

 


 


NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 


Project Title/File Number: 


 


NWRSP PCL 46 – Sikh Temple Design Review Permit – File #PL15-
0338 


 


Project Location: 1090 Main Street (APNs: 017-162-026-000 & 017-162-025-000); 
Roseville; Placer County  


 


Project Applicant: Jaspal Singh Sidhu, ACE DESIGN, LLC, 6283 Dean Martin Drive, 
Suite B, Las Vegas NV 89118; (702) 429-7355  
 


Property Owner: Balraj S. Randhawa, American Sikh Foundation of Northern 
California; 1090 Main Street; Roseville CA 95678; (916)343-7657 
 


Lead Agency Contact Person: Ron Miller, Associate Planner;  (916) 774-5276 
 


Date: April 27, 2017 
 


Project Description: The American Sikh Foundation of Northern California proposes to 
construct a ±43,434 square foot temple at 1090 Main Street, 
Roseville, CA 95678.   


 
The project entitlements requested include a Design Review Permit 
(DRP), Voluntary Merger (VM), Variance and Tree Permit (TP) for 
construction of the temple and associated site improvements, 
including parking, landscaping, and lighting.  The temple building 
square footage includes two porticos (±2,394 sq. ft. each) for visitor 
drop-off and a patio area of ±7,754 square foot patio area. 
   
 


DECLARATION 


The Planning Manager has determined that the above project will not have significant effects on the 
environment and therefore does not require preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  The 
determination is based on the attached initial study and the following findings: 


A. The project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of 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, rare or threatened species, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
rare or endangered plants or animals or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory.  


B. The project will not have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals. 


C. The project will not have impacts, which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. 
D. The project will not have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on 


human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
E. No substantial evidence exists that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
F. This Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency. 
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INITIAL STUDY & ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 


  


 


Project Title/File Number: 


 
NWRSP PCL 46 – Sikh Temple Design Review Permit – File 
#PL15-0338 


 
Project Location: 1090 Main Street (APNs: 017-162-026-000 & 017-162-025-


000); Roseville; Placer County 
 
Project Description: 
 


The American Sikh Foundation of Northern California proposes 
to construct a ±43,434 square foot temple at 1090 Main Street, 
Roseville, CA 95678.   
 
The project entitlements requested include a Design Review 
Permit (DRP), Voluntary Merger (VM), Variance and Tree 
Permit (TP) for construction of the temple and associated site 
improvements, including parking, landscaping, and lighting.  The 
temple building square footage includes two porticos (±2,394 sq. 
ft. each) for visitor drop-off and a patio area of ±7,754 square 
foot patio area. 
   
The site is currently developed with three buildings (totaling 
19,925 sq. ft.) and associated parking, landscaping and lighting.  
The largest building on the site (10,574 sq. ft.) will remain, while 
the other two buildings will be removed.   The project site 
includes two parcels that will be merged as part of the project. 
Following the merger, the project site will be 5.81 acres in size.  
Upon completion of the project, the site will be accessed off two 
driveways along Main Street. 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


 


 


  


Project Applicant: Jaspal Singh Sidhu, ACE DESIGN, LLC, 6283 Dean Martin 
Drive, Suite B, Las Vegas NV 89118; (702) 429-7355  


 
Property Owner: Balraj S. Randhawa, American Sikh Foundation of Northern 


California; 1090 Main Street; Roseville CA 95678; (916) 343-
7657 


 
Lead Agency Contact 
Person: 


Ron Miller, Associate Planner; Phone (916) 774-5276 


 


 


This initial study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of the above 
described project application. The document relies on the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan (NWRSP) EIR (SCH 
#88051623), the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 20131020570) and 
site-specific studies prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts associated with the project. Where 
documents were submitted by consultants working for the applicant, City staff reviewed such documents in order 
to determine whether, based on their own professional judgment and expertise, staff found such documents to 
be credible and persuasive. Staff has only relied on documents that reflect their independent judgment, and has 
not accepted at face value representations made by consultants for the applicant. 
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This document has been prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), (Public Resources 
Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all 
state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have 
discretionary authority before acting on those projects. 


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


Project Location 
 
The Sikh Temple site is located at 1090 Main Street, within the City’s NWRSP area.   Specifically, the project 
site is located on the north side of Main Street, approximately 230 feet east of Foothills Boulevard (see Figure 
1).  The subject property has a General Plan land use designation of Public/Quasi-Public (P/QP) and a zoning 
designation of Single-Family Residential (R1).   
 
Figure 1: Surrounding Uses & Zoning 
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Environmental Setting 
 


The site is currently developed with three buildings (totaling 19,925 sq. ft.) and associated parking 
(totaling ±54,00- sq. ft.), landscaping and lighting.  The largest building on the site (10,574 sq. ft.) will 
remain, while the other two buildings will be removed.   The project site includes two parcels that will 
be merged as part of the project. Following the merger, the project site will be 5.81 acres in size.  
  
The project site is bordered by residential communities to the west and north, a school district office 
and city park to the east, and Main Street (with commercial development beyond) to the south.  Upon 
completion of the project, the site will be accessed off two driveways along Main Street.   
 
Proposed Project 


The requested project entitlements include a Design Review Permit (DRP), Voluntary Merger (VM), 
and Variance for construction of the temple and associated site improvements, including parking, 
landscaping, and lighting.   
 
The applicant proposes to construct a two-story ±43,434 square foot temple (house of worship) at the 
site.  The temple building square footage includes two porticos (±2,394 sq. ft. each) for visitor drop-off 
and a patio area of ±7,754 square feet.  The building’s height will be approximately 34 feet to the top 
of the parapet.  The building will feature traditional Sikh architecture, including multiple domes that are 
topped with ornate finials.  The tallest dome element on the building is ±56 feet to the top of the dome. 
The ornate finial atop the dome is an additional nine feet (9’±) in height. 
 
The building’s setbacks will be approximately 263 feet from the north property line (residences), 70’ 
from the east (school district office & park) and west (residences under construction) property lines, 
and 250 feet from the street (Main Street).  The project will include 20-foot wide landscape planters 
along the north and west property lines. 
 
CITY OF ROSEVILLE MITIGATION ORDINANCES, GUIDELINES, AND STANDARDS 


For projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or 
general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, CEQA Guidelines section 15183(f) allows a lead agency to 
rely on previously adopted development policies or standards as mitigation for the environmental effects, when 
the standards have been adopted by the City, with findings based on substantial evidence, that the policies or 
standards will substantially mitigate environmental effects, unless substantial new information shows otherwise 
(CEQA Guidelines §15183(f)). The City of Roseville adopted CEQA Implementing Procedures (Implementing 
Procedures) which are consistent with this CEQA Guidelines section.  The current version of the Implementing 
Procedures were adopted in April 2008, along with Findings of Fact, as Resolution 08-172.  The below 
regulations and ordinances were found to provide uniform mitigating policies and standards, and are applicable 
to development projects.  The City’s Mitigating Policies and Standards are referenced, where applicable, in the 
Initial Study Checklist.: 


 City of Roseville 2035 General Plan  


 City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance (RMC Title 19) 


 City of Roseville Improvement Standards (Resolution 02-37) 


 City of Roseville Construction Standards (Resolution 01-208) 


 Subdivision Ordinance (RMC Title 18) 


 Noise Regulation (RMC Ch.9.24) 
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 Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance (RMC Ch.9.80) 


 Drainage Fees (Dry Creek [RMC Ch.4.49] and Pleasant Grove Creek [RMC Ch.4.48]) 


 West Placer Stormwater Quality Design Manual (Resolution 16-152) 


 Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (RMC Ch. 14.20) 


 Traffic Mitigation Fee (RMC Ch.4.44) 


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


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


 Tree Preservation Ordinance (RMC Ch.19.66) 


 Community Design Guidelines (Resolution 95-347) 


 Specific Plan Design Guidelines: 


o Development Guidelines Del Webb Specific Plan (Resolution 96-330) 


o Landscape Design Guidelines for North Central Roseville Specific Plan (Resolution 90-170) 


o North Roseville Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 00-432) 


o Northeast Roseville Specific Plan (Olympus Pointe) Signage Guidelines (Resolution 89-42) 


o North Roseville Area Design Guidelines (Resolution 92-226) 


o Northeast Roseville Specific Plan Landscape Design Guidelines (Resolution 87-31) 


o Southeast Roseville Specific Plan Landscape Design Guidelines (Resolution 88-51) 


o Stoneridge Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 98-53) 


o Highland Reserve North Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 97-128) 


o West Roseville Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 04-40) 


o Sierra Vista Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 12-217) 


o Creekview Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 12-320) 


o Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan and Design Guidelines (Resolution 16-273) 


 


OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON 


 Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2013102057) 


 Northwest Roseville Specific Plan EIR (SCH#88051623) 


Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, any project that is consistent with the development densities 
established by zoning, a Community Plan, or a General Plan for which an EIR was certified shall not require 
additional environmental review, except as may be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific 
significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site.  The Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan EIR updated 
the City’s General Plan to 2035, and updated Citywide analyses of traffic, water supply, water treatment, 
wastewater treatment, and waste disposal.  The proposed project is consistent with the adopted land use 
designations examined within the environmental documents listed above, and thus this Initial Study focuses on 
effects particular to the specific project site, impacts which were not analyzed within the EIR, and impacts which 
may require revisiting due to substantial new information.  When applicable, the topical sections within the Initial 
Study summarize the findings within the environmental documents listed above.  The analysis, supporting 
technical materials, and findings of the environmental document are incorporated by reference, and are available 
for review at the Civic Center, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA. 
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EXPLANATION OF INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines recommend that lead agencies use an Initial Study 
Checklist to determine potential impacts of the proposed project on the physical environment. The Initial Study 
Checklist provides a list of questions concerning a comprehensive array of environmental issue areas potentially 
affected by this project. This section of the Initial Study incorporates a portion of Appendix G Environmental 
Checklist Form, contained in the CEQA Guidelines.  Within each topical section (e.g. Air Quality), a description 
of the setting is provided, followed by the checklist responses, thresholds used, and finally a discussion of each 
checklist answer.  


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


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


2) A “Less Than Significant With Mitigation” answer is appropriate when the lead agency incorporates 
mitigation measures to reduce an impact from “Potentially Significant” to “Less than Significant.” For 
example, floodwater impacts could be reduced from a potentially-significant level to a less-than-
significant level by relocating a building to an area outside of the floodway. The lead agency must 
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant 
level. Mitigation measures are identified as MM followed by a number. 


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


4) A “No Impact” answer is appropriate where it can be demonstrated that the impact does not have the 
potential to adversely affect the environment. For instance, a project in the center of an urbanized area 
with no agricultural lands on or adjacent to the project area clearly would not have an adverse effect on 
agricultural resources or operations.  A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” 
answers that are adequately supported by the information sources cited in the Initial Study. Where a “No 
Impact” answer is adequately supported by the information sources cited in the Initial Study, further 
narrative explanation is not required.  A “No Impact” answer is explained when it is based on project-
specific factors as well as generous standards. 


All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off- and on-site, indirect, direct, 
construction, and operation impacts, except as provided for under State CEQA Guidelines. 


INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 


I. Aesthetics 
 


The proposed project consists of a two-story Sikh Temple (house of worship), approximately 43,434 
square feet in size, with associated parking, landscaping and lighting.  The temple building square 
footage includes two porticos (approximately 2,394 sq. ft. each) for visitor drop-off and a patio area of 
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7,754 square feet.  The height of the building will be approximately 34 feet to the top of the parapet.  
The temple will include several Sikh architectural dome elements with a maximum height of 56 feet to 
the top of the highest dome, plus additional nine feet (9’) to the top of the ornate finial atop the dome 
(see Exhibit D).  The building’s exterior will be of a stucco finish (cream in color), with use of stacked 
stone accents on columns and other architectural tower elements.  Columns and dome elements will 
be white in color with traditional gold trim atop the domes.  
 
Setbacks to the exterior walls of the temple will be 263 feet from the north property line (residences), 
70’ from the east (school district office & park) and west (residences under construction) property lines, 
and 250 feet from the street (Main Street).  The facing of the porticos on the east and west elevations 
will have setbacks of approximately 22 feet from the property lines.  The project will include six-foot 
high masonry walls and 20-foot wide landscape buffers along the north and west property lines. 
 
Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


   X 


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


   X 


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


  X  


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


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of an environmental impact cannot always be determined through the use of a specific, 
quantifiable threshold.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) affirms this by the statement “an ironclad definition 
of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.”  This 
is particularly true of aesthetic impacts.  As an example, a proposed parking lot in a dense urban center would 
have markedly different visual effects than a parking lot in an open space area.  For the purpose of this study, 
the significance thresholds are as stated in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, as shown in a–d of the checklist 
below.  The Findings of the Implementing Procedures 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 in urban settings as it relates to items a, b, and c, below. 
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Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–b)  There are no designated or eligible scenic vistas or scenic highways within or adjacent to the City of 
Roseville. 


c) The project site is in an urban setting, and as a result lacks any prominent or high-quality natural features 
that could be negatively impacted by development.  There are currently three buildings (totaling approximately 
20,000 square feet) and associated parking located on the site.  Additionally, the properties adjacent to the project 
site and in the immediate vicinity are developed with commercial buildings and centers (including associated 
parking, lighting and landscaping), a school site, offices, and residential homes.   
 
The proposed two-story temple will be constructed approximately 250 feet north of Main Street (four-lane collector 
roadway), and ±375 east of Foothills Boulevard, (six-lane arterial roadway).  The property boundaries adjacent to 
residential development (north and west property lines) will have six-foot tall masonry walls, as well as 20-foot 
landscape buffers.  The landscape areas will include plantings of several species of trees that at maturity will reach 
40’ – 50’ in height which will serve to visually screen the temple from nearby properties.  The project prepared a 
sight line exhibit illustrating the relationship between the proposed temple structure and adjacent residential 
communities to the west and north (see Figure 2).   


 
 


The project will have a significant setback from nearby streets, and will include landscaping and trees that will 
serve to minimize the potential visual impact.  From this analysis staff has concluded that the visual impacts from 
the proposed temple construction will be mitigated by the project’s setbacks from nearby roadways and adjacent 
properties, project landscaping and masonry walls, as well as screening by existing buildings and landscaping 
in the immediate vicinity.  
 
The City of Roseville has adopted Community Design Guidelines (CDG) for the purpose of creating building and 
community designs which are a visual asset to the community.  The CDG includes guidelines for building design, 
site design and landscape design, which will result in a project that enhances the existing urban visual environment.  
The City’s approving authority (Planning Commission) will review the Design Review Permit (DRP) for 
conformance with City standards and requirements.  The project will not result in any new aesthetic impacts 


Figure 2:  Sight Lines 
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beyond those identified in the General Plan EIR.  Accordingly, the aesthetic impacts of the project are less than 
significant. 


d) The project involves nighttime lighting to provide for the security and safety of project users, however, the 
project is already located within an urbanized setting with many existing lighting sources.  Lighting is conditioned 
to comply with City standards (i.e. CDG) to limit the height of light standards and to require cut-off lenses and glare 
shields to minimize light and glare impacts.  The project will not create a new source of substantial light.  None of 
the project elements are highly reflective, and thus the project will not contribute to an increased source of glare; 
therefore, potential light and glare impacts are less than significant. 


II. Agricultural & Forestry Resources 


The State Department of Conservation oversees the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, which was 
established to document the location, quality, and quantity of agricultural lands, and the conversion of those 
lands over time.  The primary land use classifications on the maps generated through this program are: Urban 
and Built Up Land, Grazing Land, Farmland of Local Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Prime Farmland.  According to the current California Department of Conservation Placer County 
Important Farmland Map (2012), the majority of the City of Roseville is designated as Urban and Built Up Land 
and most of the open space areas of the City are designated as Grazing Land.  There are a few areas designated 
as Farmland of Local Importance and two small areas designated as Unique Farmland located on the western 
side of the City along Baseline Road.  The current Williamson Act Contract map (2013/2014) produced by the 
Department of Conservation shows that there are no Williamson Act contracts within the City, and only one (on 
PFE Road) that is adjacent to the City. None of the land within the City is considered forest land by the Board of 
Forestry and Fire Protection. 


Would the project:  


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 


Less Than 
Significant With 


Mitigation 


Less Than 
Significant Impact 


No 
Impact 


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? 


   X 


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


   X 


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))? 


   X 
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 


Less Than 
Significant With 


Mitigation 


Less Than 
Significant Impact 


No 
Impact 


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


   X 


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? 


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 
 
Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Prime Farmland are called out as protected farmland 
categories within CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  Neither the City nor the State has adopted quantified 
significance thresholds related to impacts to protected farmland categories or to agricultural and forestry 
resources.  For the purpose of this study, the significance thresholds are as stated in CEQA Guidelines Appendix 
G, as shown in a–e of the checklist above. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–e) 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.  Given the foregoing, the proposed project will have no impact on agricultural resources. 


III. Air Quality 


The City of Roseville, along with the south Placer County area, is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin 
(SVAB).  The SVAB is within the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-Attainment Area.  Under the Clean Air Act, 
Placer County has been designated a "serious non-attainment" area for the federal 8-hour ozone standard, “non-
attainment” for the state ozone standard, and a "non-attainment" area for the federal and state PM10 standard 
(particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter).  Within Placer County, the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District (PCAPCD) is responsible for ensuring that emission standards are not violated.  Would the 
project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  


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


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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)? 


  X  


d) Expose sensitive receptors 
to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 


  X  


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


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 
 
In responding to checklist items a, b, and d, project-related air emissions would have a significant effect if they 
would result in concentrations that either violate an ambient air quality standard or contribute to an existing air 
quality violation.  To assist in making this determination, the PCAPCD adopted thresholds of significance, which 
were developed by considering both the health-based ambient air quality standards and the attainment strategies 
outlined in the State Implementation Plan.  The PCAPCD-recommended significance threshold for reactive 
organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx) is 82 pounds daily during construction and 55 pounds daily during 
operation, and for particulate matter (PM) is 82 pounds per day during both construction and operation.  For all 
other constituents, significance is determined based on the concentration-based limits in the Federal and State 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.  Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) are also of public health concern, but no 
thresholds or standards are provided because they are considered to have no safe level of exposure.  Analysis 
of TAC is based on the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook – A Community Health Perspective (April 2005, 
California Air Resources Board), which lists TAC sources and recommended buffer distances from sensitive 
uses. For checklist item c, the PCAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) recommends that the same 
thresholds used for the project analysis be used for the cumulative impact analysis. 
 
With regard to checklist item e, there are no quantified significance thresholds for exposure to objectionable 
odors.  Significance is determined after taking into account multiple factors, including screening distances from 
odor sources (as found in the PCAPCD CEQA Handbook), the direction and frequency of prevailing winds, the 
time of day when odors are present, and the nature and intensity of the odor source. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–b) Analyses are not included for sulfur dioxide, lead, and other constituents because there are no mass 
emission thresholds; these are concentration-based limits in the Federal and State Ambient Air Quality 
Standards which require substantial, point-source emissions (e.g. refineries, concrete plants, etc.) before 
exceedance will occur, and the SVAB is in attainment for these constituents.  Likewise, carbon monoxide is not 
analyzed because the SVAB is in attainment for this constituent, and it requires high, localized concentrations 
(called carbon monoxide “hot spots”) before the ambient air quality standard would be exceeded.  “Hot spots” 
are typically associated with heavy traffic congestion occurring at high-volume roadway intersections.  The 







INITIAL STUDY 


April 6, 2017 
Sikh Temple – 1090 Main Street 


File #PL15-0338 
Page 13 of 53 


 


Amoruso Ranch EIR analysis of Citywide traffic indicated that 198 out of 226 signalized intersections would 
operate at level of service C or better—that is, they will not experience heavy traffic congestion.  It further 
indicated that analyses of existing CO concentrations at the most congested intersections in Roseville show that 
CO levels are well below federal and state ambient air quality standards.  The discussions below focus on 
emissions of ROG, NOx, or PM.  A project-level analysis has been prepared to determine whether the project 
will, on a singular level, exceed the established thresholds. 


The City of Roseville is located within the boundaries of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and under the 
jurisdiction of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and 
the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) require that federal and State ambient air quality standards (AAQS) be 
established, respectively, for six common air pollutants, known as criteria pollutants. The criteria pollutants 
include particulate matter (PM), ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides 
(NOX), and lead. At the federal level, the SVAB area is designated as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone and 
the 24-hour particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) AAQS, and attainment or unclassified for all other 
federal criteria pollutant AAQS. At the State level, the SVAB area is designated as nonattainment for the 1-hour 
ozone, 8-hour ozone, particulate matter 10 microns in diameter (PM10) AAQS, and attainment or unclassified for 
all other State AAQS.  
 
The CAA requires each state to prepare an air quality control plan referred to as a State Implementation Plan 
(SIP). The SIPs are modified periodically to reflect the latest emissions inventories, planning documents, and 
rules and regulations of the air basins, as reported by their jurisdictional agencies. Due to the nonattainment 
designations, PCAPCD, along with the other air districts in the SVAB region, periodically prepares and updates 
air quality plans that provide emission reduction strategies to achieve attainment of the NAAQS, including control 
strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions through regulations, incentive programs, public education, and 
partnerships with other agencies.  
 
The current applicable air quality plan for the proposed project area is the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone 
Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan), adopted September 26, 2013. The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) determined the motor vehicle emission budgets in the Plan to 
be adequate and made such findings effective August 25, 2014. On January 9, 2015, the USEPA approved the 
2013 Ozone Attainment Plan. 
  
The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies would provide the 
necessary future emission reductions to meet the CAA requirements, including the NAAQS. It should be noted 
that in addition to strengthening the 8-hour ozone NAAQS, the USEPA also strengthened the secondary 8-hour 
ozone NAAQS, making the secondary standard identical to the primary standard. The SVAB remains classified 
as a severe nonattainment area with an attainment deadline of 2027. On October 26, 2015, the USEPA released 
a final implementation rule for the revised NAAQS for ozone to address the requirements for reasonable further 
progress, modeling and attainment demonstrations, and reasonably available control measures (RACM) and 
reasonably available control technology (RACT). With the publication of the new NAAQS ozone rules, areas in 
nonattainment must update their ozone attainment plans and submit new plans by 2020/2021. 
 
General conformity requirements of the regional air quality plan include whether a project would cause or 
contribute to new violations of any NAAQS, increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation of any 
NAAQS, or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS. In order to evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant 
emissions and support attainment goals for those pollutants that the area is designated nonattainment, the 
PCAPCD recommends significance thresholds for emissions of PM10 and ozone precursors – reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). On October 13, 2016, the PCAPCD adopted updated significance 
thresholds for the aforementioned pollutants. 
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The significance thresholds, expressed in pounds per day (lbs/day), listed in Table 1 are the PCAPCD’s 
recommended thresholds of significance for use in the evaluation of air quality impacts associated with proposed 
development projects. The City of Roseville, as lead agency, utilizes the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds 
of significance for CEQA evaluation purposes. Thus, if the proposed project’s emissions exceed the pollutant 
thresholds presented in Table 1, the project could have a significant effect on air quality, the attainment of federal 
and State AAQS, and could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
 


Table 1 


PCAPCD Thresholds of Significance 


Pollutant 
Construction Threshold 


(lbs/day) Operational Threshold (lbs/day) 


ROG 82 55 


NOX 82 55 


PM10 82 82 


Source: Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District Policy. Review of Land Use Projects Under CEQA. October 13, 2016. 


 
Implementation of the proposed project would contribute local emissions in the area during construction and 
operation of the proposed project. The proposed project’s short-term construction-related and long-term 
operational emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 
2016.3.1 software (CalEEMod) – a statewide model designed to provide a uniform platform for government 
agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify air quality emissions, including GHG 
emissions, from land use projects. The model applies inherent default values for various land uses, including trip 
generation rates based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, vehicle mix, trip length, 
average speed, etc. However, where project-specific data is available, such data should be input into the model. 
As such, the proposed project’s modeling assumed the following: 
 


 Demolition of existing parking area and two existing buildings on site. 


