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inducement, aesthetics, cultural resources, and soils and geology. While mitigation measures were 

developed, some impacts remained significant even after the application of these feasible mitigation 

measures. The following presents the applicable WFP EIR impacts by their respective level of 

significance, which represents the impacts that would occur as a result of cumulative development in the 

region, including buildout of the City of Roseville pursuant to its existing General Plan, full development 

of the SOI Amendment Area and development of the cumulative projects and/or development levels 

identified in Section 5.5.2 of this document. 476 

WFA Less-than-Signif icant Impacts (After Mit igation) 

Groundwater Resources 

■ Continued lowering of groundwater 

■ Movement of groundwater contaminants 

■ Land subsidence from aquifer draw down 

Water Quali ty 

■ Seasonal changes to water quality in Folsom Reservoir, Lake Natoma and the Lower American 
River 

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat 

■ Impacts to Folsom Reservoir’s coldwater fisheries 

■ Impacts to Lake Natoma’s coldwater and warmwater fisheries 

■ Temperature impacts to Nimbus fish hatchery operations and fish production 

■ Lower American River Steelhead 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impact to the American shad (May and June) 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impact to the Striped Bass Sport Fishery (May–June) 

■ Impacts to Shasta Reservoir’s coldwater and warm-water fisheries 

■ Impacts to Trinity Reservoir’s coldwater and warm-water fisheries 

■ Impacts to Keswick Reservoir Fisheries 

■ Flow-related impacts to Sacramento River fisheries 

■ Temperature-related impacts to Sacramento River fisheries resources 

■ Delta fish populations 

                                                           
476 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal Draft EIR (SCH #95082041), January 1999, Table 2-1. 
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Flood Control 

■ Ability to meet flood control diagrams of Central Valley Project (CVP)/State Water Project (SWP) 
Reservoirs 

■ Increased stress on Lower American River flood control structures 

■ Increased exposure to flood hazards 

■ Substantial change in floodplain characteristics 

■ Changes in river channel geometry or gradients leading to changes in bank erosion, aggradation, 
segradation, or meander processes 

Hydropower Supply 

■ CVP hydropower capacity and generation 

■ Increased energy requirements for diverters pumping from Folsom Reservoir. (This impact was 
found to have an economically significant impact after mitigation.) 

Vegetation and Wildlife 

■ Lower American River riparian vegetation and backwater ponds 

■ Vegetation associated with reservoirs 

■ Vegetation associated with the Upper Sacramento River 

■ Vegetation associated with the Lower Sacramento River and the Delta 

■ Special-status species dependent on Lower American River backwater pond/marsh habitats 

■ Elderberry shrubs and Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

■ Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta habitats of special-status species (non-fish) 

Recreation 

■ Lake Natoma recreation opportunities 

■ Shasta Lake recreational opportunities 

■ Trinity Reservoir recreation opportunities 

■ Recreation opportunities on Whiskeytown and Keswick Reservoirs 

■ Impacts on the Upper Sacramento River 

■ Lower Sacramento River recreation opportunities 

■ Delta recreation opportunities 

■ Consistency with the American River Parkway plan 

■ Consistency with the Lower American River’s recreational river designations 
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Land Use and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

■ Land use impacts on direct and indirect effect study areas 

■ Consistency with General Plan 

■ Consistency with General Plan water supply and conservation policies 

Aesthetics 

■ Aesthetic value of the Lower American River 

■ Aesthetic value of the Upper and Lower Sacramento River and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 

■ Aesthetic value of Lake Natoma, Whiskeytown, and Keswick Reservoirs 

■ Aesthetic value of Folsom, Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs 

Cultural Resources 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River bank 
near Nimbus Dam 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River bank 
near the mouth 

■ Effect of varying flows/river stage on cultural resources along the Lower American River near 
Freeport 

Soils and Geology 

■ Changes in geologic substructures 

■ Exposure to major geologic hazards 

■ Increased soil erosion by wind or water 

■ Loss of soil cover 

Various forms of mitigation were successful at reducing these impacts to less-than-significant levels 

after mitigation. 

