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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 Madification, 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.
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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
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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:

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

e 64,232 square feet of indoor/outdoor recreation use (Topgolf);
e 116,500 square feet of office use (5 buildings);

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

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

e 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 Madification 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:

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

e 46,175 square feet of restaurant use;

e 159,075 square feet of retail use;

e 24,000 square feet of office;

o Eliminated the community assembly use (reduction of 130,000 square feet); and
e 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 0S 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 “hone” 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

Aesthetics

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

GUTETE T2 CHENEES (ITEe Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed in New Significant anif Information Mitioation M
Prior TR o Significant g e itigation Measures
: : Impacts or - Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially . Analysis or
Substantially m Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista? Page 10 No No No None
Substantially damage scenic resources,
mcludmg' but not .Ilmlt.ed tp,' trees,. rock Same No No NoO None
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
In non-urbanized area, substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public
views are those that are experienced from a

: . . . Same No No No None
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?
Create a new source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect day or nighttime Same No No No None

views in the area?

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project.

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.
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Agricultural & Forestry Resources

Any New
20 | PIEpeEEe Circumstances
G (TTeEtE CIENEES (e Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant DL Information L
: : Significant o Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New .
: : Impacts or : Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially . Analysis or
Substantially P Impacts.
Documents More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on th(=T maps prepareq pursuant to the Page 11 No No No None
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
b) Confllc.t ywth existing zoning for agricultural use, Same No No NoO None
or a Williamson Act contract?
¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section Same No No No None
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of Page 12 No No No None
forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to Same No No No None
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?
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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Air Quality

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

of people?

UIMETE IMMREEt || ClEmeEs Ineie Involving New Any New Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant DL Information L
: - Significant o Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
. . Impacts or : Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially . Analysis or
Substantially m Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) COI’]ﬂICt W|th_or obgtruct implementation of the Page 12 No No No None
applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria for which the project region is non- Same No No No None
attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?
c) Expose se_nsmve receptors to substantial pollutant Page 13 No No No None
concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number Same No No No None

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project

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.
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V. Biological Resources
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
Where Impact Was Involve New Involving New Information . . ,
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring .F?I'IOI”. EqTEERE]L DS it
. Mitigation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New siirssTr Eees.
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or Page 24 No No No None
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community |dent|f[ed in local or regpnallplans, Same NoO No NoO None
policies or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, Same No No No None
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or Same No No No None
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree Page 25 No No No None
preservation policy or ordinance?
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f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

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

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

BEfETE Ui cienges el Involving New 7N Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant oving Information L
: : Significant o Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
. . Impacts or : Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially . Analysis or
Substantially P Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource pursuant to in Page 26 No No No None
Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource Page 27 No No No None
pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those Same No No No None

interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

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
Do Proposed _Any N
Circumstanc
Where Impact ChENgEs es Involving
. Involve New Any New Information Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed in o New - R i g
: Significant L Requiring New Documents’ Mitigation
el Impacts or StamiEz: Analysis or Measures Implemented or
ErenriEnEl Substantially oI Verification? Addressing Impacts
Documents. More Severe Substantially ’ :
More Severe
Impacts?
Impacts?
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death Page 27 No No No None
involving:
i)  Ruptures of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State _Geolpglst for the Same No No No None
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.)
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? Page 28 No No No None
iii) $e|sm|c-_related ground failure, including Same No No No None
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? Same No No No None
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Same No No No None
c) Belocated in a geological unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would _become ur_lstable asa r_esult of t_he project, Same No No No None
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating Same No No No None
substantial risks to life or property?
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of Same No No No None
wastewater?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological Same No No No None

resource or site or unique geological feature?

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.




ADDENDUM
July 22, 2021
NCRSP PCL 49 — Lot 7 — 1720 Freedom Way; File #PL20-0226
Page 16 of 34

VII. Greenhouse Gases
2l [Mreesies) Cir?l?r%sthr\ﬁ:es
T e Involving New 7N Prior Environmental Documents’
Was Analyzed New Significant oving Information L
: - Significant o Mitigation Measures
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New :
. . Impacts or : Implemented or Addressing
Environmental Substantially . Analysis or
Substantially P Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant Page 13 No No No None
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the Same No No No None
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project.

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.




ADDENDUM
July 22, 2021

NCRSP PCL 49 - Lot 7 — 1720 Freedom Way; File #PL20-0226

Page 17 of 34

VIIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Any New
Where Impact Was Involve New Involving New Information . . ,
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant Requiring .F?I'IOI”. EqTETERE]L DS St
. Mitigation Measures Implemented or
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or New siirssTr Eees.
Documents. Substantially Substantially Analysis or
More Severe More Severe Verification?
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, Page 29 No No No None
or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment though reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the Same No No No None
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
o . Same No No No None
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as Same No No No None
a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, Wlt_hln two miles of a pt_JbIlc airport or Page 30 No No No None
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or Same No No No None
emergency evacuation plan?
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g) Expose people or structures either directly or
indirectly to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

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
Do Proposed Any New
Changes Circumstances Anv New
Where Impact Was Involve New Involving New y el Prior Environmental Documents’
) . L D Information o
Analyzed in Prior Significant Significant - Mitigation Measures
. Requiring New .
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or : Implemented or Addressing
. . Analysis or
Documents. Substantially Substantially Verification? Impacts.
More Severe More Severe :
Impacts? Impacts?
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
dlschargg requirements or otherwise Page 31 No No No None
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede Same No No No None
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or Same No No No None
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:
i) result in s'ubstantlal erosion or siltation on Same No No No None
or off-site;
i) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would Same No No No None
result in flooding on- or off-site;
iii) create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater systems or provide Same No No No None
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or
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) Inflood 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
20 | PIEpeEEe Cir?l?r)rg;\ltgr\ﬁ:es
Where Impact Changes Involve - Any New . .
o Involving New g Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Significant Information Documents’ Mitiaation
in Prior Impacts or 9 Requiring New | 9 d
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or il T [lamE Eal e
Substantially P Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Physically divide an established community? Page 34 No No No None
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to
a confll_ct with any land use plan, policy, or Same No No No None
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

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

Do Proposed

Any New

Where Impact Changes Clrcumstances Any New _ _
. Involve New Involving New g Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed in L S Information e
: Significant Significant i Documents’ Mitigation
Prior Requiring New
Environmental Impacts or Impacts or Analysis or Measures Implemented or
Documents Substantially Substantially Verification? Addressing Impacts.
’ More Severe More Severe :
Impacts? Impacts?

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known

mineral resource that would be of value to the Page 36 No No No None

region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-

important mineral resource recovery site Same No No No None

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

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

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

BEfETE Ui cienges el Involving New 7N Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Si nifi?:ant Information Documents’ Mitiaation
in Prior Impacts or 9 Requiring New | 9 d
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or izl IT[RMEET o
Substantially P Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
V|C|n|ty of thg project in excess of standards Page 36 No No No None
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration Same No No NoO None
of ground borne noise levels?
¢) 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, 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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XIlll.  Population and Housing
20 | PIEpeEEe Cir?l?r)rg;\ltgr\ﬁ:es
Where Impact Changes Involve - Any New . :
o Involving New g Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Significant Information Documents Mitioation
in Prior Impacts or 9 Requiring New | 9 d
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or il T [lRmE Eal 6
Substantially P Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) Impacts?
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or Page 39 No No No None
indirectly (for example, though extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of Page 40 No No No None
replacement housing elsewhere?

of a subsequent FEIR have occurred.”

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project.

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
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XIV. Public Services

Any New
20 | PIEpeEEe Circumstances
Where Impact Changes Involve : Any New . :
o Involving New g Prior Environmental
Was Analyzed New Significant Significant Information Documents Mitioation
in Prior Impacts or 9 Requiring New 9
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or EEBITES I e e €
Substantially P Addressing Impacts.
Documents. More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
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

Do Proposed

Any New
Circumstances

recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Where Impact Changgs Ipyolve Involving New o Neyv Prior Environmental
Wa§ Anglyzed iz SEIEEn) Significant Info'r matlon Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Impacts. or Analysis or igglices Implemented or
Documents. More Severe oSl Verification? AR EITEEHTE | TPAEE.
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that physical Page 42 No No No None
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of Same No No NoO None

Mitigation Measures: None required for this Project.

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.”
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XVI.  Transportation
20 | PIEpeEEe Cir?l?r)rg;\ltgr\ﬁ:es
Where Impact Changgs Ipyolve Involving N Any Neyv Prior Envi tal
g New rior environmenta
Wa§ Anglyzed iz STEIEEn) Significant Info'r matlon Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or MEESIES Implemented or
Documents. More Severe oSl Verification? AR EITEEHTE | TPAEE.
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and Page 42 No No No Yes
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand Page 43 No No NoO Yes
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in Same No No No None
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature(s_) (e.q., ;harp curves or dangerous Same No No NoO None
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? Same No No No None
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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 BI. 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
20 | PIEpeEEe Cir?l?r)rg;\ltgr\ﬁ:es
Where Impact Was Changgs '.“."O'Ve Involving New (o1 Neyv Prior Environmental
: : New Significant DL Information L
Analyzed in Prior Significant - Documents Mitigation
: Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantiall Impacts or Analvsis or Measures Implemented or
Documents. y Substantially alysIs Addressing Impacts.
More Severe Verification?
Impacts? More Severe
) 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 Page 47 No No No None
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and rgasonably foreseeable Same No NoO NoO None
future development during normal, dry, and
multiple dry years?
¢) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the Page 48 No No No None
project’s projected demand in addition of the
provider’s existing commitments?
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local stqndards, or in excess of _the _capa_mty Same No No No None
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and Same No No No None
regulations related to solid waste?
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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:

e 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.
e 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.

o Noise (b): Expesure-of personsto-orgGeneration 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.



ADDENDUM
July 22, 2021
NCRSP PCL 49 — Lot 7 — 1720 Freedom Way; File #PL20-0226
Page 33 of 34

XIX. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Any New
20 | PIEpeEEe Circumstances
Where Impact Changgs Ipyolve Involving N Any Neyv Prior Envi tal
g New rior environmenta
Wa§ Anglyzed iz SEIEEn) Significant Info'r matlon Documents Mitigation
in Prior Impacts or Requiring New
Environmental Substantially Lulpete S Analysis or MEESIES Implemented or
Documents. More Severe oSl Verification? AR EITEEHTE | TPAEE.
Impacts? More Severe
Impacts?
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self—sustalr_ung levels, threaten to ellr_nlnate a Page 49 No NoO No None
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?
b) Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
. . . . : Same No No No None
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.)
c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on Same No No No None
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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?portalld=7964922&pageld=8774505
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Attachment 1

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - PLANNING DIVISION
LI_E 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5276
NI A

INITIAL STUDY & ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Project Title/File Number: NCRSP PCL 49 Bayside Church/Topgolf; File # PL14-0252

Project Location: 9000 Washington BL.; Roseville; Placer County; APNs: 363-020-
018-000 & 363-020-019-000

Project Description: The applicant requests approval of a Major Project Permit (MPP)
Stage 1 to establish a site development plan (master plan) for the
approximately 59-acre site; a MPP Stage 2 for architecture and
landscaping for the Topgolf development on Parcel 8 and
associated site, landscaping and utility improvements; a Conditional
Use Permit to allow the outdoor recreation component of Topgolf;
and a Tentative Subdivision Map to merge and resubdive two
parcels into nine parcels.

The entitlements will allow the phased development the project site
with 130,000 square feet of community assembly (Bayside Church),
64,232 square feet of indoor/outdoor recreation (Topgolf), 116,500
square feet of office, 37,800 square feet of retail, 11,200 square
feet of restaurant, and 27,900 square feet of hotel use types. The
project also includes on-site landscaping, lighting, and parking, a 25
parking space park-n-ride lot and the realignment of a City bike trail

Project Applicant: . Kris Steward, Phillips Land Law, Inc.; (916) 425-7906; 5301
Montserrat Lane, Loomis, CA 95650

Property Owner: John Stewart, Bayside Covenant Church; (916) 791-1244; 8205
Sierra College BI, Roseville, CA 95661

Lead Agency Contact Person: Gina McColl, Associate Planner - City of Roseville; (916) 774-5276

This initial study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the
above described project application. The document relies on previous environmental documents and
site-specific studies prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project.
Where documents were submitted by consultants working for the applicant, City staff reviewed such
documents in order to determine whether, based on their own professional judgment and expertise,
staff found such documents to be credible and persuasive. Staff has only relied on documents that
reflect their independent judgment, and has not accepted at face value representatlons made by
consultants for the applicant.

This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), (Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). CEQA
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requires that all state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of
projects over which they have discretionary authority before acting on those projects.

The initial study is a public document used by the decision-making lead agency to determine whether a
project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the lead agency finds substantial evidence
that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may have a significant effect on the
environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is adverse or beneficial, the lead
agency is required to prepare an EIR. If the agency finds no substantial evidence that the project or
any of its aspects may cause a significant effect on the environment, a negative declaration shall be
prepared. If, in the course of analysis, the agency recognizes that the project may have a significant
impact on the environment, but that by incorporating specific mitigation measures to which the applicant
agrees, the impact will be reduced to a less than significant effect, a mitigated negative declaration
shall be prepared.

In reviewing the site specific information provided for this project, the City of Roseville Development
Services - Planning Division has analyzed the potential environmental impacts created by this project
and determined that with mitigation the impacts are less than significant. As demonstrated in the initial
study checklist, there are no “project specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or site”
that cannot be reduced to less than significant effects through mitigation (CEQA Section 15183) and
therefore an additional EIR is not required. Therefore, on the basis of the following initial
evaluation, we find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment,
and a Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared.

Prepared by: 6"\/\9\ N ¢ Cou Date: | 2% |5

Gina McColl, Associate Planner
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The North Central Roseville Specific Plan
(NCRSP) is located in the City of Roseville,
Placer County, California (see Figure 1,
Regional  Location). The NCRSP
encompasses approximately 2,330 acres
and is situated between Washington
Boulevard and generally Interstate 80. The
NCRSP was adopted July 5, 1990 by the
City Council. Originally, the specific plan
included a large land area to the north of
State Route (SR) 65; however, through the
specific plan entittement process, this land
area was designated as Urban Reserve, and
subsequently a separate Specific Plan
(Highland Reserve North) and EIR was
prepared for that area and approved by the
City in May 1997.

