

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT–PLANNING DIVISION 
 


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


2nd ADDENDUM TO NIPA PCL 50 – FOOTHILLS CORPORATE CENTER 
GRADING PLAN MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (SCH 


#2012092002, ADOPTED OCTOBER 11, 2012) 


Project Title/File Number: NIPA PCL 25 – Rezone and General Plan Amendment; PL18-0371 


Project Location: 8701 and 8901 Foothills Boulevard 


Project Description: The applicant requests a Rezone and General Plan Amendment for two 
(2) existing parcels consisting of 8.16 net acres to change the zoning
and General Plan land use designation from Neighborhood Commercial
to Light Industrial to be consistent with the surrounding parcels.


Project Applicant: Greg Bardini, Morton & Pitalo, Inc. 


Property Owner: Brett Baumgarten, Clearview 8035 Foothills Blvd., LLC 


Lead Agency Contact: Kinarik Shallow, Assistant Planner; (916) 746-1309 


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 8.92±-acre project site consists of two vacant parcels located at 8701 and 8901 Foothills Boulevard, on the 
east side of Foothills Boulevard and near the southeast corner of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Foothills Boulevard 
(see Figure 1).  The subject property is located on Parcel 25 of the North Industrial Planning Area (NIPA) and 
has a zoning designation and General Plan land use designation of Neighborhood Commercial (NC).  The zoning 
and land use designations of the surrounding properties are shown in Table 1 below.   


Figure 1: Project Location 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Table 1: Adjacent Zoning and Land Use 


Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of 
Property 


Site Neighborhood Commercial (NC) NC Undeveloped 


North Light Industrial (M1) Light Industrial (LI) Office 
South M1 LI Self-Storage 
East M1 LI Undeveloped 


West Light Industrial/Special Area 
(M1/SA) LI Industrial Facility 


 


Background 


The project site is located within the North Industrial Planning Area (NIPA) of the City of Roseville.  The North 
Industrial area is not subject to a specific plan, but is a recognized planning subarea of the City that was approved 
in 1995.  It includes Design Guidelines, a land use table, and a land use map.  The North Industrial area is 
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intended primarily for industrial uses and employment centers, and consists of approximately 2,046 gross acres 
west of Washington Boulevard and north of the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan.  The subject parcels originally 
had a zoning designation of Planned Development for Light Industrial and a land use designation of Light 
Industrial.  City Council approved a Rezone and General Plan Amendment for the parcels in 1992 to change the 
zoning and land use to the current NC designation.   


The subject parcels were part of a large lot subdivision map approved in 1992 (File #SUBD 91-11) intended to 
create a 14-lot business park (Lantech Business Center), followed by an extension and modification to the 
subdivision map in 1998 (File #SUBDEXT 91-11A and #SUBDMOD 91-11B); however, this map was never 
recorded.  In 2013, a four-lot parcel map was approved (File #2013PL-029) and ultimately recorded, and it was 
this map which created the parcels on which the project is now proposed.  The map included an Irrevocable 
Offer of Dedication for the extension of the future Roseville Parkway along the southern boundary of the project 
site, and the dedication of a 58-foot-wide right-of-way for the extension of Niblick Drive along the eastern project 
boundary (connecting to the rear of the existing FedEx property to the south).   


On October 11, 2012, a Major Grading Plan (File #2012PL-064) was approved which covered mass grading 
activities on all of the undeveloped property between Foothills Boulevard to the west, the train tracks to the east, 
the Niblick Drive stub to the north, and a point even with the southern Hewlett Packard driveway.  The NIPA PCL 
50—Foothills Corporate Center Grading Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH # 2012092002, certified 
October 11, 2012) covered the impacts of grading of the project site and the surrounding properties (Attachment 
1).  The properties to the south have already been graded and developed consistent with the approved Grading 
Plan. 


On August 20, 2015, a Design Review Permit (File #PL15-0058) was approved to allow the construction of the 
Roseville Self-Storage facility located to the south.  As part of that project, an Addendum to the MND was 
prepared (Attachment 2).   This project involved grading of the site, the construction of four self-storage buildings 
totaling approximately 106,000 square feet, the construction of a caretaker’s residence and office of 
approximately 4,000 square feet, construction of frontage improvements, and the construction of a small portion 
of Niblick Drive on the eastern side of the site.  Additionally, a portion of the Roseville Parkway extension was 
constructed between Foothills Boulevard and Niblick Drive to allow access to the site. 