 Construction of a 43,400 square foot Sikh Temple (place of worship with associated parking, lighting & 
landscaping. 


 Peak operation on Sundays – 700 visitors for 43,400 sq. ft. building results in an assumed trip rate of 
16.28, based on trip generation information provided by Kimley Horn. 


 Compliance with the 2016 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards Code. 


The proposed project’s estimated emissions associated with construction and operations are presented and 
discussed in further detail below. 
 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily operate on the 
project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from construction equipment, vegetation 
clearing and earth movement activities, construction worker commutes, and construction material hauling for the 
entire construction period. The aforementioned activities would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-powered 
equipment that would generate emissions of criteria pollutants. Project construction activities also represent 
sources of fugitive dust, which includes PM emissions. As construction of the proposed project would generate 
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air pollutant emissions intermittently within the site, and the vicinity of the site, until all construction has been 
completed, construction is a potential concern because the proposed project is in a non-attainment area for 
ozone and PM. 


All projects under the jurisdiction of PCAPCD are required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules and 
regulations. Accordingly, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules 
and regulations for construction, which would be noted on City-approved construction plans. The applicable rules 
and regulations for construction would include, but would not be limited to, the following: 
 


 Rule 202 related to visible emissions; 


 Rule 217 related to cutback and emulsified asphalt paving materials; 


 Rule 218 related to architectural coatings; 


 Rule 228 related to fugitive dust; and 


 Rule 501 related to general permit requirements. 
 


It should be noted that PCAPCD prohibits open burning of cleared site vegetation during construction activities 
through Rule 3. The project site is currently developed with buildings and parking areas; therefore, little 
vegetation clearing would be necessary during construction. However, when landscaping vegetation is cleared, 
open burning of such material would be prohibited by the City of Roseville’s Municipal Code, Section 16.16.070. 
Thus, open burning of vegetation during construction would not occur. 


According to the CalEEMod results, which inherently accounts for applicable PCAPCD rules and regulations, 
the proposed project would result in maximum construction criteria air pollutant emissions as shown in Table 2. 
Assumptions used for the modeling are presented above.  
 


Table 2 


Maximum Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions 


Pollutant 
Project Emissions 


(lbs/day) 
PCAPCD Significance 


Threshold (lbs/day) 
Exceeds 


Threshold? 


ROG 22.75 82.0 NO 


NOX 52.33 82.0 NO 


PM10 21.09 82.0 NO 


Source:  CalEEMod, March 2017  


 


As shown in the table, the proposed project’s maximum unmitigated construction-related emissions would be 
well below the applicable thresholds of significance. Therefore, construction activities associated with 
development of the proposed project would not substantially contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status 
for ozone or PM. Accordingly, construction of the proposed project would not violate any AAQS or contribute to 
an existing or projected air quality violation or conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan, and a less-than-significant impact would occur associated with construction. 
 
Operational Emissions  
 
Operational emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 would be generated by the proposed project from area, energy, 
and mobile sources. Area sources include architectural coating vapors, landscape maintenance equipment 
exhaust, and use of consumer products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products, spray paint, etc.). Energy sources 
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include electricity and natural gas consumption. Mobile-source emissions would result from the future employee 
and visitor vehicle trips.  
 
As stated above, the proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules and 
regulations, including the following related to operations: 
 


 Rule 205 related to nuisances;  


 Rule 242 related to stationary internal combustion engines;  


 Rule 231 or Rule 247 related to commercial water heaters and boilers; and 


 Rule 502 related to review of new sources of emissions. 
 


According to the CalEEMod results, the proposed project would result in maximum unmitigated operational 
emissions as shown in Table 3. Assumptions used for the modeling are presented above. As shown in the table, 
the proposed project’s operational emissions would be well below the applicable thresholds of significance. 
 


Table 3 


Maximum Unmitigated Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 


Pollutant 
Project Emissions 


(lbs/day) 
PCAPCD Significance 


Threshold (lbs/day) Exceeds Threshold? 


ROG 7.17 55 NO 


NOX 4.53 55 NO 


PM10 2.85 82 NO 


Source:  CalEEMod, March 2017  


 
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status for 
ozone or PM during operations. Accordingly, operation of the proposed project would not violate any AAQS or 
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation or conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan, and a less than significant impact would occur associated with operations.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed project’s construction and operational emissions would not exceed the applicable thresholds of 
significance. In addition, the project would be required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules and 
regulations. Because the project would not exceed the thresholds of significance, the proposed project would 
not substantially contribute to the region’s nonattainment status of ozone or PM. Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, and a less than significant impact related to air quality could occur. 
 
c. A cumulative impact analysis considers a project over time in conjunction with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts might compound those of the project being assessed. 
Due to the dispersive nature and regional sourcing of air pollutants, air pollution is already largely a cumulative 
impact. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants, including ozone and PM, is a result of past and present 
development, and, thus, cumulative impacts related to these pollutants could be considered cumulatively 
significant. 
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To improve air quality and attain the health-based standards, reductions in emissions are necessary within 
nonattainment areas. The project is part of a pattern of urbanization occurring in the greater Sacramento ozone 
nonattainment area. The growth and combined vehicle usage, and business activity within the nonattainment 
area from the project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects within 
Roseville and surrounding areas, could either delay attainment of the standards or require the adoption of 
additional controls on existing and future air pollution sources to offset emission increases. Thus, the project 
could cumulatively contribute to regional air quality health effects through emissions of criteria and mobile source 
air pollutants.  
 
The PCAPCD recommends using the region’s existing attainment plans as a basis for analysis of cumulative 
emissions. If a project would interfere with an adopted attainment plan, the project would inhibit the future 
attainment of AAQS, and thus result in a cumulative impact. As discussed above, the PCAPCD’s recommended 
thresholds of significance for ozone precursors and PM10 are based on attainment plans for the region. Thus, 
the PCAPCD concluded that if a project’s ozone precursor and PM10 emissions would be less than PCAPCD 
project-level thresholds, the project would not be expected to conflict with any relevant attainment plans, and 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. As a result, the 
PCACPD established operational phase cumulative-level emissions thresholds identical to the operational 
thresholds identified above, in Table 1. 
 
As shown in Table 3 above, the proposed project would not result in emissions in exceedance of the applicable 
thresholds of significance for ozone precursors or PM10. Accordingly, impacts related to the cumulative emissions 
of criteria pollutants for which PCAPCD is in non-attainment would be considered less than significant.  
 
d. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types of population 
groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health problems, proximity to the 
emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants.  Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and 
those with existing health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution.  Accordingly, land 
uses that are typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, 
playgrounds, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics. The proposed project 
involves construction and operation of a 43,400 square foot temple.  Nearby residents, children attending the 
nearby school, park visitors, and future visitors to the new temple would be considered sensitive receptors.  
 
The major pollutant concentrations of concern are localized CO emissions and toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
emissions, which are addressed in further detail below. 
 
Localized CO Emissions 
 
Localized concentrations of CO are related to the levels of traffic and congestion along streets and at 
intersections. Implementation of the proposed project would increase traffic volumes on streets near the project 
site; therefore, the project would be expected to increase local CO concentrations. High levels of localized CO 
concentrations are only expected where background levels are high, and traffic volumes and congestion levels 
are high. The Statewide CO Protocol document identifies signalized intersections operating at Level of Service 
(LOS) E or F, or projects that would result in the worsening of signalized intersections to LOS E or F, as having 
the potential to result in localized CO concentrations in excess of the State or federal AAQS, as a result of large 
numbers of cars idling at stop lights.1 
 
Consistent with the State CO Protocol, the PCAPCD recommends further analysis for localized CO 
concentrations if the project would cause a signalized intersection to be degraded from an acceptable LOS (i.e., 
LOS A, B, C, or D) to an unacceptable LOS (i.e., LOS E or F), or substantially worsen an already existing 


                                                 
1 California Department of Transportation. Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol. December 1997. 
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unacceptable peak-hour LOS at an intersection, as determined by a traffic study. Substantially worsen is defined 
by PCAPCD as an increase in delay by 10 seconds or more.  


To assess potential traffic impacts that could result from operation of the proposed project, Kimley Horn 
completed a Traffic Study for the proposed project. Kimley Horn concluded that the proposed project would not 
result in the degradation of any intersections from acceptable to unacceptable LOS. The proposed project would 
cause a 0.8 second increase the delay at the intersection of Main Street and Elm Street that currently operates 
at an acceptable LOS B.  It was concluded that this intersection will continue to operate at LOS C. A maximum 
increase in delay of 0.8 seconds would not be considered to substantially worsen the intersection according to 
the PCAPCD. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the degradation of an intersection operating at an 
acceptable LOS to an unacceptable LOS.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not result in substantial concentrations of localized CO at any 
affected intersection. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of CO.  
 
TAC Emissions 
 
Another category of environmental concern is TACs. The CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 
Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommended setback distances for sensitive land uses 
from major sources of TACs, including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers, 
and rail yards. The CARB has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC; 
thus, high volume freeways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle 
traffic are identified as having the highest associated health risks from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a 
function of both the concentration of emissions and the duration of exposure. Health-related risks associated 
with DPM in particular are primarily associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting 
cancer.  
 
As part of the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District case, the 
California Supreme Court granted limited review to the question: Under what circumstances, if any, does CEQA 
require an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will impact future residents or users (receptors) of 
a proposed project?  In the opinion published on December 17, 2015, the Supreme Court stated that even in 
those specific instances where evaluation of a project’s potentially significant exacerbating effects on existing 
environmental hazards is appropriate, the evaluation of how future residents or users could be affected by the 
exacerbated conditions is still compelled by the project’s impact on the environment, and not the environment’s 
impact on the project.2   
 
Considering the recent court rulings, while the proposed project would be considered a sensitive receptor, due 
to the presence of medical patients, consideration of potential impacts related to existing sources of TACs on 
future patients at the proposed medical office are outside of the scope of CEQA. However, potential sources of 
TACs related to operation or construction of the proposed project could have the potential to expose existing 
sensitive receptors to TACs. As discussed previously, the closest sensitive receptors to the project site are 
nearby residences, visitors to the nearby park, school children, and visitors to the Temple. 
 
Construction-related activities could result in the generation of TACs, specifically diesel particulate matter (DPM), 
from on-road haul trucks and off-road equipment exhaust emissions. However, construction is temporary and 
occurs over a relatively short duration in comparison to the operational lifetime of the proposed project. All 
construction equipment and operation thereof would be regulated per the State’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle 
Regulation. Project construction would also be required to comply with all applicable PCAPCD rules and 


                                                 
2 Alameda County Superior Court. California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District. A135335 


and A136212. Filed August 12, 2016. 
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regulations, particularly associated with permitting of air pollutant sources. In addition, construction equipment 
would operate intermittently throughout the course of a day, would be restricted to daytime hours per Chapter 
9.24 of the City’s Municipal Code, and would likely only occur over portions of the project site at a time. According 
to PCAPCD, if construction emissions are below the applicable mass emissions thresholds of significance and 
grading would disturb less than 15 acres per day, construction DPM would not be generated such that associated 
health risks would result.3 As discussed above, and presented in Table 2, construction activity related to the 
proposed project would not result in mass emissions in excess of the thresholds of significance, nor would the 
project disturb more than 15 acres per day. In fact, construction of the proposed project would only disturb 
approximately three acres of land. As such, construction of the proposed project would not be expected to 
generate substantial DPM emissions that could result in health risks. 
 
Considering the short-term nature of construction activities, the limited extent of ground disturbance, and the 
regulated and intermittent nature of the operation of construction equipment, the likelihood that any one sensitive 
receptor would be exposed to high concentrations of DPM for any extended period of time during construction 
would be low.  For the aforementioned reasons, project construction would not be expected to expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
  
Conclusion 
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not expose any sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations 
of any pollutants. Therefore, impacts related to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations would be less than significant. 
 
e. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Due to the subjective nature 
of odor impacts, the number of variables that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of 
odor sources, quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact do not exist. 
Certain land uses such as wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, confined animal facilities, composting 
operations, food manufacturing plants, refineries, and chemical plants have the potential to generate 
considerable odors. The project site is located in a developed area and is not located in the vicinity of any existing 
or planned such land uses. Community Assembly land uses (churches, temples) are not typically associated 
with the creation of objectionable odors.  As discussed earlier, the Sikh Temple already operates at the site 
within existing buildings.  As such, the proposed project would not be anticipated to change the odor setting of 
project area by introducing new land uses. Thus, the project would not introduce any new sources or be exposed 
to any existing sources of potential objectionable odors. 
 
Although less common, diesel fumes associated with substantial diesel-fueled equipment and heavy-duty trucks, 
such as from construction activities or operations of emergency generators, could be found to be objectionable. 
However, as addressed above, construction is temporary and construction equipment would operate 
intermittently throughout the course of a day, would be restricted to certain hours per the City’s Municipal Code, 
and would likely only occur over portions of the improvement area at a time. All construction equipment and 
operation thereof would be regulated per the statewide In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation and the 
CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. Construction equipment 
and the emergency generator would also be required to comply with applicable PCAPCD rules and regulations, 
particularly associated with permitting of air pollutant sources. The aforementioned regulations would help to 
minimize air pollutant emissions as well as any associated odors. Considering the short-term nature of 
construction activities and the regulated and intermittent nature of the operation of construction, construction of 
the proposed project would not be expected to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people. 
 


                                                 
3  Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Personal communication with Angel Green, Associate Planner. September 21, 2015. 
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PCAPCD Rule 205, Nuisance, addresses the exposure of “nuisance or annoyance” air contaminant discharges, 
including odors, and provides enforcement of odor control. Rule 205 is complaint-based, where if public 
complaints are sufficient to cause the odor source to be considered a public nuisance, then the PCAPCD is 
required to investigate the identified source, as well as determine and ensure a solution for the source of the 
complaint, which could include operational modifications to correct the nuisance condition. Thus, although not 
anticipated, if odor or air quality complaints are made upon development of the proposed project, the PCAPCD 
would be required (per PCAPCD Rule 205) to ensure that such complaints are addressed and mitigated, as 
necessary. 
 
For the aforementioned reasons, construction and operation of the proposed project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
IV. Biological Resources 


 
The Sikh Temple site is currently developed with three buildings (totaling 19,925 square feet).  The developed 
area of the site is 2.6 acres and is located on the southern portion of the site.  This area includes buildings, 
parking areas, drive aisles, landscaping (trees and shrubbery) and lighting.  The remaining area of the site to the 
north has been previously graded and has patchy covering of non-native grasses.  During the site visit, staff 
observed soil disturbance from vehicles that have driven on the site.  


A single native oak tree (Valley Oak – 16” Diameter at Breast Height [DBH]) was observed on the site, ±150 feet 
north of Main Street, and approximately 15 feet west of the easternmost drive aisle.  It will be necessary to remove 
this tree.  Additional native oak trees were observed along the eastern property boundary, at the western edge of 
the drainage swale located on the school district property immediately adjacent to and east of the project site, and 
also along the northern property line.      
 
As defined by the City of Roseville Zoning Ordinance (Section 19.66, Tree Preservation) native oak trees of 
greater than six (6”) diameter at breast height are defined as protected.  Requests to remove a protected native 
oak tree require approval of a Tree Permit from the approving authority.  The project proposes removal of the native 
oak tree located on site (see Exhibit B – Grading Plan & Attachment 3 – Arborist Report/Tree Inventory).  As 
required, the applicant has submitted a request for a Tree Permit.  Conditions of approval of the Tree Permit will 
include additional protective measures for trees to remain on site, and mitigation measures that will include on-site 
replacement plantings, payment of in-lieu mitigation fees, or a combination thereof.   
 
No other permits were required for the subject site of the proposed temple.  No other natural resources exist on 
the subject property; therefore, the potential impacts to biological resources are considered to be less than 
significant. 
 
Would the project: 


 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


a) Have a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or 
through habitat 
modifications, on any 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in 
local or regional plans, 
policies or regulations, or by 
the California Department of 


   X 







INITIAL STUDY 


April 6, 2017 
Sikh Temple – 1090 Main Street 


File #PL15-0338 
Page 21 of 53 


 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 


b) Have a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural 
community 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? 


   X 


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? 


   X 


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? 


   X 


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


  X  


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? 


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 
 
There is no ironclad definition of significance as it relates to biological resources.  Thus, the significance of 
impacts to biological resources is defined by the use of expert judgment supported by facts, and relies on the 
policies, codes, and regulations adopted by the City and by regulatory agencies that relate to biological resources 
(as cited and described in the Discussion of Checklist Answers section).  Thresholds for assessing the 
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significance of environmental impacts are based on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items a–f, above.  Consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if: 


The project has the potential to substantially 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; [or] substantially reduce the number or restrict 
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species . . . 


Various agencies regulate impacts to the habitats and animals addressed by the CEQA Guidelines checklist.  
These include the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration–
Fisheries, United States Army Corps of Engineers, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The primary regulations affecting biological resources are described 
in the sections below. 


Checklist item a addresses impacts to special status species.  A “special status” species is one which has been 
identified as having relative scarcity and/or declining populations.  Special status species include those formally 
listed as threatened or endangered, those proposed for formal listing, candidates for federal listing, and those 
classified as species of special concern.  Also included are those species considered to be “fully protected” by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (California Fish and Wildlife), those granted “special animal” status 
for tracking and monitoring purposes, and those plant species considered to be rare, threatened, or endangered 
in California by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  The primary regulatory protections for special status 
species are within the Federal Endangered Species Act, California Endangered Species Act, California Fish and 
Game Code, and the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 


Checklist item b addresses all “sensitive natural communities” that may be affected by local, state, or federal 
regulations/policies while checklist item c focuses specifically on one type of such a community: federally-
protected wetlands.  Focusing first on wetlands, there are two questions to be posed in examining wet habitats: 
the first is whether the wetted area meets the technical definition of a wetland, making it subject to checklist item 
b, and the second is whether the wetland is subject to federal jurisdiction, making it subject to checklist item c.  
The 1987 Army Corps Wetlands Delineation Manual is used to determine whether an area meets the technical 
criteria for a wetland.  A delineation verification by the Army Corps verifies the size and condition of the wetlands 
and other waters in question, and determines the extent of government jurisdiction as it relates to Section 404 
of the Federal Clean Water Act and Section 401 of the State Clean Water Act. 


The Clean Water Act protects all “navigable waters”, which are defined as traditional navigable waters that are 
or were used for commerce, or may be used for interstate commerce; tributaries of covered waters; and wetlands 
adjacent to covered waters, including tributaries.  Non-navigable waters  are called isolated wetlands, and are 
not subject to either the Federal or State Clean Water Act.  Thus, isolated wetlands are not subject to federal 
wetland protection regulations.  However, in addition to the Clean Water Act, the State also has jurisdiction over 
impacts to surface waters through the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne), which does 
not require that waters be “navigable”.  For this reason, isolated wetlands are regulated by the State of California 
pursuant to Porter-Cologne.  The City of Roseville General Plan also provides protection for wetlands, including 
isolated wetlands, pursuant to the General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element.  Federal, State and 
City regulations/policies all seek to achieve no net loss of wetland acreage, values, or function. 


Aside from wetlands, checklist item b also addresses other “sensitive natural communities,” which includes any 
habitats protected by local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The City of Roseville General Plan Open Space and Conservation 
Element includes policies for the protection of riparian areas (streamside habitat) and floodplain areas; these are 
Vegetation and Wildlife section Policies 2 and 3.  Policy 4 also directs preservation of additional area around 
stream corridors and floodplain if there is sensitive woodland, grassland, or other habitat which could be made 
part of a contiguous open space area.  Other than wetlands, which were already discussed, US Fish and Wildlife 
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and California Department of Fish and Wildlife habitat protections generally result from species protections, and 
are thus addressed via checklist item a. 


For checklist item d, there are no regulations specific to the protection of migratory corridors.  This item is 
addressed by an analysis of the habitats present in the vicinity and analyzing the probable effects on access to 
those habitats which will result from a project. 


The City of Roseville Tree Preservation ordinance (RMC Ch.19.66) requires protection of native oak trees, and 
compensation for oak tree removal.  The Findings of the Implementing Procedures indicate that compliance with 
the City of Roseville Tree Preservation ordinance (RMC Ch.19.66) will prevent significant impacts related to loss 
of native oak trees, referenced by item e, above. 


Regarding checklist item f, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans within the City of Roseville.  


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a)  The site of proposed temple building is currently developed with three buildings and associated parking, 
landscaping and lighting.  The site is isolated from other habitat and is only approximately 5.8 acres in size.  
While the property could provide refuge for common, small burrowing mammals or reptile species found in urban 
environments, it is too small and isolated to provide habitat for larger animals or predators.  Birds of prey could 
forage incidentally on the site; however, the site is too isolated and small to provide any substantial or vital 
habitat.  The Northwest Roseville Specific Plan (NWRSP) EIR did not identify any rare or endangered wildlife 
species that inhabited the project site.  Therefore, the project will not cause any substantial adverse impacts to 
a special status species. 


b) There were no sensitive natural communities observed or identified on the site, and thus the project will 
have no impact with regard to this criterion. 


c) No potential wetlands have been identified or observed on the site, nor has the site been known 
historically to support wetlands.  Since the site does not contain wetlands, there is no impact with regard to this 
criterion. 


d) The City includes an interconnected network of open space corridors and preserves located throughout 
the City to ensure that the movement of wildlife is not substantially impeded as the City develops.  The 
development of the project site will not negatively impact these existing and planned open space corridors, nor 
is the project site located in an area that has been designated by the City, United States Fish and Wildlife, or 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife as vital or important for the movement of wildlife or the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites. 


e) The City has a Tree Preservation Ordinance for the protection of native oak trees.  As required, the 


applicant has submitted a request for a Tree Permit for removal of the one native oak tree on site.  Conditions of 
approval of the Tree Permit will include additional protective measures and mitigation measures that will include 
on-site replacement plantings, payment of in-lieu mitigation fees, or a combination thereof.  Therefore, project-
specific impacts are less than significant.  
  
f)  There are no Habitat Conservation Plans; Natural Community Conservation Plans; or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site. 


V. Cultural Resources 


As described within the Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Roseville General Plan, the 
Roseville region was within the territory of the Nisenan (also Southern Maidu or Valley Maidu).  Two large 
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permanent Nisenan habitation sites have been identified and protected within the City’s open space (in Maidu 
Park).  Numerous smaller cultural resources, such as midden deposits and bedrock mortars, have also been 
recorded in the City.  The gold rush which began in 1848 marked another settlement period, and evidence of 
Roseville’s ranching and mining past are still found today.  Historic features include rock walls, ditches, low 
terraces, and other remnants of settlement and activity.  A majority of documented sites within the City are 
located in areas designated for open space uses. 


Also, pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) the current project was routed to all tribes which requested such 
notice.  The United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and Shingle Springs Rancheria responded to the AB 52 
notification letter.  As Lead Agency, the City of Roseville has provided background information regarding the 
project site and is in continuing dialogue with the tribes, per AB 52 protocol. 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  


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


  X  


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


  X  


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


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts to cultural resources is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items a–e 
listed above.  The Archaeological, Historic, and Cultural Resources section of the City of Roseville General Plan 
also directs the proper evaluation of and, when feasible, protection of significant resources (Policies 1 and 2).  
There are also various federal and State regulations regarding the treatment and protection of cultural resources, 
including the National Historic Preservation Act and the Antiquities Act (which regulate items of significance in 
history), Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.9 of the California Public 
Resources Code (which regulates the treatment of human remains) and Section 21073 et seq. of the California 
Public Resources Code (regarding Tribal Cultural Resources).  The CEQA Guidelines also contains specific 
sections, other than the checklist items, related to the treatment of effects on historic resources. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines contains specific sections, other than the checklist items, related to the treatment of effects 
on historic and archeological resources.  Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, if it can be demonstrated that a 
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project will cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts 
to be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the 
extent that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (Section 21083.2 (a), (b), and (c)).  
A historical resource is a resource listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, in the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) (Section 21084.1); a resource included in a local register of historical resources 
(Section 15064.5(a)(2)); or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant (Section 15064.5 (a)(3)). Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 
requires evaluation of historical resources to determine their eligibility for listing on the CRHR. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–b and d) The project site is developed with the existing Sikh Temple, and is surrounded with urban 
development, including major roadways, a school district office, school site, residential communities, and 
commercial centers. 
 