Parcel 49 is comprised of two parcels — “A”
and “B” — and collectively is referred to as
‘Parcel 49.” Parcel 49 is located within the
NCRSP area directly east of Washington
Boulevard and directly south of SR 65 (see
Figure 2, Project Site). Parcel A is 46.54
acres and is currently zoned Planned
Development/Special Area — North Central
Roseville Specific Plan (PD/SA-NC). Parcel
B is 12.35 acres and is zoned Light
Industrial/Special Area — North Central
Roseville Specific Plan (M1/SA-NC) and is
traversed by an overhead power line
easement. The General Plan land use
designation of both parcels is Light Industrial

(L.
Background

1990 NCRSP

To Grass

Valley (49)

To Maryrville/
Yuba City

PLAN AREA

To Placerville/

To San Francisco

To Los Angeles

Figure 2: Project Site

The General Plan land use was established with the adoption of the North Central Roseville Specific
Plan (NCRSP) by City Council on July 5, 1990. The specific plan is intended to guide the development
of the 2,330 acre plan area. The NCRSP anticipated development of Parcel 49 with light industrial
uses. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR SCH#88053010) was prepared to address impacts from
development of the plan area and was adopted with the NCRSP.

2000 Rezone

With establishment of NCRSP the zoning of this property was Light Industrial with a Special Area-North
Central Specific Plan overlay (M1/SA-NC). The M1/SA-NC was intended to allow a broad range of light
industrial uses, including a mix of industrial, business park/research and development, and commercial
uses. Indoor Entertainment, including movie theaters, was permitted in the M1 zone with approval of a
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Conditional Use Permit. In 2000, a Rezone and General Plan, Specific Plan, and Development
Agreement Amendments were approved for Parcel 49A which established a new PD zone that allowed
for retail, restaurant, lodging, educational, and office uses in addition to light industrial uses. As a result
of the PD zoning, Indoor Entertainment and several other commercial and retail uses became
principally permitted uses, subject to the following: retail uses were permitted up to twenty percent of
the site’s development area, allowing for approximately 85,000 square feet in retail uses. An initial
study and Negative Declaration were prepared in conjunction with these entitlements and was adopted
by the City Council in January 2000.

Corporate Center Site

In 2007, the City Council designated Parcel 49 as one of ten Corporate Center Sites within the City of
Roseville with adoption of the Corporate Center Ordinance (Ordinance 4624). A Corporate Center is
defined by the City’s Zoning Ordinance as a ten to fifty acre site with three or more buildings containing
more than 100,000 square feet of developed office space. A Corporate Center shall also contain all of
the following: 1) Self-contained reciprocal parking, 2) Common conference facility, 3) On-site
restaurants (or close proximity to food services, 4) Signage and identification for occupants/tenants,
and 5) Exercise facility, showers and lockers. Corporate Center sites are eligible for increased height
limits, up to ten stories, as established by the Design Review Permit or Major Project Permit. The
increase in height allowed for additional square footage when utilizing the maximum 50% floor area
ratio recommendation for Light Industrial land uses. The additional square footage increased the
development potential of the site to 1.2 million square feet (58.883 acres x 0.50). The City evaluated
the potential infrastructure demand necessary to accommodate the increased development potential of
the site. It was determined that the City had adequate infrastructure to support adoption of the
ordinance, yet further evaluation would be needed with development of each of the sites.

2007 Rezone

Following the Council’s designation of the property as a Corporate Center site, Richland Properties (then
owner of the property) processed a rezone to clarify the amount of retail uses that could be developed on
site. The existing PD zoning indicated that twenty percent of the site could be developed with retail uses;
therefore, based on 1.2 million square feet of development potential, up to 240,000 square feet of retail
could be developed on the subject site (1.2 million square feet x 0.20 = 240,000 square feet). In March
2008, the Council adopted a Negative Declaration and approved the rezone.

Physical or Natural Features On-Site

The project site is currently undeveloped and is comprised mostly of annual grasslands. The previous
property owner obtained permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to fill an intermittent
drainage channel totaling 0.269 acres that traversed the western portion of the property. The appropriate
permits to fill the wetlands were received and the permits were effectuated in 2012. No native oak trees
are present on the site.

Physical or Natural Features on Adjacent Property

e Directly north of the subject parcel is SR 65.

e Directly south of the subject parcel is the Summerhill Neighborhood which is zoned Small Lot
Residential (RS). Also adjacent to the site is a 2.8 acre neighborhood park. A 50 foot easement for
an existing city bike trail is located along on the north edge of the Summerhill neighborhood.

e Directly east of the subject parcel is Parcel 84, which is zoned Open Space (OS). A tributary to
Pleasant Grove Creek runs directly through this open space property.

Directly west, across Washington Boulevard, is a vacant parcel located within the North Industrial Planning
Area (NIPA) that has a zoning designation of General Industrial (M2). In May 2010, the Planning
Commission approved a Major Project Permit (MPP) Stage 1 to allow 540,000 square feet of mixed use
light industrial, office and neighborhood commercial uses on the site. The project included two new public
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roadways connecting Washington BI., Blue Oaks Bl., and Industrial Bl. In October 2014, the Planning
Commission approved a Modification to the MPP Stage 1 to replace approximately 40,962 square feet
of retail and 80,724 square feet of industrial flex uses with an approximately 122,385 square foot
three story office building. A MPP Stage 2 was also approved for the office building. Construction of
the public roadways and the office building are currently underway.

Proposed Project

The proposed project is located on 58.9 undeveloped acres and provides for approximately 387,632
square feet of mixed use development that includes the following components (see Figure 3 - Site
Plan):

e 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 27,900 square foot hotel (125 rooms).

Figure 3 — Site Plan

PRELIMINARY SITE PTAN
NCRSP - PARCEL 49
MAJOR PROJECT PERMIT - S TAGE, |

~ ROSEVILLE, CA

TGN WY

LT HL

The anticipated permits and approvals for this project include a Major Project Permit (MPP) Stage 1
permit, MPP Stage 2 permits, MPP Stage 3 permits, a Conditional Use Permit, and a Tentative
Subdivision Map, as further described below.

Major Project Permit Stage 1

This 58.9 acre property is being master planned through the MPP Stage 1 entitlement, which is a
requirement of the site’s PD zoning. This requirement ensures a complete and coordinated design as it
relates to overall site design, pedestrian and vehicular circulation, infrastructure, frontage
improvements, grading, parking, landscaping, berm treatment, and re-alignment of the existing bicycle
trail south of the property.
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Building architecture and specific landscape plans for each of the buildings will be evaluated under
subsequent MPP Stage 2 entitlements as initiated by the property owner. Site development is intended
to occur in three phases, with the Topgolf parcel developing first and the remaining parcels being
developed as market conditions allow.

Major Project Permit Stage 2

The project includes a request for approval of a MPP Stage 2 for Topgolf’s building architecture and the
site landscaping. Topgolf will be located on Parcel 8 (11.522 acres) and totals 64,232 square feet. The
building includes three floors, 102 hitting bays, restaurant and bar services, a corporate meeting/event
space, and outdoor terrace. The outfield is approximately four acres and 240 yards in length. The
outfield perimeter is enclosed with steel netting strung between 150 foot tall poles around all three
sides.

Development of the first phase triggers various site improvements aside from the associated parking,
lighting, and landscaping improvements on Parcel 8. The first phase of development also includes:

¢ The construction of a public/private collector roadway (Road A) to Parcel 8;

e A traffic signal will be constructed at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Road A;

e Landscape improvements within the 50 foot landscape buffer area along the southern property

line;

¢ Sidewalk and landscaping within the public right-of way along Washington Boulevard between
Road A and the City bike trail;
Realignment of the bike trail;
Extension of utilities to serve Topgolf;
Water and sewer loop connections;
Temporary access from Topgolf to the Emergency Vehicle Access road at the southeastern
corner of the project site.

Construction of the remainder of the buildings and site improvements entitled under the MPP Stage 1
will be required to obtain MPP Stage 2 approvals prior to submitting for building permits (MPP Stage 3)
and commencing construction.

Major Project Permit Stage 3

Following the MPP Stage 1 & 2 approvals, the applicant may submit the final plans for review through
the MPP Stage 3 process. The final plans shall incorporate any changes and conditions stipulated with
the Stage 1 & 2 approvals and are reviewed for compliance by the Planning Division. Building Permits
or grading plans may be issued once the Planning Division has approved the final plans.

Conditional Use Permit

A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required by the PD zoning designation for the outdoor recreation
component of the Topgolf facilty. The CUP will include conditions to ensure the operating
characteristics of Topgolf will be compatible with and will not adversely affect persons residing or
working in the area or be detrimental or injurious to public or private property or improvements.

Tentative Subdivision Map

As noted in the project background section, Parcel 49 is made up of Parcel A and B. The applicant has
applied for a Tentative Subdivision Map to merge these two parcels and resubdivide the parcels into
nine separate parcels and a 0.641 acre dedication of public right-of-way. The resulting parcels will
range from 1.4 to 25.92 acres based on gross acreage.

Parcel 1 — 2.51 acres Parcel 2 — 3.45 acres Parcel 3 — 3.97 acres Parcel 4 - 2.51 acres

Parcel 5 — 1.4 acres Parcel 6 — 2.23 acres Parcel 7 - 4.73 acres Parcel 8 — 11.52 acres

Parcel 9 — 25.9 acres
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The MPP application includes a development plan for the new parcels shown in the Tentative
Subdivision Map application. The Tentative Subdivision Map will be evaluated to ensure that the
required findings for approval can be made, including that the size and design of the parcels are
consistent with City standards, the lots can be built upon, and that the design and density of the
subdivision will not violate any Regional Water Quality Board requirements.

ZONING AND LAND USE

Site and surrounding zoning and land use is as follows:

Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property
On-Site Planned Development
(PD/SA-NC) & Light Light Industrial (LI) Vacant

Industrial (M1/SA-NC)

North - State Route 65
South Small Lot Residential (RS) Low Density Residential Single Family Residential
& Parks & Recreation (PR) (LDR) & PR & Neighborhood Park
East Open Space Preserve &
Open Space (0S) 0S Tributary to Pleasant Grove
Creek
West General Industrial (M2) General Industrial (IND) Vacant

UNIFORMLY APPLIED POLICIES AND STANDARDS

The State CEQA Guidelines allow a lead agency to rely on previously adopted development policies or
standards as mitigation for environmental effects, when the standards have been adopted by the City,
with findings based on substantial evidence, that the policies or standards will substantially mitigate
environmental effects, unless substantial new information shows otherwise (CEQA Guidelines
§15183(f)). In April 2008, the City of Roseville adopted Findings of Fact related to the mitigating
policies and standards, and adopting the City of Roseville CEQA Implementing Procedures for the
preparation, processing, and review of environmental documents (Resolution 08-172). These findings
are applicable to the following regulations and ordinances, which include standards and policies that
are uniformly applied throughout the City, and will substantially mitigate specified environmental effects
of future projects:

City of Roseville General Plan Policies

City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance (RMC Title 19)

Noise Regulation (RMC Ch.9.24)

Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance (RMC Ch.9.80)

Traffic Mitigation Fee (RMC Ch.4.44)

Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Improvement Fee (Resolution 2008-02)

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority Transportation and Air Quality Mitigation Fee
(Resolution 09-05)

Drainage Fees (Dry Creek [RMC Ch.4.49] and Pleasant Grove Creek [RMC Ch.4.48])
City of Roseville Improvement Standards (Resolution 02-37)

City of Roseville Construction Standards (Resolution 01-208)

Tree Preservation Ordinance (RMC Ch.19.66)

Subdivision Ordinance (RMC Title 18)

Community Design Guidelines (Resolution 95-347)

North Central Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 88053010)

Specific Plan Design Guidelines:
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o North Central Roseville Specific Plan, and
o North Central Roseville Specific Plan Landscape Design Guidelines (Resolution 90-170)

The City’s Mitigating Policies and Standards are referenced, where applicable, in the Initial Study
Checklist. The City of Roseville has adopted CEQA Findings that these Mitigating Policies and
Standards substantially mitigate specified environmental impacts of the future project.

EXPLANATION OF INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines recommend that lead agencies use an
Initial Study Checklist to determine potential impacts of the proposed project to the physical
environment. The Initial Study Checklist provides a list of questions concerning a comprehensive array
of environmental issue areas potentially affected by this project. This section of the Initial Study
incorporates a portion of Appendix "G" Environmental Checklist Form, contained in the CEQA
Guidelines.

There are four (4) possible answers to the Environmental Impacts Checklist on the following pages. Each
possible answer is explained herein:

1) A "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is enough relevant information and
reasonable inferences from the information that a fair argument based on substantial evidence can
be made to support a conclusion that a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change may
occur to any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project. When one or more
"Potentially Significant Impact" entries are made, an EIR is required.

2) A "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” answer is appropriate where the applicant
has agreed to incorporate a mitigation measure to reduce an impact from "Potentially Significant” to
a "Less than Significant." For instance, impacts to flood waters could be reduced from a “potentially
significant impact’ to a “less than significant impact” by relocating a building to an area outside of
the floodway. The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measures are identified as MM followed
by a number.

3) A "Less Than Significant Impact" answer is appropriate if there is evidence that one or more
environmental impacts may occur, but the impacts are determined to be less than significant, or that
the application of development policies and standards to the project will reduce the impact(s) to a
less than significant level. For instance, the application of the City’s Improvement Standards
reduces potential erosion impacts to a less than significant impact.

4) A "No Impact" answer is appropriate where it can be clearly seen that the impact at hand does not
have the potential to adversely affect the environment. For instance, a project in the center of an
urbanized area will clearly not have an adverse effect on agricultural resources or operations.

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources cited in the parentheses following each response. A "No Impact”
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

.  Aesthetics
Would the project:
Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Have a substantial adverse effect X

on a scenic vista?

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

c) Substantially degrade the existing X
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

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

Setting:

The project site is located within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan Area (NCRSP). Parcel 49 is one
of the last parcels to be developed in the plan area and is surrounded by development or land that has
been entitied for development. The site is adjacent to HWY-65 to the east, single family residential to the
south, Washington Boulevard and the entitled Blue Oaks Commerce Center office and light industrial
development to the west, and Blue Oaks Boulevard and industrial development to the north. The site is
within an urbanized area.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-c) The project site does not abut and is not visible from any designated scenic vista or scenic highway.
The project will convert a vacant parcel to urban development that has been anticipated for development
by both the NCRSP and the General Plan. The General Plan EIR identified that the conversion of an
undeveloped parcel to urban development as an unavoidable significant impact for which the City Council
also adopted a statement of overriding considerations. The site is now surrounded by either development
or approved development projects. Since the setting is now an urban environment, converting the site from
vacant to developed land is considered a less than significant impact.