Environmental Setting 


The project site is undeveloped and the topography is uneven and rolling.  The site is dominated by non-native 
grasses; there are no trees on the site.  The two parcels front onto Foothills Boulevard, which is a four-lane 
arterial roadway, and are surrounded by urban development to the north, west, and south, and an undeveloped 
M1 parcel to the east.  A wetland delineation prepared for the MND concluded wetlands were present on the 
subject parcels and some of the surrounding properties.  As previously mentioned, these features were approved 
to be filled through a Major Grading Plan that was approved by the Planning Commission on October 11, 2012.  
The future Roseville Parkway extension has not been completed, but a segment of the roadway between 
Foothills Boulevard and Niblick Drive is constructed and complete with intersection improvements.   


Proposed Project 


The proposed project includes rezoning two parcels from NC to M1 and amending the General Plan land use 
designation from NC to LI.  This would allow the property to be developed with light industrial use types.  No 
grading or buildings are proposed at this time.  Approval of the project would require text and map changes to 
the City’s General Plan and NIPA land use tables and map.    
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM 


As discussed in the Background section, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the NIPA PCL 50—Foothills 
Corporate Center Grading Plan was adopted on October 11, 2012.  The MND covered grading activities on the 
project site and the surrounding properties.  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 does not involve grading activities nor does it involve construction.  The 
majority of impacts caused by a project occur due to the grading and construction work which disturbs the site, 
and thus the MND adequately covers the impacts of the proposed project.   


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 only 
changes the allowable use types on the property, and does not change the grading assumptions for 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 on the property.  For other types of impacts which 
are affected by use type, the project reduces or maintains the same level of potential impacts. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


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


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


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


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


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


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


DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS 


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


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


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







CHECKLIST 


I. Aesthetics 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 


Prior 
Environmental 


Documents 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Page 6 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The project site does not abut and is not visible from any designated scenic vista or scenic highway.  The MND analyzed the impacts 
of grading of the project site and considered them to be less than significant.  This conclusion remains appropriate for the proposed project as it 
only involves a land use and zone change and does not include any aesthetic disruption such as grading.  In the event of future construction on 
the site, the Findings of Fact for the CEQA Implementing Procedures indicate that compliance with the Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, 
Community Design Guidelines, and applicable Specific Plan Policies and/or Specific Plan Design Guidelines will prevent significant impacts related 
to construction of buildings in urban settings.   
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II. Agricultural & Forestry Resources 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 


Documents 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Page 7 No No No None 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND concluded there were no resources to be affected by grading and conversion of the site to urban uses.  The project site is 
not used for agricultural purposes, does not include agricultural zoning, is not within or adjacent to one of the areas of the City designated as a 
protected farmland category on the Placer County Important Farmland map, is not within or adjacent to land within a Williamson Act Contract, and 
is not considered forest land.  Based on this, the proposed project will have no impact on agricultural resources. 
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III. Air Quality 


 
 Where Impact 


Was Analyzed 
in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? Page 9 No No No None 


b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 


Same No No No None 


c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds 
for ozone precursors)? 


Same No No No None 


d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? Same No No No None 


e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? Same No No No None 


Discussion:  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 further found that there are no substantial odor-producers in the vicinity, and the probable uses on the site would not produce 
substantial odors.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this project.  An operational-level analysis of primary pollutants other than greenhouse 
gases was not performed, but is not necessary for the proposed project as the use of the property is not known at this time.  Thus, impacts are 
less than significant.   
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IV. Biological Resources 


 
Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 
Requiring 


New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 


Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 17 No No No MM2 


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


Same No No No None 


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 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? 