The Northwest Roseville Specific Plan (NWRSP) EIR included an Archeology and History chapter with reference 
to the Cultural Resource Inventory and Evaluation prepared by Public Anthropological Research (PAR) in 1986, 
and concluded that no significant archeologic or historic sites were identified in the survey.  The EIR includes 
Mitigation Measures applicable to archeological features and artifacts, should any be found on site. Language 
included in the measure requires an immediate cessation of work, and the requirement to contact the appropriate 
agencies to address the resource before work can resume.  This mitigation need not be applied herein, as it is 
already applicable and required of the project pursuant to the NWRSP.  The project will not result in any new 
impacts beyond those already discussed and disclosed in the NWRSP EIR; therefore, project-specific impacts 
are less than significant.      


c) No paleontological resources are known to exist on the project site per the NWRSP EIR; however, 
standard mitigation measures apply which are designed to reduce impacts to such resources, should any be 
found on-site.  The measure requires an immediate cessation of work, and contact with the appropriate agencies 
to address the resource before work can resume.  The project will not result in any new impacts beyond those 
already discussed and disclosed in the NWRSP EIR; therefore, project-specific impacts are less than 
significant. 


VI. Geology and Soils 


As described in the Safety Element of the City of Roseville General Plan, there are three inactive faults (Volcano 
Hill, Linda Creek, and an unnamed fault) in the vicinity, but there are no known active seismic faults within Placer 
County.  The last seismic event recorded in the South Placer area occurred in 1908, and is estimated to have 
been at least a 4.0 on the Richter Scale.  Due to the geographic location and soil characteristics within the City, 
the General Plan indicates that soil liquefaction, landslides, and subsidence are not a significant risk in the area. 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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.) 


  X  


ii) Strong seismic ground 
shaking? 


  X  


iii) Seismic-related 
ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 


  X  


iv) Landslides?   X  


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


  X  


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


  X  


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? 


  X  


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? 


   X 
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Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to geology and soils is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items 
a–e listed above.  Regulations applicable to this topic include the Alquist-Priolo Act, which addresses earthquake 
safety in building permits, and the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, which requires the state to gather and publish 
data on the location and risk of seismic faults. 


The Findings of the Implementing Procedures indicate that compliance with the Flood Damage Prevention 
Ordinance (RMC Ch.9.80) and Design/Construction Standards (Resolution 07-107) will prevent significant 
impacts related to checklist item b.  The Ordinance and standards include permit requirements for construction 
and development in erosion-prone areas and ensure that grading activities will not result in significant soil erosion 
or loss of topsoil.  The use of septic tanks or alternative waste systems is not permitted in the City of Roseville, 
and therefore no analysis of criterion e is necessary. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


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


i–iii)  According to United States Geological Service mapping and literature, active faults are largely 
considered to be those which have had movement within the last 10,000 years (within the Holocene or Historic 
time periods)4 and there are no major active faults in Placer County. The California Geological Survey has 
prepared a map of the state which shows the earthquake shaking potential of areas throughout California based 
primarily on an area’s distance from known active faults.  The map shows that the City lies in a relatively low-
intensity ground-shaking zone.  Commercial, institutional, and residential buildings as well as all related 
infrastructure are required, in conformance with Chapter 16, Structural Design Requirements, Division IV, 
Earthquake Design of the California Building Code, to lessen the exposure to potentially damaging vibrations 
through seismic-resistant design.  In compliance with the Code, all structures in the Project area would be well-
built to withstand ground shaking from possible earthquakes in the region; impacts are less than significant. 


iv)  Landslides typically occur where soils on steep slopes become saturated or where natural or 
manmade conditions have taken away supporting structures and vegetation.  The project site is relatively flat 
and existing and proposed slopes of the project site are not steep enough to present a hazard during 
development or upon completion of the project.  In addition, measures would be incorporated during construction 
to shore minor slopes and prevent potential earth movement.  Therefore, impacts associated with landslides are 
less than significant. 


b) Grading activities will result in the disruption, displacement, compaction and over-covering of soils 
associated with site preparation (grading and trenching for utilities).  Grading activities for the project will be 
limited to the project site.  Grading activities require a grading permit from the Engineering Division.  The grading 
permit is reviewed for compliance with the City’s Improvement Standards, including the provision of proper 
drainage, appropriate dust control, and erosion control measures.  Grading and erosion control measures will 
be incorporated into the required grading plans and improvement plans.  Therefore, the impacts associated with 
disruption, displacement, and compaction of soils associated with the project are less than significant. 


c, d)  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 soils on the site are  Cometa-
Fiddyment complex (1% - 5% slopes), which are not listed as geologically unstable or sensitive.  Additionally, 
the Roseville General Plan finds such impacts to be less than significant since new buildings and structures 
are required to comply with all applicable building codes.  A soil report is required with the submittal of the 


                                                 
4 United States Geological Survey,  http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/glossary/?term=active%20fault, Accessed January 2016 



http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/

http://earthquake.usgs.gov/learn/glossary/?term=active%20fault





INITIAL STUDY 


April 6, 2017 
Sikh Temple – 1090 Main Street 


File #PL15-0338 
Page 28 of 53 


 


improvement plans. The City of Roseville Building Department will review construction plans before a building 
permit is issued and the Engineering Division will review and approve all rough grading plans to ensure that all 
grading and structures would withstand shrink-swell potentials and earthquake activity in this area. 


e) The City’s General Plan Policy requires that new development connect to the City’s sanity sewer system. 
The City’s Environmental Utilities Department has reviewed the project and determined that City’s sanity sewer 
system can accommodate the project. No septic tanks will be permitted as part of the project.   Therefore, no 
impact to soils relative to supporting use of septic tanks would occur. 


VII. Greenhouse Gases 


Greenhouse gases trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere.  The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) that enter the 
atmosphere because of human activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and 
fluorinated gases.  As explained by the United States Environmental Protection Agency5, global average 
temperature has increased by more than 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit since the late 1800s, and most of the warming 
of the past half century has been caused by human emissions.  The City has taken proactive steps to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, which include the introduction of General Plan policies to reduce emissions, changes 
to City operations, and climate action initiatives.  These are all described in a fact sheet available at 
http://www.roseville.ca.us/gov/development_services/_planning/general_plan_n_development_guidelines.as 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  


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


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


In Assembly Bill 32 (the California Global Warming Solutions Act), signed by Governor Schwarzenegger of 
California in September 2006, the legislature found that climate change resulting from global warming was a 
threat to California, and directed that “the State Air Resources Board design emissions reduction measures to 
meet the statewide emissions limits for greenhouse gases . . .”.  The target established in AB 32 was to reduce 
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020.  CARB subsequently prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan 
(Scoping Plan) for California, which was approved in 2008.  The Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to 
reduce California’s GHG emissions.  CARB’s updated August 2011 Scoping Plan calculated a reduction needed 
of 21.7% from future “Business As Usual” (BAU) conditions in the year 2020.  The current Scoping Plan (adopted 
May 2014) indicates that statewide emissions of GHG in 1990 amounted to 431 million metric tons, and that the 
2020 “Business As Usual” (BAU) scenario is estimated as 5096 million metric tons, which would require a 
reduction of 15.3% from 2020 BAU.  In addition to this, Senate Bill 32 was signed by the Governor on September 


                                                 
5 http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/science/overview.html, Accessed January 2016  
6 Includes Pavely and Renewables Portfolio Standard reduction 



http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/science/overview.html
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8, 2016, to establish a reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  The Air Resources Board is 
currently updating the Scoping Plan to reflect this target. 


The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) recommends that thresholds of significance for GHG 
be related to AB 32 reduction goals, and has adopted thresholds of significance which take into account the 
2030 reduction target.  The thresholds include a de minimis and a bright-line maximum threshold.  Any project 
emitting less than 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year (MT CO2e/yr) during construction or 
operation results in less than significant impacts. The PCAPCD considers any project with emissions greater 
than the bright-line cap of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr to have significant impacts.  For projects exceeding the de minimis 
threshold, but below the bright-line threshold, comparison to the appropriate efficiency threshold is 
recommended.  The significance thresholds are shown in Table 1 below. 


Table 1: GHG Significance Thresholds 


Bright-line Threshold 10,000 MT CO2e/yr 


Residential Efficiency (MT CO2e/capita1) Non-Residential Efficiency (MT CO2e/ksf2) 


Urban Rural Urban Rural 


4.5 5.5 26.5 27.3 


De Minimis Threshold 1,100 MT CO2e/yr 


1. Per Capita = per person 


2. Per ksf = per 1,000 square feet of building 


 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a,b) Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) contributing to global climate change are attributable in large 
part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and 
agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change 
can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on earth. An individual project’s 
GHG emissions are at a micro-scale level relative to global emissions and effects to global climate change; 
however, an individual project could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant 
cumulative macro-scale impact. As such, impacts related to emissions of GHG are inherently considered 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Recognizing the global scale of climate change, California has enacted several pieces of legislations in an 
attempt to address GHG emissions. Specifically, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, and more recently Senate Bill (SB) 32, 
have established statewide GHG emissions reduction targets. Accordingly, the CARB has prepared the Climate 
Change Scoping Plan for California (Scoping Plan), which was approved in 2008 and updated in 2014. The 
Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions and achieve the emissions 
reductions targets required by AB 32. In concert with statewide efforts to reduce GHG emissions, air districts, 
counties, and local jurisdictions throughout the State have implemented their own policies and plans to achieve 
emissions reductions in line with the Scoping Plan and emissions reductions targets, including AB 32 and SB 
32. 
 
As a means of achieving the regional GHG emissions reductions goals required by AB 32, on October 13, 2016, 
the PCAPCD adopted GHG emissions thresholds to help the district attain the GHG reduction goals established 
by AB 32 and SB 32. The common unit of measurement for GHG, used by PCAPCD, is expressed in terms of 
annual metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e/yr). The updated thresholds begin with a screening emission 
level of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr. Any project below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold is judged by the PCAPCD as 
having a less-than-significant impact on GHG emissions within the District, and thus would not conflict with any 
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state or regional GHG emissions reduction goals. Projects that would result in emissions above the 1,100 MT 
CO2e/yr threshold would not necessarily result in substantial impacts, if certain efficiency thresholds are met. 
The efficiency thresholds, which are calculated on a per capita or square foot basis, are presented in Table 4. 
 


Table 4 
PCAPCD Operational Thresholds of Significance 


Efficiency Thresholds 


Residential (MT CO2e/capita) Non-Residential (MT CO2e/1,000 sf) 


Urban Rural Urban Rural 


4.5 5.5 26.5 27.3 


Source: Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District Policy. Review of Land Use Projects Under CEQA. October 13, 2016. 


 
Projects that fall below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold or meet the efficiency thresholds are considered to be 
in keeping with statewide GHG emissions reduction targets, which would ensure that the proposed project would 
not inhibit the State’s achievement of GHG emissions reductions. Thus, projects with emissions below the 1,100 
MT CO2e/yr threshold or below the efficiency thresholds presented in Table 4, are considered to result in less-
than-significant impacts in regards to GHG emissions within the District and thus would not conflict with any state 
or regional GHG emissions reduction goals. Finally, the PCAPCD has also established a Bright Line Cap, which 
shall be the maximum limit for any proposed project. The Bright Line Cap is 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for all types of 
projects.  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would cumulatively contribute to increases of GHG emissions. Estimated 
GHG emissions attributable to future development would be primarily associated with increases of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and, to a lesser extent, other GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) 
associated with area sources, mobile sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity and natural gas), water usage, 
wastewater generation, the generation of solid waste, and the use of the emergency generator. The primary 
source of GHG emissions for the project would be mobile source emissions.  
 
Buildout of the proposed project would contribute to increases of GHG emissions that are associated with global 
climate change during construction and operations. The proposed project’s short-term construction-related and 
long-term operational GHG emissions are presented below.  
 
Short-Term Construction GHG Emissions 
 
Construction-related GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not typically expected to 
generate a significant contribution to global climate change, as global climate change is inherently a cumulative 
effect that occurs over a long period of time and is quantified on a yearly basis. However, the proposed project’s 
construction GHG emissions have been estimated and compared to the PCAPCD’s operational thresholds of 
significance for informational purposes. The proposed project’s total construction-related GHG emissions are 
presented in Table 5. The construction modeling assumptions are described in the Air Quality section above. 
 


Table 5 
Total Unmitigated Project Construction GHG Emissions 


Construction GHG Emissions (MTCO2e) Threshold of Significance (MTCO2e/yr) 


426.14 1,100 


Source:  CalEEMod, March 2017 


 
As shown in Table 5 above, the proposed project’s total unmitigated construction-related GHG emissions would 
be below the applicable 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold.  Accordingly, the proposed project would not be expected 
to have a significant impact related to GHG emissions during construction.  
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Long-Term Operational GHG Emissions 
 
The proposed project’s estimated operational GHG emissions are presented in Table 6. It should be noted that 
modeling for operation of the proposed project was adjusted to reflect the CO2 intensity factor for energy provided 
by Roseville Electric, based on Roseville Electric’s progress towards meeting the State’s Renewable Energy 
Portfolio Standards. All other operational modeling assumptions are described in the Air Quality section above. 
 


Table 6 
Unmitigated Project Operational GHG Emissions 


Emission Source Annual GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) 


Area 8.50 


Energy 231/34 


Mobile 349.76 


Solid Waste 50.25 


Water 5.76 


TOTAL ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 637.10 


Source:  CalEEMod, March 2017 


 
As shown in the table, the proposed project would not result in operational GHG emissions in excess of the 1,100 
MTCO2e threshold.  
 
Based on the above, the proposed project would not be considered to generate GHG emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with any applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Therefore, impacts related to GHG 
emissions and global climate change would not be cumulatively considerable and would be considered less 
than significant. 


 
VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


There are no hazardous cleanup sites of record within 1,000 feet of the site according to either the Department 
of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor database (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/) or the State Water 
Resources Control Board Geotracker database (http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/).  The nearest properties 
where hazardous materials are stored or handled includes the underground fuel storage tank at the gas station 
adjacent approximately 400 feet southwest of the project site.  No previous environmental review of the site has 
found evidence of contamination or hazardous conditions.  The nearest school to the project site is Kaseberg 
Elementary school, located approximately 600 feet west of the site. 


 The project is not located within an airport land use plan area, no airports are located within two miles of the 
project site, and the project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, no impact would 
occur. 
 
Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  



http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


   X 


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


  X  


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? 


   X 


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? 


   X 


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? 


  X  


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


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


   X 


Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 
 
The significance of impacts related to hazardous materials is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist 
items a–h listed above.  A material is defined as hazardous if it appears on a list of hazardous materials prepared 
by a federal, state or local regulatory agency, or if it has characteristics defined as hazardous by such an agency.  
The determination of significance based on the above criteria depends on the probable frequency and severity 
of consequences to people who might be exposed to the health hazard, and the degree to which Project design 
or existing regulations would reduce the frequency of or severity of exposure.  As an example, products 
commonly used for household cleaning are classified as hazardous when transported in large quantities, but one 
would not conclude that the presence of small quantities of household cleaners at a home would pose a risk to 
a school located within ¼-mile. 


Many federal and State agencies regulate hazards and hazardous substances, including the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board), and the California Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (CalOSHA).  The state has been granted primacy (primary responsibility for oversight) 
by the US EPA to administer and enforce hazardous waste management programs. State regulations also have 
detailed planning and management requirements to ensure that hazardous materials are handled, stored, and 
disposed of properly to reduce human health risks. California regulations pertaining to hazardous waste 
management are published in the California Code of Regulations (see 8 CCR, 22 CCR, and 23 CCR).   


The project is not within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport and there are 
no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project areas.   
 
Discussion of Checklist Answers: 
 
The City’s Mitigating Policies and Standards that have been adopted as they relate to hazards and hazardous 
materials (i.e. Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP), Site-specific Business Plan with the City’s Fire 
Department, Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP)) will substantially mitigate any potential impacts. 


 
a-b) Standard construction activities would require the use of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, 
lubricants, glues, paints and paint thinners, soaps, bleach, and solvents.  These are common household and 
commercial materials routinely used by both businesses and average members of the public.  The materials 
only pose a hazard if they are improperly used, stored, or transported either through upset conditions (e.g. a 
vehicle accident) or mishandling.  Regulations pertaining to the transport of materials are codified in 49 Code 
of Federal Regulations 171–180, and transport regulations are enforced and monitored by the California 
Department of Transportation and by the California Highway Patrol.  Specifications for storage on a 
construction site are contained in various regulations and codes, including the California Code of 
Regulations, the Uniform Fire Code, and the California Health and Safety Code.  These same codes require 
that all hazardous materials be used and stored in the manner specified on the material packaging.  Existing 
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regulations and programs are sufficient to ensure that potential impacts as a result of the use or storage of 
hazardous materials are reduced to less than significant levels. 


c) See response to Items (a) and (b) above.  The project is located approximately 600 feet west of Kaseberg 
Elementary School.  The potential does exist for community assembly uses to store and/or use toxic/flammable 
materials (i.e. solvents for cleaning and maintenance, etc.).  The California Health and Safety Code, and local 
City Ordinances regulate the handling, storage and transportation of hazardous and toxic materials.  The 
California Health and Safety Codes require a Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) for those uses 
that handle specified quantities of toxic and/or hazardous materials.  Also, businesses which handle toxic or 
hazardous materials are required to complete a Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP).  
Furthermore, all business owners must file a site-specific business plan with the City’s Fire Department before 
a new building is occupied.  All plans would specify what to do in the event of an accident, and which 
transportation routes would be used.  Because the community assembly use that is proposed would be required 
to comply with these codes, ordinances and programs, staff has determined that the impact to the environment 
will be less than significant. 


 
d) The project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.57; therefore, no impact will occur.  


e-f) The project site is not located near or within an airport land use plan or private airstrip. 


g) This project is located within an area currently receiving City emergency services and development of the 
site has been anticipated and incorporated into emergency response plans.  Therefore, the project will cause 
a less than significant impact to the City's Emergency Response or Management Plans.  Furthermore, the 
project will be required to comply with all local, State and federal requirements for the handling of hazardous 
materials.  These will require the following programs: 


 A Risk Management and Prevention Program (RMPP) is required of uses that handle toxic and/or 
hazardous materials in quantities regulated by the California Health and Safety Code and/or the City. 


 Businesses that handle toxic or hazardous materials are required to complete a Hazardous Materials 
Management Program (HMMP) pursuant to local, State, or federal requirements. 


h) The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) is the state agency responsible 
for wildland fire protection and management.  As part of that task, CAL FIRE maintains maps designating 
Wildland Fire Hazard Severity zones.  The City is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, 
and is not in a CAL FIRE responsibility area; fire suppression is entirely within local responsibility. The project 
site is in an urban area, on a developed Sikh Temple  property, and therefore would not expose people to 
any risk from wildland fire. There would be no impact with regard to this criterion. 


IX. Hydrology and Water Quality 


As described in the Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Roseville General Plan, the City is 
located within the Pleasant Grove Creek Basin and the Dry Creek Basin.  Pleasant Grove Creek and its 
tributaries drain most of the western and central areas of the City and Dry Creek and its tributaries drain the 
remainder of the City.  Most major stream areas in the City are located within designated open space. 


                                                 
7 http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/SectionA.htm 



http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/SectionA.htm
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Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than Significant 
With Mitigation 


Less Than 
Significant Impact 


No 
Impact 


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


  X  


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)? 


   
 
 
 


X 


 


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? 


  X  


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? 


  X  


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? 


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than Significant 
With Mitigation 


Less Than 
Significant Impact 


No 
Impact 


f) Otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality? 


  X  


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? 


   X 


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


   X 


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? 


   X 


j) Inundation by seiches, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to hydrology and water quality is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines 
checklist items a–j listed above.  For checklist item a, the Findings of the Implementing Procedures indicate that 
compliance with the City of Roseville Design/Construction Standards (Resolution 07-107), Urban Stormwater 
Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (RMC Ch. 14.20), and Stormwater Quality Design 
Manual (Resolution 16-152) will prevent significant impacts.  The standards require preparation of an erosion 
and sediment control plan for construction activities and includes designs to control pollutants within post-
construction urban water runoff.  Likewise, it is indicated that the Drainage Fees for the Dry Creek and Pleasant 
Grove Watersheds (RMC Ch.4.48) and City of Roseville Design/Construction Standards (Resolution 07-107) will 
prevent significant impacts related to item e.  The ordinance and standards require the collection of drainage 
fees to fund improvements that mitigate potential flooding impacts, and require the design of a water drainage 
system that will adequately convey anticipated stormwater flows.  Finally, it is indicated that compliance with the 
Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance (RMC Ch. 9.80) will prevent significant impacts related to items g, h, and 
i.  The Ordinance includes standard requirements for all new construction, including regulation of development 
with the potential to impede or redirect flood flows, and prohibits development within flood hazard areas.  Impacts 
from tsunamis and seiches were screened out of the analysis (item j) given the fact that the project is not located 
near a water body or other feature that would pose a risk of such an event. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a,c,d,e, f) The project will involve the disturbance of on-site soils and the construction of impervious surfaces, 
such as asphalt paving and buildings.  Disturbing the soil can allow sediment to be mobilized by rain or wind, 
and cause displacement into waterways. To address this and other issues, the developer is required to receive 
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approval of a grading permit and/or improvement plans prior to the start of construction.  The permit or plans are 
required to incorporate mitigation measures for dust and erosion control. In addition, the City has a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater Permit issued by the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board which requires the City to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  The City does this, in part, by means of the City’s 2013 Design/Construction Standards, 
which require preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. All permanent 
stormwater quality control measures must be designed to comply with the City’s Manual for Stormwater Quality 
Control Standards for New Development, the City’s 2013 Design/Construction Standards, Urban Stormwater 
Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance, and Stormwater Quality Design Manual. For these 
reasons, impacts related to water quality are less than significant. 


b) The project does not involve the installation of groundwater wells.  The City maintains wells to supplement 
surface water supplies during multiple dry years, but the effect of groundwater extraction on the aquifer was 
addressed in the Water Supply Assessment of the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan EIR, which included a Citywide 
water analysis.  The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation, and is thus 
consistent with the citywide Water Supply Assessment.  Project impacts related to groundwater extraction are 
less than significant.  


g, h, j)  According to the City’s floodplain data, the project is not located within the City’s Regulatory Floodplain. 
As a result, implementation of the proposed project would not place housing or any structures within an area at 
risk of flood flows. There would be no impact with regard to these criteria. 


k) Folsom Dam, which is located approximately 10 miles southeast of the project site, is the closet dam to 
the project site. While portions of the City could be subject to flooding in the event of failure or damage of Folsom 
Dam, the project site is not located in an area that would be subject to inundation due to dam failure. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 
 
l) Because the proposed project is located within an area of flat topography and is furthermore not within a 
floodplain there is no risk of debris flow or mudflow. There would be no impact with regard to this criterion. 


 
X. Land Use and Planning 


 
The project site is located within the City’s Northwest Roseville Specific Plan area with a zoning designation of  
Single-Family Residential (R1), with a General Plan and Specific Plan land use designation of Public/Quasi-
Public (P/QP).  The proposed  project is consistent with the zoning designation; with the exception of the 
proposed height of the Temple (65 feet).  Zoning Ordinance Development Standards permit a maximum height 
of 35 feet within the R1 zoning district.  Per the City’s Zoning Ordinance, a Variance shall be obtained to allow 
deviation from development standards, including building height.  The project entitlements include a Variance 
request.  With approval of the Variance, the project is considered to be consistent with the zoning  and land use 
designations. 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


a) Physically divide an 
established community? 