The City of Roseville has adopted Community Design Guidelines (CDG) with the purpose of minimizing
the aesthetic impacts of new development projects. The CDG includes guidelines for building design, site
design and landscape design, which have the purpose of improving the built environment. The North
Central Roseville Specific Plan also contains design policies that promote high standards of architectural
design and continuity within the specific plan area. Both the CDG and the NCRSP guidelines were
identified as documents that substantially mitigate the environmental effects of future projects in the City’s
Mitigating Polices and Standards. Staff has evaluated the proposed Major Project Permit (MPP) Stage 2
for Topgolf for potential impacts to the surrounding properties and determined that the site, building, and
landscape designs meet the City’s requirements. The City's approving authority (Planning Commission)
will ultimately review the Major Project Permit (MPP) - Stage 1 & 2, the Conditional Use Permit, and
Tentative Subdivision Map for conformance with City standards and requirements.
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Due to the project’s location within an urban environment and design being addressed with the MPP
application, the project will not substantially damage or degrade the aesthetics of the site or the aesthetics
of its surroundings.

d) Light and glare will increase above the existing condition. Light and glare associated with the proposed
project will result from parking lot lighting, exterior building lighting, and lighting to illuminate the Topgolf
outfield. As part of the Major Project Permit process, site lighting is reviewed for aesthetic concems as
well as off-site effects. The Community Design Guidelines (CDG'’s) include lighting standards for pole
height, orientation, cut-off lenses and shields to avoid off-site glare, all of which will reduce the potential
impacts from new lighting to a less than significant level. Additionally, a photometric plan has been
provided to show illumination levels generated on the Parcel 8. The plans show there is no light spillage
onto adjacent parcels from Topgolf light sources. All other on site lighting will be reviewed with the MPP
Stage 2 and Stage 3 process to avoid off-site light spillage. The proposed project therefore demonstrates
compliance with the CDG's.

Based on the above discussion, aesthetic impacts will be less than significant.

ll. Agricultural & Forestry Resources

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources would have significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project and
forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With impact
Mitigation
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique X

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?

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

contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, X

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
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Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With impact
Mitigation

zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

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

e) Involve other changes in the X
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?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a, e) The subject property contains no prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide
importance or active agricultural operations. The NCRSP EIR identified the soil type in the project area
as Cometa-Fiddyment Complex. This soil type is not listed as a high quality soil that supports
agriculture. Therefore there will be no impact to farmlands and no mitigation is required.

b) The subject property is not currently under a Williamson Act contract or zoned for agricultural use.
Development of the proposed project will not conflict with existing zoning for agriculture use or an active
Williamson Act contract and no mitigation is required.

c- e) The project site does not support any forest resources and the land is not zoned for forestry
activities or timberland. The project would have no impacts to forest resources. No mitigation is
required.

No agricultural or forestry resources are present on the site. Therefore, the proposed project will not have
an impact on agricultural or forestry resources.

. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Conflict with or obstruct X
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard X
or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively X
considerable net increase of any
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

criteria for which the project region
is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including
releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to X
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors X
affecting a substantial number of
people?

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

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

Setting:

Air quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) is monitored through the efforts of various international, federal,
State, regional and local government agencies. These agencies work jointly and individually to improve
air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of
programs. The agencies and policies regulating the air quality within the Roseville area have been
outlined in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis study that was prepared by Raney
Planning & Management Inc. (Raney) for the proposed project. A copy of the study is included as
Appendix A. The purpose of the study is to evaluate the potential impacts from construction and
operation of the proposed project, on both a project and cumulative level, in the context of the existing
regional and local air quality conditions and regulations. The contents of the study are in most part,
included in the discussion of the checklist answers below.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a) The proposed project site is located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and is under the
jurisdiction of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The SVAB is designated
nonattainment for the federal particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM.s) and the State
particulate matter 10 microns in diameter (PMy,) standards, as well as for both the federal and State
ozone standards. The federal Clean Air Act requires areas designated as federal nonattainment to
prepare an air quality control plan referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP contains
the strategies and control measures for states to use to attain the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS). The SIP is periodically modified to reflect the latest emissions inventories, planning
documents, rules, and regulations of air basins as reported by the agencies with jurisdiction over them.
In compliance with regulations, the PCAPCD periodically prepares and updates air quality plans that
provide emission reduction strategies to achieve attainment of the NAAQS, including control strategies
to reduce air pollutant emissions via regulations, incentive programs, public education, and
partnerships with other agencies.
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The current applicable air quality plan for the proposed project area is the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour
Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan), adopted by the
PCAPCD on February 19, 2009. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) determined that the
Ozone Attainment Plan met federal Clean Air Act requirements and approved the Plan on March 26,
2009 as a revision to the SIP. Revisions to the Placer County portion of the SIP or Ozone Attainment
Plan were made and adopted on August 11, 2011. In addition, an update to the plan, 2013 Revisions to
the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (2013
Ozone Attainment Plan), has been prepared and was adopted on September 26, 2013, and approved
by CARB as a revision to the SIP on November 21, 2013. The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan was
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as a revision to the SIP on December
31, 2013. The USEPA determined the motor vehicle emission budgets in the Plan to be adequate and
made such findings effective August 25, 2014. In addition, the USEPA proposes to approve and
promulgate the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan. The comment period for the proposed rule ended
November 14, 2014, and the USEPA’s final ruling is pending.

The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies would provide
the necessary future emission reductions to meet the CAA requirements, including the NAAQS. It
should be noted that in addition to strengthening the 8-hour ozone NAAQS, the USEPA also
strengthened the secondary 8-hour ozone NAAQS, making the secondary standard identical to the
primary standard. The SVAB remains classified as a severe nonattainment area with an attainment
deadline of 2027. The USEPA is in the process of preparing the final implementation rule of the revised
NAAQS for ozone to address the requirements for reasonable further progress, modeling and
attainment demonstrations, and reasonably available control measures (RACM) and reasonably
available control technology (RACT). The actions of the air districts within the SVAB are pending the
publication of the final rule.

A project would be considered to conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, regional air quality plans if
the project would be inconsistent with the emissions inventories contained in the regional air quality
plan and/or result in emissions that exceed the PCAPCD established thresholds of significance.
Emission inventories are developed based on projected increases in population, employment, regional
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and associated area sources within the region, which are based on
regional projections that are, in turn, based on the City’s General Plan and zoning designations for the
region. The proposed project is consistent with the existing zoning on the site. Thus, Bayside Church,
offices, restaurants, a hotel and indoor recreation are all permitted uses in the Planned Development
zone, as well as outdoor recreation uses are conditionally permitted and allowed with approval of a
conditional use permit. The proposed project would result in substantially less square footage than what
is currently allowable per the existing zoning for the site. As a result, the proposed project would
decrease the number of vehicle trips associated with the site from what is currently anticipated.
Because emissions inventories were determined based on allowed uses per the City’s land use and/or
zoning designations, overall emissions related to buildout of the site would be less with implementation
of the proposed project than what would have been included in the emissions inventories of the 2013
Ozone Attainment Plan. Furthermore, the PCAPCD’s permits, rules, and regulations are in compliance
with the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan, and the proposed project is required to comply with all PCAPCD
rules and regulations.

General conformity requirements of the Plan include whether a project would cause or contribute to
new violations of any NAAQS, increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation of any NAAQS,
or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS. As analyzed and determined in the discussions below, the
proposed project would not result in emissions that exceed the recommended PCAPCD’s thresholds of
significance. Thus, the project would not cause or contribute to new violations of any NAAQS, increase
the frequency or severity of an existing violation of any NAAQS, or delay timely attainment of any
NAAQS.
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Because the proposed project would not conflict with the emissions inventories of the regional air
quality plan, would result in emissions below PCAPCD thresholds of significance, and would not conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, impacts would be considered less
than significant.

b) In order to evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant emissions and support attainment goals for
those pollutants that the area is designated nonattainment, the PCAPCD recommends significance
thresholds for emissions of PM;,, carbon monoxide (CO), and ozone precursors — reactive organic
gases (ROG) and nitrous oxides (NOx). The significance thresholds, expressed in pounds per day
(Ibs/day), listed in Table 1 are the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for use in the
evaluation of air quality impacts associated with proposed development projects. The City of Roseville,
as lead agency, utilizes the PCAPCD’s recommended project-level criteria air pollutant thresholds of
significance for CEQA evaluation purposes. Thus, if the proposed project’s emissions exceed the
pollutant thresholds presented in Table 1, the project could have a significant effect on air quality and
the attainment of federal and State AAQS.

Table 1
PCAPCD Recommended Thresholds of Significance
Pollutant Construction/Operational Threshold (Ibs/day)
ROG 82
NOx 82
PM;q 82
CO 550
Source: PCAPCD, 2012.

Implementation of the proposed project would contribute local emissions in the area during both the
construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed project’s short-term construction-
related and long-term operational emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2 software - a statewide model designed to provide a uniform
platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify air
quality emissions, including GHG emissions, from land use projects. The model applies inherent default
values for various land uses, including trip generation rates based on the ITE Manual, vehicle mix, trip
length, average speed, etc. However, where project-specific data was available, such data was input
into the model (e.g., construction phases and timing, projected trip rate, sustainable design features,
etc.).

Construction Emissions

During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily operate
on the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from construction equipment,
earth movement activities, construction workers’ commute, and construction material hauling for the
entire construction period. The aforementioned activities would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-
powered equipment that would generate emissions of criteria poliutants. Project construction activities
also represent sources of fugitive dust, which includes PM emissions. As construction of the proposed
project would generate air pollutant emissions intermittently within the site, and in the vicinity of the site,
until all construction has been completed, construction is a potential concern because the proposed
project is in a nonattainment area for ozone and PM.

The project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations for construction, including, but
not limited to, the following (which would be noted on City-approved construction plans):

° Rule 202 related to visible emissions;
. Rule 217 related to asphalt paving materials;
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® Rule 218 related to architectural coatings; and
o Rule 228 related to fugitive dust.

In addition, the City has adopted design and construction standards that apply to all projects within the
City limits that require projects to meet specific engineering and design requirements. The proposed
project would be required to comply with the City of Roseville Design and Construction Standards,
including Section 111, which is intended to minimize fugitive dust and PM;, emissions during
construction activities. Compliance with the engineering and design requirements would be noted on
City-approved construction plans as well.

As shown in Table 1 above, the PCAPCD threshold of significance for construction is 82 pounds per
day for ROG, NOx, and PM;, and 550 pounds per day for CO. Table 2 below presents the maximum
estimated construction-related emissions of ROG, NOx, PM;,, and CO resulting from the proposed
project. CalEEMod inherently accounts for applicable PCAPCD rules, with the exception of Rule 218
related to architectural coatings; accordingly, the modeling was adjusted to reflect that the project would
use only low volatile organic compound (VOC) paints per PCAPCD rules and regulations.

Unmitigated Maximum Project Construction Emissions (Ibs/day
ROG NOx PM,, co
Proposed Project 49.43 79.13 21.30 93.28
PCAPCD Thresholds 82.0 82.0 82.0 550.0
Exceed Thresholds? NO NO NO NO
Source: CalEEMod, January 2015 (see Appendix A).

As Table 2 indicates, the project’'s maximum unmitigated construction-related emissions would be
below the applicable thresholds of significance. Therefore, construction activities associated with
development of the proposed project would not substantially contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment
status for ozone or PM, and a less-than-significant impact associated with construction emissions
would occur.

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions of ROG, NOy, CO, and PM;, would be generated by the proposed project from
mobile and area sources. Day-to-day activities such as future employee and patron vehicle trips to and
from the project site would make up the majority of the mobile emissions. Emissions would also occur
from area sources such as natural gas combustion from heating mechanisms, landscape maintenance
equipment exhaust, and consumer products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products, spray paint, etc.).

As stated above, the project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations, such as those
listed previously for construction, as well as those applicable to operations including Rule 205
associated with nuisance. CalEEMod inherently accounts for applicable PCAPCD rules, with the
exception of Rule 218 related to architectural coatings. Accordingly, the modeling was adjusted to
reflect that the project would only use low VOC paints per PCAPCD rules and regulations. In addition,
the project’s anticipated trip rate, inherent site or project design features (i.e., pedestrian network
improvements and proximity to nearest bus stop), and compliance with applicable regulations (i.e.,
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards) have been included in the project modeling.
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The total estimated operational emissions for the proposed project are presented below in Table 3.

Maximum Project Operational Emissions’
ROG NOx PMo co
Proposed Project’ 76.89 61.42 62.77 319.08
PCAPCD Thresholds 82.0 82.0 82.0 550.0
Exceed Thresholds? NO NO NO NO

"Includes use of only low VOC paints, pedestrian network improvements, proximity to nearest
bus stop, and compliance with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards.

Source: CalEEMod, January 2015 (see Appendix A).

As indicated in Table 3, the project's operational emissions would be below the PCAPCD's
recommended thresholds. Accordingly, the project would not substantially contribute to the PCAPCD's
nonattainment status of ozone or PM, and related impacts would be considered less than significant.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not exceed the applicable thresholds of significance for air pollutant emissions
during construction or operation. Therefore, the project would not substantially contribute to the
PCAPCD’s nonattainment status for ozone or PM and would not violate any air quality standards.
Accordingly, impacts would be considered less than significant.

c) The SVAB is designated nonattainment for both the federal and State ozone standards. In order to
improve air quality and attain the health-based standards, reductions in emissions are necessary within
nonattainment areas. The project is part of a pattern of urbanization occurring in the greater
Sacramento ozone nonattainment area. The growth and combined population, vehicle usage, and
business activity within the nonattainment area from the project, in combination with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects within Placer County and surrounding areas, could either
delay attainment of the standards or require the adoption of additional controls on existing and future air
pollution sources to offset emission increases. Thus, the project could be considered to contribute
towards cumulative regional air quality effects from emissions of criteria air pollutants.

