. 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. Mitigation was included for the original project, requiring a right-turn pocket on Washington 
Boulevard (MM-3), and both a Traffic Management Plan and Operational for Bayside Church (MM-4 and MM-5).  Bayside Church was removed 
from the Major Project Permit by a previous modification, so MM-4 and MM-5 are no longer required.  The updated Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program for the project does not include these measures. 
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XVII. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 

 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

Page 47 No No No None 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry, and 
multiple dry years? 

Same No No No None 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition of the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Page 48 No No No None 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Same No No No None 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Same No No No None 
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Discussion:  The MND found that the previous project would have a less than significant impact on utilities and services. The proposed 
project has been analyzed by City and external service and utility providers, and has been found to be consistent with standards, and utilities 
and service demands are within the scope of the previously analyzed project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, 
subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent FEIR have 
occurred.” 

Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XVIII. Other Considerations 

Since the publication of the MND and its subsequent Addendums, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has updated CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G (Environmental Checklist Form).  These updates address legislative changes to CEQA, clarify language, and update language consistent 
with case law.  None of the changes to the checklist require new analysis related to impacts which were not known or which could not have been 
known at the time the MND was prepared.  The majority of the checklist changes clarify language, reorganize existing language, or eliminate analysis 
requirements.  For analysis requirements which have been eliminated, this is in response to case law affirming that analysis must focus on impacts 
caused by the project, not impacts to the project.  An example of each of these types of changes is included below: 

 Cultural Resources (a): Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource as defined in pursuant to Section 
15064.5? 

The replacement of “as defined in” with “pursuant to” is a phrasing change which has no impact on required analysis. 

 Cultural Resources (c) has been moved to Geology and Soils (f). 

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

 Noise (b): Exposure of persons to or gGeneration of excessive ground borne vibration of ground borne noise levels? 

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

The updated CEQA Guidelines Appendix G also includes two new sections (Tribal Cultural Resources and Energy) and includes new and modified 
requirements as part of the Transportation/Traffic section.  Although Tribal Cultural Resources section is new, the analysis of this impact area was 
included in the MND as part of the Cultural Resources section.  The new Energy section was formerly included in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, but 
has been moved into the Appendix G, so while it is new to the checklist it is not new to the CEQA Guidelines.  The changes to the Transportation/Traffic 
section—which is now called simply Transportation—refocuses the analysis on vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The analysis included in the Addendum 
does not include VMT analysis in order to be consistent with the original MND. 

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

 
 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of an 
endangered, threatened or rare species, or 
eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Page 49 No No No None 

b) Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects.) 

Same No No No None 

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The MND indicated that because development of the site would be consistent with existing land use designations, that any 
cumulative impacts had already been addressed via the City’s General Plan and the NCRSP. This conclusion remains appropriate for this 
Project. The Amoruso Ranch EIR, which included an updated Citywide analysis, evaluated the potential for cumulative impacts. The proposed 
project would make minor modifications to the type of uses on the site. The project would not substantially increase the severity of the identified 
significant cumulative impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described 
in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred” relative to the mandatory findings. 



ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

In reviewing the site specific information provided for this project and acting as Lead Agency, the City of 
Roseville, Development Services Department, Planning Division has analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts created by this project and determined that the findings of CEQA Section 15162 concerning the decision 
not to prepare a subsequent EIR or negative declaration and the findings of CEQA Section 15164 concerning 
the decision to prepare an Addendum can be made. As supported by substantial evidence within the Addendum 
to the NCRSP PCL 49 Bayside Church/Topgolf Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Lead Agency makes the 
following findings: 

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

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

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

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

Addendum Prepared by: 

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

Attachments: 

1. NCRSP PCL 49 Bayside Church/Topgolf Initial Study and MND 
2. Trip Generation Analysis 

 
 
Due to length, attachments are available to view at the Permit Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville CA 95678 
during normal business hours, or online at www.roseville.ca.us/planning on the Environmental Documents and 
Public Notices page. 
 