   X 
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


   X 


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


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to land use is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items a–c 
listed above.  Consistency with applicable City General Plan policies, Improvement Standards, and design 
standards is already required and part of the City’s processing of permits and plans, so these requirements do 
not appear as mitigation measures. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a) The project area has been master planned for development, including adequate roads, pedestrian paths, 
and bicycle paths to provide connections within the community.  The project will not physically divide an 
established community. 


b) As referenced above, the tallest Sikh architectural dome element has a maximum height of 56 feet to the 
top of the dome, plus an additional nine feet (9’±) to the top of the ornate finial atop the dome.  The Zoning 
Ordinance Development Standard for maximum building height in the R1 zoning district is 35 feet.  Zoning 
Ordinance Chapter 19.74.020A. states that a Variance must be obtained to allow deviation from development 
standards, including height requirements.  The applicant has applied for a Variance to allow the Temple’s height 
to exceed the Zoning Ordinance R1 standard of 35 feet.  With approval of the Variance, the project is consistent 
with, and does not conflict with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, Northwest Roseville Specific Plan’s 
Land Use Plan. 


 c) There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans covering the project 
site; therefore, no impact would occur. 


XI. Mineral Resources 


The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975 requires the State Geologist to classify land into 
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ’s) based on the known or inferred mineral resource potential of that land.  The 
California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) was historically responsible for the classification and 
designation of areas containing—or potentially containing—significant mineral resources, though that 
responsibility now lies with the California Geological Survey (CGS).  CDMG published Open File Report 95-10, 
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which provides the mineral classification map for Placer County.  A detailed evaluation of mineral resources has 
not been conducted within the City limits, but MRZ’s have been identified.  There are four broad MRZ categories 
(MRZ-1 through MRZ-4), and only MRZ-2 represents an area of known significant mineral resources.  The City 
of Roseville General Plan EIR included Exhibit 4.1-3, depicting the location of MRZ’s in the City limits.  There is 
only one small MRZ-2 designation area, located at the far eastern edge of the City. 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


   X 


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? 


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to mineral resources is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist 
items a and b listed above. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–b) The project site is not in the area of the City known to include any mineral resources that would be of 
local, regional, or statewide importance; therefore, the project has no impacts on mineral resources. 


XII. Noise 


The project site and adjacent properties are fully developed, or under construction.  Existing development on 
site and within the immediate vicinity includes major roadways (six-lane arterial and four-lane collector), existing 
church/temple buildings, commercial buildings and centers, and surface parking lots.   


Would the project result in: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


a) Exposure 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? 


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  


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


  X  


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


  X  


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? 


   X 


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? 


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


Standards for transportation noise and non-transportation noise affecting existing or proposed land uses are 
established within the City of Roseville General Plan Noise Element Table IX-1 and IX-3, and these standards 
are used as the thresholds to determine the significance of impacts related to items a and c.  The significance of 
other noise impacts is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items b, and d–f listed above.    The 
Findings of the Implementing Procedures indicate that compliance with the City Noise Regulation (RMC Ch. 
9.24) will prevent significant non-transportation noise as it relates to items a, b, and c.  The Ordinance establishes 
noise exposure standards that protect noise-sensitive receptors from a variety of noise sources, including non-
transportation/fixed noise, amplified sound, industrial noise, and events on public property.  The project is not 
within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport and there are also no private 
airstrips in the vicinity of the project area. Therefore, items e and f have been ruled out from further analysis.   


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a,c)  The principally permitted use on the site, (community assembly) typically generates low to moderate noise 


levels through the use of mechanical equipment such as roof top air conditioning units.  The site is adjacent to 
commercial buildings, a school site and major roadways.  Consistent with the City’s Community Design 
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Guidelines the mechanical equipment will be required to be screened.  It is anticipated that long-term noise 
impacts will be minimal and well within the limits established by the City’s Municipal Code Section 9.24.       
 
b,d) Surrounding uses may experience short-term increases in groundborne vibration, groundborne noise, 
and airborne noise levels during construction.  However, these impacts are temporary in nature and are not 
anticipated to result in any unusual or excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels.  When conducted during 
daytime hours, construction activities are exempt from Noise Ordinance standards, but the standards do apply 
to construction occurring during nighttime hours.  While the noise generated may be a minor nuisance, the City 
Noise Regulation standards are designed to ensure that impacts are not unduly intrusive.  Because the project 
would comply with the provisions of the City's General Plan and Noise Ordinance, impacts related to noise are 
considered less than significant. 


e, f) The proposed project site is not located within an airport land use plan area nor is it located within two 
miles of an airport.  Therefore, no impact would occur relative to exposing people to excessive airport related 
noise levels. 
 
XIII. Population and Housing 


The project site is located within the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan and has a land use designation of 
Public/Quasi-Public.  The City of Roseville General Plan Table II-4 identifies the total number of residential units 
and population anticipated as a result of buildout of the City, and the Specific Plan likewise includes unit 
allocations and population projections for the Plan Area.  Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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)? 


  X  


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


   X 


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


   X 


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to population and housing is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist 
items a–c listed above. 
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Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a) The CEQA Guidelines identify several ways in which a project could have growth-inducing impacts 
(Public Resources Code Section 15126.2), either directly or indirectly.  Growth-inducement may be the result of 
fostering economic growth, fostering population growth, providing new housing, or removing barriers to growth.  
Growth inducement may be detrimental, beneficial, or of no impact or significance under CEQA.  An impact is 
only deemed to occur when it directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public 
services, or if it can be shown that the growth will significantly affect the environment in some other way.  The 
project is consistent with the land use designation of the site.  Therefore, while the project in question may induce 
some level of growth, this growth was already identified and its effects disclosed and mitigated within the 
Northwest Roseville Specific Plan EIR.  Therefore, the impact of the project is less than significant. 


b, c) 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, and there 
would be no impact with respect to these criteria. 


XIV. Public Services 


Fire protection, police protection, park services, and library services are provided by the City.  The project is 
located within the Roseville City School District.  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 government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following 
public services: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


a) Fire protection?   X  


b) Police protection?   X  


c) Schools?   X  


d) Parks?   X  


e) Other public facilities?   X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The 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 may incrementally increase 
the need for public services.  However, the City’s Fire, Police, Parks, and Utilities Departments have all reviewed 
the project plans and have not identified any significant impacts to City services.   


 
The significance of impacts related to public services is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist items 
a–e listed above.  The EIR for the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan addressed the level of public services which 
would need to be provided in order to serve planned growth in the community.  Development Agreements and 
other conditions have been adopted in all proposed growth areas of the City which identify the physical facilities 
needed to serve growth, and the funding needed to provide for the construction and operation of those facilities 
and services; the project is consistent with the Specific Plan.  In addition, the project has been routed to the 
various public service agencies, both internal and external, to ensure that the project meets the agencies’ design 
standards (where applicable) and to provide an opportunity to recommend appropriate conditions of approval. 
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Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a) Existing City codes and regulations require adequate water pressure in the water lines, and construction 
must comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes used by the City of Roseville.  Additionally, the applicant 
is required to pay a fire service construction tax, which is used for purchasing capital facilities for the Fire 
Department.  Existing codes, regulations, funding agreements, and facilities plans are sufficient to ensure less 
than significant impacts. 


b)  Sales taxes and property taxes resulting from the development will add revenue to the General Fund, 
which serves to fund police services.  Existing codes, regulations, funding agreements, and facilities plans are 
sufficient to ensure less than significant impacts.    


c) The applicant for this project is required to pay school impact fees at a rate determined by the local school 
districts.  School fees will be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, consistent with City requirements.  
School sites have already been designated as part of the Specific Plan process.  Existing codes, regulations, 
funding agreements, and facilities plans are sufficient to ensure less than significant impacts. 


d) Future park and recreation sites and facilities have already been identified as part of the Specific Plan 
process.  Existing codes, regulations, funding agreements, and facilities plans are sufficient to ensure less than 
significant impacts. 


e) Sales taxes and property taxes resulting from development will add revenue to the General Fund, which 
serves to fund the library system and other such facilities and services.  In addition, the City charges fees to end-
users for other services, such as garbage and greenwaste collection, in order to fund those services.  Existing 
codes, regulations, funding agreements, and facilities plans are sufficient to ensure less than significant 
impacts. 


XV. Recreation 


The proposed project will not provide on-site recreational areas for visitors to the site. However, five City parks 
are located within one mile of the project site (Kaseberg Park, immediately adjacent to the east, Weber Park, 0.8 
miles east, June W. Wanish Park, 0.5 miles northwest, Silverado Oaks Park, 0.7 miles northwest, and James A. 
Hall Park, one mile west). Additional facilities will not need to be added as a result of the project. Therefore, the 
project will have a less than significant impact on the existing and planned park facilities. 
 


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


  X  







INITIAL STUDY 


April 6, 2017 
Sikh Temple – 1090 Main Street 


File #PL15-0338 
Page 44 of 53 


 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to recreation services is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist 
items a–b listed above.   


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a) The EIR for the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan addressed the level of park services (including new 
construction, maintenance, and operation) which would need to be provided in order to serve planned growth in 
the community.  Given that the project is consistent with the General Plan and Specific Plan, the project would 
not cause any unforeseen or new impacts related to the use of existing or proposed parks and recreational 
facilities.  Existing codes, regulations, funding agreements, and facilities plans are sufficient to ensure less than 
significant impacts. 


b)  Park sites and other recreational facilities were identified within the Specific Plan, and the plan-level 
impacts of developing those facilities were addressed within the Final EIR for the Specific Plan.  The project will 
not cause any unforeseen or new impacts related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 


XVI. Transportation/Traffic 


The proposed project has frontage on Main Street, an east-west four-lane collector roadway. Foothills Boulevard, 
a north-south six-lane arterial roadway intersects Main Street approximately 225 feet west of the project site.  
Foothills Boulevard is one of several north-south routes through the western portion of the City that provide 
connectivity between Blue Oaks Boulevard on the north, with Baseline Road/Main Street and points farther 
south.  The project site’s primary access point is via two driveways accessed off Main Street, through the Foothills 
Boulevard/Main Street signalized intersection. There are multiple internal drive-aisles providing access to the 
surface parking areas, and around the proposed temple building.   
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Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


  X  


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? 


  X  


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? 


  X  


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


  X  


e) Result in inadequate 
emergency access? 


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of checklist items c–f are based directly on the CEQA Guidelines checklist descriptions.  For 
checklist items a and b, the Circulation Element of the General Plan establishes Level of Service C or better as 
an acceptable operating condition at all signalized intersections during a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  Exceptions to 
this policy may be made by the City Council, but a minimum of 70% of all signalized intersections should maintain 
LOS C.  The Findings of the Implementing Procedures indicate that compliance with the Traffic Mitigation Fee 
(RMC Ch. 4.44) will fund roadway projects and improvements necessary to maintain the City’s Level of Service 
standards for projects consistent with the General Plan and related Specific Plan.  An existing plus project 
conditions (short-term) traffic impact study may be required for projects with unique trip generation or distribution 
characteristics, in areas of local traffic constraints, or to study the proposed project access.  A cumulative plus 
project conditions (long-term) study is required if a project is inconsistent with the General Plan or Specific Plan 
and would generate more than 50 pm peak-hour trips.  The guidelines for traffic study preparation are found in 
the City of Roseville Design and Construction Standards - Section 4.   


To assess potential traffic impacts that could result from operation of the proposed project, Kimley Horn 
completed a Traffic Study for the proposed project (see Attachment 2). Kimley Horn concluded that the proposed 
project would not result in the degradation of any intersections from acceptable to unacceptable LOS.  
 
The project site is not located within an airport planning area or within any height restriction area established 
around an airport for the purpose of protecting navigable airspace.  Consequently, impacts to changes in air 
traffic patterns (checklist item c) were screened out of the analysis.   


Impacts with regard to items d and e are assessed based on the expert judgment of the City Engineer and City 
Fire Department, as based upon facts and consistency with the City’s Design and Construction Standards. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a,b) The proposed project is consistent with the land use designations of the General Plan and Specific Plan, 
and therefore does not contribute more traffic to the roadways system than was anticipated in Citywide analyses.  
The traffic study prepared by Kimley Horn focused on examining the project access design and the intersection 
of six potentially-impacted intersections, as shown below. 
 


1. Main Street/Baseline Road @ Foothills Boulevard 4.  Main St. @ Site Driveway (East) 
2. Main Street @ Commercial Driveway  5.  Main Street @ Elm Street 
3. Main Street @ Site Driveway (West)   6.  Main Street @ Porter Drive 


 
The study analyzed the existing transportation conditions along with the expected transportation conditions with 
the proposed Sikh Temple building in place (existing plus project conditions).  Based on the analyses 
documented in the Study, the proposed project does not result in a significant impact at studies intersections; 
therefore, project impacts to intersection operations are considered less than significant and no mitigation is 
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required.  The study prepared by Kimley Horn included specific design recommendations for the project access, 
which have been incorporated into the site design.  The project will not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, nor will it conflict 
with an applicable congestion management program. 
 
d,e) The project has been reviewed by the City Engineering and City Fire Department staff, and has been 
found to be consistent with the City’s Design Standards.  The study prepared by Kimley Horn included specific 
design recommendations for the project access, which have been incorporated into the site design.  Furthermore, 
standard conditions of approval added to all City project require compliance with Fire Codes and other design 
standards.  Compliance with existing regulations ensure that impacts are less than significant. 


f) The City of Roseville has adopted a Pedestrian Master Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, and Short-Range 
Transit Plan.  The project was reviewed for consistency with these documents and found that:   
 


i. The project would not be inconsistent with any applicable policies and guidelines of Roseville’s 
Bikeway Master Plan.  Therefore, project impacts to bicycle facilities are considered less than 
significant and no mitigation is required.  


 
ii. The project would not have a negative impact on transit operations, travel times, and/or circulation. 


Therefore, project impacts to transit facilities are considered less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 


 
iii. The project would not interfere with the operation of an existing pedestrian facility or preclude the 


construction of a planned pedestrian facility. Therefore, project impacts to pedestrian facilities are 
considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


 
XVII. Tribal Cultural Resources 


As described within the Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Roseville General Plan, the 
Roseville region was within the territory of the Nisenan (also Southern Maidu or Valley Maidu).  Two large 
permanent Nisenan habitation sites have been identified and protected within the City’s open space (in Maidu 
Park).  Numerous smaller cultural resources, such as midden deposits and bedrock mortars, have also been 
recorded in the City.  A majority of documented sites within the City are located in areas designated for open 
space uses. 


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: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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)? 


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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. 


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 


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. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a) The Northwest Roseville Specific Plan (NWRSP) EIR included an Archeology and History chapter with 
reference to the Cultural Resource Inventory and Evaluation prepared by Public Anthropological Research (PAR) 
in 1986, and concluded that no significant archeologic or historic sites were identified in the survey.  The EIR 
includes Mitigation Measures applicable to archeological features and artifacts, should any be found on site. 
Language included in the measure requires an immediate cessation of work, and the requirement to contact the 
appropriate agencies to address the resource before work can resume.  This mitigation need not be applied 
herein, as it is already applicable and required of the project pursuant to the NWRSP.  The project will not result 
in any new impacts beyond those already discussed and disclosed in the NWRSP EIR; therefore, project-specific 
impacts are less than significant.      


b) Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) the current project was routed to all tribes which requested such 
notice.  The United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) and Shingle Springs Rancheria responded to the AB 52 
notification letter.  As Lead Agency, the City of Roseville has provided background information regarding the 
project site and is in continuing dialogue with the tribes, per AB 52 protocol. 


Mitigation measures are included in the NWRSP EIR that are designed to reduce impacts to resources, should 
any be found on-site.  The EIR includes Mitigation Measures applicable to archeological features and artifacts, 
should any be found on site. Language included in the measure requires an immediate cessation of work, and 
the requirement to contact the appropriate agencies to address the resource before work can resume.  The City 
has developed modified language for the mitigation to include tribal notification of a start-date for a project’s 
earthwork, and for a tribal representative to visually inspect the site within the first five days of initial earthwork 







INITIAL STUDY 


April 6, 2017 
Sikh Temple – 1090 Main Street 


File #PL15-0338 
Page 49 of 53 


 


to determine if there is any evidence that tribal cultural resources have been unearthed.  The updates to 
mitigation measure NWRSP EIR – Chapter VI, Cultural Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation – Archaeology and 
History: “Stop Work if Cultural Resources are Discovered During Construction” are equivalent or more effective 
than the existing mitigation and will not cause any potentially significant effects on the environment.  Language 
included in the measure requires an immediate cessation of work, and contact with the appropriate agencies to 
address the resource before work can resume.  This mitigation need not be applied herein, as it is already 
applicable and required of the project pursuant to the NWRSP.  The project will not result in any new impacts 
beyond those already discussed and disclosed in the NWRSP EIR; project-specific impacts are less than 
significant. 


XVIII. Utilities and Service Systems 


Water and sewer services are provided, by the City of Roseville.  Since utility services are already provided to 
the site, it is expected that minimal work will need to be completed to the existing utility services serving the site.  
Storm water will be collected on-site and transferred via the existing storm drain system into an off-site storm 
drain system.  Solid waste will be collected by the City of Roseville’s Refuse Department.  The City of Roseville 
will provide electric service to the site, while natural gas will be provided by PG&E.  Comcast will provide cable.  
The project has been reviewed by the City’s Engineering Division, Environmental Utilities, Roseville Electric and 
PG&E. Adequate services are available for the project.    


Would the project: 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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


  X  


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? 


  X  


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? 


  X  


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


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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? 


  X  


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


  X  


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


  X  


 
Thresholds of Significance and Regulatory Setting: 
The significance of impacts related to utilities and service systems is based directly on the CEQA Guidelines 
checklist items a–g listed above. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a,e) The proposed project would be served by the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP). The 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates water quality and quantity of effluent 
discharged from the City’s wastewater treatment facilities. The DCWWTP has the capacity to treat 18 million 
gallons per day (mgd) and is currently treating 8.9 mgd. The volume of wastewater generated by the proposed 
project could be accommodated by the facility; the proposed project will not contribute to an exceedance of 
applicable wastewater treatment requirements. The impact would be less than significant. 


b,c) The project is consistent with the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan, and will be required to construct any 
lines necessary to serve the project, as well as pay fees which fund the operation of the facilities and the 
construction of major infrastructure.  The construction impacts related to building the major infrastructure were 
disclosed in the EIR for the Specific Plan, and appropriate mitigation was adopted.  Minor additional infrastructure 
will be constructed within the project site to tie the project into the major systems, but these facilities will be 
constructed in locations where site development has already occurred as part of the existing medical campus; 
there are no additional substantial impacts specific or particular to the minor infrastructure improvements. 


In terms of overall treatment capacity, sewage treatment was discussed in section a, above.  An expansion of 
sewage treatment facilities is not required.  Domestic water in the City of Roseville is treated at the City’s Water 
Treatment Plant on Barton Road. The City’s water treatment plant currently has a treatment capacity of 100 mgd, 
though due to pipe sizes a slightly smaller total capacity of 96.1 mgd can be conveyed to the plant for treatment.  
The Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment (AR WSA, Appendix E of the Amoruso Ranch 
FEIR), dated May 2016, analyzed water demand at City buildout.  The analysis indicates that peak treatment 
demand will be approximately 115 mgd, which is insufficient to serve the treatment plant has insufficient capacity 
to serve peak demand at City buildout.  However, the additional water demand will be provided through contracts 
with other water suppliers, such as the Placer County Water Agency and the San Juan Water District, rather 
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than through a treatment plant expansion.  The project is consistent with existing land use designations and will 
not require an expansion of water treatment capacity. 


d) The City of Roseville 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), adopted May 2016, estimates water 
demand and supply for the City through the year 2040, based on existing land use designations and population 
projections.  In addition, the AR WSA estimates water demand and supply for ultimate General Plan buildout.  
The project is consistent with existing land use designations, and is therefore consistent with the assumptions of 
the UWMP and AR WSA.  The UWMP indicates that existing water supply sources are sufficient to meet all near 
term needs, estimating an annual water demand of 45,475 acre-feet per year (AFY) by the year 2020 and existing 
surface and recycled water supplies in the amount of 70,421 AFY.  The AR WSA estimates a Citywide buildout 
demand of 64,370 AFY when including recycled water, and of 59,657 AFY of potable water.  The AR WSA 
indicates that surface water supply is sufficient to meet demand during normal rainfall years, but is insufficient 
during single- and multiple-dry years.  However, the City’s UWMP establishes mandatory water conservation 
measures and the use of groundwater to offset reductions in surface water supplies.  Both the UWMP and AR 
WSA indicate that these measures, in combination with additional purchased water sources, will ensure that 
supply meets projected demand.  The project, which is consistent with existing land use designations, would not 
require new or expanded water supply entitlements. 


f, g) The Western Placer Waste Management Authority is the regional agency handling recycling and waste 
disposal for Roseville and surrounding areas. The regional waste facilities include a Material Recovery Facility 
(MRF) and the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL). Currently, the WRSL is permitted to accept up to 
1,900 tons of municipal solid waste per day. According to the solid waste analysis of the Amoruso Ranch Specific 
Plan FEIR, under current projected development conditions the WRSL has a projected lifespan extending 
through 2058.  There is sufficient existing capacity to serve the proposed project.  Though the project will 
contribute incrementally to an eventual need to find other means of waste disposal, this impact of City buildout 
has already been disclosed and mitigation applied as part of each Specific Plan the City has approved, including 
the most recent Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan.  All residences and business in the City pay fees for solid waste 
collection, a portion of which is collected to fund eventual solid waste disposal expansion.  The project will not 
result in any new impacts associated with major infrastructure.  Environmental Utilities staff has reviewed the 
project for consistency with policies, codes, and regulations related to waste disposal services and has found 
that the project design is in compliance. 


XIX. Mandatory Findings of Significance 


Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


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 


  X  
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Environmental Issue 
Potentially 


Significant Impact 
Less Than Significant 


With Mitigation 
Less Than 


Significant Impact 
No 


Impact 


major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 


b) Does the project have 
impacts which are 
individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a 
project 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.) 


  X  


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


  X  


 
Significance Criteria and Regulatory Setting: 


The significance of impacts related to mandatory findings of significance is based directly on the CEQA 
Guidelines checklist items a–c listed above. 


Discussion of Checklist Answers: 


a–c) Long term environmental goals are not impacted by the proposed project.  The cumulative impacts do 
not deviate beyond what was contemplated in the Specific Plan EIR, and mitigation measures have already been 
incorporated via the Specific Plan EIR.  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.







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 impacts are less than significant. As demonstrated in the 
initial study checklist, there are no “project specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or site” 
that cannot be reduced to less than significant effects through mitigation (CEQA Section 15183) and therefore 
an EIR is not required. Therefore, on the basis of the foregoing initial study:  


 [ X ]   I find that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION has been prepared. 


Initial Study Prepared by: 


____________________________________________ 
Ron Miller, Associate Planner 
City of Roseville, Development Services – Planning Division 


Exhibits: 


A. Site Plan 
B. Grading Plan 
C. Landscape Plan 
D. Elevations 
E. Rendering 


Attachments: 


1. CalEEMod - March 2017 
2. Kimley Horn Traffic Study – Sikh Temple – March 2016 
3. Arborist Report/Tree Inventory 
 







Project Characteristics - 


Land Use - 


Vehicle Emission Factors - 


Vehicle Emission Factors - 


Vehicle Trips - Changed Sunday rate consistent with traffic study (700 people total on Sundays for a 43 ksf building equates to a 16.28 rate).