� WFA EIR Potentially Significant Impacts 

Water Quali ty 

■ Sacramento River and Delta Water Quality 

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat 

■ Impacts to Folsom Reservoir’s warm water fisheries 

■ Fall-run Chinook salmon 

■ Flow- and temperature-related impacts to splittail (February–May) 
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The mitigation measures applied to these impact areas would reduce these impacts, but not necessarily 

to less-than-significant level. 

� WFA Significant Impacts 

Water Supply 

■ Decrease in deliveries to State Water Project (SWP) customers 

■ Decrease in deliveries to Central Valley Project (CVP) customers 

Recreation 

■ Reduced rafting and boating opportunities on the Lower American River 

■ Reduced Folsom Reservoir boating opportunities 

■ Reduced availability of Folsom Reservoir swimming beaches 

Land Use and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

■ Land use and growth-inducing impact in the water service study area 

Cultural Resources 

■ Effect of varying water levels on cultural resources in Folsom Reservoir 

The WFA EIR determined that even after mitigation is applied to these topical areas, the level of 

significance after mitigation would remain significant and unavoidable. 

The WFA EIR is a programmatic EIR and did not evaluate the specific environmental effects of 

construction and operation of facilities necessary to implement the water deliveries under the WFA, such 

as storage tank sizes, backbone transmission line diameters, or other distribution facilities. The WFA EIR 

indicated that facility construction projects would be evaluated in separate tiered or project-level 

environmental documents.477 

Because cumulative development, including the SOI Amendment Area, would require water from the 

Sacramento River Water Diversion Project, which is as yet unfunded and unapproved, and the EIR for 

this project indicated that significant and unavoidable impacts would result, this is considered significant 

and unavoidable cumulative impact. Because the Remainder Area would depend upon water from the 

Sacramento River, the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable, and a significant and 

unavoidable impact would result. 

                                                           
477 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Water Forum Proposal Draft EIR (SCH #95082041), January 1999, p.4.1-3. 
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West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Cumulative water supply, storage, and distribution impacts that would occur as a result of development 

in the region, including the West Roseville Specific Plan (but without the Remainder Area), would also 

be significant and unavoidable for the reasons described above under the discussion for the SOI 

Amendment Area. However, while water demand associated with buildout of the City’s General Plan 

and the West Roseville Specific Plan would be supplied by existing and assured sources of City water, 

any increase in water demand in a region that does not have adequate and assured water supplies for 

cumulative development would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative 

impact. Therefore, while the project-level impact is less than significant, the project’s contribution to the 

cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Potab le  Wate r  T rea tment  

This cumulative analysis considers the potential environmental effects of treating water within the 

context of regional supplies and demands generated in Placer County, Sutter County, and Sacramento 

County under the provisions of the WFAO. 

SOI Amendment Area 

The Barton Road WTP has the capacity to treat all of the City’s General Plan and proposed WRSP Area 

through buildout in 2020. The City does not have the treatment capacity or the conveyance facilities to 

provide potable water to the Remainder Area. To meet Remainder Area water supply needs, a diversion 

from the Sacramento River is required. If approved and constructed, the Sacramento River Water 

Reliability Project would require the provision of water treatment and storage facilities with a capacity of 

255.0 mgd to meet the diversion and delivery requirement of PCWA, Sacramento Suburban Water 

District (SSWD), and the cities of Roseville and Sacramento. The Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project would also require the necessary pipeline systems to deliver treated water to, and interconnect 

with, the existing PCWA, SSWD, Roseville, and Sacramento water distribution facilities. The construction 

and operation of water treatment facilities for the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project are 

assumed to result in similar cumulative impacts as previously described for water supply since similar 

infrastructure facilities would be required. 

Because cumulative development would require the treatment of water from the Sacramento River 

Diversion Project, which is as yet unapproved and unfunded, and implementation of the Sacramento 

River Diversion project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the cumulative impact 

associated with water treatment is also considered significant and unavoidable. Because the Remainder 
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Area would depend upon water from the Sacramento River, the project’s contribution would be 

cumulatively considerable, and a significant and unavoidable impact would result. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The Barton Road Water Treatment plant currently has a capacity of 60 mgd, which is the result of an 

expansion project completed in 2001. The treatment plant site has been master planned to an overall 

capacity of 100 mgd. These expansions will be completed in two phases: an expansion to 75 mgd, which 

is expected to be completed in mid-2006, and an expansion to 100 mgd, which is expected to be 

completed in mid-2010.478 Future City buildout demand for potable water treatment in 2020 is estimated 

to be 88.93 mgd, which can be treated by the facility. 