To aid in determining an individual project’s cumulative contribution to regional air quality, the PCAPCD
suggests a 10 pounds per day level for ROG and NOx emissions at which point a project is
recommended to implement mitigation measures that would reduce the project’s contribution towards
cumulative emissions. However, the City, as lead agency, prefers to rely on a two-tier criteria pollutant
cumulative analysis methodology similar to that adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD), as outlined in the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in
Sacramento County. That is, if a project would not result in significant project-level criteria air pollutant
emissions for which the region is designated non-attainment (i.e., would not exceed the PCAPCD
recommended operational project-level threshold of 82 Ibs/day for ROG or NOX), project emissions
would not be considered cumulatively considerable and a less-than-significant cumulative impact would
result. However, should a project exceed the thresholds, a Tier 2 evaluation should be conducted to
determine SIP consistency to determine if a substantial lessening of impact would occur in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3). Under the Tier 2 analysis, projects found consistent with
the SIP and which would not conflict with the SIP emissions budget are considered less than
cumulatively considerable. The City finds the above methodology appropriate to Roseville projects
considering the City is located within the SVAB, the same air basin where the above methodology is
utilized by numerous CEQA lead agencies with concurrence and support from the SMAQMD.
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Tier 1: Cumulative Emissions Threshold

As shown in Table 3 above, the project’s operational emissions are predicted to be below the City’s
recognized project-level threshold. In addition, the proposed project includes a variety of sustainability
design features, such as sidewalks, connections to bike trails, showers and locker facilities, transit
amenities, and shade trees (as outlined in the AQ/GH Study), and inherent site location features that
would contribute to a reduction in overall project-related emissions. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a substantial cumulative contribution of criteria air pollutants, and the cumulative
impact is found to be less than significant based on the City’s Tier 1 threshold evaluation methodology.
Given this finding, a Tier 2 evaluation is not required. However, as discussed above, the proposed
project would result in overall fewer emissions than what has been anticipated for buildout of the site in
the applicable air quality plan per the existing zoning. As such, the project would result in fewer
emissions than anticipated by such and, thus, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. For the aforementioned reasons, and the fact that the air quality plan has
been shown to substantially lessen cumulative emissions from land use projects, according to CEQA
Section 15064(h)(3), the project's incremental contribution to regional emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable under a Tier 2 evaluation. Therefore, under either a Tier 1 or Tier 2
evaluation, the proposed project would resuit in a less than significant cumulative impact to air quality.

d) The major pollutant concentrations of concern are localized CO emissions and toxic air contaminant
(TAC) emissions, which are addressed in further detail below.

Localized CO Emissions

Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along streets and at
intersections. Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic volumes on streets near the
project site; therefore, the project would be expected to increase local CO concentrations. High levels
of localized CO concentrations are only expected where background levels are high, and traffic
volumes and congestion levels are high. The statewide CO Protocol document identifies signalized
intersections operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F, or projects that would result in the worsening
of signalized intersections to LOS E or F, as having the potential to result in localized CO
concentrations in excess of the State or federal AAQS, as a result of large numbers of cars idling at
stop lights.

In accordance with the State CO Protocol, the PCAPCD recommends further analysis for localized CO
concentrations if any intersection or roundabout is determined by a traffic study to degrade to a LOS E
or F as a result of a project, alone or cumulatively, or if total project-level CO emissions exceed 550
pounds per day. As shown above, the proposed project would result in CO emissions of 319.08 Ibs/day
during operations, which would be well below the PCAPCD’s 550 pounds per day threshold of
significance. According to the Transportation Impact Study prepared for the proposed project, all
intersections would operate at acceptable levels (LOS D or better) with implementation of the mitigation
measures set forth in the Transportation Impact Study, which require a northbound right-turn pocket of
250 feet to be constructed on Washington Boulevard at the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington
Boulevard intersection. The mitigation measures would be required for the proposed project to reduce
impacts to less than significant, would be incorporated into the project, and adopted as conditions of
approval that would be enforced by the City. Accordingly, the intersections would operate acceptably
with implementation of the proposed project, as the project would include the necessary mitigation
measures to reduce all impacts at the affected intersections. Thus, further CO analysis would not be
required, as the above intersections would operate at acceptable levels with implementation of the
required mitigation measures.

Furthermore, the proposed project would result in fewer vehicle trips than anticipated for buildout of the
site per the currently permitted uses. Therefore, further CO analysis is not required and the proposed
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project would not be expected to result in substantial concentrations of CO emissions at any
intersection.

TAC Emissions

Another category of environmental concern is TACs. The CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook:
A Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommendations for siting new sensitive land
uses near sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC emissions, including, but not
limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers, and rail yards. The CARB has identified
diesel particulate matter (DPM) from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; thus, high volume freeways,
stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic are identified
as having the highest associated health risks from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a function of both
the concentration of emissions and the duration of exposure. Health-related risks associated with DPM
in particular are primarily associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of
population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health problems,
proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Children, pregnant
women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of
air pollution. Sensitive receptors are typically defined as facilities where sensitive receptor population
groups (i.e., children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill) are likely to be located.
Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences,
schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and
medical clinics.

The proposed project would consist of a mix of commercial and office uses, which are not typically
considered sensitive receptors. Although the project includes a hotel, church, and other uses where
people tend to congregate, substantial numbers of sensitive individuals would not be expected to be
on-site for any extended periods of time. Therefore, the proposed project would not be considered a
sensitive receptor and, thus, would not expose any new sensitive receptors to any substantial pollutant
concentrations associated with any existing nearby operations.

Operational-related emissions of TACs are typically associated with stationary diesel engines or land
uses that involve heavy truck traffic or idling. The project does not involve long-term operation of any
stationary diesel engine or other major on-site stationary source of TACs. The CARB’s Handbook
includes facilities (distribution centers) with associated diesel truck trips of more than 100 trucks per
day as a source of substantial TAC emissions. The project is not a distribution center and is not
anticipated to receive 100 deliveries per day or more. In addition, heavy-duty diesel vehicles are
prohibited from idling for more than five minutes per CARB regulations. Accordingly, the proposed
project would not involve diesel truck trips in excess of 100 per day, and, overall, the proposed project
would not expose any existing sensitive receptors (i.e., nearby residences to the south) to any new
permanent or substantial TAC emissions.

It should be noted that construction activities have the potential to generate DPM emissions related to
the number and types of equipment typically associated with construction. Off-road heavy-duty diesel
equipment used for site grading, paving, and other construction activities result in the generation of
DPM. The nearby residences could become temporarily exposed to DPM emissions from the site
during construction activities. However, construction is temporary and occurs over a relatively short
duration in comparison to the operational lifetime of the proposed project. In addition, only portions of
the site would be disturbed at a time during buildout of the proposed project, with operation of
construction equipment regulated by PCAPCD rules and regulations, restricted to certain hours per the
City of Roseville Noise Ordinance, and occurring intermittently throughout the course of a day. Thus,
the likelihood that any one sensitive receptor would be exposed to high concentrations of DPM for any
extended period of time would be very low. Because health risks associated with exposure to DPM or
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any TAC are correlated with high concentrations over a long period of exposure (e.g., over a 70-year
lifetime), the temporary, intermittent construction-related DPM emissions would not be expected to
cause any health risks to nearby sensitive receptors. Thus, construction of the proposed project would
not expose any nearby existing sensitive receptors to any substantial adverse concentrations of TACs.

Because the proposed project would not introduce new sensitive receptors to the area, would not affect
any existing sensitive receptors, and is not located near any substantial sources of TACs, development
of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial poliutant concentrations.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Thus, impacts associated with such would be considered less than significant.

e) Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Due to the subjective
nature of odor impacts, the number of variables that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and
the variety of odor sources, quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor
impact do not exist. According to the CARB’s Handbook, some of the most common sources of odor
complaints received by local air districts are sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling facilities,
waste transfer stations, petroleum refineries, biomass operations, autobody shops, coating operations,
fiberglass manufacturing, foundries, rendering plants, and livestock operations. The proposed project
site is not located near any such land uses, and the project would not introduce any such land uses.

Commercial and office uses are not typically associated with the creation of objectionable odors.
However, restaurants, especially fast food restaurants, can generate substantial sources of odors as a
result of cooking processes and waste disposal. Char broilers, deep-fryers, and ovens tend to produce
food odors that can be considered offensive to some people. The food waste produced by restaurants
can putrefy if not properly managed, which can also produce objectionable odors. The proposed project
is anticipated to include restaurant uses that would involve food preparation, including charbroiling that
could result in cooking exhaust and smoke, and would produce food waste. As odors are highly
subjective, one receptor may consider cooking exhaust and related smoke an acceptable odor, while
another receptor may find such odors objectionable. Nonetheless, the restaurant uses would be
required to comply with all State and local regulations associated with cooking equipment and controls
such as grease filtration and removal systems, exhaust hood systems, and blowers to move air into the
hood systems, through air cleaning equipment, and then outdoors. Such equipment would ensure that
pollutants associated with smoke and exhaust from cooking surfaces would be captured and filtered,
allowing only filtered air to be released into the atmosphere. Furthermore, the areas on the project site
that would involve food preparation would be located near the center or in the northeastern portions of
the site, separated by a landscape buffer and parking lot areas from the nearest existing sensitive
receptors (i.e., nearby residences to the south). Because odors associated with cooking exhaust would
be minimized and odors dissipate with distance, such odors would not be considered a major source of
objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.

Decomposition of biological materials, such as food waste and other trash, could create objectionable
odors if not properly contained and handled: The proposed project would provide waste receptacles
throughout the facilities and would utilize outdoor trash dumpsters with lids, which would be picked up
regularly during normal solid waste collection operating hours within the City. The dumpster lids are
intended to contain odors emanating from the dumpsters. The garbage collected on-site and stored in
the outdoor dumpsters would not be on-site long enough to cause substantial odors. Thus, the outdoor,
enclosed, and covered trash dumpsters that would be picked up regularly would provide proper
containment and handling of the trash generated on-site.

Diesel fumes from construction equipment and delivery trucks are often found to be objectionable;
however, as discussed above, construction is temporary and diesel emissions would be minimal and
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regulated through compliance with the PCAPCD’s rules and regulations. In addition, the project site is
not considered a sensitive receptor and would not be substantially affected by any existing sources of
odors, including potential odors associated with emissions of DPM from the nearby freeway traffic.
Thus, odors related to DPM would not be expected to be considerable or affect a substantial number of
people.

PCAPCD Rule 205, Nuisance, addresses the exposure of “nuisance or annoyance” air contaminant
discharges, including odors, and provides enforcement of odor control. Rule 205 is complaint-based,
where if public complaints are sufficient to cause the odor source to be considered a public nuisance,
then the PCAPCD is required to investigate the identified source, as well as determine and ensure a
solution for the source of the complaint, which could include operational modifications to correct the
nuisance condition. Thus, although not anticipated, if odor or air quality complaints are made upon
development of the proposed project, the PCAPCD would be required (per PCAPCD Rule 205) to
ensure that such complaints are addressed and mitigated, as necessary. Therefore, overall, the
proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people,
and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

f, g) Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human
activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural
sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change can
be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on Earth. A project's GHG
emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global emissions, but could result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact.

In September 2006, then-Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which
requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. AB 32 delegated
the authority for implementation to the CARB and directs the CARB to enforce the statewide cap. In
accordance with AB 32, CARB prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) for
California, which was approved in 2008. The Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to reduce
California’s GHG emissions. Based on the reduction goals called for in the 2008 Scoping Plan, a 29
percent reduction in GHG levels relative to a Business As Usual (BAU) scenario would be required to
meet 1990 levels by 2020. A BAU scenario is a baseline condition based on what could or would occur
on a particular site in the year 2020 without implementation of a proposed project or any required or
voluntary GHG reduction measures. A project's BAU scenario is project and site specific, and varies
from project to project.

In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised to account for the economic
downturn and State regulation emission reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon Fuel Standard [LCES],
and Renewable Portfolio Standard [RPS]). Again, the BAU condition is project site specific and varies.
The BAU scenario is based on what could or would occur on a particular site in the year 2020 without
implementation of a proposed project or consideration of any State regulation emission reductions or
voluntary GHG reduction measures. Accordingly, the Scoping Plan emission reduction target from BAU
levels required to meet 1990 levels by 2020 was modified from 29 percent to 21.7 percent (where BAU
levels is based on 2010 levels). The amended Scoping Plan was re-approved August 24, 2011.

The PCAPCD recommends that the threshold of significance for GHG emissions selected by lead
agencies be related to compliance with AB 32 reduction goals (i.e., whether a project’s GHG emissions
would substantially hinder the State’s ability to attain the reduction goals of AB 32, where the reduction
goal is reducing statewide GHG emissions from BAU emissions sufficient to meet 1990 levels by 2020).
In accordance with CARB and PCAPCD recommendations, the City of Roseville, as lead agency,
requires a quantitative GHG analysis for development projects in order to demonstrate a project would
promote sustainability and implement operational GHG emission reduction strategies that would reduce
GHG emissions according to the emission reduction targets of the Scoping Plan. Thus, the City utilizes
a threshold of a 21.7 percent reduction from BAU levels, where BAU levels are based on 2010 levels
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(i.e., then-current Title 24 and mobile emissions), and estimated 2020 levels. Therefore, if the proposed
project does not show a 21.7 percent reduction of project-related GHG emissions between BAU levels
and estimated 2020 levels, the project would be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to global climate change.

GHG emission reduction measures could include, but are not limited to, compliance with local, State, or
federal plans or strategies for GHG reductions, on-site and off-site mitigation recommendations from
the Office of the Attorney General, and sustainable design features. It should be noted that the
proposed project would be required to comply with the minimum mandated measures of the most
recent CALGreen Code, which includes such measures as compliance with California Building Energy
Efficiency Standards, a 20 percent mandatory reduction in indoor water use, and diversion of 50
percent of construction waste from landfills. A variety of voluntary CALGreen Code measures also exist
that would further reduce GHG emissions, but are not mandatory.

Implementation of the proposed project along with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects would contribute to increases of GHG emissions that are associated with global climate change.
Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with increases
of CO, and other GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH,) and nitrous oxide (N20), from mobile sources
and utility usage. The proposed project’s short-term construction-related and long-term operational GHG
emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod software. The model quantifies direct GHG emissions from
construction and operation (including vehicle use), as well as indirect GHG emissions, such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, and water use. Emissions are expressed in annual
metric tons of CO, equivalent units of measure (i.e., MTCO,e), based on the global warming potential of
the individual pollutants.

Short-Term Construction GHG Emissions

Estimated increases in GHG emissions associated with construction of the proposed project are
summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
Unmitigated Proposed Project Construction GHG Emissions
GHG Emissions (MTCO,e)
Total Construction GHG Emissions 5,212.45
Source: CalEEMod, January 2015 (see Appendix A).

Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and are typically considered separate from
operational emissions, as global climate change is inherently a cumulative effect that occurs over a
long period of time and is quantified on a yearly basis. However, the proposed project’s construction
GHG emissions have been amortized over the total estimated duration of construction, which is
anticipated to occur over a span of a total of approximately seven years, and included in the annual
operational GHG emissions for disclosure purposes. Assuming that construction-related GHG
emissions would continue to occur each year after construction is complete would represent a
conservative estimation of annual GHG emissions.