1.1 Land Usage


Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population


Place of Worship 43.43 1000sqft 1.00 43,434.00 0


Parking Lot 3.86 Acre 3.86 168,141.60 0


1.2 Other Project Characteristics


Urbanization


Climate Zone


Urban


2


Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 74


1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data


1.0 Project Characteristics


Utility Company Roseville Electric


2019Operational Year


CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


793.8 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value


tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019


tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 36.63 16.28


Sikh Temple
Placer County APCD Air District, Annual


CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 3/6/2017 4:45 PMPage 1 of 30


Sikh Temple - Placer County APCD Air District, Annual







2.0 Emissions Summary


2.1 Overall Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year tons/yr MT/yr


2017 0.4074 3.6037 2.4324 4.6900e-
003


0.1578 0.2033 0.3611 0.0618 0.1906 0.2524 0.0000 426.1385 426.1385 0.0771 0.0000 428.0655


2018 0.3008 0.8326 0.6560 1.2900e-
003


0.0249 0.0458 0.0708 6.7700e-
003


0.0430 0.0498 0.0000 116.1080 116.1080 0.0207 0.0000 116.6246


Maximum 0.4074 3.6037 2.4324 4.6900e-
003


0.1578 0.2033 0.3611 0.0618 0.1906 0.2524 0.0000 426.1385 426.1385 0.0771 0.0000 428.0655


Unmitigated Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year tons/yr MT/yr


2017 0.4074 3.6037 2.4324 4.6900e-
003


0.1578 0.2033 0.3611 0.0618 0.1906 0.2524 0.0000 426.1382 426.1382 0.0771 0.0000 428.0651


2018 0.3008 0.8326 0.6560 1.2900e-
003


0.0249 0.0458 0.0708 6.7700e-
003


0.0430 0.0498 0.0000 116.1079 116.1079 0.0207 0.0000 116.6245


Maximum 0.4074 3.6037 2.4324 4.6900e-
003


0.1578 0.2033 0.3611 0.0618 0.1906 0.2524 0.0000 426.1382 426.1382 0.0771 0.0000 428.0651


Mitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Area 0.8495 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Energy 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 231.3399 231.3399 7.7000e-
003


2.2200e-
003


232.1928


Mobile 0.2375 0.5279 2.1566 3.8600e-
003


0.3085 4.7200e-
003


0.3132 0.0827 4.4500e-
003


0.0871 0.0000 349.7561 349.7561 0.0250 0.0000 350.3798


Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.2504 0.0000 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4311 5.3260 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Total 1.0914 0.5678 2.1905 4.1000e-
003


0.3085 7.7500e-
003


0.3162 0.0827 7.4800e-
003


0.0902 50.6815 586.4228 637.1043 3.0468 3.3100e-
003


714.2593


Unmitigated Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)


1 3-6-2017 6-5-2017 1.2860 1.2860


2 6-6-2017 9-5-2017 1.1701 1.1701


3 9-6-2017 12-5-2017 1.1484 1.1484


4 12-6-2017 3-5-2018 1.0445 1.0445


5 3-6-2018 6-5-2018 0.3579 0.3579


Highest 1.2860 1.2860
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2.2 Overall Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Area 0.8512 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Energy 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 231.3399 231.3399 7.7000e-
003


2.2200e-
003


232.1928


Mobile 0.2375 0.5279 2.1566 3.8600e-
003


0.3085 4.7200e-
003


0.3132 0.0827 4.4500e-
003


0.0871 0.0000 349.7561 349.7561 0.0250 0.0000 350.3798


Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.2504 0.0000 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4311 5.3260 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Total 1.0931 0.5678 2.1905 4.1000e-
003


0.3085 7.7500e-
003


0.3162 0.0827 7.4800e-
003


0.0902 50.6815 586.4228 637.1043 3.0468 3.3100e-
003


714.2593


Mitigated Operational


3.0 Construction Detail


Construction Phase


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


-0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number


Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week


Num Days Phase Description


1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/3/2018 4/26/2018 5 18


2 Building Construction Building Construction 4/20/2017 3/7/2018 5 230


3 Demolition Demolition 3/6/2017 3/31/2017 5 20


4 Grading Grading 4/8/2017 4/19/2017 5 8


5 Paving Paving 3/8/2018 4/2/2018 5 18


6 Site Preparation Site Preparation 4/1/2017 4/7/2017 5 5


OffRoad Equipment


Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 65,151; Non-Residential Outdoor: 21,717; Striped Parking Area: 10,088 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)


Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0


Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4


Acres of Paving: 3.86
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor


Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48


Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56


Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73


Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38


Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29


Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20


Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38


Paving Pavers 1 8.00 130 0.42


Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38


Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40


Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40


Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37


Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74


Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37


Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37


Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37


Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41


Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 132 0.36


Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40


Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45


Trips and VMT
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Archit. Coating 0.2013 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 2.6900e-
003


0.0181 0.0167 3.0000e-
005


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


0.0000 2.2979 2.2979 2.2000e-
004


0.0000 2.3034


Total 0.2040 0.0181 0.0167 3.0000e-
005


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


0.0000 2.2979 2.2979 2.2000e-
004


0.0000 2.3034


Unmitigated Construction On-Site


3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction


Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count


Worker Trip 
Number


Vendor Trip 
Number


Hauling Trip 
Number


Worker Trip 
Length


Vendor Trip 
Length


Hauling Trip 
Length


Worker Vehicle 
Class


Vendor 
Vehicle Class


Hauling 
Vehicle Class


Architectural Coating 1 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Building Construction 9 89.00 35.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 6.8000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


5.2600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2700e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2800e-
003


3.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.5000e-
004


0.0000 1.1693 1.1693 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1702


Total 6.8000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


5.2600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2700e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2800e-
003


3.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.5000e-
004


0.0000 1.1693 1.1693 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1702


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Archit. Coating 0.2013 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 2.6900e-
003


0.0181 0.0167 3.0000e-
005


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


0.0000 2.2979 2.2979 2.2000e-
004


0.0000 2.3034


Total 0.2040 0.0181 0.0167 3.0000e-
005


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


1.3500e-
003


0.0000 2.2979 2.2979 2.2000e-
004


0.0000 2.3034


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 6.8000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


5.2600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2700e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2800e-
003


3.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.5000e-
004


0.0000 1.1693 1.1693 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1702


Total 6.8000e-
004


5.1000e-
004


5.2600e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2700e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.2800e-
003


3.4000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.5000e-
004


0.0000 1.1693 1.1693 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1702


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.2835 2.4165 1.6546 2.4500e-
003


0.1627 0.1627 0.1528 0.1528 0.0000 218.8485 218.8485 0.0539 0.0000 220.1964


Total 0.2835 2.4165 1.6546 2.4500e-
003


0.1627 0.1627 0.1528 0.1528 0.0000 218.8485 218.8485 0.0539 0.0000 220.1964


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0186 0.4635 0.1086 9.5000e-
004


0.0208 3.9400e-
003


0.0247 6.0200e-
003


3.7700e-
003


9.7900e-
003


0.0000 89.7541 89.7541 5.2600e-
003


0.0000 89.8856


Worker 0.0384 0.0291 0.3025 6.7000e-
004


0.0636 4.5000e-
004


0.0641 0.0169 4.2000e-
004


0.0173 0.0000 60.1832 60.1832 2.0200e-
003


0.0000 60.2337


Total 0.0570 0.4926 0.4111 1.6200e-
003


0.0844 4.3900e-
003


0.0888 0.0230 4.1900e-
003


0.0271 0.0000 149.9373 149.9373 7.2800e-
003


0.0000 150.1192


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.2835 2.4165 1.6546 2.4500e-
003


0.1627 0.1627 0.1528 0.1528 0.0000 218.8482 218.8482 0.0539 0.0000 220.1962


Total 0.2835 2.4165 1.6546 2.4500e-
003


0.1627 0.1627 0.1528 0.1528 0.0000 218.8482 218.8482 0.0539 0.0000 220.1962


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0186 0.4635 0.1086 9.5000e-
004


0.0208 3.9400e-
003


0.0247 6.0200e-
003


3.7700e-
003


9.7900e-
003


0.0000 89.7541 89.7541 5.2600e-
003


0.0000 89.8856


Worker 0.0384 0.0291 0.3025 6.7000e-
004


0.0636 4.5000e-
004


0.0641 0.0169 4.2000e-
004


0.0173 0.0000 60.1832 60.1832 2.0200e-
003


0.0000 60.2337


Total 0.0570 0.4926 0.4111 1.6200e-
003


0.0844 4.3900e-
003


0.0888 0.0230 4.1900e-
003


0.0271 0.0000 149.9373 149.9373 7.2800e-
003


0.0000 150.1192


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0643 0.5614 0.4219 6.5000e-
004


0.0360 0.0360 0.0338 0.0338 0.0000 57.0641 57.0641 0.0140 0.0000 57.4137


Total 0.0643 0.5614 0.4219 6.5000e-
004


0.0360 0.0360 0.0338 0.0338 0.0000 57.0641 57.0641 0.0140 0.0000 57.4137


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 4.2200e-
003


0.1148 0.0251 2.5000e-
004


5.4800e-
003


8.1000e-
004


6.2900e-
003


1.5900e-
003


7.7000e-
004


2.3600e-
003


0.0000 23.5710 23.5710 1.3000e-
003


0.0000 23.6034


Worker 8.9300e-
003


6.6600e-
003


0.0693 1.7000e-
004


0.0168 1.2000e-
004


0.0169 4.4600e-
003


1.1000e-
004


4.5700e-
003


0.0000 15.4177 15.4177 4.6000e-
004


0.0000 15.4292


Total 0.0132 0.1214 0.0944 4.2000e-
004


0.0223 9.3000e-
004


0.0232 6.0500e-
003


8.8000e-
004


6.9300e-
003


0.0000 38.9886 38.9886 1.7600e-
003


0.0000 39.0326


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0643 0.5614 0.4219 6.5000e-
004


0.0360 0.0360 0.0338 0.0338 0.0000 57.0641 57.0641 0.0140 0.0000 57.4136


Total 0.0643 0.5614 0.4219 6.5000e-
004


0.0360 0.0360 0.0338 0.0338 0.0000 57.0641 57.0641 0.0140 0.0000 57.4136


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 4.2200e-
003


0.1148 0.0251 2.5000e-
004


5.4800e-
003


8.1000e-
004


6.2900e-
003


1.5900e-
003


7.7000e-
004


2.3600e-
003


0.0000 23.5710 23.5710 1.3000e-
003


0.0000 23.6034


Worker 8.9300e-
003


6.6600e-
003


0.0693 1.7000e-
004


0.0168 1.2000e-
004


0.0169 4.4600e-
003


1.1000e-
004


4.5700e-
003


0.0000 15.4177 15.4177 4.6000e-
004


0.0000 15.4292


Total 0.0132 0.1214 0.0944 4.2000e-
004


0.0223 9.3000e-
004


0.0232 6.0500e-
003


8.8000e-
004


6.9300e-
003


0.0000 38.9886 38.9886 1.7600e-
003


0.0000 39.0326


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0410 0.4275 0.2301 3.9000e-
004


0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 35.6005 35.6005 9.7300e-
003


0.0000 35.8438


Total 0.0410 0.4275 0.2301 3.9000e-
004


0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 35.6005 35.6005 9.7300e-
003


0.0000 35.8438


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 7.1000e-
004


5.4000e-
004


5.6000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1800e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1900e-
003


3.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.2000e-
004


0.0000 1.1146 1.1146 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1156


Total 7.1000e-
004


5.4000e-
004


5.6000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1800e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1900e-
003


3.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.2000e-
004


0.0000 1.1146 1.1146 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1156


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0410 0.4275 0.2301 3.9000e-
004


0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 35.6005 35.6005 9.7300e-
003


0.0000 35.8438


Total 0.0410 0.4275 0.2301 3.9000e-
004


0.0219 0.0219 0.0204 0.0204 0.0000 35.6005 35.6005 9.7300e-
003


0.0000 35.8438


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 7.1000e-
004


5.4000e-
004


5.6000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1800e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1900e-
003


3.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.2000e-
004


0.0000 1.1146 1.1146 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1156


Total 7.1000e-
004


5.4000e-
004


5.6000e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1800e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.1900e-
003


3.1000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.2000e-
004


0.0000 1.1146 1.1146 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.1156


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0262 0.0000 0.0262 0.0135 0.0000 0.0135 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0123 0.1356 0.0684 1.2000e-
004


7.1100e-
003


7.1100e-
003


6.5400e-
003


6.5400e-
003


0.0000 11.0238 11.0238 3.3800e-
003


0.0000 11.1082


Total 0.0123 0.1356 0.0684 1.2000e-
004


0.0262 7.1100e-
003


0.0333 0.0135 6.5400e-
003


0.0200 0.0000 11.0238 11.0238 3.3800e-
003


0.0000 11.1082


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 2.8000e-
004


2.2000e-
004


2.2400e-
003


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


1.3000e-
004


0.0000 1.3000e-
004


0.0000 0.4459 0.4459 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4462


Total 2.8000e-
004


2.2000e-
004


2.2400e-
003


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


1.3000e-
004


0.0000 1.3000e-
004


0.0000 0.4459 0.4459 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4462


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0262 0.0000 0.0262 0.0135 0.0000 0.0135 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0123 0.1356 0.0684 1.2000e-
004


7.1100e-
003


7.1100e-
003


6.5400e-
003


6.5400e-
003


0.0000 11.0238 11.0238 3.3800e-
003


0.0000 11.1082


Total 0.0123 0.1356 0.0684 1.2000e-
004


0.0262 7.1100e-
003


0.0333 0.0135 6.5400e-
003


0.0200 0.0000 11.0238 11.0238 3.3800e-
003


0.0000 11.1082


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 2.8000e-
004


2.2000e-
004


2.2400e-
003


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


1.3000e-
004


0.0000 1.3000e-
004


0.0000 0.4459 0.4459 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4462


Total 2.8000e-
004


2.2000e-
004


2.2400e-
003


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


0.0000 4.7000e-
004


1.3000e-
004


0.0000 1.3000e-
004


0.0000 0.4459 0.4459 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.4462


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0128 0.1307 0.1119 1.7000e-
004


7.5300e-
003


7.5300e-
003


6.9500e-
003


6.9500e-
003


0.0000 15.2887 15.2887 4.6300e-
003


0.0000 15.4045


Paving 5.0600e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0179 0.1307 0.1119 1.7000e-
004


7.5300e-
003


7.5300e-
003


6.9500e-
003


6.9500e-
003


0.0000 15.2887 15.2887 4.6300e-
003


0.0000 15.4045


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 7.5000e-
004


5.6000e-
004


5.8400e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4200e-
003


3.8000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


0.0000 1.2992 1.2992 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.3002


Total 7.5000e-
004


5.6000e-
004


5.8400e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4200e-
003


3.8000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


0.0000 1.2992 1.2992 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.3002


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Off-Road 0.0128 0.1307 0.1119 1.7000e-
004


7.5300e-
003


7.5300e-
003


6.9500e-
003


6.9500e-
003


0.0000 15.2887 15.2887 4.6300e-
003


0.0000 15.4045


Paving 5.0600e-
003


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 0.0179 0.1307 0.1119 1.7000e-
004


7.5300e-
003


7.5300e-
003


6.9500e-
003


6.9500e-
003


0.0000 15.2887 15.2887 4.6300e-
003


0.0000 15.4045


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 7.5000e-
004


5.6000e-
004


5.8400e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4200e-
003


3.8000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


0.0000 1.2992 1.2992 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.3002


Total 7.5000e-
004


5.6000e-
004


5.8400e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4100e-
003


1.0000e-
005


1.4200e-
003


3.8000e-
004


1.0000e-
005


3.9000e-
004


0.0000 1.2992 1.2992 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.3002


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0452 0.0000 0.0452 0.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0124 0.1307 0.0586 1.0000e-
004


7.2000e-
003


7.2000e-
003


6.6200e-
003


6.6200e-
003


0.0000 8.8336 8.8336 2.7100e-
003


0.0000 8.9013


Total 0.0124 0.1307 0.0586 1.0000e-
004


0.0452 7.2000e-
003


0.0524 0.0248 6.6200e-
003


0.0315 0.0000 8.8336 8.8336 2.7100e-
003


0.0000 8.9013


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 2.1000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


1.6800e-
003


0.0000 3.5000e-
004


0.0000 3.6000e-
004


9.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 0.3344 0.3344 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.3347


Total 2.1000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


1.6800e-
003


0.0000 3.5000e-
004


0.0000 3.6000e-
004


9.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 0.3344 0.3344 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.3347


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Fugitive Dust 0.0452 0.0000 0.0452 0.0248 0.0000 0.0248 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.0124 0.1307 0.0586 1.0000e-
004


7.2000e-
003


7.2000e-
003


6.6200e-
003


6.6200e-
003


0.0000 8.8336 8.8336 2.7100e-
003


0.0000 8.9013


Total 0.0124 0.1307 0.0586 1.0000e-
004


0.0452 7.2000e-
003


0.0524 0.0248 6.6200e-
003


0.0315 0.0000 8.8336 8.8336 2.7100e-
003


0.0000 8.9013


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Mitigated 0.2375 0.5279 2.1566 3.8600e-
003


0.3085 4.7200e-
003


0.3132 0.0827 4.4500e-
003


0.0871 0.0000 349.7561 349.7561 0.0250 0.0000 350.3798


Unmitigated 0.2375 0.5279 2.1566 3.8600e-
003


0.3085 4.7200e-
003


0.3132 0.0827 4.4500e-
003


0.0871 0.0000 349.7561 349.7561 0.0250 0.0000 350.3798


4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile


3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 2.1000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


1.6800e-
003


0.0000 3.5000e-
004


0.0000 3.6000e-
004


9.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 0.3344 0.3344 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.3347


Total 2.1000e-
004


1.6000e-
004


1.6800e-
003


0.0000 3.5000e-
004


0.0000 3.6000e-
004


9.0000e-
005


0.0000 1.0000e-
004


0.0000 0.3344 0.3344 1.0000e-
005


0.0000 0.3347


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information


4.3 Trip Type Information


Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated


Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT


Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00


Place of Worship 395.68 450.41 707.11 838,050 838,050


Total 395.68 450.41 707.11 838,050 838,050


Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %


Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by


Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0


Place of Worship 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 95.00 5.00 64 25 11


5.0 Energy Detail


5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy


4.4 Fleet Mix


Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH


Place of Worship 0.479040 0.045925 0.208422 0.153946 0.033880 0.007044 0.017189 0.011123 0.000927 0.000372 0.034705 0.000747 0.006681


Parking Lot 0.479040 0.045925 0.208422 0.153946 0.033880 0.007044 0.017189 0.011123 0.000927 0.000372 0.034705 0.000747 0.006681


Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Electricity 
Mitigated


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 187.9275 187.9275 6.8700e-
003


1.4200e-
003


188.5224


Electricity 
Unmitigated


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 187.9275 187.9275 6.8700e-
003


1.4200e-
003


188.5224


NaturalGas 
Mitigated


4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


NaturalGas 
Unmitigated


4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 813519 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


Total 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 813519 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


Total 4.3900e-
003


0.0399 0.0335 2.4000e-
004


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


3.0300e-
003


0.0000 43.4125 43.4125 8.3000e-
004


8.0000e-
004


43.6704


Mitigated


5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity


Electricity 
Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr


Parking Lot 147965 53.2764 1.9500e-
003


4.0000e-
004


53.4450


Place of Worship 373967 134.6511 4.9200e-
003


1.0200e-
003


135.0774


Total 187.9275 6.8700e-
003


1.4200e-
003


188.5224


Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area


6.0 Area Detail


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category tons/yr MT/yr


Mitigated 0.8512 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Unmitigated 0.8495 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity


Electricity 
Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr


Place of Worship 373967 134.6511 4.9200e-
003


1.0200e-
003


135.0774


Parking Lot 147965 53.2764 1.9500e-
003


4.0000e-
004


53.4450


Total 187.9275 6.8700e-
003


1.4200e-
003


188.5224


Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail


6.2 Area by SubCategory


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr


Architectural 
Coating


0.0225 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


0.8270 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Total 0.8495 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Unmitigated


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr


Architectural 
Coating


0.0248 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


0.8263 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 4.0000e-
005


0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Total 0.8512 0.0000 4.4000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 8.5000e-
004


8.5000e-
004


0.0000 0.0000 9.0000e-
004


Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category MT/yr


Mitigated 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Unmitigated 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


7.2 Water by Land Use


Indoor/Out
door Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use Mgal MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 1.35888 / 
2.12542


5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Total 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Unmitigated


7.0 Water Detail
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste


7.2 Water by Land Use


Indoor/Out
door Use


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use Mgal MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 1.35888 / 
2.12542


5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Total 5.7571 0.0445 1.0900e-
003


7.1925


Mitigated


8.0 Waste Detail


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


MT/yr


 Mitigated 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


 Unmitigated 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use


Waste 
Disposed


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use tons MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 247.55 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Total 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Unmitigated


Waste 
Disposed


Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use tons MT/yr


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 247.55 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Total 50.2504 2.9697 0.0000 124.4933


Mitigated


9.0 Operational Offroad


Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - 


Land Use - 


Vehicle Emission Factors - 


Vehicle Emission Factors - 


Vehicle Trips - Changed Sunday rate consistent with traffic study (700 people total on Sundays for a 43 ksf building equates to a 16.28 rate).