Same No No No MM1 


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


Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND included a Wetland Delineation and Special Status Species Assessment, as well as a Biological Opinion.  It was determined 
that wetlands were present, and the US Fish and Wildlife Services determined the grading plan included the potential to affect listed vernal pool 
crustaceans.  As a result, mitigation measures were added to ensure impacts would be less than significant.  These measures consisted of wetland 
compensation (MM1) and special status species surveys/mitigation (MM2).  Subsequent to approval of the grading plan, Section 404 and Section 
401 permits were issued that permitted fill of the wetlands.  There is no grading or construction involved with the proposed project; thus, the 
mitigation measures do not apply.  The project will have no new impact on biological resources.   
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V. Cultural, Archeological, or Paleontological Resources 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Page 18 No No No MM3 


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


Same No No No MM3 


c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 


Same No No No MM3 


d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? Same No No No MM3 


Discussion:  The MND discussed the potential for subsurface remains or deposits to be found on the site, and included a mitigation measure 
requiring a cessation of work should any item of cultural interest be found.  The mitigation was found to render potential impacts less than significant.  
This conclusion remains appropriate for this project.  


Mitigation Measures: MM3–In the event of the discovery of buried paleontological, archaeological, or historic deposits, project activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall be temporarily halted and a qualified archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations. Possible management recommendations for important resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations. If human remains are found, the Placer County Coroner’s Office shall be contacted immediately. The Coroner shall contact the Native 
American Heritage Commission, which shall notify the appropriate descendant. 
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VI. Geology and Soils 


 
 
 Where Impact 


Was Analyzed in 
Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstanc
es Involving 


New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New Information 
Requiring New 


Analysis or 
Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 


Page 19 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? Same No No No None 


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? Same No No No None 


iv) Landslides? Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The project site is located in Roseville, Placer County.  The California Department of Mines and Geology classifies the South Placer 
area as a low severity earthquake zone.  Therefore, the project will not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving 
seismic shaking, ground failure or landslides. 


The MND concluded that compliance with existing regulations and permit requirements would be sufficient to avoid impacts of grading with respect 
to soils.  Thus, impacts associated with disruption, displacement, and compaction of soils associated with the development was considered to be 
less than significant.  The proposed project does not involve grading and would not result in additional impacts.  


A review of the Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey for Placer County, accessed via the Web Soil Survey 
(http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/), indicates that the soil on the site is Cometa-Fiddyment complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes, which is not listed 
as geologically unstable or sensitive.  No septic tanks are proposed as part of this project.  


 


VII. Greenhouse Gases 


 
 Where Impact 


Was Analyzed 
in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Not 
applicable. No No No None 


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


Not 
applicable. No No No None 


Discussion:  The General Plan includes policies which require greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction.  A list of City initiated measures to 
reduce GHG’s are included in the City of Roseville Utility Operations.  The MND concluded that the Citywide measures for the control of GHGs 



http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
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were likewise sufficient for both construction and operation of allowed uses on the site; impacts were considered to be less than significant.  The 
proposed project does not result in any new impacts related to this criteria.    


 


VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


 
 
 Where Impact Was 


Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 
Requiring 


New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 


Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 21 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing in the project area? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND concluded that existing regulations and permits would prevent significant impacts as it relates to construction activities on 
the site, but did not discuss operations because the impact is highly dependent on the specific type of use.  Per the General Plan, the light industrial 
land use is applied to lands reserved for office, industrial, and research and development uses that generate very limited noise, vibration, odor, 
dust, smoke, light, or other pollutants.  The use of the project site is not known at this time, though future projects proposed on the site would be 
subject to environmental review per CEQA.  As such, the proposed Rezone and GPA of the property would not result in significant impacts related 
to this topic. 


The project is not located on a state-listed hazardous site and is not within the boundaries of an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip.  The site is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services and it will not increase the demand for emergency services; 
thus, the project will have a less than significant impact to the City’s Emergency Response or Management Plans.  The project site is in an urban 
area and would not expose people to any risk from wildland fire. The project does not result in any changes to the scope or scale of impacts, and 
the prior conclusions remain appropriate.   
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality 


 
 
 Where Impact Was 


Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? Page 23 No No No None 


b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
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)? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


d) Substantially alter the existing 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? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? Same No No No None 
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


i) 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 


j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? Same No No No None 
 
Discussion:  The MND indicated that 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.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this project. 
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X. Land Use and Planning 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Physically divide an established community? Page 24 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? Same No No No None 


Discussion:   The proposed project will not physically divide an established community.  The project will convert approximately 8.16 acres of 
land designated for neighborhood commercial uses to light industrial uses.  The proposed land use and zone is consistent with the surrounding 
light industrial properties.  Additionally, the project site is located within the North Industrial Planning Area, a planning subarea of the City 
designated for industrial uses.   