The direct link is: 
 
https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalId=7964922&pageId=8774505 
 

https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalId=7964922&pageId=8774505
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NCRSP Parcel 49/Lot 7  
Trip Generation Estimate 
July 2021 

Tower Roseville Freedom Way, LLC (Landowner) proposes to develop Parcel 49/Lot 7 (Parcel 49/Lot 7) with 
a restaurant (6,000 sf) and three office buildings (42,800 sf). Lot 7 is a 4.7-acre parcel on the east side of Parcel 49 
in the North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP). The undeveloped site is between Topgolf and the State Route 
65. Access to the site is available from Freedom Way.  The Parcel 49/Lot 7 project requires a Major Project Permit 
(MPP) Stage 1 (Site Plan Modification) and Stage 2 (Architecture and Landscape Review) entitlements.

Site Plan Modifications.  The uses shown on the approved Parcel 49 site plan (2019) for Lot 7 consist of 
two restaurants (Pads N and O) totaling 22,000 sf.  The proposed project would reduce the size of one 
restaurant by 4,000 sf and replace the other restaurant with three two-story office buildings.  With the proposed 
Parcel 49/Lot 7 project, the total Parcel 49 square footage would increase by 26,800 sf from 436,889 to 463,689 
sf.  Restaurants square footage would decrease by 16,000 sf, and office would increase by 42,800 sf.  

Table 1 summarizes land uses on Parcel 49 with the proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 project. 

Table 1: Parcel 49/Lot 7 Land Use Summary (2021) 

 

Phase Uses Square Feet 

Phase 1 Topgolf 64,232 sf  
Phase 2A Hotels 141,667 sf 
Phase 2B Retail  

Restaurants 
16,325 sf  
12,665 sf 
28,990 sf  

Phase 3A Retail  (R) 
Restaurant (R) 

108,500 sf 
1,500 sf 

110,000 sf 
Phase 3B Restaurant (N) 

Office (O, V, W) 
6,000 sf 

42,800 sf 
48,800 sf 

Phase 3C Restaurant (M) 
Med Off (S,T) 
Retail  (P) 

6,000 sf 
24,000 sf 
40,000 sf 
70,000 sf 

Total 463,689 sf 

Attachment 2
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Trip Generation Estimates. Tables 2 and 3 contain trip generation estimates for the approved Parcel 
49/Living Spaces (2019) and proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 (2021) projects.   
 
Table 2:  Trip Generation Estimate:  Parcel 49/Living Spaces Project (Approved 2019) 

 
Phase 

 
Land Use 

 
Units 

AM  Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 

1 Topgolf 64.2 KSF 35 31 4 152 102 50 
2A Residence Inn Hotel 104 rooms 47 28 19 52 27 25 

Home2 Suites Hotel 107 rooms 48 28 20 54 28 26 
2B Restaurant: Fast Food 5.8 KSF 233 119 114 189 98 91 

Restaurant: Sit Down 10.9 KSF 108 59 49 106 66 40 
Retail  10.6 KSF 10 6 4 40 19 21 
Park and Ride 25 spaces 11 9 2 11 3 8 

3 
  

Retail: Living Spaces 108.5 KSF 27 19 8 45 21 24 
Restaurant: Sit Down 29.5 KSF 293 161 132 288 179 109 
Medical Office 24.0 KSF 63 49 14 83 23 60 
Office  40.0 KSF 38 24 14 152 73 79 

Gross Trips1 913 533 380 1,172 639 533 
Internal Trip Capture2 -34 -17 -17 -116 -58 -58 

Pass-by Trips3 -204 -108 -96 -330 -186 -144 
Net Trips4 675 408 267 726 395 331 

Source: Transportation Impact Study Parcel 49-Living Spaces, Fehr & Peers, 2019, Table 16, page 45. 
 
Table 3:  Trip Generation Estimate:  Parcel 49/Lot 7 Project (Proposed 2021)  

 
Phase 

 
Land Use 

 
Units5 

AM  Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 

1 Topgolf 64.2 KSF 35 31 4 152 102 50 
2A Residence Inn Hotel 104 rooms 47 28 19 52 27 25 

Home2 Suites Hotel 107 rooms 48 28 20 54 28 26 
2B Restaurant: Fast Food 4.8 KSF 192 98 94 156 81 75 

Restaurant: Sit Down 7.9 KSF 78 43 35 77 37 40 
Retail  16.3 KSF 4 3 1 7 3 4 
Park and Ride 25 spaces 11 9 2 11 3 8 