1.1 Land Usage


Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population


Place of Worship 43.43 1000sqft 1.00 43,434.00 0


Parking Lot 3.86 Acre 3.86 168,141.60 0


1.2 Other Project Characteristics


Urbanization


Climate Zone


Urban


2


Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 74


1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data


1.0 Project Characteristics


Utility Company Roseville Electric


2019Operational Year


CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


793.8 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)


Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value


tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2019


tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 36.63 16.28


Sikh Temple
Placer County APCD Air District, Summer
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2.0 Emissions Summary


2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year lb/day lb/day


2017 5.0558 52.3323 24.2023 0.0455 18.2141 2.8796 21.0937 9.9699 2.6492 12.6191 0.0000 4,551.630
7


4,551.630
7


1.1987 0.0000 4,570.127
8


2018 22.7513 28.3279 21.7656 0.0452 0.9682 1.5380 2.5062 0.2622 1.4462 1.7084 0.0000 4,494.572
8


4,494.572
8


0.7215 0.0000 4,512.609
7


Maximum 22.7513 52.3323 24.2023 0.0455 18.2141 2.8796 21.0937 9.9699 2.6492 12.6191 0.0000 4,551.630
7


4,551.630
7


1.1987 0.0000 4,570.127
8


Unmitigated Construction


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Year lb/day lb/day


2017 5.0558 52.3323 24.2023 0.0455 18.2141 2.8796 21.0937 9.9699 2.6492 12.6191 0.0000 4,551.630
7


4,551.630
7


1.1987 0.0000 4,570.127
8


2018 22.7513 28.3279 21.7656 0.0452 0.9682 1.5380 2.5062 0.2622 1.4462 1.7084 0.0000 4,494.572
8


4,494.572
8


0.7215 0.0000 4,512.609
7


Maximum 22.7513 52.3323 24.2023 0.0455 18.2141 2.8796 21.0937 9.9699 2.6492 12.6191 0.0000 4,551.630
7


4,551.630
7


1.1987 0.0000 4,570.127
8


Mitigated Construction
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Area 4.6549 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Energy 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Mobile 2.4903 4.3125 18.9440 0.0359 2.7972 0.0408 2.8380 0.7469 0.0385 0.7854 3,592.140
9


3,592.140
9


0.2333 3,597.972
7


Total 7.1692 4.5310 19.1325 0.0372 2.7972 0.0575 2.8546 0.7469 0.0551 0.8020 3,854.365
3


3,854.365
3


0.2383 4.8100e-
003


3,861.755
9


Unmitigated Operational


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Area 4.6641 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Energy 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Mobile 2.4903 4.3125 18.9440 0.0359 2.7972 0.0408 2.8380 0.7469 0.0385 0.7854 3,592.140
9


3,592.140
9


0.2333 3,597.972
7


Total 7.1784 4.5310 19.1325 0.0372 2.7972 0.0575 2.8546 0.7469 0.0551 0.8020 3,854.365
3


3,854.365
3


0.2383 4.8100e-
003


3,861.755
9


Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail


Construction Phase


Phase 
Number


Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week


Num Days Phase Description


1 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/3/2018 4/26/2018 5 18


2 Building Construction Building Construction 4/20/2017 3/7/2018 5 230


3 Demolition Demolition 3/6/2017 3/31/2017 5 20


4 Grading Grading 4/8/2017 4/19/2017 5 8


5 Paving Paving 3/8/2018 4/2/2018 5 18


6 Site Preparation Site Preparation 4/1/2017 4/7/2017 5 5


OffRoad Equipment


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e


Percent 
Reduction


-0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 65,151; Non-Residential Outdoor: 21,717; Striped Parking Area: 10,088 
(Architectural Coating – sqft)


Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0


Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4


Acres of Paving: 3.86
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor


Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48


Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 2 6.00 9 0.56


Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73


Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38


Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29


Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20


Grading Excavators 1 8.00 158 0.38


Paving Pavers 1 8.00 130 0.42


Paving Rollers 2 6.00 80 0.38


Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40


Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40


Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37


Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74


Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8.00 97 0.37


Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37


Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37


Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41


Paving Paving Equipment 2 6.00 132 0.36


Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40


Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45


Trips and VMT
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Archit. Coating 22.3685 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.2986 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003


0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.1171


Total 22.6671 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003


0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.1171


Unmitigated Construction On-Site


3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction


Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count


Worker Trip 
Number


Vendor Trip 
Number


Hauling Trip 
Number


Worker Trip 
Length


Vendor Trip 
Length


Hauling Trip 
Length


Worker Vehicle 
Class


Vendor 
Vehicle Class


Hauling 
Vehicle Class


Architectural Coating 1 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Building Construction 9 89.00 35.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Grading 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Paving 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT


Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0842 0.0494 0.6530 1.5800e-
003


0.1479 9.7000e-
004


0.1488 0.0392 9.0000e-
004


0.0401 156.9105 156.9105 4.6500e-
003


157.0267


Total 0.0842 0.0494 0.6530 1.5800e-
003


0.1479 9.7000e-
004


0.1488 0.0392 9.0000e-
004


0.0401 156.9105 156.9105 4.6500e-
003


157.0267


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Archit. Coating 22.3685 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 0.2986 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003


0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.0000 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.1171


Total 22.6671 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003


0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.0000 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.1171


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Architectural Coating - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0842 0.0494 0.6530 1.5800e-
003


0.1479 9.7000e-
004


0.1488 0.0392 9.0000e-
004


0.0401 156.9105 156.9105 4.6500e-
003


157.0267


Total 0.0842 0.0494 0.6530 1.5800e-
003


0.1479 9.7000e-
004


0.1488 0.0392 9.0000e-
004


0.0401 156.9105 156.9105 4.6500e-
003


157.0267


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 3.1149 26.5546 18.1825 0.0269 1.7879 1.7879 1.6791 1.6791 2,650.979
7


2,650.979
7


0.6531 2,667.307
8


Total 3.1149 26.5546 18.1825 0.0269 1.7879 1.7879 1.6791 1.6791 2,650.979
7


2,650.979
7


0.6531 2,667.307
8


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.1999 4.9908 1.0969 0.0105 0.2371 0.0430 0.2800 0.0683 0.0411 0.1093 1,102.072
6


1,102.072
6


0.0605 1,103.583
9


Worker 0.4698 0.2814 3.6931 8.0300e-
003


0.7311 4.9500e-
003


0.7361 0.1939 4.5700e-
003


0.1985 798.5784 798.5784 0.0263 799.2361


Total 0.6698 5.2722 4.7901 0.0186 0.9682 0.0479 1.0161 0.2622 0.0457 0.3078 1,900.651
0


1,900.651
0


0.0868 1,902.820
0


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 3.1149 26.5546 18.1825 0.0269 1.7879 1.7879 1.6791 1.6791 0.0000 2,650.979
7


2,650.979
7


0.6531 2,667.307
8


Total 3.1149 26.5546 18.1825 0.0269 1.7879 1.7879 1.6791 1.6791 0.0000 2,650.979
7


2,650.979
7


0.6531 2,667.307
8


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.1999 4.9908 1.0969 0.0105 0.2371 0.0430 0.2800 0.0683 0.0411 0.1093 1,102.072
6


1,102.072
6


0.0605 1,103.583
9


Worker 0.4698 0.2814 3.6931 8.0300e-
003


0.7311 4.9500e-
003


0.7361 0.1939 4.5700e-
003


0.1985 798.5784 798.5784 0.0263 799.2361


Total 0.6698 5.2722 4.7901 0.0186 0.9682 0.0479 1.0161 0.2622 0.0457 0.3078 1,900.651
0


1,900.651
0


0.0868 1,902.820
0


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269 1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099 2,620.935
1


2,620.935
1


0.6421 2,636.988
3


Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269 1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099 2,620.935
1


2,620.935
1


0.6421 2,636.988
3


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.1721 4.6937 0.9565 0.0105 0.2371 0.0333 0.2704 0.0683 0.0319 0.1001 1,097.802
5


1,097.802
5


0.0564 1,099.211
7


Worker 0.4161 0.2442 3.2286 7.8000e-
003


0.7311 4.8000e-
003


0.7359 0.1939 4.4300e-
003


0.1984 775.8351 775.8351 0.0230 776.4098


Total 0.5882 4.9378 4.1852 0.0183 0.9682 0.0381 1.0063 0.2622 0.0363 0.2985 1,873.637
7


1,873.637
7


0.0794 1,875.621
4


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269 1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099 0.0000 2,620.935
1


2,620.935
1


0.6421 2,636.988
3


Total 2.6795 23.3900 17.5804 0.0269 1.4999 1.4999 1.4099 1.4099 0.0000 2,620.935
1


2,620.935
1


0.6421 2,636.988
3


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Building Construction - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.1721 4.6937 0.9565 0.0105 0.2371 0.0333 0.2704 0.0683 0.0319 0.1001 1,097.802
5


1,097.802
5


0.0564 1,099.211
7


Worker 0.4161 0.2442 3.2286 7.8000e-
003


0.7311 4.8000e-
003


0.7359 0.1939 4.4300e-
003


0.1984 775.8351 775.8351 0.0230 776.4098


Total 0.5882 4.9378 4.1852 0.0183 0.9682 0.0381 1.0063 0.2622 0.0363 0.2985 1,873.637
7


1,873.637
7


0.0794 1,875.621
4


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 4.1031 42.7475 23.0122 0.0388 2.1935 2.1935 2.0425 2.0425 3,924.283
3


3,924.283
3


1.0730 3,951.107
0


Total 4.1031 42.7475 23.0122 0.0388 2.1935 2.1935 2.0425 2.0425 3,924.283
3


3,924.283
3


1.0730 3,951.107
0


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Total 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 4.1031 42.7475 23.0122 0.0388 2.1935 2.1935 2.0425 2.0425 0.0000 3,924.283
3


3,924.283
3


1.0730 3,951.107
0


Total 4.1031 42.7475 23.0122 0.0388 2.1935 2.1935 2.0425 2.0425 0.0000 3,924.283
3


3,924.283
3


1.0730 3,951.107
0


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Demolition - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Total 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Fugitive Dust 6.5523 0.0000 6.5523 3.3675 0.0000 3.3675 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 3.0705 33.8868 17.1042 0.0297 1.7774 1.7774 1.6352 1.6352 3,037.910
7


3,037.910
7


0.9308 3,061.180
9


Total 3.0705 33.8868 17.1042 0.0297 6.5523 1.7774 8.3298 3.3675 1.6352 5.0027 3,037.910
7


3,037.910
7


0.9308 3,061.180
9


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Total 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Fugitive Dust 6.5523 0.0000 6.5523 3.3675 0.0000 3.3675 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 3.0705 33.8868 17.1042 0.0297 1.7774 1.7774 1.6352 1.6352 0.0000 3,037.910
7


3,037.910
7


0.9308 3,061.180
9


Total 3.0705 33.8868 17.1042 0.0297 6.5523 1.7774 8.3298 3.3675 1.6352 5.0027 0.0000 3,037.910
7


3,037.910
7


0.9308 3,061.180
9


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Grading - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Total 0.0792 0.0474 0.6224 1.3500e-
003


0.1232 8.3000e-
004


0.1241 0.0327 7.7000e-
004


0.0335 134.5919 134.5919 4.4300e-
003


134.7027


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 1.4239 14.5184 12.4333 0.0189 0.8370 0.8370 0.7718 0.7718 1,872.550
5


1,872.550
5


0.5672 1,886.731
2


Paving 0.5618 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 1.9858 14.5184 12.4333 0.0189 0.8370 0.8370 0.7718 0.7718 1,872.550
5


1,872.550
5


0.5672 1,886.731
2


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0935 0.0549 0.7255 1.7500e-
003


0.1643 1.0800e-
003


0.1654 0.0436 9.9000e-
004


0.0446 174.3450 174.3450 5.1700e-
003


174.4741


Total 0.0935 0.0549 0.7255 1.7500e-
003


0.1643 1.0800e-
003


0.1654 0.0436 9.9000e-
004


0.0446 174.3450 174.3450 5.1700e-
003


174.4741


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Off-Road 1.4239 14.5184 12.4333 0.0189 0.8370 0.8370 0.7718 0.7718 0.0000 1,872.550
5


1,872.550
5


0.5672 1,886.731
2


Paving 0.5618 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Total 1.9858 14.5184 12.4333 0.0189 0.8370 0.8370 0.7718 0.7718 0.0000 1,872.550
5


1,872.550
5


0.5672 1,886.731
2


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2018


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0935 0.0549 0.7255 1.7500e-
003


0.1643 1.0800e-
003


0.1654 0.0436 9.9000e-
004


0.0446 174.3450 174.3450 5.1700e-
003


174.4741


Total 0.0935 0.0549 0.7255 1.7500e-
003


0.1643 1.0800e-
003


0.1654 0.0436 9.9000e-
004


0.0446 174.3450 174.3450 5.1700e-
003


174.4741


Mitigated Construction Off-Site


3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 4.9608 52.2754 23.4554 0.0380 2.8786 2.8786 2.6483 2.6483 3,894.950
0


3,894.950
0


1.1934 3,924.785
2


Total 4.9608 52.2754 23.4554 0.0380 18.0663 2.8786 20.9448 9.9307 2.6483 12.5790 3,894.950
0


3,894.950
0


1.1934 3,924.785
2


Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0950 0.0569 0.7469 1.6200e-
003


0.1479 1.0000e-
003


0.1489 0.0392 9.3000e-
004


0.0402 161.5102 161.5102 5.3200e-
003


161.6433


Total 0.0950 0.0569 0.7469 1.6200e-
003


0.1479 1.0000e-
003


0.1489 0.0392 9.3000e-
004


0.0402 161.5102 161.5102 5.3200e-
003


161.6433


Unmitigated Construction Off-Site


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000


Off-Road 4.9608 52.2754 23.4554 0.0380 2.8786 2.8786 2.6483 2.6483 0.0000 3,894.950
0


3,894.950
0


1.1934 3,924.785
2


Total 4.9608 52.2754 23.4554 0.0380 18.0663 2.8786 20.9448 9.9307 2.6483 12.5790 0.0000 3,894.950
0


3,894.950
0


1.1934 3,924.785
2


Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Mitigated 2.4903 4.3125 18.9440 0.0359 2.7972 0.0408 2.8380 0.7469 0.0385 0.7854 3,592.140
9


3,592.140
9


0.2333 3,597.972
7


Unmitigated 2.4903 4.3125 18.9440 0.0359 2.7972 0.0408 2.8380 0.7469 0.0385 0.7854 3,592.140
9


3,592.140
9


0.2333 3,597.972
7


4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile


3.7 Site Preparation - 2017


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Worker 0.0950 0.0569 0.7469 1.6200e-
003


0.1479 1.0000e-
003


0.1489 0.0392 9.3000e-
004


0.0402 161.5102 161.5102 5.3200e-
003


161.6433


Total 0.0950 0.0569 0.7469 1.6200e-
003


0.1479 1.0000e-
003


0.1489 0.0392 9.3000e-
004


0.0402 161.5102 161.5102 5.3200e-
003


161.6433


Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.2 Trip Summary Information


4.3 Trip Type Information


Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated


Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT


Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00


Place of Worship 395.68 450.41 707.11 838,050 838,050


Total 395.68 450.41 707.11 838,050 838,050


Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %


Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by


Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0


Place of Worship 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 95.00 5.00 64 25 11


5.0 Energy Detail


5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy


4.4 Fleet Mix


Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH


Place of Worship 0.479040 0.045925 0.208422 0.153946 0.033880 0.007044 0.017189 0.011123 0.000927 0.000372 0.034705 0.000747 0.006681


Parking Lot 0.479040 0.045925 0.208422 0.153946 0.033880 0.007044 0.017189 0.011123 0.000927 0.000372 0.034705 0.000747 0.006681


Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


NaturalGas 
Mitigated


0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


NaturalGas 
Unmitigated


0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 2228.82 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Total 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area


6.0 Area Detail


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Category lb/day lb/day


Mitigated 4.6641 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Unmitigated 4.6549 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas


NaturalGa
s Use


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day


Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Place of Worship 2.22882 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Total 0.0240 0.2185 0.1836 1.3100e-
003


0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 0.0166 262.2140 262.2140 5.0300e-
003


4.8100e-
003


263.7722


Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail


6.2 Area by SubCategory


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory lb/day lb/day


Architectural 
Coating


0.1231 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


4.5313 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 4.6000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Total 4.6549 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Unmitigated


ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10


Exhaust 
PM10


PM10 
Total


Fugitive 
PM2.5


Exhaust 
PM2.5


PM2.5 
Total


Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e


SubCategory lb/day lb/day


Architectural 
Coating


0.1359 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Consumer 
Products


4.5277 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000


Landscaping 4.6000e-
004


5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Total 4.6641 5.0000e-
005


4.8800e-
003


0.0000 2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


2.0000e-
005


0.0104 0.0104 3.0000e-
005


0.0111


Mitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste


7.1 Mitigation Measures Water


7.0 Water Detail


8.0 Waste Detail


10.0 Vegetation


9.0 Operational Offroad


Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report documents the results of a traffic study completed for the proposed Sikh temple in Roseville, 
California (the “project”). The American Sikh Foundation of Northern California proposes to construct a 
43,434‐square foot temple on their property located at 1090 Main Street. One of the existing buildings 
(10,574‐square feet) is understood to remain. The purpose of this study is to evaluate near‐term traffic 
conditions including local circulation and vehicle queuing (both on‐ and off‐site), project trip generation 
and distribution, and potential impacts to local intersections. This study was performed in accordance 
with the Scope of Services approved by the City. This evaluation also includes the effect of the proposed 
onsite changes on offsite traffic operations in the vicinity of the project site. 
 


The following intersections are included in this evaluation: 
 


1. Main Street/Baseline Road @ Foothills Boulevard 
2. Main Street @ Commercial Driveway 
3. Main Street @ Site Driveway (West) 
4. Main Street @ Site Driveway (East) 
5. Main Street @ Elm Street 
6. Main Street @ Porter Drive 


 
Consistent with methodology approved by the City, Levels of Service were determined using the 
SimTraffic® traffic analysis software. SimTraffic® is a microsimulation tool that is useful for analyzing 
complex situations such as closely spaced intersections and the effects of signals on nearby unsignalized 
intersections and driveways. SimTraffic® Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) were compared against the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) intersection delay thresholds to equate the SimTraffic® results to HCM 
LOS. 
 


Although the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan (and the project’s long term 
traffic impact is already accounted for through the City’s Capital Improvement Program), because the 
proposed project is anticipated to have a net increase in project site traffic, the effect of this additional 
traffic is evaluated to ensure the surrounding transportation facilities operate at acceptable levels. Per the 
City’s direction and consistent with the City’s guidelines, a “Short‐Term” traffic study was performed to 
identify the project’s effect on the external roadway network under existing conditions and to evaluate 
site access and operations. A short‐term traffic analysis was conducted for the Sunday peak‐hour for the 
following scenarios: 
 


A. Existing (2016) Conditions 
B. Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project Conditions 


 


The addition of the proposed project does not result in a significant impact at the study intersections. As 


such, no mitigations are required to satisfy the City’s Level of Service standard. 
 


A site visit was completed during Sunday peak‐period conditions (11:30‐12:30) on February 28, 2016 to 
observe existing project site operations. The following are the primary observations noted during this site 
visit: 
 


 The observation period was intentionally selected to enable observation of the combined, 
overlapping peak operations of the project site and the adjacent Iglesia Ni Cristo Church of Christ. 


 The majority of the site trips originate from or are destined for the west.  
 The eastern site driveway is the primary access point for the existing site. Site observations and the 


driveway counts indicate that nearly 90 percent of the site’s trips use the eastern driveway.  
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 Although this segment of Main Street has multiple, offset driveways, minimal conflicts were 
observed between turning vehicles during the Sunday peak period.  


 The existing eastern site driveway is offset from Elm Street by approximately 50‐feet. As noted 
above, although conflicts were minimal, it is anticipated that this offset creates occurrences of 
conflicting turning vehicles at both the eastern site driveway and Elm Street. 


 


The proposed project includes the following access modification: 
 


 Relocation of the eastern site driveway approximately 50‐feet east, thereby approximately lining up 
with existing Elm Street. 


 


In addition, the project site plan suggests that the eastern driveway will continue to be the primary access 
point given its connectivity to the site’s primary parking areas and the turn restrictions that appear to be 
proposed at the western driveway. Using the City’s guidelines1, the Minimum Required Throat Depth 
(MRTD) has been calculated for the project site’s driveway intersections with Main Street. According to 
guidelines’ Exhibit 4‐1, the required MRTD is as follows: 
 


Intersection #3 (Main St/Site Dwy (West)):     25‐feet required MRTD 
Intersection #4 (Main St/Site Dwy (East)/Elm St): 75‐feet required MRTD 


 


The project site plan should be modified in an effort to achieve these MRTD values. 
 


Finally, in an effort to minimize on‐site vehicle conflicts at the western site driveway, although the project 
site plan shows the use of a channelizing island to require right‐turns in and right‐turns out, this on0site 
traffic control should be more restrictive. As an example, it is suggested that all entering traffic at this 
driveway be forced to turn right with no “cross‐traffic” allowed. Essentially, this modification would result 
in counter‐clockwise circulation around the proposed fountain area. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 


This report documents the results of a traffic study completed for the proposed Sikh temple in Roseville, 
California (the “project”). The American Sikh Foundation of Northern California proposes to construct a 
43,434‐square foot temple on their property located at 1090 Main Street. One of the existing buildings 
(10,574‐square feet) is understood to remain. The purpose of this study is to evaluate near‐term traffic 
conditions including local circulation and vehicle queuing (both on‐ and off‐site), project trip generation 
and distribution, and potential impacts to local intersections. This study was performed in accordance 
with the Scope of Services approved by the City. 
 
 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 


The project proposes to construct a 43,434‐square foot temple on the property located at 1090 Main 
Street. One of the existing buildings (10,574‐square feet) is understood to remain. Similar to the current 
site conditions, upon completion access to the site will be provided via two driveways along Main Street. 
The project location is shown in Figure 1, and the proposed project site plan is depicted in Figure 2. 
 
 


PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS 
 


Main Street is an east‐west arterial roadway that links downtown Roseville with the western extents of 
the City. This roadway becomes Baseline Road west of Foothills Boulevard. Through the project area, Main 
Street has two westbound lanes, one east bound lane, and a continuous two‐way left‐turn lane (TWLTL). 
The project is proposed to gain access from two full‐access driveways along this roadway. 
 


Foothills Boulevard is a north‐south arterial roadway that intersects Main Street just west of the project 
site. This roadway is one of a handful of north‐south routes through the western portion of the City that 
provide vital connectivity between Blue Oaks Boulevard on the north, with Baseline Road/Main Street and 
points farther to the south. Primary access to the project site is through the Foothills Boulevard signalized 
intersection with Baseline Road/Main Street. 
 
 


ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
Peak-Period Determination 
Through consultation with the project applicant and the City, it was determined that the project site (both 
currently and with the proposed project) experiences peak operations on Sunday’s generally between 
10:30 AM and 1:00 PM. According to the project applicant, during this two and a half hour period, 
approximately 400 people are onsite at any given time, with a total of 600‐700 total people attending over 
the period. In an effort to verify this operation, we obtained multiple consecutive Sundays’ traffic data 
from the City at the adjacent Foothills Boulevard signalized intersection with Baseline Road/Main Street. 
Review of the Sunday data confirmed consistent volumes and traffic patterns thereby increasing the 
confidence in the predictability of a single peak period of operations for the proposed project. 
 


Site driveway counts (inbound and outbound) were conducted on Sunday, February 28, 2016, between 
10:00 AM and 2:00 PM. The site 15‐minute inbound and outbound volumes, as well as the Main Street 
15‐minute volumes are depicted in Exhibit 1. As shown in Exhibit 1, the site experiences pronounced 
entering and exiting traffic patterns at approximately 11:00 AM and 1:30 PM, respectively. These 15‐
minute peak volumes equate to approximately 4 vehicles entering or exiting the site, per minute, during 
peak periods. In addition, it is apparent from Exhibit 1 that Main Street traffic peaks between 12:30 and 
1:00 PM. 
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Proposed Project Site Plan
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Exhibit 1 – Existing Project Site and Main Street Traffic Patterns (Sunday) 
 


 
Further review of the site’s trip data indicates that over 90 percent of the site’s trips originate from or are 
destined for points west of the project site. As such, the peak entering period (approximately 11:00 AM) is 
considered to be the critical time period during which site trips should be evaluated as the trip pattern 
results in left‐turns entering the site from Main Street. Conversely, the peak outbound period, while 
slightly higher than the inbound peak, is understood to be primarily comprised of right‐turns out of the 
site, thereby having minimal impact on Main Street. In an effort to be appropriately conservative and to 
allow the City to consider a worst case combination of volumes, the site peak inbound period (10:30 AM 
to 11:30 AM) volumes were combined with Main Street’s peak period (11:45 AM to 12:45 PM) to create 
the combination of peak‐hour volumes at the site driveways. This Main Street peak‐hour (11:45 AM to 
12:45 PM) was then used at the other study intersections to create the peak‐hour volume conditions for 
use in this operational evaluation. 
 


Proposed Project Trip Generation 
The number of trips anticipated to be generated by a proposed project are typically approximated using 
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Project 
traffic is then typically distributed to the surrounding roadway network based on existing traffic volumes, 
output from the City’s travel demand model, or professional judgment. 
 


For this project, peak period traffic counts were collected at the existing site driveways, along with 
information pertaining to the existing site operations, in an effort to enable the calculation of the site’s 
unique trip generation rate. It was further anticipated that this trip generation rate would then be applied 
to the proposed project to quantify the number of trips anticipated to be associated with the site 
improvements. Because neither precise onsite attendance numbers nor accurate vehicle occupancy data 
was readily available from the project applicant or the traffic data collected, an alternate approach to 
projecting the anticipated increase in site trips was necessary. Through consultation with the project 
applicant and the City, it was determined that a 10 percent increase in site trips would be an appropriate 
assumption for use in the study. Accordingly, under conditions with addition of the proposed project, the 
site’s peak‐hour trips were increased by 10 percent (using the existing distribution pattern). Similar to the 
previous discussion pertaining to the existing site operations, the addition of the proposed project is 
anticipated to result in approximately 4 vehicles entering or exiting the site, per minute, during peak 
periods. 
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Proposed Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 
The distribution of project trips was based on existing traffic volumes, knowledge of local traffic patterns, 
and professional judgment. Accordingly, the following intersections are included in this evaluation: 
 


1. Main Street/Baseline Road @ Foothills Boulevard 
2. Main Street @ Commercial Driveway 
3. Main Street @ Site Driveway (West) 
4. Main Street @ Site Driveway (East) 
5. Main Street @ Elm Street 
6. Main Street @ Porter Drive 


 


Figure 3 illustrates the study intersections, existing traffic control, and existing lane geometries.  
 
 


TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 


Analysis of traffic operations at intersections is typically based on the concept of Level of Service (LOS).  
The LOS of an intersection is a qualitative measure used to describe operational conditions.  LOS ranges 
from A (best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a facility 
that is operating at or near its functional capacity. Intersection LOS for this study was determined using 
methods defined in the Highway Capacity Manual, 2010 (HCM) and appropriate traffic analysis software.  
 


The HCM includes procedures for analyzing side‐street stop controlled (SSSC), all‐way stop controlled 
(AWSC), and signalized intersections. These procedures define LOS as a function of average control delay. 
Table 1 presents intersection LOS definitions as defined in the HCM. 
 