The MND discussed that the General Plan contains policies designed to avoid the loss of wetland areas.  The MND included mitigation measures 
designed to compensate for the loss of wetlands and concluded that grading of the project site would not have an impact on land use and 
planning efforts.  The proposed project will not conflict with the policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  


There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans covering the project site.  Therefore, no impact will occur. 
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XI. Mineral Resources 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 


Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 24 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND indicated there are no significant mineral resources in the area and the 2015 Addendum reiterated that conclusion.  The 
conclusion also remains appropriate for this project.  


 


XII. Noise 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 25 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 


Same No No No None 


d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND addressed construction noise as it relates to grading activities, and found the impact to be less than significant.  The 
2015 Addendum addressed operational noise as it relates to the self-storage facility and determined it is not a noise-generating use.  The 
proposed project does not involve construction or development activities; thus, no impact will occur. 


The project site is located adjacent to Foothills Boulevard, which is identified as a transportation noise source in the City’s General Plan Noise 
Element.  According to the General Plan, the project site is within the 60 Ldn noise contour for both existing roadways and future roadways (City 
of Roseville 2015, Figure IX-1 and Figure IX-2).  The closest sensitive receptors are approximately 1,700 feet from the project site.  The project 
is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or public use airport, and there are also no private airstrips in the vicinity of 
the project area.   


With the proposed project, the site would have the potential to be occupied by commercial and industrial uses as permitted in Section 19.14.020 
of the Zoning Ordinance; however, there is no specific use proposed with this project.  The potential commercial and industrial uses on the site 
would not be subject to the maximum noise exposure limits because the General Plan considers those uses less sensitive to noise exposure.  
Based on this, impacts are less than significant.  
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XIII. Population and Housing 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 26 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


 
Discussion:  The proposed project will amend the General Plan land use designation of the subject parcels from Neighborhood Commercial 
(NC) to Light Industrial (LI), and will also changing the zoning designation from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to Light Industrial (M1).  The 
proposal is not a housing-related project, does not induce growth beyond that anticipated in the General Plan EIR, and does not displace any 
existing housing.  No housing exists on the project site; therefore, there would be no impact with respect to these criteria.   
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XIV. Public Services 


 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


     


a) Fire protection? Page 26 No No No None 


b) Police protection? Same No No No None 


c) Schools? Same No No No None 


d) Parks? Same No No No None 


e) Other public facilities? Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND discussed that the City’s General Plan EIR identifies and adopts mitigation for impacts to public services, including 
police and fire protection, wastewater services, and solid waste disposal.  The proposed project will not increase the need for public services 
and utilities beyond that identified in the General Plan EIR, and the impact is considered less than significant.  
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XV. Recreation 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 27 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The project involves a change in land use and zoning from Neighborhood Commercial to Light Industrial, which would allow the 
property to be developed with industrial uses.  The MND determined adequate facilities are located within the project area.  The 2015 Addendum 
also concluded that development of an industrial property does not result in any additional recreational facility demand.  This conclusion remains 
appropriate for this project.   
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XVI. Transportation/Traffic 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 28 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND identified short term traffic impacts from grading equipment being brought to the site, however the impacts were 
considered to be minor.  The current project proposes a rezone of the site from NC to M1, which would allow for light industrial use types.  Prior 
to the current NC zoning designation of the site, the subject parcels had a zoning designation of Planned Development for Light Industrial uses 
and were anticipated to be part of a larger business center.  The parcels were rezoned to NC in 1992.  As part of that rezone, a Traffic Impact 
Technical Analysis was prepared to identify traffic impacts (Attachment 3).  The analysis concluded that commercial uses result in a net increase 
of daily trips and peak hour trips when compared to light industrial uses.  Based on this, it can be assumed that rezoning the property to M1 
would result in a lower traffic volume due to the potential types of uses.  Thus, impacts are less than significant.  


There are no airports located in proximity to the site; thus, the project will not result in a change to air traffic patterns.   
 
The project does not include the construction of new roadways or street connections.  As such, it will not result in increasing hazards or impacting 
emergency access.  The project will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or decrease the performance or safety of these facilities.   