3A Retail: Living Spaces  108.5 KSF 27 19 8 45 21 24 
Restaurant: Sit Down 1.5 KSF 15 8 7 15 9 6 

3B Restaurant: Sit Down 6 KSF 60 33 27 58 36 22 
Office  42.8 KSF 41 26 15 163 78 85 

3C 
  

Restaurant: Sit Down 6.0 KSF 60 33 27 58 36 22 
Medical Office 24.0 KSF 63 49 14 83 23 60 
Office  40.0 KSF 38 24 14 152 73 79 

Gross Trips1 719 432 287 1,083 557 526 
Internal Trip Capture2 -27 -16 -11 -109 -56 -53 

Pass-by Trips3 -143 -76 -67 -185 -99 -86 
Net Trips4 549 340 209 789 402 387 

 
1.  Gross trip generation estimate reflects trips generated prior to internal trip capture and pass by reductions. Except for Topgolf, the gross trip 

generation estimate is calculated using trip generation data contained in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. 
2.  Internal trip capture is estimated to be 3.7% and 10.% for a.m. and pm peak hours, respectively. 
3. Pass-by trip reduction is assumed to be 20% for retail and sit-down restaurant uses, and 49% for fast food restaurant uses during the a.m. peak 

hour.  During the p.m. peak hour, the pass-by trip reduction is estimated to be 43% for sit-down restaurants, 50% for fast food restaurant and 
34% for retail uses based on the average pass-by percentages contained in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition. 

4. Net new trip generation is calculated by subtracting the internal trip capture and pass-by trip reduction from the gross trips. 
5. The 2021 project reflects administrative adjustments made to Phase 2B building square footage after the June 2019 MPP Stage 1 approval. 
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 Trip Generation Comparisons.   

 Comparison to 2019 Parcel 49/Living Spaces.  The Parcel 49/Lot 7 project reduces restaurant uses by 
16,000 sf and increases office uses by 42,800 sf compared to the approved 2019 Parcel 49/Living Spaces project.  
The change in land uses generates 126 fewer AM peak hour trips and 63 more PM peak hour trips, as shown in 
Table 4.    
 
Table 4:  Difference in Trip Generation (Parcel 49/Living Spaces and Parcel 49/Lot 7 Projects) 

 AM  Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 

 
 2019 Approved Parcel 49/Living Spaces 675 408 267 726 395 331 
 2021 Proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 549 340 209 789 402 387 

Difference -126 -68 -58 +63 +7 +56 
 

 Comparison to 2015 Parcel 49/Church (Original Approval.  The Parcel 49 Major Project Permit was 
originally approved in 2015 and included 387,632 square feet of retail, restaurant, hotel, outdoor recreation 
(Topgolf), and church uses.   Table 5 contains trip generation estimates of the 2015 Parcel 49/Church project.   

 
Table 5:  Trip Generation Estimate:  Parcel 49/Church Project (2015)  

 
Phase 

 
Land Use 

 
Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 

1 Topgolf 64.2 KSF 32 28 4 183 91 92 
2 Office 116 KSF 216 190 26 209 36 173 

Retail  37.8 KSF 86 53 33 312 150 162 
Hotel 125 rooms 68 37 31 76 44 32 
Restaurant: Sit Down 11.2 KSF 121 64 57 111 60 51 
Park and Ride 25 spaces 18 14 4 16 4 12 

3 Church 130 KSF 113 62 51 122 66 56 
Gross Trips 654 448 206 1,029 451 578 

Internal Trip Capture -21 -15 -6 -32 -12 -19 
Pass-by Trips -41 -23 -18 -154 -77 -77 

Net Trips 592 410 182 843 362 482 
Source: Transportation Impact Study Parcel 49, Fehr & Peers, 2015, Table 21, page 46. 
 

Compared to the original 2015 Parcel 49/Church project, the Parcel 49/Lot 7 project generates 43 fewer 
AM peak hour and 54 fewer PM peak hour trips, as shown in Table 6. 
 
Table 6:  Difference in Trip Generation (Parcel 49/Church and Parcel 49/Lot 7 Projects) 

 AM  Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Total In Out Total In Out 

2015 Approved Parcel 49/Church 592 410 182 843 362 482 
2021 Proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 549 340 209 789 402 387 

Difference -43 -70 +27 -54 +40 -95 
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