Table 1 – Intersection Level of Service Criteria 
 


Level of 
Service 
(LOS) 


Un‐Signalized  Signalized 


Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh) 


Control Delay per 
Vehicle (sec/veh) 


A  ≤ 10  ≤ 10 


B  > 10 – 15  > 10 – 20 


C  > 15 – 25  > 20 – 35 


D  > 25 – 35  > 35 – 55 


E  > 35 – 50  > 55 – 80 


F  > 50  > 80 


Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2010 


 


Consistent with methodology approved by the City, Levels of Service were determined using the 
SimTraffic® traffic analysis software. SimTraffic® is a microsimulation tool that is useful for analyzing 
complex situations such as closely spaced intersections and the effects of signals on nearby unsignalized 
intersections and driveways. SimTraffic® Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) were compared against the 
HCM intersection delay thresholds (Table 1) to equate the SimTraffic® results to HCM LOS. 
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Figure 3
Study Intersections, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries
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Although the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan (and the project’s long term 
traffic impact is already accounted for through the City’s Capital Improvement Program), because the 
proposed project is anticipated to have a net increase in project site traffic, the effect of this additional 
traffic is evaluated to ensure the surrounding transportation facilities operate at acceptable levels. Per the 
City’s direction and consistent with the City’s guidelines1, a “Short‐Term” traffic study was performed to 
identify the project’s effect on the external roadway network under existing conditions and to evaluate 
site access and operations. A short‐term traffic analysis was conducted for the Sunday peak‐hour for the 
following scenarios: 
 


A. Existing (2016) Conditions 
B. Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project Conditions 


 


The following is a discussion of the analyses completed for these scenarios. 
 
 


EXISTING (2016) CONDITIONS 
 


Traffic counts were conducted for the study intersections on Sunday, February 28, 2016. Count data was 
obtained between the hours of 10:00 AM and 2:00 PM to identify the peak‐hour conditions. Traffic count 
data for the signalized intersection (Intersection #1) were obtained from the City’s central traffic control 
system. Supplemental counts were performed manually for the remaining Main Street study 
intersections. All data collection efforts were performed concurrently. 
 


As previously discussed, in an effort to be appropriately conservative and to allow the City to consider a 
worst case combination of volumes, the site peak inbound period (10:30 AM to 11:30 AM) volumes were 
combined with Main Street’s peak period (11:45 AM to 12:45 PM) to create the combination of peak‐hour 
volumes at the site driveways. This Main Street peak‐hour (11:45 AM to 12:45 PM) was then used at the 
other study intersections to create the peak‐hour volume conditions for use in this operational evaluation. 
 


Existing (2016) peak‐hour turn movement volumes are presented in Figure 4, and the traffic count data 
sheets are provided in Appendix A. Table 2 presents the peak‐hour intersection operating conditions for 
this analysis scenario.  
 


Table 2 – Existing (2016) Intersection Levels of Service 
 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


Sunday 
Peak‐Hour 


Delay* 
(seconds) 


LOS 


1  Main St/Baseline Rd @ Foothills Blvd  Signal  29.6  C 


2  Main St @ Commercial Dwy  SSSC  2.8 (15.5  C 


3  Main St @ Site Dwy (West)  SSSC  1.0 (5.7 SB)  A 


4  Main St @ Site Dwy (East)  SSSC  1.1 (6.0 SB)  A 


5  Main St @ Elm St  SSSC  1.1 (10.7  B 


6  Main St @ Porter Dr  AWSC  7.4  A 
*  SSSC presented as Overall Intersection (Worst Minor Approach Movement). 


 


As indicated in Table 2, the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS C during the peak hours. 
Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix B. 
 


                                                 
1  Section 4 Traffic Impact Studies, City of Roseville Design Standards, January 2016.  
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Existing (2016) Peak-Hour Volumes
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EXISTING (2016) PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 


Peak‐hour traffic associated with the proposed project (10‐percent growth to the site’s peak inbound 
period traffic volumes, and a shift in the traffic split between driveways) was added to the existing traffic 
volumes and LOS was determined at the study intersections. In addition, traffic from an adjacent 
development project2 was added to these conditions in an effort to capture the near‐term traffic 
conditions anticipated to be realized along this segment of Main Street. As reflected in Figure 5, the 
addition of the project includes the realignment of the eastern driveway (Intersection #4) with Elm Street. 
This configuration change is also reflected in Table 3. Figure 6 provides the peak‐hour traffic volumes at 
the study intersections for this analysis scenario while Table 3 provides a summary of the intersection 
analysis results. 
 


Table 3 – Existing (2016) and Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project 
Intersection Levels of Service 


 


#  Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 


Analysis 
Scenario* 


Sunday 
Peak‐Hour 


Delay** 
(seconds) 


LOS 


1 
Main St/Baseline Rd @ 


Foothills Blvd 
Signal 


Exist  29.6  C 


Exist+PP+  29.6  C 


2 
Main St @ 


Commercial Dwy 
SSSC 


Exist  2.8 (15.5 NB)  C 


Exist+PP  2.8 (18.0 NB)  C 


3 
Main St @ 


Site Dwy (West) 
SSSC 


Exist  1.0 (5.7 SB)  A 


Exist+PP  0.8 (8.5 SB)  B 


4 
Main St @ 


Site Driveway (East) 
SSSC 


Exist  1.1 (6.0 SB)  A 


Exist+PP  See Int. #5 


5 
Main St @ 
Elm St 


SSSC 
Exist  1.1 (10.7 NB)  B 


Exist+PP  1.9 (14.2 NB)  B 


6 
Main St @ 
Porter Dr 


AWSC 
Exist  7.4  A 


Exist+PP  7.1  A 
*  Exist. = Existing (2016), Exist+PP = Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project 
**  SSSC presented as Overall Intersection (Worst Minor Approach Movement). 
+  It is acknowledged that the adjacent development project will construct an additional 
northbound through lane at this intersection. Although not incorporated in this analysis, 
conditions with the completion of this additional through lane would be expected to be 
improved from those documented herein.   


 


As indicated in Table 3, the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS C with the addition of the 
project during the peak‐hours. The analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix C. 
 
 


IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 


Standards of Significance 
Project impacts were determined by comparing conditions with the proposed project to those without 
the project.  Impacts for intersections are created when traffic from the proposed project forces the LOS 
to fall below a specific threshold. The City’s guidelines3 specify the following: 
 


“Maintain a level of service (LOS) "C" standard at a minimum of 70 percent of all signalized 
intersections and roadway segments in the City during the [weekday] p.m. peak hours.” 


                                                 
2  Parkland Estates project information per email from Marc Stout, City of Roseville, March 8, 2016.  
3  City of Roseville General Plan 2025, City of Roseville, May 5, 2010. 
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Figure 5
Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project Lane Geometries
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Existing (2016) plus Proposed Project Peak-Hour Volumes
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Furthermore, a significant impact was determined to occur if the proposed project causes: 
 


 A signalized intersection that is currently operating at LOS C or better to operate at LOS D or worse 
during the AM or PM peak hours; or 


 A signalized intersection that is currently operating at LOS D or E to worsen by one or more LOS 
categories (i.e., from LOS D to E) during the AM or PM peak hours. 


 


Impacts and Mitigation 
As reflected in Table 3, when the weekday peak‐hour thresholds are applied to the Sunday peak‐hour, the 
addition of the proposed project does not result in a significant impact at a study intersections. As such, 
no mitigations are required to satisfy the City’s LOS standard. 
 
 


OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 


Site Observations 
A site visit was completed during Sunday peak‐period conditions (11:30‐12:30) on February 28, 2016 to 
observe existing project site operations including intersection/driveway lane configurations, vehicle 
storage lengths, lane utilization, existing traffic control, speed limits, adjacent land uses, and other readily 
apparent features. The following are the primary observations noted during this site visit: 
 


 The observation period was intentionally selected to enable observation of the combined peak 
operations of the project site and the adjacent Iglesia Ni Cristo Church of Christ. 


 The majority of the site trips originate from or are destined for the west. As a result, the 
predominant turning movements along Main Street were observed to be eastbound left‐turns 
into the site and southbound (exiting) right‐turns onto Main Street. Only a small portion (less than 
10 percent) of the project site’s trips originate from or were observed to be destined for points to 
the east. 


 The eastern site driveway is the primary access point for the existing site. Site observations and the 
driveway counts indicate that nearly 90 percent of the site’s trips use the eastern driveway. This 
access pattern is consistent with expectations considering the limited parking field accessible 
from the western driveway. Conversely, the eastern driveway provides access to the site’s eastern 
and northern parking areas. 


 Although this segment of Main Street has multiple, offset driveways, minimal conflicts were 
observed between turning vehicles during the Sunday peak period. The Main Street two‐way left‐
turn lane is used effectively and provides refuge for the various turning vehicles. 


 The existing eastern site driveway is offset from Elm Street by approximately 50‐feet. As noted 
above, although conflicts were minimal, it is anticipated that this offset creates occurrences of 
conflicting turning vehicles at both the eastern site driveway and Elm Street. 


 Nominal vehicle queuing was observed along this segment of Main Street. 
 


Site Access 
As reflected in Figure 2, access to the project site is proposed to be modified with the addition of the 
project. More specifically, the proposed project includes the following access modification: 
 


 Relocation of the eastern site driveway approximately 50‐feet east, thereby approximately lining up 
with existing Elm Street. 


 


In addition, the project site plan suggests that the eastern driveway will continue to be the primary access 
point given its connectivity to the site’s primary parking areas and the turn restrictions that appear to be 
proposed at the western driveway. Using the City’s guidelines1, the Minimum Required Throat Depth 
(MRTD) has been calculated for the project site’s driveway intersections with Main Street (using peak 
outbound trip data, see Exhibit 1). According to guidelines’ Exhibit 4‐1, the required MRTD is as follows: 
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Intersection #3 (Main St/Site Dwy (West)):     25‐feet required MRTD 
Intersection #4 (Main St/Site Dwy (East)/Elm St): 75‐feet required MRTD 


 


These MRTDs are depicted in Exhibit 2.  The project site plan should be modified in an effort to achieve 
these MRTD values. It appears that it will be necessary to reconfigure the circulation and parking layout to 
remove the first drive aisle and the seven parking spaces along the Eastern Driveway which are noted as 
being located within the MRTD. 
 


Exhibit 2 – Recommended Minimum Required Throat Depth (MRTD) 
 


 
Note: Exhibit 2 is an excerpt from the Proposed Project Site Plan (Figure 2) 


 


Finally, in an effort to minimize on‐site vehicle conflicts at the western site driveway, although the project 
site plan shows the use of a channelizing island to require right‐turns in and right‐turns out, this on‐site 
traffic control should be more restrictive. As an example, it is suggested that all entering traffic at this 
driveway be forced to turn right with no “cross‐traffic” allowed. Essentially, this modification would result 
in counter‐clockwise circulation around the proposed fountain area. 
 
 


CONCLUSIONS 
Based on the analyses documented in this report and the supporting information provided by the project 
applicant, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant offsite Level of Service (LOS) 
impacts or adversely affect on‐site operations. The project’s relocation of the eastern site driveway to 
approximately align with Elm Street is considered an improvement to this segment of Main Street. Finally, 
the minimum required throat depths should be provide at both site driveways and on‐site circulation 
restrictions should be enforced in the vicinity of the western site access driveway. 
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Appendix A: 
 


Traffic Count Data Sheets 







56 116 16 188 23 162 16 201 17 36 82 135 13 37 21 71 595


49 129 19 197 25 163 18 206 17 35 117 169 16 26 19 61 633


65 151 30 246 29 164 17 210 39 42 103 184 13 32 18 63 703


64 167 33 264 38 197 16 251 36 64 97 197 23 32 16 71 783


80 154 39 273 36 172 21 229 35 56 105 196 18 32 13 63 761


74 157 38 269 36 203 23 262 39 61 87 187 19 36 27 82 800


68 163 47 278 36 191 18 245 46 46 83 175 41 43 32 116 814


89 171 56 316 39 188 20 247 42 59 84 185 29 41 22 92 840


79 159 61 299 37 170 22 229 31 50 99 180 32 47 17 96 804


76 156 47 279 29 147 31 207 45 53 104 202 28 60 37 125 813


99 190 51 340 44 172 28 244 34 53 78 165 39 54 34 127 876


89 192 27 308 35 187 20 242 43 51 101 195 36 59 43 138 883


88 165 27 280 32 172 21 225 45 42 89 176 37 62 31 130 811


110 165 29 304 20 146 17 183 42 40 66 148 32 61 35 128 763


101 177 22 300 30 181 27 238 28 35 82 145 32 64 44 140 823


86 195 23 304 30 178 26 234 22 31 83 136 38 50 33 121 795


02/28/16 13:00-13:14


02/28/16 13:15-13:29


02/28/16 13:30-13:44


02/28/16 13:45-13:59


02/28/16 12:00-12:14


02/28/16 12:15-12:29


02/28/16 12:30-12:44


02/28/16 12:45-12:59


02/28/16 10:30-10:44


02/28/16 10:45-10:59


02/28/16 11:00-11:14


02/28/16 11:15-11:29


02/28/16 11:30-11:44


02/28/16 11:45-11:59


02/28/16 10:00-10:14


02/28/16 10:15-10:29


Thru RightThru Right Left Thru Right Left


Int. 
Total


App. 
Total


App. 
Total


App. 
Total


App. 
TotalDate & Time Left Thru Right Left


Foothills & Baseline\Main


Intersection: 15


N S E W


Turning Movement Volume Report 2/29/2016







File Name  :


Date  :


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total


10:00 1 0 1 0 2 6 64 0 0 70 4 0 3 0 7 1 77 6 0 84 163 0


10:15 0 0 2 0 2 5 55 1 0 61 5 0 3 0 8 0 59 7 0 66 137 0


10:30 1 0 0 0 1 4 52 0 0 56 8 0 5 0 13 1 104 4 0 109 179 0


10:45 0 0 1 0 1 3 64 0 0 67 8 0 3 0 11 2 123 8 0 133 212 0


Total 2 0 4 0 6 18 235 1 0 254 25 0 14 0 39 4 363 25 0 392 691 0


11:00 0 0 2 0 2 3 59 0 0 62 4 0 8 0 12 1 110 12 0 123 199 0


11:15 0 0 1 0 1 7 70 0 0 77 13 0 5 0 18 5 118 19 0 142 238 0


11:30 1 0 1 0 2 3 97 1 0 101 9 0 7 0 16 5 107 14 0 126 245 0


11:45 0 0 1 0 1 10 78 0 0 88 9 0 9 0 18 1 128 14 0 143 250 0


Total 1 0 5 0 6 23 304 1 0 328 35 0 29 0 64 12 463 59 0 534 932 0


12:00 1 0 0 0 1 8 82 0 0 90 12 0 7 0 19 2 132 16 0 150 260 0


12:15 0 0 0 0 0 6 112 0 0 118 14 0 6 0 20 2 100 20 0 122 260 0


12:30 1 0 0 0 1 5 104 0 0 109 15 0 10 0 25 3 129 21 0 153 288 0


12:45 0 0 5 0 5 8 114 1 0 123 22 1 12 0 35 0 99 17 0 116 279 0


Total 2 0 5 0 7 27 412 1 0 440 63 1 35 0 99 7 460 74 0 541 1087 0


13:00 0 0 7 0 7 11 112 0 0 123 13 0 12 0 25 1 89 13 0 103 258 0


13:15 1 0 6 0 7 9 111 0 0 120 14 0 6 0 20 0 70 13 0 83 230 0


13:30 0 0 3 0 3 16 117 0 0 133 10 0 13 0 23 0 84 11 0 95 254 0


13:45 0 0 9 0 9 11 117 0 0 128 13 0 9 0 22 2 58 19 0 79 238 0


Total 1 0 25 0 26 47 457 0 0 504 50 0 40 0 90 3 301 56 0 360 980 0


Grand Total 6 0 39 0 45 115 1408 3 0 1526 173 1 118 0 292 26 1587 214 0 1827 3690 0


Apprch % 13.3% 0.0% 86.7% 0.0% 7.5% 92.3% 0.2% 0.0% 59.2% 0.3% 40.4% 0.0% 1.4% 86.9% 11.7% 0.0%


Total % 0.2% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 1.2% 3.1% 38.2% 0.1% 0.0% 41.4% 4.7% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 7.9% 0.7% 43.0% 5.8% 0.0% 49.5% 100.0%


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total


Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 to 13:00


Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:00


12:00 1 0 0 0 1 8 82 0 0 90 12 0 7 0 19 2 132 16 0 150 260


12:15 0 0 0 0 0 6 112 0 0 118 14 0 6 0 20 2 100 20 0 122 260


12:30 1 0 0 0 1 5 104 0 0 109 15 0 10 0 25 3 129 21 0 153 288


12:45 0 0 5 0 5 8 114 1 0 123 22 1 12 0 35 0 99 17 0 116 279


Total Volume 2 0 5 0 7 27 412 1 0 440 63 1 35 0 99 7 460 74 0 541 1087


% App Total 28.6% 0.0% 71.4% 0.0% 6.1% 93.6% 0.2% 0.0% 63.6% 1.0% 35.4% 0.0% 1.3% 85.0% 13.7% 0.0%


PHF .500 .000 .250 .000 .350 .844 .904 .250 .000 .894 .716 .250 .729 .000 .707 .583 .871 .881 .000 .884 .944


ALL TRAFFIC DATA
City of Roseville


All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted


Nothing On Bank 1


(916) 771-8700


orders@atdtraffic.com 16-7141-001 Driveway 2/Driveway 3 & Main Street


Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns


Main Street


 Eastbound


Nothing On Bank 2


Main Street


 Eastbound


Driveway 3


 Northbound


Driveway 2


 Southbound


2/28/2016


Driveway 3


 Northbound


Main Street


 Westbound


NOON 


PEAK 


Main Street


 Westbound


Driveway 2


 Southbound







File Name  :


Date  :


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total


10:00 0 0 6 0 6 0 63 0 0 63 2 0 1 0 3 15 61 2 0 78 150 0


10:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 1 0 59 2 0 0 0 2 13 53 2 0 68 129 0


10:30 1 0 2 0 3 0 50 1 0 51 2 0 1 0 3 34 64 2 0 100 157 0


10:45 0 0 5 0 5 0 61 4 0 65 2 0 3 0 5 48 79 3 0 130 205 0


Total 1 0 13 0 14 0 232 6 0 238 8 0 5 0 13 110 257 9 0 376 641 0


11:00 1 0 4 0 5 1 55 3 0 59 2 0 0 0 2 38 80 4 0 122 188 0


11:15 0 0 7 0 7 0 68 0 0 68 3 0 0 0 3 36 83 1 0 120 198 0


11:30 1 1 2 0 4 1 91 1 0 93 5 0 3 0 8 28 86 3 0 117 222 0


11:45 2 0 5 0 7 3 78 3 0 84 3 0 1 0 4 32 97 3 0 132 227 0


Total 4 1 18 0 23 5 292 7 0 304 13 0 4 0 17 134 346 11 0 491 835 0


12:00 1 0 12 0 13 3 74 2 0 79 5 0 0 0 5 29 113 1 0 143 240 0


12:15 3 0 27 0 30 2 86 3 0 91 4 0 2 0 6 14 89 4 0 107 234 0


12:30 3 0 32 0 35 0 80 3 0 83 2 0 0 0 2 16 115 7 0 138 258 0


12:45 2 0 33 0 35 2 83 0 0 85 3 0 4 0 7 10 102 4 0 116 243 0


Total 9 0 104 0 113 7 323 8 0 338 14 0 6 0 20 69 419 16 0 504 975 0


13:00 2 0 41 0 43 3 77 5 0 85 2 0 1 0 3 4 94 2 0 100 231 0


13:15 2 1 48 0 51 6 81 0 0 87 4 0 2 0 6 5 74 1 0 80 224 0


13:30 1 0 31 0 32 3 93 1 0 97 0 0 1 0 1 3 89 3 0 95 225 0


13:45 2 0 29 0 31 1 97 1 0 99 3 0 0 0 3 6 59 5 0 70 203 0


Total 7 1 149 0 157 13 348 7 0 368 9 0 4 0 13 18 316 11 0 345 883 0


Grand Total 21 2 284 0 307 25 1195 28 0 1248 44 0 19 0 63 331 1338 47 0 1716 3334 0


Apprch % 6.8% 0.7% 92.5% 0.0% 2.0% 95.8% 2.2% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0% 30.2% 0.0% 19.3% 78.0% 2.7% 0.0%


Total % 0.6% 0.1% 8.5% 0.0% 9.2% 0.7% 35.8% 0.8% 0.0% 37.4% 1.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.9% 9.9% 40.1% 1.4% 0.0% 51.5% 100.0%


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total


Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 to 13:00


Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:00


12:00 1 0 12 0 13 3 74 2 0 79 5 0 0 0 5 29 113 1 0 143 240


12:15 3 0 27 0 30 2 86 3 0 91 4 0 2 0 6 14 89 4 0 107 234


12:30 3 0 32 0 35 0 80 3 0 83 2 0 0 0 2 16 115 7 0 138 258


12:45 2 0 33 0 35 2 83 0 0 85 3 0 4 0 7 10 102 4 0 116 243


Total Volume 9 0 104 0 113 7 323 8 0 338 14 0 6 0 20 69 419 16 0 504 975


% App Total 8.0% 0.0% 92.0% 0.0% 2.1% 95.6% 2.4% 0.0% 70.0% 0.0% 30.0% 0.0% 13.7% 83.1% 3.2% 0.0%


PHF .750 .000 .788 .000 .807 .583 .939 .667 .000 .929 .700 .000 .375 .000 .714 .595 .911 .571 .000 .881 .945


ALL TRAFFIC DATA
City of Roseville


All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted


Nothing On Bank 1


(916) 771-8700


orders@atdtraffic.com 16-7141-002 Driveway 1/Elm Street & Main Street


Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns


Main Street


 Eastbound


Nothing On Bank 2


Main Street


 Eastbound


Elm Street


 Northbound


Driveway 1


 Southbound


2/28/2016


Elm Street


 Northbound


Main Street


 Westbound


NOON 


PEAK 


Main Street


 Westbound


Driveway 1


 Southbound







File Name  :


Date  :


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total Uturns Total


10:00 4 2 4 0 10 4 46 3 0 53 8 7 6 0 21 3 45 7 0 55 139 0


10:15 5 3 5 0 13 2 48 8 0 58 5 11 5 0 21 4 43 6 0 53 145 0


10:30 5 3 5 0 13 3 43 10 0 56 9 7 3 0 19 3 61 9 0 73 161 0


10:45 2 9 6 0 17 1 53 10 0 64 7 7 3 0 17 8 67 4 0 79 177 0


Total 16 17 20 0 53 10 190 31 0 231 29 32 17 0 78 18 216 26 0 260 622 0


11:00 3 4 3 0 10 2 40 8 0 50 9 7 0 0 16 11 59 3 0 73 149 0


11:15 4 2 7 0 13 4 53 3 0 60 4 9 2 0 15 6 67 9 0 82 170 0


11:30 5 7 6 0 18 5 57 9 0 71 5 7 2 0 14 12 77 6 0 95 198 0


11:45 6 8 13 0 27 3 49 7 0 59 9 5 1 0 15 8 95 5 0 108 209 0


Total 18 21 29 0 68 14 199 27 0 240 27 28 5 0 60 37 298 23 0 358 726 0


12:00 7 7 4 0 18 1 57 6 0 64 5 2 3 0 10 10 88 8 0 106 198 0


12:15 3 7 12 0 22 4 69 11 0 84 6 9 6 0 21 8 74 8 0 90 217 0


12:30 2 14 3 0 19 5 63 8 0 76 8 6 1 0 15 10 92 14 0 116 226 0


12:45 8 10 10 0 28 4 64 9 0 77 10 4 1 0 15 16 81 10 0 107 227 0


Total 20 38 29 0 87 14 253 34 0 301 29 21 11 0 61 44 335 40 0 419 868 0


13:00 2 6 8 0 16 2 77 6 0 85 8 5 3 0 16 14 77 7 0 98 215 0


13:15 7 3 11 0 21 6 60 5 0 71 3 3 3 0 9 9 66 5 0 80 181 0


13:30 6 3 13 0 22 3 78 4 0 85 14 3 3 0 20 10 72 5 0 87 214 0


13:45 4 7 10 0 21 1 76 8 0 85 9 8 2 0 19 10 47 5 0 62 187 0


Total 19 19 42 0 80 12 291 23 0 326 34 19 11 0 64 43 262 22 0 327 797 0


Grand Total 73 95 120 0 288 50 933 115 0 1098 119 100 44 0 263 142 1111 111 0 1364 3013 0