 


XVII. Tribal Cultural Resources 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural 
Resource as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 


Not 
applicable.    No 
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a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 


Not 
applicable. No No No No 


b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1?  In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1 the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 


Not 
applicable. No No No No 


Discussion:  In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment.  Tribal cultural resources are 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or Historical 
Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American Tribe.   


This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental document to which this Addendum is attached, 
but cultural resources were addressed in that document.  Notice of the proposed project was mailed to tribes which had requested such notice 
pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18.  A request for consultation was received by the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) on November 13, 2018, 
and staff responded to the request on November 26, 2018 with information on the status of the project and a request for a meeting.  The UAIC 
determined they had no concerns about the change in zoning and land use since no grading will occur at this time; consultation was subsequently 
concluded on February 5, 2019.  The previously applied mitigation relating to cultural resources should be adequate to address potential impacts 
of the project (see Mitigation Measure MM3 below).   


Mitigation Measure:  MM3—In the event of the discovery of buried paleontological, archaeological or historic deposits, project activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall be temporarily halted and a qualified archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations.  Possible management recommendations for important resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations.  If human remains are found, the Placer County Coroner’s office shall be contacted immediately.  The Coroner shall contact the 
Native American Heritage commission, which shall notify the appropriate descendant.  
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XVIII. Utilities and Service Systems 


 
 
 Where Impact Was 


Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 


Page 28 No No No None 


b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


Same No No No None 


c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? Same No No No None 
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Discussion:  The MND addressed only grading impacts and determined there were no impacts on utilities.  The proposed project was routed 
to various City departments and utility agencies for review.  No impacts resulting from the proposed land use and zone changes were identified.  
Future development of the project site will be reviewed by the City’s Engineering Division, Environmental Utilities, Roseville Electric, and PG&E 
to ensure adequate services are available and for compliance with applicable statutes and regulations.   


 


XIX. Mandatory Findings of Significance 


 
 
 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 30 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 
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Discussion:  Long term environmental goals are not impacted by the proposed project.  The cumulative impacts do not deviate beyond what 
was contemplated in the General Plan EIR, and mitigation measures have already been incorporated.  With implementation of the City’s 
Mitigating Ordinances, Guidelines, and Standards and best management practices, mitigation measures described in this chapter, and permit 
conditions, the proposed project will not have a significant impact on the habitat of any plant or animal species.  Based on the foregoing, the 
proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of any wildlife species, 
or create adverse effects on human beings.   
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT–PLANNING DIVISION 


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


ADDENDUM TO THE NIPA PCL 50–FOOTHILLS CORPORATE CENTER 
GRADING PLAN MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  


(SCH# 2012092002, ADOPTED OCTOBER 11, 2012) 


Project Title/File Number: NIPA PCL50–Roseville Self Storage, PL15-0058 


Project Location: 8601 Foothills Boulevard 


Project Description: Construction of a self-storage facility and caretaker’s residence, 
totaling approximately 110,000 square feet. 


Project Applicant: Ryan Smith, Thomastown Builders, Inc. 


Property Owner: Brett Baumgarten, Clearview 8035 Foothills Blvd, LLC 


Lead Agency Contact: Lauren Hocker, Associate Planner  (916) 774-5272 


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


PC EXHIBIT A, ATTACHMENT 2
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Project Location 


The project site is located at 8601 Foothills Boulevard, within the North Industrial Planning Area (see Figure 1).  
The land use designations and use of the project site and surrounding properties are shown in the table below.  
The aerial photograph in Figure 1 is from the year 2013; some of the areas shown as undeveloped in the photo 
have been developed at this time, including the site immediately south of the project site. 


Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property 


Site M1 Light Industrial Vacant 


North NC Neighborhood Commercial Vacant 


South M1 Light Industrial Industrial warehouse (FedEx) 


East M1 Light Industrial Vacant 


West M1/SA Light Industrial Hewlett-Packard 


 
Figure 1: Project Location 


 


Background 


The North Industrial Planning Area (NIPA), where the site is located, is a recognized planning area of the City 
that includes Design Guidelines, a land use table, and a land use map; it was approved in 1995.  The area 
includes approximately 2,000 acres of land, and is devoted primarily to industrial uses and employment 
centers.  The area is planned to accommodate approximately 2,700 residents and 31,000 jobs at full buildout. 