Long-Term Operational GHG Emissions

The long-term operational GHG emissions estimate for the proposed project incorporates the project’s
potential area source and vehicle emissions, emissions associated with utility and water usage, and the
generation of wastewater and solid waste. In addition, as stated above, the one-time release of
construction GHG emissions has been amortized and included in the annual operational GHG
emissions estimate in order to provide a conservative analysis. Furthermore, the project’s use of only
low VOC paints, anticipated trip rate, inherent site or project design features (i.e., pedestrian network
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improvements and proximity to nearest bus stop), and compliance with applicable regulations (i.e.,
California Building Energy Efficiency Standards) have been included in the project modeling.

Estimated GHG emissions associated with the proposed project at operational year 2020 are summarized
in Table 5.

Table 5
Project (2020) GHG Emissions’
Emission Source Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,elyr)
Construction Emissions” 744.64
Operational Emissions 10,152.83
Area 0.06
Energy 2,102.80
Mobile 7,264.20
Solid Waste 662.15
Water 123.62
TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 10,897.47
"Includes use of only low VOC paints, pedestrian network improvements, proximity to nearest
bus stop, and compliance with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
2 Amortized total construction emissions (5,212.45 MTCO,e) over an estimated seven-year
construction period for the project (5,212.45 MTCO,e / 7 years = 744.64 MTCOye/yr).
Source: CalEEMod, January 2015 (see Appendix A).

The threshold of significance utilized by the City requires a minimum GHG emission reduction of 21.7
percent from what the project would have emitted under a BAU scenario, where BAU levels are based
on 2010 emissions. Thus, the project’'s BAU emission levels were evaluated in order to determine the
net change in the proposed project's GHG emissions over time. For the project BAU modeling, the
same land use trip rates, and features of the project were applied, with the exception of those features
that would not necessarily be inherent under a BAU scenario (e.g., pedestrian access improvements),
for the year 2020, but with vehicle emissions, Title 24, and regulatory assumptions for the year 2010.
The BAU GHG emissions were estimated as presented in Table 6 below.

Table 6
BAU GHG Emissions
Emission Source Annual GHG Emisslons (MTCO,elyr)
Construction Emissions’ 744.64
Operational Emissions 14,002.46
Area 0.06
Energy 2,763.99
Mobile 10,434.35
Solid Waste 662.15
Water 141.90
TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 14,747.10
' Construction emission would be similar to the proposed project.
Source: CalEEMod, January 2015 (see Appendix A).

Consequently, the proposed project would result in approximately a 26.10 percent reduction in annual
GHG emissions from the BAU level by 2020, as presented in Table 7 ([14,747.10 MTCO.e — 10,897.47
MTCO.e] / 14,747.10 MTCO,e x 100% = 26.10%). The reduction in GHG emissions would be
attributable to the proposed project’s inherent site or design features, the advancement of vehicle and
equipment efficiency, as well as more stringent standards and regulations as time progresses. It should
be noted that although a reduction related to such attributes would occur for every development project,
CalEEMod takes into consideration how much of each attribute is applied for each specific project
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based on the size of the project and associated land uses. As shown in the table, the proposed project
would meet the minimum GHG emission reduction requirement utilized by the City of 21.7 percent by
2020 compared to BAU levels.

Table 7
Unmitigated GHG Reductions

Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO,elyr)
Total BAU 14,747.10
Total Proposed Project Year 2020 10,897.47
Total Reduction from BAU by 2020 3,849.63
PERCENT REDUCTION' 26.10%
' Percent reduction of project GHG emissions from BAU levels by 2020 (see calculation in text

above).

Because the project would meet the City's 21.7 percent minimum reduction threshold, the project would
not be expected to hinder the State’s ability to reach the GHG reduction target or conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation related to GHG reduction. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions and
global climate change would be considered less than significant.

IV. Biological Resources

Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
impact

No
Impact

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?

X

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
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c¢) Have a substantial adverse effect
on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the

b
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Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

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?

e) Conflict with any local policies or X
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an X
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Setting:

The property is located in the North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP) area. The biological
resources within the specific plan area were previously evaluated in the NCRSP EIR. The loss of
biological resources was considered to be significant and mitigation measures were adopted.
Consistent with the Roseville General Plan, which has a no net loss of wetlands policy, preserve areas
were identified within the NCRSP to allow avoidance and or the opportunity for creation of additional
wetlands resulting in a no net loss of wetlands. It should be noted that NCRSP final EIR Mitigation
Measure 3.4-24 also allows for the securing of off-site mitigation bank credits as an alternative to
ensuring on-site no net loss of wetlands.

Following adoption of the NCRSP, the property owner of 1,285 acres within the plan area (including the
subject site) applied for and obtained a 404 permit to fill wetlands associated with the development of
the Regional 65 Center mixed-use community development project. A detailed wetland delineation and
wetland value assessment was prepared by Sugnet & Associates for the 404 permit application. No
state or federally listed plant species were known to exist on the property. Measures to minimize the
impacts to wetlands included the designation of 128 acres of wetland preserves and construction of
vernal pool habitat within designated open space areas in the NCRSP area. These measures have
been effectuated and the open space areas are monitored annually as part of the City's long-term
Operations and Management Plan.

As part of a previous development proposal, approximately 0.269 acres of waters of the United States
were identified on the project site. The previous property owner received authorization from the
following resource agencies for the fill of the wetlands and channelization of the intermittent drainage;
e Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, construction activities in waters of the US are
subject to approval of the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps);
e Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, impacts to wetlands and waters of the state
shall be certified by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQB);
e A Streambed Alteration Agreement (1603) is required by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) for impacts to water features that have a defined bed and bank; and
¢ Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is required for the potential impacts
to federally listed species on the project site.
The regulated construction activities were completed in 2012.
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Grading and drainage improvements may be necessary and may require drainage outfalls that are
designed to discharge into the adjacent open space. Swales between outfalls and creeks are not
automatically allowed in Preserves but they can be installed if they meet certain design criteria and are
approved by the open space manager. During the improvement plan stage, the Development Services
- Engineering Division Department and Open Space Manager will review the proposed design to
ensure that the design of the drainage outfalls/swales is consistent with design details contained in
Appendix 15 of the Open Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan (OSPOMP).

The site is undeveloped but disturbed by the grading activities associated with the prior construction of
drainage and frontage improvements, the filling of wetlands pursuant to a Section 404 permit, and the
overhead power line corridor. The site has also been disked. There are no trees present. The site is
surrounded by urban development.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-f) The biological resources have been evaluated on multiple occasions and the required permits have
been obtained and mitigation measures were adopted. The applicant provided a summary of the
previous environmental evaluations and permits for the site (Appendix B). The project was also routed
to the applicable agencies mentioned above, and the City did not receive any additional comments. The
potential impacts are summarized as follows;

e No sensitive or special status species are known to exist on the site.

e The grassland was identified as having a limited value to wildlife within the plan area and
conservation areas for grasslands of higher value have already been preserved.

There are no trees on the project site.

e The project site is surrounded by urbanized development; therefore there are no wildlife
movement corridors on the site. Further, the limited value and paucity of the grasslands, and the
lack of tree canopy, the site is not conducive to wildlife. Development of the site will not
substantially reduce the number of wildlife species.

e This project would not affect existing or proposed habitat conservation plans. Preserve areas
that would support wildlife have been established elsewhere in the City.

e The previous property owner secured a 404 permit through the Corps to fill on-site wetlands.
Upon the expiration of this permit, the property owner received a Letter of Permission (LOP)
from the Corps on January 12, 2006 to fill the intermittent drainage. On November 28, 2011,
the permit was extended. The authorized work outlined in the 404 permit was completed in
2012. On July 27, 2012, a Compliance Certificate was filed with the Corps for the completed
work; and

e The NCRSP identified open space areas that can accommodate wetlands, resulting in no net
loss. The loss of wetlands was considered significant and unavoidable. Mitigation was the
establishment of the open space preserves. Issuance and effectuation of the 404 Permit
satisfies the City’s General Plan policy.

As the applicant has verified all necessary permits have been obtained and no biological resources are
present on the site. Therefore, the project's impacts to biological resources are less than significant.

V. Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Cause a substantial adverse X
change in the significance of a historic
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Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
resource as defined in Section
15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse X
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.57
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a X
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, X
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-d) Archaeological surveys were performed for the entire NCRSP area and the findings were used to
support the NCRSP EIR. The evaluation utilized field surveys of the Specific Plan area and a record
search with the North Central Information Center of the California Archaeological Inventory. These
surveys revealed recorded sites of archaeological significance within the NCRSP; however, no cultural
resources were identified on Parcel 49. Sites within the NCRSP that were deemed valuable were
incorporated into open space within the plan area as mitigation.

Although no archaeological resources are known to be present on the project site, there is a possibility
that activities during construction could disturb unknown archeological or paleontological resources
beneath the surface. The City of Roseville Construction Standards (Resolution 01-208) requires that “[ijn
the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are present on a project site, impacts to those
resources would be prevented by the requirements of the City’s 2013 Design/Construction Standards.
The Construction Standards require that “If signs of an archeological site, such as any unusual amounts
of stone, bone, or shell are uncovered during grading or other construction activities, work shall be
halted within 100 feet of the find and the City’s Environmental Coordinator shall be notified immediately.
A qualified archaeologist shall be consulted for an on-site evaluation. Additional mitigation may be
required by the archaeologist.” As discussed in the Uniformly Applied Policies and Standards section,
the City’s Construction Standards are uniformly applied to development projects throughout the City
and consequently mitigates potential impacts to unknown buried archaeological and/or paleontological
resources. Therefore, related impacts are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

VL. Geology and Soils

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially |Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact

Mitigation

a) Expose people or structures to X

potential substantial adverse effects,

including the risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake X
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Environmental Issue Potentially |Less Than | Less Than No

Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

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.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

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?

x| X|X| X|X

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately X
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:
a) The project will not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving
seismic shaking, ground failure or landslides.

i-iif)

The project site is located in Roseville, which is within Placer County. The California
Department of Mines and Geology classifies the South Placer area as a low severity
earthquake zone. No active faults are known to exist within the County. The project site is
considered to have low seismic risk with respect to faulting, ground shaking, seismically
related ground failure and liquefaction. Therefore, less than significant impacts would
occur in association with rupture of a known earthquake fault or seismic related ground
failure.

Landslides typically occur where soils on steep slopes become saturated or where natural
or manmade conditions have taken away supporting structures and vegetation. The
existing and proposed slopes are not steep enough to present a hazard during
development or upon completion of the project. In addition, during construction, measures
would be incorporated to shore slopes and prevent potential earth movement. Therefore,
impacts associated with landslides are considered less than significant.
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b) Grading activities require approval of a grading permit from the Engineering Division of the
Development Services Department. The grading plan will be reviewed for compliance with the City's
Improvement Standards, including the provision of proper drainage, appropriate dust control and
erosion control measures. Grading and erosion control measures will be incorporated into the required
grading plans. A geotechnical study will also be required prior to building permit issuance to more fully
address other erosion hazards. As conditioned, the project will be consistent with the City’s
Improvement Standards. Therefore, the impacts associated with disruption, displacement, and
compaction of soils associated with the development is considered less than significant.

c-d) As noted above, the project site is not located in a sensitive geologic area and does not expose
people to potential geologic impacts. Additionally, such impacts are considered to be less than
significant since new buildings and structures are required to comply with all applicable building codes.
The City of Roseville Building Department will review construction plans before a building permit is
issued and the Engineering Division will review and approve all grading plans to insure that all grading
and structures would withstand shrink-swell potentials and earthquake activity in this area.

e) No septic tanks are proposed as part of the project. All wastewater generated by the project will be

required to be collected in a piped system and conveyed to the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment
Plant. Therefore, no impact to soils relative to supporting the use of septic tanks would occur.

VIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:
Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the X

public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the X
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

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

d) Be located on a site which is X
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?

e) For a project located within an X
airport land use plan or, where such
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

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

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

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

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

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-c) The California Health and Safety Code and local City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage,
and transportation of hazardous and toxic materials. The California Health and Safety Codes require a
Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses that handle specified quantities of
toxic and/or hazardous materials. The church, commercial, and offices uses proposed for this project
do not typically store and/or transport large quantities of hazard materials. Should future tenants store
and/or use toxic/hazardous materials exceeding the identified thresholds, a RMPP would be required.

A Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP) will be required if hazardous materials
quantities exceed specified thresholds. Furthermore, if a HMMP is triggered, business owners must file
a site-specific business plan with the City Fire Department before a new building is occupied. All plans
would specify what to do in the event of an accident, and which transportation routes would be used. It
is not known at this time if any hazardous materials will be used or stored on-site that exceed specified
quantities. However, any potential impacts as a result of the use or storage of hazardous materials are
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the RMPP, HMMP and business plan
requirements.

The nearest school to the project site is Vencil Brown Elementary school, which is over a half mile
away. No new schools are proposed within a quarter mile of the site.  Any potential impacts as a result
of the use or storage of hazardous materials are reduced to less than significant levels with
implementation of the RMPP, HMMP and business plan requirements.

d) The project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, and therefore would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore, the project would have no impact.

e-f) The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or
private airport or airstrip. Therefore, the project would have no impact.
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g) This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services. Both Fire Station 7
and Fire Station 8 are located less than one mile from the property and would be able to serve the site
within the City’s standard response time. The project will increase the demand for emergency services
but that demand has been incorporated into the existing emergency response plans, and therefore will
have a less than significant impact to the City's Emergency Response or Management Plans.

h) The project site is surrounded by existing and planned urban development and open space areas.
Although the project site is adjacent to City owned open space, the properties are not considered
wildlands. The City of Roseville maintains the open space and preforms annual weed abatement
through the City’'s Open Space Operations and Maintenance Program. These weed control measures
reduce the potential occurrence of wildfires in the vicinity of the project site to less than significant
impact levels.

VIIl. Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Violate any water quality standards X
or waste discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater X

supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing X
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing X
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water X
which would exceed the capacity of
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Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted water?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade X
water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year X

flood hazard area as mapped on a

federal Flood Hazard Boundary or

Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

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

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

as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or X
mudflow?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a, cf) The proposed project will result in over-covering of soils with impervious surfaces such as
asphalt paving and structures. This will result in a reduced rate of absorption of surface water runoff
and will increase water being directed into the City’s drainage system. The City evaluated the potential
impacts related to increased runoff in the General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR assumed full build-
out of the site and other properties in the City and evaluated downstream flooding impacts resulting
from increased surface water runoff. The General Plan EIR found that, with the implementation of City
standards and programs, the potential flooding impacts would be less than significant.