Apprch % 25.3% 33.0% 41.7% 0.0% 4.6% 85.0% 10.5% 0.0% 45.2% 38.0% 16.7% 0.0% 10.4% 81.5% 8.1% 0.0%


Total % 2.4% 3.2% 4.0% 0.0% 9.6% 1.7% 31.0% 3.8% 0.0% 36.4% 3.9% 3.3% 1.5% 0.0% 8.7% 4.7% 36.9% 3.7% 0.0% 45.3% 100.0%


START TIME LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL LEFT THRU RIGHT UTURNS APP.TOTAL Total


Peak Hour Analysis From 12:15 to 13:15


Peak Hour For Entire Intersection Begins at 12:15


12:15 3 7 12 0 22 4 69 11 0 84 6 9 6 0 21 8 74 8 0 90 217


12:30 2 14 3 0 19 5 63 8 0 76 8 6 1 0 15 10 92 14 0 116 226


12:45 8 10 10 0 28 4 64 9 0 77 10 4 1 0 15 16 81 10 0 107 227


13:00 2 6 8 0 16 2 77 6 0 85 8 5 3 0 16 14 77 7 0 98 215


Total Volume 15 37 33 0 85 15 273 34 0 322 32 24 11 0 67 48 324 39 0 411 885


% App Total 17.6% 43.5% 38.8% 0.0% 4.7% 84.8% 10.6% 0.0% 47.8% 35.8% 16.4% 0.0% 11.7% 78.8% 9.5% 0.0%


PHF .469 .661 .688 .000 .759 .750 .886 .773 .000 .947 .800 .667 .458 .000 .798 .750 .880 .696 .000 .886 .975


Main Street


 Westbound


NOON 


PEAK 


Main Street


 Westbound


Porter Street


 Southbound


16-7141-003 Porter Street & Main Street


Unshifted Count = All Vehicles & Uturns


Main Street


 Eastbound


Nothing On Bank 2


Main Street


 Eastbound


Porter Street


 Northbound


Porter Street


 Southbound


2/28/2016


Porter Street


 Northbound


ALL TRAFFIC DATA
City of Roseville


All Vehicles & Uturns On Unshifted


Nothing On Bank 1


(916) 771-8700


orders@atdtraffic.com
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Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Simulation Summary Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
Page 1


Summary of All Intervals


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Start Time 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35
End Time 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
# of Recorded Intervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 3778 3734 3815 3764 3709 3734 3763
Vehs Exited 3775 3737 3836 3771 3669 3755 3760
Starting Vehs 61 78 70 79 47 69 68
Ending Vehs 64 75 49 72 87 48 71
Travel Distance (mi) 1206 1173 1217 1199 1174 1177 1188
Travel Time (hr) 72.6 71.0 74.5 72.2 69.5 70.4 72.2
Total Delay (hr) 36.3 36.1 38.3 36.5 34.3 35.6 36.8
Total Stops 3756 3617 3792 3722 3635 3615 3704
Fuel Used (gal) 66.2 65.4 67.7 66.6 64.5 65.4 65.8


Summary of All Intervals


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Start Time 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35
End Time 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 5 5 5 5
# of Recorded Intervals 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 3845 3761 3823 3772
Vehs Exited 3855 3776 3837 3776
Starting Vehs 72 63 69 62
Ending Vehs 62 48 55 57
Travel Distance (mi) 1203 1195 1221 1195
Travel Time (hr) 72.6 71.4 74.0 72.0
Total Delay (hr) 36.7 35.8 37.5 36.4
Total Stops 3747 3677 3806 3707
Fuel Used (gal) 66.9 66.2 67.7 66.2


Interval #0 Information  Seeding


Start Time 11:35
End Time 11:45
Total Time (min) 10
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Simulation Summary Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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Interval #1 Information  Recording


Start Time 11:45
End Time 12:00
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 937 883 916 886 876 877 923
Vehs Exited 943 895 920 901 859 881 935
Starting Vehs 61 78 70 79 47 69 68
Ending Vehs 55 66 66 64 64 65 56
Travel Distance (mi) 305 289 291 287 282 284 301
Travel Time (hr) 18.1 16.9 17.9 17.4 16.3 16.8 18.4
Total Delay (hr) 8.9 8.4 9.3 8.9 7.9 8.5 9.5
Total Stops 927 861 915 885 841 843 887
Fuel Used (gal) 16.8 15.9 16.3 16.3 15.5 15.7 16.6


Interval #1 Information  Recording


Start Time 11:45
End Time 12:00
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 947 872 917 900
Vehs Exited 957 865 913 904
Starting Vehs 72 63 69 62
Ending Vehs 62 70 73 59
Travel Distance (mi) 302 280 293 291
Travel Time (hr) 18.4 16.0 17.3 17.4
Total Delay (hr) 9.5 7.6 8.5 8.7
Total Stops 922 848 887 883
Fuel Used (gal) 17.1 15.2 16.0 16.1







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Simulation Summary Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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Interval #2 Information  


Start Time 12:00
End Time 12:15
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 1116 1087 1071 1045 1049 1107 1060
Vehs Exited 1091 1073 1070 1040 1027 1097 1054
Starting Vehs 55 66 66 64 64 65 56
Ending Vehs 80 80 67 69 86 75 62
Travel Distance (mi) 343 324 331 320 315 331 317
Travel Time (hr) 21.5 19.8 20.9 19.2 19.0 20.3 19.0
Total Delay (hr) 11.1 10.0 11.0 9.6 9.5 10.4 9.4
Total Stops 1153 1042 1102 1009 1007 1079 1041
Fuel Used (gal) 18.8 18.1 18.5 17.7 17.1 18.5 17.3


Interval #2 Information  


Start Time 12:00
End Time 12:15
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 1084 1102 1118 1083
Vehs Exited 1087 1102 1122 1078
Starting Vehs 62 70 73 59
Ending Vehs 59 70 69 70
Travel Distance (mi) 331 330 351 329
Travel Time (hr) 20.4 19.9 21.9 20.2
Total Delay (hr) 10.3 10.1 11.4 10.3
Total Stops 1087 1038 1151 1071
Fuel Used (gal) 18.1 18.3 19.4 18.2







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Simulation Summary Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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Interval #3 Information  


Start Time 12:15
End Time 12:30
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 877 879 893 938 882 894 871
Vehs Exited 896 883 895 940 904 902 895
Starting Vehs 80 80 67 69 86 75 62
Ending Vehs 61 76 65 67 64 67 38
Travel Distance (mi) 281 277 286 303 289 282 283
Travel Time (hr) 16.5 17.3 16.8 18.4 17.2 16.7 17.1
Total Delay (hr) 8.2 9.1 8.3 9.3 8.6 8.5 8.7
Total Stops 842 837 839 951 890 844 865
Fuel Used (gal) 15.5 15.5 15.6 16.7 16.2 15.7 15.8


Interval #3 Information  


Start Time 12:15
End Time 12:30
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 912 891 913 894
Vehs Exited 917 897 932 905
Starting Vehs 59 70 69 70
Ending Vehs 54 64 50 55
Travel Distance (mi) 285 284 299 287
Travel Time (hr) 16.9 17.0 18.3 17.2
Total Delay (hr) 8.4 8.6 9.4 8.7
Total Stops 860 855 929 868
Fuel Used (gal) 16.0 16.0 16.8 16.0







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Simulation Summary Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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Interval #4 Information  


Start Time 12:30
End Time 12:45
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 848 885 935 895 902 856 909
Vehs Exited 845 886 951 890 879 875 876
Starting Vehs 61 76 65 67 64 67 38
Ending Vehs 64 75 49 72 87 48 71
Travel Distance (mi) 277 283 309 288 287 280 288
Travel Time (hr) 16.4 17.1 18.9 17.2 16.9 16.6 17.7
Total Delay (hr) 8.2 8.6 9.7 8.7 8.3 8.2 9.2
Total Stops 834 877 936 877 897 849 911
Fuel Used (gal) 15.1 15.9 17.3 16.0 15.7 15.6 16.1


Interval #4 Information  


Start Time 12:30
End Time 12:45
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 902 896 875 890
Vehs Exited 894 912 870 888
Starting Vehs 54 64 50 55
Ending Vehs 62 48 55 57
Travel Distance (mi) 285 301 278 287
Travel Time (hr) 16.9 18.5 16.4 17.3
Total Delay (hr) 8.4 9.5 8.2 8.7
Total Stops 878 936 839 883
Fuel Used (gal) 15.7 16.8 15.6 16.0







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Performance Report Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.2 1.2
Denied Del/Veh (s) 2.2 0.0 1.5 0.9 1.3
Total Delay (hr) 5.7 3.6 10.6 8.6 28.5
Total Del/Veh (s) 26.1 32.4 29.3 31.6 29.6
Vehicles Entered 777 395 1293 970 3435
Vehicles Exited 780 397 1294 970 3441
Hourly Exit Rate 780 397 1294 970 3441
Input Volume 775 402 1289 960 3426
% of Volume 101 99 100 101 100


2: Walgreens Dwy & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 2.6 0.6 15.5 2.8
Vehicles Entered 662 401 83 1146
Vehicles Exited 662 401 83 1146
Hourly Exit Rate 662 401 83 1146
Input Volume 661 403 86 1151
% of Volume 100 100 96 100


3: Main St & Site Dwy #2 Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.2 0.6 5.7 1.0
Vehicles Entered 676 396 7 1079
Vehicles Exited 676 396 7 1079
Hourly Exit Rate 676 396 7 1079
Input Volume 672 398 6 1076
% of Volume 101 99 127 100







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


SimTraffic Performance Report Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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4: Main St & Site Dwy #1 Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.5 0.2 6.0 1.1
Vehicles Entered 668 385 20 1073
Vehicles Exited 668 385 20 1073
Hourly Exit Rate 668 385 20 1073
Input Volume 664 386 22 1073
% of Volume 101 100 91 100


5: Elm St & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.2 1.8 10.7 1.1
Vehicles Entered 495 378 19 892
Vehicles Exited 494 378 18 890
Hourly Exit Rate 494 378 18 890
Input Volume 492 379 19 889
% of Volume 101 100 96 100


6: Porter Dr & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2
Total Delay (hr) 1.2 0.6 0.1 0.1 1.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 8.7 6.6 5.2 5.0 7.4
Vehicles Entered 481 302 63 98 944
Vehicles Exited 481 302 63 98 944
Hourly Exit Rate 481 302 63 98 944
Input Volume 478 305 66 96 944
% of Volume 101 99 96 102 100







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing
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Total Network Performance 


Denied Delay (hr) 1.3
Denied Del/Veh (s) 1.3
Total Delay (hr) 35.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 32.9
Vehicles Entered 3772
Vehicles Exited 3776
Hourly Exit Rate 3776
Input Volume 12201
% of Volume 31







Roseville Sikh Temple Existing


Queuing and Blocking Report Midday Peak


Kimley-Horn SimTraffic Report
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Intersection: 1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St


Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 202 222 163 163 123 178 136 93 217 234 331 263
Average Queue (ft) 116 88 62 73 78 64 56 28 123 174 176 142
95th Queue (ft) 190 165 125 128 132 134 108 63 221 243 283 228
Link Distance (ft) 1046 1046 230 230 677 677
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 360 100 125 210 210
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 8 1 0 0 0 2 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 8 1 0 0 0 7 8 0


Intersection: 1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St


Movement NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served R L T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 105 232 336 255 161
Average Queue (ft) 44 129 191 147 52
95th Queue (ft) 81 220 287 229 135
Link Distance (ft) 419 419 419
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 260 210
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 3 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 6 0


Intersection: 2: Walgreens Dwy & Main St


Movement EB EB EB WB NB
Directions Served T T R LT LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 89 101 11 32 71
Average Queue (ft) 18 22 1 15 25
95th Queue (ft) 61 71 6 41 54
Link Distance (ft) 230 230 32 226
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 125
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
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Intersection: 3: Main St & Site Dwy #2


Movement EB WB SB
Directions Served LT T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 77 63 35
Average Queue (ft) 17 8 6
95th Queue (ft) 59 38 26
Link Distance (ft) 32 67 217
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)


Intersection: 4: Main St & Site Dwy #1


Movement EB EB WB WB SB
Directions Served L T T TR LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 52 74 28 17 44
Average Queue (ft) 31 6 2 1 14
95th Queue (ft) 57 38 16 8 40
Link Distance (ft) 67 2 2 252
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0


Intersection: 5: Elm St & Main St


Movement EB WB WB NB
Directions Served TR L T LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 21 31 8 42
Average Queue (ft) 1 4 0 15
95th Queue (ft) 11 20 5 41
Link Distance (ft) 2 1096 333
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Porter Dr & Main St


Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L TR L TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 47 345 37 112 55 67
Average Queue (ft) 23 82 12 59 31 33
95th Queue (ft) 48 239 37 93 51 55
Link Distance (ft) 1096 364 342 419
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 245 160
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)


Network Summary


Network wide Queuing Penalty: 56
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Summary of All Intervals


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Start Time 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35
End Time 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
# of Recorded Intervals 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 3670 3733 3828 3786 3751 3753 3814
Vehs Exited 3674 3739 3840 3801 3760 3752 3804
Starting Vehs 60 73 75 73 77 79 54
Ending Vehs 56 67 63 58 68 80 64
Travel Distance (mi) 1182 1190 1228 1207 1203 1196 1214
Travel Time (hr) 69.3 72.1 74.4 72.6 72.9 72.2 72.2
Total Delay (hr) 33.8 36.6 37.7 36.5 36.9 36.4 36.0
Total Stops 3606 3656 3858 3685 3691 3710 3708
Fuel Used (gal) 64.2 65.6 67.8 66.3 66.5 66.0 66.3


Summary of All Intervals


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Start Time 11:35 11:35 11:35 11:35
End Time 12:45 12:45 12:45 12:45
Total Time (min) 70 70 70 70
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 5 5 5 5
# of Recorded Intervals 4 4 4 4
Vehs Entered 3864 3773 3765 3774
Vehs Exited 3840 3775 3793 3778
Starting Vehs 74 64 84 67
Ending Vehs 98 62 56 65
Travel Distance (mi) 1240 1196 1212 1207
Travel Time (hr) 75.7 72.2 72.9 72.7
Total Delay (hr) 38.8 36.7 36.4 36.6
Total Stops 3795 3672 3740 3711
Fuel Used (gal) 68.8 66.1 66.8 66.4


Interval #0 Information  Seeding


Start Time 11:35
End Time 11:45
Total Time (min) 10
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.
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Interval #1 Information  Recording


Start Time 11:45
End Time 12:00
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 875 913 932 858 932 921 931
Vehs Exited 870 927 922 871 943 927 909
Starting Vehs 60 73 75 73 77 79 54
Ending Vehs 65 59 85 60 66 73 76
Travel Distance (mi) 289 292 301 276 301 299 298
Travel Time (hr) 16.7 17.9 18.2 15.8 18.6 18.2 17.6
Total Delay (hr) 7.9 9.3 9.2 7.6 9.6 9.3 8.7
Total Stops 878 890 954 815 953 921 909
Fuel Used (gal) 15.7 16.2 16.5 15.1 16.7 16.5 16.1


Interval #1 Information  Recording


Start Time 11:45
End Time 12:00
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 894 910 931 908
Vehs Exited 890 914 952 912
Starting Vehs 74 64 84 67
Ending Vehs 78 60 63 65
Travel Distance (mi) 286 287 303 293
Travel Time (hr) 16.6 16.9 18.6 17.5
Total Delay (hr) 8.2 8.5 9.5 8.8
Total Stops 828 843 901 890
Fuel Used (gal) 16.0 15.8 17.0 16.2
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Interval #2 Information  


Start Time 12:00
End Time 12:15
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 1030 1050 1082 1089 1086 1086 1070
Vehs Exited 1017 1028 1097 1055 1066 1085 1065
Starting Vehs 65 59 85 60 66 73 76
Ending Vehs 78 81 70 94 86 74 81
Travel Distance (mi) 319 320 335 338 332 334 333
Travel Time (hr) 19.4 19.6 20.3 21.1 20.5 20.7 19.7
Total Delay (hr) 9.7 10.1 10.2 10.9 10.4 10.6 9.7
Total Stops 1055 997 1052 1083 1068 1095 1028
Fuel Used (gal) 17.4 17.7 18.4 18.5 18.4 18.5 18.0


Interval #2 Information  


Start Time 12:00
End Time 12:15
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 1158 1065 1060 1078
Vehs Exited 1145 1051 1038 1065
Starting Vehs 78 60 63 65
Ending Vehs 91 74 85 77
Travel Distance (mi) 357 329 325 332
Travel Time (hr) 23.7 20.5 19.2 20.5
Total Delay (hr) 12.9 10.6 9.4 10.4
Total Stops 1188 1073 1005 1068
Fuel Used (gal) 20.2 18.3 17.7 18.3
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Interval #3 Information  


Start Time 12:15
End Time 12:30
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 881 897 879 911 857 841 880
Vehs Exited 898 904 886 931 873 866 900
Starting Vehs 78 81 70 94 86 74 81
Ending Vehs 61 74 63 74 70 49 61
Travel Distance (mi) 287 289 284 293 280 277 286
Travel Time (hr) 16.6 17.2 17.1 17.2 16.3 16.6 17.2
Total Delay (hr) 8.1 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.1 8.3 8.7
Total Stops 818 879 865 849 829 821 854
Fuel Used (gal) 15.5 15.7 15.8 16.0 15.5 15.4 15.9


Interval #3 Information  


Start Time 12:15
End Time 12:30
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 905 868 873 876
Vehs Exited 931 888 912 899
Starting Vehs 91 74 85 77
Ending Vehs 65 54 46 57
Travel Distance (mi) 303 283 297 288
Travel Time (hr) 17.7 16.7 18.7 17.1
Total Delay (hr) 8.6 8.2 9.6 8.5
Total Stops 899 847 980 862
Fuel Used (gal) 16.8 15.4 16.5 15.9
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Interval #4 Information  


Start Time 12:30
End Time 12:45
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 1 10 2 3 4 5 6
Vehs Entered 884 873 935 928 876 905 933
Vehs Exited 889 880 935 944 878 874 930
Starting Vehs 61 74 63 74 70 49 61
Ending Vehs 56 67 63 58 68 80 64
Travel Distance (mi) 287 289 308 300 290 285 298
Travel Time (hr) 16.7 17.3 18.9 18.5 17.5 16.7 17.7
Total Delay (hr) 8.1 8.6 9.6 9.4 8.8 8.2 8.9
Total Stops 855 890 987 938 841 873 917
Fuel Used (gal) 15.7 15.9 17.2 16.6 15.9 15.5 16.4


Interval #4 Information  


Start Time 12:30
End Time 12:45
Total Time (min) 15
Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors.


Run Number 7 8 9 Avg
Vehs Entered 907 930 901 905
Vehs Exited 874 922 891 902
Starting Vehs 65 54 46 57
Ending Vehs 98 62 56 65
Travel Distance (mi) 294 296 286 293
Travel Time (hr) 17.7 18.2 16.4 17.6
Total Delay (hr) 9.0 9.4 7.9 8.8
Total Stops 880 909 854 893
Fuel Used (gal) 15.8 16.6 15.6 16.1
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1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.2 1.3
Denied Del/Veh (s) 2.2 0.0 1.5 0.9 1.3
Total Delay (hr) 5.6 3.8 10.5 8.9 28.8
Total Del/Veh (s) 26.2 32.8 28.7 32.3 29.6
Vehicles Entered 767 415 1304 975 3461
Vehicles Exited 764 412 1306 979 3461
Hourly Exit Rate 764 412 1306 979 3461
Input Volume 781 414 1296 964 3455
% of Volume 98 100 101 102 100


2: Walgreens Dwy & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 2.2 0.5 18.0 2.8
Vehicles Entered 677 407 86 1170
Vehicles Exited 677 407 86 1170
Hourly Exit Rate 677 407 86 1170
Input Volume 678 405 86 1169
% of Volume 100 100 99 100


3: Main St & Site Dwy #2 Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.9 0.5 8.5 0.8
Vehicles Entered 694 401 6 1101
Vehicles Exited 694 402 6 1102
Hourly Exit Rate 694 402 6 1102
Input Volume 690 401 6 1096
% of Volume 101 100 109 101
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5: Elm St/Site Dwy #1 & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
Total Delay (hr) 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.6
Total Del/Veh (s) 1.6 1.8 14.2 4.2 1.9
Vehicles Entered 686 383 20 24 1113
Vehicles Exited 687 382 20 24 1113
Hourly Exit Rate 687 382 20 24 1113
Input Volume 684 380 19 24 1106
% of Volume 101 101 107 98 101


6: Porter Dr & Main St Performance by approach 


Approach EB WB NB SB All
Denied Delay (hr) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2
Total Delay (hr) 1.1 0.6 0.1 0.1 1.9
Total Del/Veh (s) 8.1 6.6 5.2 5.0 7.1
Vehicles Entered 477 308 68 93 946
Vehicles Exited 476 309 69 93 947
Hourly Exit Rate 476 309 69 93 947
Input Volume 478 306 66 96 945
% of Volume 100 101 105 97 100


Total Network Performance 


Denied Delay (hr) 1.3
Denied Del/Veh (s) 1.3
Total Delay (hr) 35.2
Total Del/Veh (s) 33.0
Vehicles Entered 3774
Vehicles Exited 3778
Hourly Exit Rate 3778
Input Volume 11456
% of Volume 33
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Intersection: 1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St


Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB NB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R L L T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 201 193 148 157 123 183 134 102 220 234 353 248
Average Queue (ft) 113 89 61 70 78 68 57 29 126 176 178 139
95th Queue (ft) 190 151 118 122 131 137 107 67 234 248 292 219
Link Distance (ft) 1046 1046 230 230 677 677
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 360 100 125 210 210
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 7 1 0 0 0 3 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 7 1 0 0 1 10 8 0


Intersection: 1: Foothills Blvd & Baseline Rd/Main St


Movement NB SB SB SB SB
Directions Served R L T T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 164 234 340 275 173
Average Queue (ft) 47 136 193 150 53
95th Queue (ft) 105 233 287 234 142
Link Distance (ft) 419 419 419
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 260 210
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 2 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 4 8 0


Intersection: 2: Walgreens Dwy & Main St


Movement EB EB EB WB NB
Directions Served T T R LT LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 80 81 23 32 91
Average Queue (ft) 15 17 1 14 27
95th Queue (ft) 53 59 16 40 66
Link Distance (ft) 230 230 32 226
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 125
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
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Intersection: 3: Main St & Site Dwy #2


Movement EB WB WB SB
Directions Served LT T TR LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 70 57 10 35
Average Queue (ft) 14 6 0 6
95th Queue (ft) 51 31 10 26
Link Distance (ft) 32 131 131 217
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 9
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)


Intersection: 5: Elm St/Site Dwy #1 & Main St


Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L TR L TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 83 2 31 9 46 42
Average Queue (ft) 36 0 5 0 17 18
95th Queue (ft) 71 0 23 5 45 43
Link Distance (ft) 131 1090 334 250
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0


Intersection: 6: Porter Dr & Main St


Movement EB EB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L TR L TR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 43 141 34 116 67 73
Average Queue (ft) 21 73 11 59 31 34
95th Queue (ft) 47 116 36 93 55 58
Link Distance (ft) 1090 364 342 419
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 245 160
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0


Network Summary


Network wide Queuing Penalty: 56
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