The project site was part of a large lot subdivision map approved in 1992 (File Number SUBD 91-11) intended 
to create a 14-lot business park, followed by an Extension and modification to the subdivision map in 1998 
(File Numbers SUBDEXT 91-11A and SUBDMOD 91-11B); however, this map was never recorded.  In 2013 a 
four-lot parcel map was approved (File Number 2013PL-029) and ultimately recorded, and it was this map 
which created the parcel on which the project is now proposed.  That map included the proposed dedication of 
an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for the extension of the future Roseville Parkway along the northern 
boundary of the project site, and the dedication of a 58-foot-wide right-of-way for the extension of Niblick Drive 
along the eastern project boundary (connecting to the rear of the FedEx property). 
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In addition to the above, a Major Grading Plan (File Number 2012PL-064) was approved on October 11, 2012 
which covered mass grading activities on all of the undeveloped property between Foothills Boulevard to the 
west, the train tracks to the east, the Niblick Drive stub to the north, and a point even with the southern Hewlett 
Packard driveway.  Some of the covered areas have already been graded and developed consistent with the 
approved Grading Plan; this includes the property to the south, developed with the FedEx building, and 
property to the east, which was graded and developed with water quality control basins.  A Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was adopted which covered the proposed grading of the project site and the surrounding 
properties.  Refer to the Purpose and Scope of Addendum section. 


Environmental Setting 


The 5.36-acre project site is dominated by non-native grasses and herbaceous annual plants; there are no 
trees on the site.  The highest point of the site is located in the southwestern corner at approximately 140 feet 
above mean sea level (msl), and the lowest point is on the eastern side of the site at approximately 130 feet 
above msl.  The topography is uneven and rolling from the highest point down to the lower areas of the site.  A 
wetland delineation prepared for the MND concluded wetlands were present on some of the surrounding 
properties, but not on this Project site. 


The extension of Niblick Drive has not been fully constructed to the ultimate right-of-way width, but a small 
emergency access road has been constructed along the future alignment, which connects to the developed 
FedEx property (see Figure 2 on following page).  There is a gate at the interface of the complete Niblick Drive 
and the emergency access road which prevents use of the road by all but emergency responders.  The future 
Roseville Parkway extension has also not been completed, but the portion of the roadway between Foothills 
Boulevard and Niblick Drive is currently under construction.  This also involves some work along Foothills 
Boulevard, to complete the intersection improvements that will provide access to the new segment of Roseville 
Parkway. 


Proposed Project 


The proposed project involves grading the site, the construction of four self-storage buildings totaling 
approximately 106,000 square feet, the construction of a caretaker’s residence and office of approximately 
4,000 square feet, construction of frontage improvements, and construction of a small portion of Niblick Drive 
on the eastern side of the site (see Figure 3 on following page).  Frontage improvements include landscaping 
and sidewalks along Foothills Boulevard and Roseville Parkway, landscaping along Niblick Drive, and a 
monument at the corner of Foothills Boulevard and Roseville Parkway.  The self-storage buildings will be 
enclosed within a masonry wall which will include variations in materials and heights, and will include columns 
and tower elements.  The wall height is designed to ensure that the self-storage buildings will not be visible 
from any of the surrounding public streets or adjoining properties. 


The primary point of access for the Project will be a driveway on the southwestern corner of the site, which will 
allow both ingress and egress.  A secondary point of access is proposed on the northeastern corner, which 
would outlet to the portion of Niblick Drive which will be improved for the project.  An emergency access gate 
will be placed on Niblick Drive just to the south of this driveway, so that drivers may only use the roadway to 
access Roseville Parkway. 
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Figure 2: Project Vicinity 


 


Figure 3: Project Landscaping and Site Plan 
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM 


A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the NIPA PCL 50–Foothills Corporate Center Grading Plan was 
adopted on October 11, 2012. The MND covered grading activities on the project site and surrounding 
properties; 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 grading activities are consistent with the grading activities contemplated in the MND.  The majority of 
impacts caused by a project occur due to the grading and construction work which disturbs the site, not due to 
the particular type of buildings being constructed, and thus the MND adequately covers most of the impacts of 
the self-storage project. 


Of those impacts which are affected by building type, such as public services, these impacts were addressed 
by earlier Citywide and plan-wide environmental documents (as indicated in the MND), and that there are no 
new impacts provided a project is consistent with the existing land use designations.  The proposed project is 
consistent with the land use designations of the property. 