The project is subject to the Clean Water Act (CWA) with regards to the discharge of pollutants into
waters of the U.S. Should it be determined the project will result in direct discharges into surface
waters, the developér will be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. As a condition of approval, all drainage will be collected through an on-site storm
drain system and directed to the City’s storm drain system. Prior to discharge from the site, the storm
water shall be treated with appropriate storm water pollution treatment device(s) as required by the
City’s Stormwater Quality Design Manual.

The City’s March 2003 Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) contains a comprehensive set of
priorities, activities, and strategies that comprise the City's minimum control measures and best
management practices (BMPs) intended to address the State Water Resource Control Board — MS4
Permit requirements for Phase Il communities. The goal is to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the
maximum extent practicable. The SWMP identifies activities to implement the following six minimum
control measures required under the City’'s MS4: public outreach, public involvement, illicit discharge
detection and elimination, construction site runoff, new development and redevelopment, and municipal
operations. The SWMP includes minimum required control measures for new development, such as
structural and non-structural control strategies, and long-term operation and maintenance of controls. It
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also includes specific guidance for volume and flow control design parameters for structural controls
such as detention ponds, vegetative areas, and runoff pretreatment.

The City adopted the “Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance’
(Stormwater Ordinance) (Ord. 4395 § 2 (part), 2006.) in order to establish a regulatory frame work to
implement construction and post-construction stormwater controls. This Ordinance is a uniformly
applied development policy or standard applicable to this project. In March 2007, the City adopted the
Stormwater BMP Guidance Manual for Construction, and in May 2007, the City adopted the
Stormwater Quality Design manual. The City has the authority during plan checks, as well as site
inspections, to enforce the Storwmater Management Plan. Prior to final approval, the owner of any
stormwater control structure will be required to submit an operations and maintenance manual and a
proposed maintenance schedule. Additional detail on post construction controls is provided in the
SWMP which is available on the City’s website (www.roseville.ca.us).

The City also maintains policies and guidelines regarding grading, erosion control, inspection, and
permitting. Section 16.20.040 of the Roseville Municipal Code regulates stockpiling and grading, and
addresses conditions under which permits and grading plans are required. Section 16.20.070 identifies
grading plan performance standards. These policies and guidelines, as set forth in the City Code,
constitute uniformly applied development policies or standards applicable to this project.

Section 16.20.020 requires that all grading be performed in accordance with either City of Roseville
Improvement Standards or Title 16 of the Roseville Municipal Code, whichever is more restrictive. The
Development Services — Engineering Division requires that a grading permit be obtained prior to
grading activities. At that time, the applicant must submit, for review and approval, Improvement and/or
Grading Plans along with a site-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Slopes or
banks along creek channels must be designed with proper slope protection to prevent soil erosion and
channel-bank undercutting. The City has also adopted standards that would apply to projects within
public right-of-way or easements.

Section 10 of the City’s Improvement Standards identifies hydrologic and hydraulic methods to
determine peak flow rates and criteria for identifying appropriate design and capacity for storm drainage
infrastructure. Design criteria include requirements for channels and outfall design, cross culverts, inlet
and outlet structures, and piping materials.

Because the site would disturb more than one acre, approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) from the Regional Water Quality Control Board is required. Implementation of the
SWPPP would ensure that the project will not result in the release of materials that could affect water
quality. The SWPPP, combined with grading permit best management practices (BMP’s) like erosion
controls with hydro-seeding and mulching, and sediment control with fiber rolls and sediment basins,
would serve to mitigate storm water erosion and related water quality impacts. Residual effects would
therefore be less than significant.

b) The project will rely on domestic water from the Roseville municipal system and no groundwater
withdraw is proposed. The development of the site with impervious surfaces will reduce the area
available for infiltration of surface water. Ground water occurs between 70 and 100 feet below the
surface. As analyzed in the NCRSP EIR, due to the limited permeability of the clay soil over hardpan,
surface water will have limited permeability to the ground water depth and therefore the impact from the
project on groundwater recharge will be less than significant.

g-i) A The proposed project does not include any housing and the project site is not located within the
regulatory floodplain or flood hazard area, as designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency. People and structures would not be exposed to hazards resulting from a 100-year flood event
and buildout of the project site would not significantly increase flood elevations beyond the existing
condition.
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j) The project site is not located in the vicinity of a large body of water that could generate a seiche or
tsunami and is located on a site with generally flat topography that would not be expected to be subject
to substantial risk of mudflow. Therefore, this is considered to have no impact on the proposed project.

IX. Land Use and Planning

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than [Less Than | No Impact
Significant| Significant | Significant
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Physically divide an established X
community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land X

use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

c¢) Conflict with any applicable X
habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation
plan?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:
a) The project will not divide an existing community; therefore, no impact would occur.

b) Land use conflicts can arise when new development or land use causes impacts on persons or the
physical environment in the vicinity of the project site, or conditions on or near the project site could
have impacts on the persons or development introduced onto the site by the new project. Both of these
circumstances are evaluated when considering land use compatibility. Depending on the nature of the
impact and its severity, land use compatibility conflicts can range from minor irritations and nuisances,
to significant effects on human health or safety.

Long term incompatibility can arise when adjacent land uses conflict with each other. This condition can
result from the generation of excessive noise, light, dust, odor, traffic, or hazardous emissions that
interfere with people’s sleep or general use of their property (outdoor use such as recreation, etc.). The
North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP) considered the compatibility of land uses and the land
use implications of development of the project site. Consideration of adjacent land uses was also
evaluated with the zoning of the subject site. With adoption of the NCRSP, the subject site was
anticipated to be fully developed.

As noted in the Project Background and Location Section under Environmental Setting, the project site
consists of two parcels, A and B, which total approximately 59 acres. The zoning of Parcel A is
Planned Development (PD) for an array of light industrial, office and commercial uses and Parcel B is
Light Industrial/Special Area-North Central Roseville Specific Plan (M1/SA-NC). Parcel B is restricted
by overhead powerline easements and development under the power lines will be limited to parking
areas and landscaping.
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The PD zoning was established in 2000, and a complete list of the permitted uses under the PD
zoning is provided as Appendix C. The proposed project includes the following, all of which are
permitted under the PD zoning:

e Community Assembly (3 buildings),

e Commercial Recreation-Indoor Recreation (principally permitted) & Outdoor Recreation
(conditionally permitted) (1 building),
Office (5 buildings), '
Eating and Drinking Establishments (3 buildings),
Retail Sales and Services (7 buildings), and
Lodging Services (1 building).
Retail uses are permitted by right up to 20 percent of the developed area or 240,000 square feet
(whichever is greater) per the PD zoning. As the project is currently proposed, 49,000 square feet of
retail uses are proposed (restaurant and general retail space). The outdoor recreation component of
Topgolf, which accounts for approximately 12.6% of the total square footage of the project, requires a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as permitted by the PD zoning. The CUP will be conditioned to ensure the
operating characteristics of Topgolf will be compatible with and will not adversely affect persons
residing or working in the area or be detrimental or injurious to public or private property or
improvements. The uses proposed in the project are consistent with the PD permitted and conditionally
permitted uses list as shown in Attachment 5 and have been deemed as suitable and compatible for this
project site.

Figure 3 — Site Plan
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The nearest building to the adjacent residential neighborhood will be approximately 250 feet from the
southern -property line. The 50 foot landscape buffer on the project site and 50 foot bike/pedestrian
trail/landscape area located between the project site and the residential neighborhood will provide an
additional buffer between the proposed project uses and adjacent residential uses.

Construction of the project is anticipated to be phased over time. As part of the first phase of the
proposed project, the applicant proposes to construct the Topgolf portion of the project in addition to
frontage, access, utility connections, the landscaping within the 50" landscape buffer area along the
southern property line, and the realignment of the bike trail as described under Project Description. While
future phases are subject to approval of a MPP Stage 2 entitlement for architecture and landscaping
plans as well as building permits, the overall site design and allowed uses are defined by the MPP Stage
1 as described above (Bayside Church, Topgolf, office, hotel, restaurant, and retail) and as shown in
Figure 3 — Site Plan. A deviation from this plan that is inconsistent with the MPP Stage 1 plan would
require a MPP Stage 1 Modification, which would be subject to environmental review under CEQA. The
proposed project is consistent with the land use plan, NCRSP, and Zoning Ordinance, therefore the
impact to land use and planning is less than significant.
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c) There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans covering the
project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

X. Mineral Resources

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially | Less Than | Less Than No
Significant | Significant | Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Result in the loss of availability of a X

known mineral resource that would be

of value to the region and the residents
of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a X
locally-important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-b) The NCRSP EIR document identifies the project site as being located within the MRZ-1 zone
based on the California Department of Mines and Geology survey lists. This designation means that
significant mineral resources are not likely to be located in this area and the project site is not known to
include any mineral resources that would be of local, regional, or statewide importance. Impacts to
mineral resources due to buildout of the NCRSP, including the project site, were found to be less than
significant by the NCRSP final EIR and no mitigation was required. Mineral resource conditions of the
project site have not changed since preparation of the NCRSP EIR and consequently the impact
remains less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Xl. Noise

Would the project result in:

No
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than
Significant | Significant With
Impact Mitigation

a) Exposure of persons to or X
generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or X
generation of excessive ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise
levels?

c¢) A substantial permanent increase in X
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without

the project?




NCRSP PCL 49 Bayside Church/Topgolf
Initial Study — January 23, 2015 — Page 37 of 50

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
d) A substantial temporary or periodic X

increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located within an X
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?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a X
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Setting: .

The City’'s General Plan Noise Element includes noise policies to protect residents from excessive
noise and establishes acceptable noise levels generated from fixed sources or transportation related
noise sources. The overall goal of the Noise Element is to protect the health and welfare of the
community by promoting community development which is compatible with noise level criteria.
Consistent with the Noise Element, land use is established in part with consideration of limiting potential
effects from either fixed source noise generators or transportation related noise sources. The Noise
Element defines a sound level criterion that is deemed acceptable for sensitive receptors (i.e.
residential, schools, hospitals) during daytime hours and nighttime hours. The Noise Element also
evaluated the noise levels generated from major roadways on sensitive land uses. It acknowledged that
traffic volumes along major roadways are expected to increase, therefore increasing the noise levels
from transportation related sources along the roadways. Sensitive land use already located near major
roadways would be exposed to increased noise levels that are normally considered unacceptable.

The City's Noise Ordinance contains regulations relating to the measurement and regulation of noise
generation. Using the sound level criteria identified as acceptable in the General Plan, the Noise
Ordinance includes sound level limits for uses adjacent to sensitive receptors. Per the Noise
Ordinance, it is unlawful for a person/use to generate a noise that either exceeds the ambient noise
level by 3 dBa or the noise or exceed the sound levels established in the Ordinance, whichever is
greater, when measured at the property line of the sensitive receptor. While the Noise Ordinance could
allow noise generated from the project to exceed the ambient noise level by 3 dBa, the City has chosen
a more conservative standard of the ambient noise level being the threshold for this project.

The project site is located adjacent to major roadways, including SR 65, Washington Boulevard and
Blue Oaks Boulevard. The site is also adjacent to single-family residential.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-d) Two noise studies were prepared by Paul Bollard of Bollard Acoustical Consultants (BAC) for this
project and are provided as Appendices D and E to this Initial Study. A noise study, dated December 8,
2014, was prepared to evaluate the noise generated from the Topgolf facility and is referred to as the
Topgolf noise study (Appendix D). The second noise study, dated December 19, 2014, was prepared to
evaluate the potential long-term impacts from noise generated from activities occurring on the project site
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and the potential short-term impacts from construction related noise activities from development of the
site to the nearest sensitive receptors (residential) and is referred to as the Parcel 49 Project noise study
(Appendix E). The Parcel 49 Project noise study incorporated the noise data from the Topgolf noise
study.

The Parcel 49 noise study measured the existing ambient noise levels at the nearest residential
properties to project site. The study found that the existing ambient noise levels at the residential
properties exceed the maximum acceptable sound levels established in the City's General Plan-Noise
Element and the Noise Ordinance. The increase in noise levels is due to the close proximity of those
properties to SR 65 and other major roadways. Consistent with the Noise Ordinance, the analysis
addresses noise level standards equal to the existing ambient noise level.

With exception to the Topgolf facility, the primary long-term activities that would generate noise are from
the on-site truck circulation and unloading, mechanical equipment, and parking lot activities. The Topgolf
noise analysis is discussed in further detail below. Based on the proposed uses and the proposed site
plan, the Parcel 49 Project study concludes that noise produced from the on-going operation of the
project will not generate noise that exceeds the Noise Ordinance regulations or result in a substantial
permanent increase in existing ambient noise conditions.

During the construction phase of the project, noise from construction activities would add to the noise
environment in the immediate vicinity. Typically, construction noise levels are higher than on-going project
operation noise levels. The Noise Study did consider the impacts from construction noise to the nearest
residential property approximately 250 feet away and the regulations within the Noise Ordinance, which
allows for private construction to be between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday,
and between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday; provided, however, that all
construction equipment shall be fitted with factory installed muffling devices and that all construction
equipment shall be maintained in good working order. With adherence to the Noise Ordinance, which is a
uniformly applied development policy or standard within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines section 15183,
impacts from construction noise were found to be less than significant.

A separate noise study was prepared for Topgolf due to their unique operating characteristics; the
building is three stories tall and open on one side to allow patrons to hit golf balls onto the outfield targets,
is open until 2 am, and includes an outdoor terrace for live music. Bollard used noise data from a
comparable Topgolf facility in Texas to prepare the noise study for this project. The study found that
Topgolf would generate noise levels at the nearest residential property in excess of the ambient noise
levels after 8 pm. Mitigation is required to ensure at no time Topgolf generates noise levels that exceed
the ambient noise levels. The Topgolf noise study includes a list of mitigation measure that address
building design and operational restrictions. The MPP and Conditional Use Permit entitlements allow for
conditions to be applied to the project to ensure the noise levels are not exceeded. With implementation
of the following mitigation measures the project impacts from noise will be reduced to less than
significant.

MM-1: The Topgolf plans submitted for a building permit shall incorporate all noise mitigation
measures related to the building design that are listed in the Topgolf Noise Study (BAC,
12/8/14). The mitigation measures are as follows:

e Drive-bay speakers shall be oriented at a 45-degree angle inward rather than
straight down.

¢ Installation of extensive sound absorbing materials in and around the drive bays
(50% treatment of wall, column, and ceiling areas with NRC 0.8 materials).