The analyses below rely on the MND analysis with minor supplements or technical updates where appropriate. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


The purpose of this checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any “changed condition” (i.e. changed 
circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that may result in a changed 
environmental result.  A “no” answer does not necessarily mean that here 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 with mitigations 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 a substantial increase in 
the severity of a previously identified impact.   


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


Any new Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification? 
Pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3)(A–D) of the CEQA Guidelines, this column indicates whether new information 
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence at the time the previous environmental documents were certified or adopted is available 
requiring an update to the analysis of the previous environmental documents to verify that the environmental 
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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; or (B) that significant effects previously examined will be substantially 
more severe than shown in the prior environmental documents; or (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 or 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 
either instance.  If “none” is indicated, this Environmental Review concludes a significant impact does not occur 
with this project, and therefore 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 that has already been 
implemented. 


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


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







CHECKLIST 


I. Aesthetics 


 
 


 
Where Impact 


Was Analyzed in 
Prior 


Environmental 
Documents 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents 
Mitigation Measures or New 


Measures Needed 


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


Page 6 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The primary aesthetic disruption is due to grading of the site, which converts the landscape from a natural setting with 
vegetation and rolling topography to flat, bare soil.  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 Zoning Ordinance (e.g. building height, 
setbacks, etc), Subdivision Ordinance (RMC Ch. 18), 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. 


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


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 


Documents 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents 
Mitigation Measures or New 


Measures Needed 


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


Page 7 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND concluded there were no resources to be affected by grading and conversion of the site to urban uses.  This 
conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 
 


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


 
 Where Impact 


Was Analyzed 
in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Page 9 No No No None 


b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 


Same No No No None 


c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds 
for ozone precursors)? 


Same No No No None 


d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  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 further found that there are no substantial odor-producers in the vicinity, and the probable uses on the site would not produce 
substantial odors.  An operational-level analysis of primary pollutants other than greenhouse gases was not performed, but is not necessary for 
this particular Project in any case.  The self-storage units will not be air conditioned, so will result in very little energy-related emissions, and also 
generate very little traffic, so will result in very little vehicle emissions.  Though the project is within the jurisdiction of the Placer Air Pollution 
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Control District (PCAPCD), the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) Guide To Air Quality Assessment 
nonetheless provides relevant information on this topic.  That guide includes screening tables indicating how large a project must be before air 
quality modeling is necessary.  These screening tables show that uses generating low trips generally need to involve several hundred thousand 
square feet before modeling would be required to determine significance.  The SMAQMD and PCAPCD significance thresholds are very similar, 
at 85 pounds per day for ROG and NOx and 82 pounds per day, respectively.  Given that the project is approximately 110,000 square feet, 
which is ½ to 1/3 of the size which would necessitate modeling, it can be concluded that impacts are not significant.  


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


 


Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 
Requiring 


New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 


Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 17 No No No MM2 


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


Same No No No None 


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 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? 


Same No No No MM1 


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


Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND included a Wetland Delineation and Special Status Species Assessment, and Biological Opinion.  It was determined that   
wetlands were present, and the US Fish and Wildlife Services determined the grading plan included the potential to affect listed vernal pool 
crustaceans.  Subsequent to approval of the grading plan, both Section 404 and Section 401 permits were issued permitting fill of the wetlands.  
However, none of the delineated wetlands are located on the current Project site; they were located on surrounding properties.  Thus, the 
proposed Project does not have the potential to affect wetlands, nor does it have the potential to affect the special status species which rely on 
wetlands, such as vernal pool crustaceans.  Thus, neither Mitigation Measure MM1 (wetland compensation) nor MM2 (special status species 
surveys/mitigation) apply to this Project. 


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


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


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


Page 18 No No No MM3 


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


Same No No No MM3 


c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 


Same No No No MM3 


d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


Same No No No MM3 


Discussion:  The MND discussed the potential for subsurface remains or deposits to be found on the site, and included a mitigation measure 
requiring a cessation of work should any item of cultural interest be found.  The mitigation was found to render potential impacts less than 
significant.  This mitigation remains applicable to the proposed Project. 