¢ Install sound absorbing turf around the hitting mats from the front edge of the drive
bay to the support columns.

e The terrace wall height shall be a minimum of seven (7) feet tall and may consist of
a four (4) foot solid wall with a three (3) foot Plexiglas barrier above the wall, as
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shown on the MPP plans. The design of the terrace wall shall provide approximately
3 dBa of noise reduction.

e The terrace shall be located on the northwestern side of the building, as shown on
the MPP plans.

e Installation of sound absorbing materials within the terrace area to provide
approximately 3 dBa of noise reduction.

The project architect shall provide confirmation that the above listed noise reduction
measures have be incorporated into the building design and, in conjunction with the
operation noise reduction measures listed in the Noise Study, result in the required
noise reduction as outlined in the table below.

MM-2: The Topgolf operations shall be restricted as follows:

e Live and DJ-generated music on the terrace shall not be permitted after 10PM.

e The house sound system output shall be gradually reduced so that the noise level
standards, as outlined in the table below, are not exceeded.

o Low-frequency sound (for frequencies below 50-60 hertz) shall be filtered via a
limiter or high-pass filter on the house amplifier, or similar procedure.

e Live bands shall utilize electric drum kits so sound output can be regulated.

Noise Level Standards for Topgolf

Hour of Day Hourly Average Level — Leq, dBA Maximum Level — Lmax, dBA
Facility opening to 8 pm 60 65
8 pm—9pm 59 64
9pm-—10 pm: 56 61
10 pm - 11 pm: 53 60
11 pm — Midnight: 50 57
Midnight — 1 am 49 56
lam-2am: 47 55

e-f) The project site is not located within two miles of an airport, or within an airport land use plan and
therefore is considered no impact.

XIl. Population and Housing

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
a) Induce substantial population X

growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

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

c) Displace substantial numbers of X
people, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a) The project does not include housing and therefore will not substantially increase the residential
population in the area. Development of the site will introduce new population to the area either through
jobs or visitors to the site. The introduction of population to the area is not a significant impact by itself,
but can have an impact on other factors such as traffic, air, water, and land. These impacts have been
analyzed in the respective portions of this study.

The project will generate short-term construction jobs and long term permanent jobs. The General Plan
and NCRSP land use designation of Light Industrial assumes the site as a job creation site. The
General Plan Land Use Element and the Housing Element include goals and policies to address the
City's jobs/housing balance. The General Plan assumed Roseville to be a regional importer of jobs and
that there are more jobs than housing. The Housing Element addresses the need for housing and
measures to add housing units in the City. Since the Light Industrial land use was allocated, the
Housing Element was updated to increase the amount of housing units available in the City. The
Housing Element is current, has been deemed to comply with State housing regulations by the
California Department of Housing and Community Development, and has been adopted by the
Roseville City Council. Since the site was already planned for development with adoption of the
General Plan and the amount of housing available has since increased, the project itself will have a
less than significant impact on housing.

b-c) The project site is currently undeveloped and therefore will not cause displacement of any existing
housing or people. Therefore, there will be no impact.

XIll. Public Services

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 of the following public services:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c) Schools?

XX

’
N
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
d) Parks? X
e) Other pubilic facilities? X

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a) Tenants or customers of the development may require the services of the Roseville Fire Department
(RFD) in the event of an emergency. The RFD operates eight fire stations within the City of Roseville,
with additional fire stations planned within the new specific plan areas. The closest fire station to the
project site is Station 7 at 911 Highland Pointe Drive which is less than one mile from the project site.
RFD has reviewed the project and determined that there is adequate service available to meet the
anticipated demand.

The development of this project would require adequate water pressure in the water lines and must
comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes used by the City of Roseville to ensure fire protection
measures are in place and lessen the demand on Fire service. Additionally, the applicant is required to
pay a fire service construction tax, which is used for purchasing capital facilities for the Fire
Department. Adherence to the uniformly applied fees and construction standards are adequate to
mitigate potential impacts to fire services.

b) Tenants of the project may also require the services of the Roseville Police Department in the event
of an emergency. The site is within an area of the City that is currently receiving police services. As part
of the MPP evaluation the project will be required to incorporate the City identified Crime Prevention
through Environmental Design (CPTED) elements identified in the uniformly applied Community Design
Guidelines, which will assist in reducing the need for police services. With adherence to these
guidelines, any potential impacts to police services will be reduced to less than significant.

c) The construction of commercial buildings can generate secondary impacts to local schools by
inducing growth. The applicant for this project is required to pay school impact fees (“Sterling Fees”) at
a rate determined by the local school districts. The “Sterling Fees” presently pay 25% of the cost of
new facilities for new students. School fees will be collected prior to the issuance of building permits.
Pursuant to state law, the payment of these fees is deemed to mitigate the school-related impacts of
the project to a less than significant level.

d) The City’s General Plan Parks and Recreation policies calculate the need for parks facilities based
on the residential population. Since the project does not include residential development, the project will
not require the need for additional parks facilities. The project will provide a connection to the existing
Summerhill neighborhood park. With the introduction of population to the project area and the new park
connection, it is possible that the project will result in an increase of use the park. This increase in
demand is evaluated in the Recreation section of this study. Because the project will not require new
facilities, the potential impact to parks is considered less than significant.

e) The project site has had land use designations and zoning since 1990 and development potential of
the site, including from increased development of the site pursuant to City approvals starting in 2000,
has been incorporated into the City’s service delivery models. Since the project is consistent with the
land use and zoning the project will not have a significant effect upon, or create any additional need for,
public services (i.e. fire protection, police services, schools, parks). The impacts associated with this
project upon public services are considered less than significant.
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XIV. Recreation

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant With | Significant | Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
a) Would the project increase the X

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

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

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a) As previously mentioned the project is located adjacent to and provides a connection to the existing
Summerhill neighborhood park and a City bike trail. With the introduction of population to the project
area and the new park and bike trail connection, it is possible that the project will result in an increase
of use to park and bike trail. The park connection was planned in the City’s Parks Master Plan. Increase
usage of the facility was also anticipated and the Parks and Recreation Department has an approved
budget for on-going maintenance of the park. Connection to the bike trail is encouraged in General
Plan-Circulation Element and recommend in the Community Design Guidelines and NCRSP. Active
use of bikeway system is anticipated and incorporated into the funding sources for trail systems.
Therefore impacts to recreation facilities are considered less than significant.

b) The City has a park dedication standard for residential development of 9 acres per every 1,000
residents. Because the site does not include residential development, the project will not be required to
dedicate land or contribute to new parkland. The project site has, however, been designated as a
Corporate Center site. As such, the office component of the project will be required to include on-site
exercise facilities, showers and lockers. The facilities will be reviewed with the Major Project Permit
Stage 3 to ensure they comply with City standards. Impacts are considered less than significant.

XV. Transportation/Traffic

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
a) Cause an increase in traffic, X

which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume-
to-capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant Significant | Impact
impact With Impact
Mitigation
b) Exceed, either individually or X

cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county
congestion management agency
for designated roads and
highways?

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

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency X
access?

f) Result in inadequate parking X
capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, X

plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Setting:

The City’s General Plan established the land use for the project site. With the General Plan EIR, a
traffic model was prepared that took into account the anticipated land use within the City. The traffic
model is continuously updated as parcels are developed and or land uses are modified. The City’s
Development Services - Engineering Division maintains the traffic model. Based on the traffic model, a
City wide Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) program was prepared to identify roadway improvements
necessary to ensure an adequate transportation system is in place. The current CIP was updated with
the Creekview Specific Plan and identifies projects to 2025. Funding for the recommended CIP
improvements has already been accounted for through grants and/or traffic mitigation fees.

Roadway operating conditions are described in terms of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative
measure of the effect of a number of factors, which include speed and travel time, traffic interruptions,
freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs. LOS are
designated “A” through “F” from best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that
might occur. LOS A through E generally represent traffic volumes at less than roadway capacity, while
LOS F represents over capacity and/or forced conditions. The General Plan-Circulation Element
contains a roadway service level policy to maintain a LOS C or better at a minimum 70% signalized
intersections in the City during weekday PM peak hours. The City does not have a LOS policy for
weekday AM peak hour or weekend trips. The General Plan was updated in 2012 to acknowledge and
accept that 40 intersections within the City would operate at worse than LOS C under 2025 PM peak
conditions.

The State Route (SR) 65 Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) (Caltrans, 2009) identifies a
concept LOS F for the segment of SR 65 between [-80 and Blue Oaks Boulevard. According to this
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document, this designation refers to the minimum acceptable LOS over the next twenty years. Page 9
of the CSMP states, “Some heavily congested route segments now have a concept LOS F because the
improvements required to achieve LOS E are not feasible due to environmental, right-of-way, financial,
and other factors”. According to the CSMP, for existing LOS F operations, no further exacerbation is
permitted, as indicated by delay or other performance measurement. The CSMP establishes a concept
LOS E for SR 65 from north of Blue Oaks Boulevard into and through the City of Lincoln.

It is standard City practice to evaluate the traffic model when a development project is proposed and
ensure that the project is consistent with the General Plan policies. As mentioned, typically only the
potential impacts from a project’'s weekday PM peak hour trips are evaluated because there are no
policies for weekday AM peak hour or weekend trips. Evaluation of the traffic model during non
weekday PM peak hour times is for informational purposes. At its discretion, the City can consider
impacts during non weekday PM peak times as significant impacts. The current traffic model reflects
the 1990 adoption of the North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP), the 2000 and 2007 rezones of
NCRSP Parcel 49, approval of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan in 2010, and approval of Creekview
Specific Plan in 2012.

SR 65 (aka. HWY 65) is a major transportation corridor running through the City that is maintained by
Caltrans. As of October 15, 1990, the City of Roseville, the City of Rocklin, and Placer County entered
into an agreement to form the HWY 65 JPA, to address development impacts to the HWY 65 corridor
interchanges between Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road and Sunset Boulevard. The agreement
outlines impact fees and infrastructure improvements necessary to maintain service levels. The HWY
65 JPA has determined that fees in lieu of improvements are acceptable mitigation for interchange
impacts to the Highway 65 corridor. The City also has an agreement with the South Placer Regional
Transportation Authority (SPRTA) that is structured to fund improvements along Sierra College
Boulevard from Highway 193 to the Sacramento County line, portions of Auburn/Folsom Road,
Douglas/I80 Interchange, Placer Parkway, and $67 million for the widening of Highway 65 based on
2025 development levels. Per the respective Highway 65 JPA and SPRTA Memorandums of
Understanding (MOA’s), development impact fees are collected by participating agencies at building
permit issuance. These fees are uniformly applied to development projects and are identified as
acceptable mitigation for any impacts.

A transportation impact study was prepared by Fehr & Peers to analyze the transportation impacts
associated with development of the Parcel 49 project (Appendix C). The study considered existing and
cumulative conditions and previous ftraffic studies, including the City’s 2025 Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) Travel Demand Model (TDM), the previous 2000 and 2007 rezones of the site and the
State Route 65 Corridor System Management Plan. The study analyzed weekday AM peak and PM
peak hour trips, as well as Saturday evening and Sunday (after service) periods due to the high traffic
activity expected with Bayside Church’s weekend church services. The study analyzed transportation
impacts to City roadways as well as SR 65 during each of the three phases of the project development.
Comments from responsible agencies in the project vicinity and potential impacts to the adjacent City of
Rocklin roadways were considered in the study. The Fehr & Peers study also analyzed the parking
demand that would be generated from the project based on the proposed uses. Following release of
the Traffic Study and comments received from the public, Fehr & Peers prepared a memorandum
(attached to the Traffic Study) to analyze the recommended time interval between Sunday morning
services and the parking demand for full occupancy of the church assembly/worship building.

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-b) The Fehr & Peers study determined that the proposed buildout of the project would result in 592
new weekday AM trips and 843 new PM peak hour trips. Compared to the current zoning of the site
and the anticipated development potential, the proposed project would result in a 65 percent decrease
in new weekday AM peak trips and a 55 percent decrease in new PM peak hour trips. Compared to the
previous Cinemark project proposed for the project site, the proposed project would result in a 57
percent decrease in new AM peak hour trips and a 41 percent decrease in PM peak hour trips.
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The Fehr & Peers study determined that the weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic impacts from Phase
1 (Topgolf) of the project will not result in any significant impacts. Traffic impacts from Phase 1 plus
Phase 2 (all other development excluding Bayside Church) results in significant impacts at two
intersections during weekday PM peak hour; the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/Hwy 65
ramp intersection would worsen from LOS D to E, and the Washington Boulevard/Road A intersection
would worsen from LOS B to F. No significant impacts occur during weekday AM trips from Phase 1
plus Phase 2. There are also no significant impacts to SR 65 during AM peak or PM peak hours.
Buildout of the project will not result in any additional traffic impacts during the weekday AM and PM
peak hours.

The traffic study determined that the significant impacts to weekday PM peak hour trips can be
mitigated with the construction of a northbound right-turn pocket of 250 feet on Washington Boulevard
at the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard intersection. With this mitigation, the Blue Oaks
Boulevard/Washington Boulevard intersection would operate acceptably at LOS D and the Washington
Boulevard/Road A intersection would operate acceptably at LOS C. The project plans show the
recommended improvement to Washington Boulevard. The City’s Engineering Division has reviewed
the plans and determined they meet City standards. The following mitigation measure is added to
ensure the improvements to Washington Boulevard are implemented and the transportation impacts to
the City’s LOS standards are reduced to less than significant.

MM-3: With construction of Phase 2 of the project, a northbound right-turn pocket of 250 feet
shall be constructed on northbound Washington Boulevard at the Washington
Boulevard/Blue Oaks Boulevard intersection. The improvement shall be shown on the
Phase 2 improvement plans submitted to the City’s Development Services -
Engineering Division. Construction of the turn pocket shall be completed with
construction of any portion of Road B.

Using state-of-practice traffic simulations, Fehr & Peers made recommendations for design
improvements to the project to improve traffic conditions on and off the project site. The improvements,
such as the design of the roundabouts and the right-in-only driveway on Washington Boulevard, were
incorporated into the project design. The City’s Development Services — Engineering Division reviewed
the plans and deemed them consistent with City standards. Conditions of approval will be placed on the
project to ensure the improvements shown on the project plans are incorporated into construction
permit plans.

Due to high traffic level expected during weekend church services, the City requested that the traffic
study also analyze potential transportation impacts from a Saturday evening church service and a
Sunday morning service. The study estimated the amount of traffic that would be generated at project
buildout, in 15-minute increments, within the one-hour before and after weekend church services. For
this project the same LOS standard for AM and PM peak hour trips was applied to weekend trips. The
traffic study determined that the project would not degrade LOS standards to unacceptable levels
during any one-hour period on the weekends. During the peak 15 minutes of the peak hour (5:15 pm to
6:15 pm) before Saturday evening service, the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard
intersection will operate at LOS E. However, the operation of the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington
Boulevard intersection will operate at LOS D over the entire peak hour (5:15 pm to 6:15 pm). LOS D is
an acceptable level for this intersection. All other study intersections will operate at acceptable levels.