Mitigation Measures:  MM3–In the event of the discovery of buried paleontological, archaeological, or historic deposits, project activities in the 
vicinity of the find shall be temporarily halted and a qualified archaeologist consulted to assess the resource and provide proper management 
recommendations.  Possible management recommendations for important resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations.  If human remains are found, the Placer County Coroner’s Office shall be contacted immediately.  The Coroner shall contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which shall notify the appropriate descendant. 
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VI. Geology and Soils 


 
 


 Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 


Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstanc
es Involving 


New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New Information 
Requiring New 


Analysis or 
Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 


Page 19 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? Same No No No None 


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


Same No No No None 


iv) Landslides? Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


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


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


Same No No No None 


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. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 


 


VII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


 
 


 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 
Requiring 


New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 


Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 21 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND concluded that existing regulations and permits would prevent significant impacts as it relates to construction activities 
on the site, but did not discuss operations because the impact is highly dependent on the specific type of use.  Though land designated for 
industrial uses could house operations which use or handle large quantities of hazardous materials, a self-storage facility is not such a use.  The 
office and caretaker’s residence would have only those materials commonly found in households.  Self-storage facilities also have rules 
prohibiting the personal storage of hazardous or noxious materials within the storage units.  Thus, the operational Project would not result in 
significant impacts related to this topic. 


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


 
 


 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 


Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 


Page 23 No No No None 


b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
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)? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


d) Substantially alter the existing 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? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? Same No No No None 
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


i) 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 


j) Inundation by seiches, tsunami, or mudflow? Same No No No None 


 
Discussion:  The MND indicated that 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.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 


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


 
 


 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Physically divide an established community? Page 24 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND concluded that developing the property consistent with its land use designations would not result in significant impacts.  
This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 


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


 
 


 
Where Impact 


Was Analyzed in 
Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes 


Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 24 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND indicated that there were no significant mineral resources in the area.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this 
Project. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 


 


XI. Noise 


 
 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 25 No No No None 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive ground borne vibration of ground 
borne noise levels? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND addressed construction noise, and found the impact to be less than significant.  In terms of operational noise, a self-
storage facility is not a noise-generating use and there are no sensitive noise receptors (such as homes) near the site; there will be no 
significant impacts which result from its operation. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 


 







ADDENDUM 
June 22, 2015 


NIPA PCL50–Roseville Self Storage – 8601 Foothills Blvd; PL15-0058 
Page 23 of 30 


 


XII. Population and Housing 


 
 


 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 26 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


 
Discussion:  The MND concluded that site development was not housing-related, was consistent with land use designations and thus would 
not induce unplanned growth, and would not displace housing.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 


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


 


Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


     


a) Fire protection? Page 26 No No No None 


b) Police protection? Same No No No None 


c) Schools? Same No No No None 


d) Parks? Same 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.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this 
Project. 


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


 
 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 27 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  As indicated in the MND, development of an industrial property does not result in any additional recreational facility demand. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XV. Transportation/Traffic 


 
 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 28 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  As stated in the MND, the Citywide traffic analysis of the General Plan was based on the existing land use designations. 
Projects consistent with the existing land use designations will not result in any new impacts.  The developer will be required to pay Citywide 
fees that support the Capital Improvement Plan.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 


 


XVI. Utilities and Service Systems 


 
 


 Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 


Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 


Page 28 No No No None 


b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


Same No No No None 


c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 


Same No No No None 
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND addressed only the grading impacts.  However, as described in the MND, the City’s General Plan EIR analysis was 
based on development consistent with existing land use designations.  The analysis discussed water, sewer, and landfill demand.  The 
Project is consistent with existing land use designations, and will not result in significant impacts. 


Mitigation Measures:  None required for this Project. 
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XVII. Mandatory Findings of Significance 


 
 


 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 


in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 


Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 


Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 


Significant 
Impacts or 


Substantially 
More Severe 


Impacts? 


Any New 
Information 


Requiring New 
Analysis or 


Verification? 


Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 


Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 


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


Page 30 No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


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


Same No No No None 


Discussion:  The MND indicted 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.  This conclusion remains appropriate for this Project. 







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 NIPA PCL 50–Foothills Corporate Center Grading Plan Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(SCH # 2012092002, certified October 11, 2012), 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 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 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: 


____________________________________________ 
Lauren Hocker, Associate Planner 
City of Roseville, Planning Division 


Attachments: 


1. October 11, 2012 adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study 
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