The traffic study findings for weekend trips were based on the condition that there would be temporary
on-site traffic management the hour before the Saturday and Sunday services to ensure traffic is
flowing smoothly through the site. The memorandum to the traffic study also recommended a 60 minute
interval between services. Therefore with the following mitigation measures, the project at buildout will
not cause a substantial increase to traffic or exceed acceptable levels of service.
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MM-4: A Traffic Management Plan will be required with submittal of the Bayside Church MPP
Stage 2 application. The traffic management plan shall incorporate the following:

* The right-in only driveway on Washington Boulevard south of Road A shall be open
for church traffic one hour before each service and remain open until the start of
service. This driveway would be closed at all other times.

¢ Prior to church services, the internal roadway connecting to the south leg of the
west roundabout shall be converted to one-way inbound operation with two lanes.
Traffic exiting the parking area south and west of the church shall circulate through
the parking area between the church and Topgolf.

e Church traffic entering the project site via Road A shall be divided between the
right-turn bypass lane and the roundabout.

MM-5: The Bayside Church MPP Stage 2 application shall include an Operations Plan and
shall include service times for the church. The services shall be planned during the
times assumed with the NCRSP Parcel 49 traffic study. There shall be a minimum of 60
minutes between teach service on the weekends, unless additional traffic analysis
prepared with the MPP Stage 2 application support modification to the spacing of the
services.

The project at buildout will not result in an impact to HWY 65 operations during weekend travel.
Additionally the project will be required to pay the agreed upon HWY 65 JPA and SPRTA fees. The
fees represent a fair share funding contribution towards future improvements to HWY 65. The Highway
65 JPA and SPRTA fee technical memorandums describing the fee programs and what they pay for
and what the fees are is available at the City of Roseville, Permit Center, and are listed as uniformly
applied and acceptable mitigation per CEQA Guidelines section 15183.

With the above mitigation, impacts to roadways are less than significant.

¢) No airports are located in proximity to the project site. The project will not result in a change to air
traffic patterns. No impact would occur.

d) The design of on-site circulation is reviewed as part of the MPP application. The City has adopted
standards for roadway design, parking lot designs, and vehicular queuing. Development Services-
Engineering Division and the Fehr & Peers traffic study evaluated the project design to ensure City
standards were met and no hazardous conditions were present. Any modifications required from their
review were either already incorporated into the project design or will be incorporated into the conditions of
approval. The impact is therefore less than significant.

e) The City’s Fire Department reviewed the project and determined that the design will provide adequate
emergency access and meets their design criteria code requirements. With adherence to the City of
Roseville Design and Construction Standards, the project will have a less than significant impact to
emergency access.

f) The City’s Zoning Ordinance outlines the parking requirements for projects based on the proposed
square footages and use types. Per the Zoning Ordinance standards, 2,230 parking spaces are required.
The project will provide 2,789 parking spaces.

Due to the unique operating characteristics of Topgolf and Bayside Church, the City requested that Fehr
& Peers prepare a parking demand study to ensure that the City’s parking standards are adequate. The
parking study utilized the Zoning Ordinance standards for the retail, restaurant and hotel uses parking
demand assumptions. Parking demand for Topgolf was based on parking utilization studies competed at
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the Topgolf Scottsdale facility. Parking demand for the church is based on trip generation information
contained within the traffic study and vehicle occupancy data collected at the Bayside Granite Bay
location and Adventure Church in Rocklin. It also assumes the office space would have little parking
demand on the weekend. The study found that the ratio of parking demand to supply is estimated to be
71 percent on Saturday evening and 73 percent on Sunday morning. The study also determined that
parking is placed appropriately throughout the site.

The City requested that Fehr & Peers also determine the parking assuming maximum attendance at both
the Saturday evening and Sunday morning church services. The Fehr & Peers Memorandum found that
even with full occupancy (worst case scenario) of the church, the parking lot would still have 241 parking
spaces available during Saturday evening and 404 parking spaces available during Sunday morning
services.

Additionally, the project will be incorporating measures to reduce the anticipated parking demand.
Measures include, but are not limited to the following: providing a pedestrian connection to the City's
existing pedestrian paths that connect to adjacent residential and commercial projects, providing a
continuous pedestrian link throughout the project, providing connections to bicycle paths and providing
on-site amenities such as lockers and showers for bicyclists, providing bus and dial-a-ride drop off and
pick up areas, and preparing a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) plan to reduce vehicle trips
and reduce peak hour traffic generated from the project. The on-site parking will be reviewed and
evaluated with the MPP but, as described, is anticipated to be adequate for the project, and therefore is a
less than significant impact.

g) The project is considered to be a job center. Consistent with City policy, the project will provide a 25
space park and ride lot to encourage ride sharing. As mentioned, the project is conditioned to provide a
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) plan to reduce vehicle trips and reduce peak hour traffic
generated from the project. There is not an adopted standard for reduction that shall be met, but the
applicant must show alternative commute options are encouraged as part of the TSM plan. The City's
Alternative Transportation Division will review and approve the plan prior to building permit approval of
the project.

The project will provide bike parking consistent with the requirements in the Green Building Code. The
installation of sidewalks, continuation of bicycle lanes anticipated in the City’s Bicycle Master Plan,
installation of bus shelters along the existing bus route, and improvements to the existing bike path will
encourage alternative transportation methods, which have the potential to further reduce the amount of
vehicle trips generated from the project. The Alternative Transportation division has reviewed the
project to ensure that it will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities. As such, the project is anticipated to have a less than significant impact on alternative
transportation.

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant | Impact

Impact | With Mitigation Impact
a) Exceed wastewater treatment X
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
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Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant | Impact
Impact | With Mitigation Impact
b) Require or result in the X
construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the X
construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies X
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or
expanded entitiements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the X
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?
f) Be served by a landfill with X
sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and X
local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

a-g) Development of the project site has been anticipated since the 1990 adoption of the North Central
Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP). As part of the NCRSP EIR, impacts to utility and service systems
were evaluated. The City’s service demand mode! addresses the NCRSP anticipated impact. The
service demand model was updated to not only reflect the NCRSP Parcel 49 2000 and 2007 rezones,
but also current conditions and City wide anticipated future demands.

Water and sewer services will be provided by the City of Roseville. A Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
as required by Senate Bill 610, was prepared for the previous Cinemark project proposed on the site.
The Cinemark WSA was approved by the City Council on June 1, 2011, and indicated that the City will
have sufficient water to meet projected water demands for the project in addition to meeting the existing
service area's planned future demands for the next 20 years during average, single-dry, and multiple
dry-year scenarios. The Cinemark project consisted of 770,000 square feet of development. The
proposed project includes 50% less square footage than the Cinemark project. This proposed project
does not meet the criteria for which a WSA would be required. Regardless, the City has determined
that adequate water and sewer capacity is available for the proposed project.
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The developer will be responsibie for extending new lines onto the site in order to serve the project.
Storm water will be collected on-site and transferred via pipe into an off-site storm drain system. Solid
waste will be collected by the City of Roseville’s Refuse Department. The City of Roseville will provide
electric service to the site, while natural gas will be provided by PG&E. Comcast will provide cable. All
agencies have been informed of this project. It has been determined that adequate services are
available to the project, therefore, impacts to utilities are considered to be less than significant.

XVIIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Environmental Issue Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant | Impact
With
Mitigation
a) Does the project have the X

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?
b) Does the project have X
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).

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

Discussion of Checklist Answers:

All of the noise and transportation/traffic issues raised in question (a) above are described and
evaluated under the Biological Resources and Cultural Resources sections of this report and include
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The cumulative impacts, the focus of
question (b), have been addressed in each section throughout this document where applicable.
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Potentially substantial adverse effects on human beings, the concern of question (c), are dealt with in
chapters addressing potential health-related impacts (e.g., Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic). With
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures the project does not have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of any wildlife species or create
substantial adverse effects on human beings.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

As shown in the checklist prepared as part of this Initial Study, City staff has not identified any impacts
that are not peculiar to the parcel that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels, whether offsite
or cumulative in nature, and the City’s Mitigating Policies and Standards, have been undertaken.

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
[X] Ifind that the proposed project COULD, but with mitigation agreed to by the applicant
clearly will not, have a significant effect on the environment and a MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

Initial Study Prepared by:

Gina McColl, Associate Planner
City of Roseville, Development Services - Planning Division

Attachments:

1. Project Plans

Appendices:

A. Air Quality Impact and Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Raney Planning & Management, Inc.,
January 2015.

B. Parcel 49 Regulatory Permitting Documents, September 5, 2014.
C. Roseville Ordinance 4643 — PD Ordinance for Parcel 49, 2008.

D. Environmental Noise Assessment for Topgolf, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, December 8,
2014.

E. Environmental Noise Assessment for Parcel 49, Bollard Acoustical Consultants, December 8,
2014.

F. Transportation Impact Study for Parcel 49, Fehr & Peers Associates, November 14, 2014.
Memo from Alan Telford of Fehr & Peers Associates to Marc Stout at City of Roseville re:
NCRSP Parcel 49 Traffic Impacts, January 8, 2015.



NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Notice is hereby given that, as Lead Agency, the City of Roseville, Development Services
Department, Planning Division has prepared an Initial Study leading to a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the project referenced below. This Mitigated Negative Declaration is being
circulated for a 30-day review period beginning January 23, 2015 and ending February 23, 2015
at 5:00 pm. The Mitigated Negative Declaration may be reviewed during normal business hours
at the Planning Division offices, located at 311 Vernon Street. It may also be viewed online at
http://www.roseville.ca.us/gov/development services/planning/current projects/ncrsp parcel 4
9.asp .Written comments on the adequacy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration may be
submitted to Gina McColl, Planning Division, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA 95678, and
must be received no later than 5:00 pm on February 23, 2015.

Project Title/Name: NCRSP PCL 49 Bayside Church/Top Golf
File #: PL14-0252

Project Address: 9000 Washington Bl

Owner: John Stewart, Bayside Covenant Church

Applicant: Kris Steward, Phillips Land Law, Inc.

Current Zoning: PD/SA-NC & M1/SA-NC

Project Planner: Gina McColl, Associate Planner

Request: The applicant requests approval of entitlements that would allow the phased
development of the approximately 59 acre site with 130,000 square feet of community assembly
(Bayside Church), 64,232 square feet of indoor/outdoor recreation (Top Golf), 116,500 square
feet of office, 37,800 square feet of retail, 11,200 square feet of restaurant, and 27,900 square
feet of hotel use types. The project also includes on-site landscaping, lighting, and parking, a 25
parking space park-n-ride lot, and improvements associated with the realignment of a City’s bike
trail.

This project will be scheduled for a public hearing before the City’s Planning Commission. At
this hearing, the Planning Commission will consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration and
associated project entitlements. The tentative hearing date is February 26, 2015.

Kevin Payne
Development Services Director

Dated: January 15, 2015 Publish: January 23, 2015






Attachment 2

NCRSP Parcel 49/Lot 7
Trip Generation Estimate
July 2021

TowerRoseville 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 (42,800sf). Lot 7 isa 4.7-acre parcel onthe eastside of Parcel 49
inthe North Central Roseville SpecificPlan (NCRSP). The undeveloped siteis between Topgolf and the State Route
65. Accessto thesiteisavailable 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 projectwould reduce the size of one
restaurant by 4,000 sf and replace the other restaurant with three two-story office buildings. Withthe 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. Restaurantssquare footage would decrease by 16,000 sf, and office would increase by 42,800 sf.

Table 1 summarizesland useson Parcel 49 with the proposed Parcel 49/Lot 7 project.

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

Phase Uses Square Feet
Phasel Topgol f 64,232 sf
Phase2A Hotels 141,667 sf
Phase2B Retail 16,325 sf
Restaurants 12,665 sf
28,990 sf
Phase3A Retail (R) 108,500 sf
Restaurant(R) 1,500sf
110,000 sf
Phase3B Restaurant(N) 6,000 sf
Office (O, V, W) 42,800 sf
48,800 sf
Phase3C Restaurant (M) 6,000 sf
Med Off (S,T) 24,000 sf
Retail (P) 40,000 sf
70,000 sf
Total 463,689 sf




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)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Phase | Land Use Units 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: FastFood 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
ParkandRide 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 Trips? 913 533 380 1,172 639 533

Internal Trip Capture? -34 -17 -17 -116 -58 -58

Pass-by Trips3 -204 -108 -96 -330 -186 -144

Net Trips* 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)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Phase | Land Use Units® 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: FastFood 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
ParkandRide 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 Trips? 719 432 287 1,083 557 526
Internal Trip Capture? -27 -16 -11 -109 -56 -53
Pass-by Trips3 -143 -76 -67 -185 -99 -86
Net Trips* 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
generationestimate is calculated using trip generation data contained inthe ITE Trip Generation Manual.

2. Internaltrip capture is estimated tobe 3.7%and 10.% for a.m. and pmpeak hours, respectively.

3. Pass-by tripreduction is assumed tobe 20%for retail and sit-down restaurant uses,and 49% for fast food restaurant uses during the a.m. peak
hour. Duringthe p.m. peak hour, the pass-bytripreduction is estimated to be 43% for sit-down restaurants, 50% for fast food restaurantand
34% for retail uses based on the average pass-by percentages containedin the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3™ Edition.

4. Net new tripgenerationis calculated by subtracting the internal trip capture and pass-by trip reduction from the gross trips.

5. The 2021 projectreflects administrative adjustments made to Phase 2B building square footage after the June 2019 MPP Stage 1 approval.



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 inland uses generates 126 fewer AM peak hourtrips and 63 more PM peak hour trips, as shownin
Table 4.

Table 4: Difference inTrip Generation (Parcel 49/LivingSpaces 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 approvedin 2015 andincluded 387,632 square feet of retail, restaurant, hotel, outdoorrecreation
(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)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Phase | Land Use Units 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
ParkandRide 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.

Comparedtothe original 2015 Parcel 49/Church project, the Parcel 49/Lot 7 project generates 43fewer
AM peak hour and 54 fewer PM peak hour trips, as shownin Table 6.

Table 6: Difference inTrip 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




	PL20-0226, 1720 Freedom, NCRSP PCL 49 Lot 7, 02 Exhibit A Addendum
	14-0252 Initial Study
	trip gen