As previously mentioned, cumulative development in the region requires water from the Sacramento 

River project. Because cumulative development would require water from the Sacramento River 

Diversion Project, which is as yet unapproved and unfunded, and implementation of the Sacramento 

River Diversion project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the cumulative impact 

associated with water treatment is also considered significant and unavoidable. 

However, because the WRSP Area does not rely upon water from the Sacramento River Water Reliability 

Project, and City’s existing treatment plant has sufficient capacity designed to accommodate flows 

generated by the City for both current General Plan and WRSP Area buildout, the WRSP Area’s 

contribution to the cumulative impact is not cumulatively considerable and a less-than-significant 

impact would result. 

� Recycled Water 

Recyc led  Wate r  Supply ,  S to rage ,  and Dis t r ibu t ion  

The cumulative context for recycled water supply is cumulative development identified in Section 5.2.2 

of this document that would occur in Placer County, Sutter County, and Sacramento County. One of the 

cumulative projects identified in Section 5.2.2 is Roseville Electric’s new Energy Park, which is in the 

early stages of planning and is being considered to meet the community need for service reliability and 

cost stability. If the proposed 150-megawatt energy facility were constructed, part of the excess recycled 

water supply from the PGWWTP would be used for cooling water. Therefore, development of the energy 

facility is considered in the cumulative context for recycled water. The total annual recycled water 

demand for a 150-megawatt plant would be approximately 1,112 AF/yr, which would correspond to a 

                                                           
478 City of Roseville, 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, July 2002, p.13. 
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peak day demand of 1.45 mgd.479 To meet this demand, a continuous supply of 1,006 gpm of recycled 

water from the PGWWTP is required.480 

SOI Amendment/WRSP 

Currently, recycled water is produced at the existing DCWWTP and distributed to locations within the 

City. When the PGWWTP becomes fully operational, recycled water from the PGWWTP and the existing 

DGWWTP will comprise the regional recycled water facilities that would produce recycled water for use 

in the City, including the SOI Amendment Area, as well as the City’s regional partners’ service areas. 

Current and future recycled water planning efforts for the City of Roseville are described in the Recycled 

Water Distribution System Feasibility Study (April 2000), which provides for recycled water demand 

through 2030. As illustrated by the data in Table 4.11-12, there would be 12.0 mgd average day supply (or 

6.33 mgd peak day supply) available from the combined flows from the City’s DCWWTP and PGWWTP 

after serving City customers, the SOI Amendment, the 700 gpm constant supply to the recycled water 

tank at Woodcreek Oaks Golf course, and without the proposed energy facility. These additional flows 

could be used for other projects not anticipated in the Feasibility Study and included in the demand from 

the SOI Amendment Area, such as the cumulative development identified in Section 5.2.2 of this 

document. Because recycled water is available to meet existing and projected demands, including the SOI 

Amendment Area, this is considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact for recycled water supply 

and distribution. The project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-

significant impact would result. 

The distribution system to convey the recycled water would be expanded, and additional storage tanks 

and pumps could be needed. The extension of the system to areas outside the City of Roseville where 

such facilities do not exist could result in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to 

construction activities. However, it would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential 

environmental impacts absent a plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any 

infrastructure improvements would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. 

However, the surplus recycled water could accommodate growth, and indirect effects of growth (e.g., 

traffic, air, and noise) could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. The project’s 

contribution to those impacts would be cumulatively considerable, since the project includes an 

expansion to the PGWWTP and a significant and unavoidable impact would result. 

                                                           
479 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p.28. 
480 HydroScience Engineers, Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, May 21, 2003, p. 30 
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� Wastewater 

Was tewate r  Co l lec t ion  and Dis t r ibu t ion  

A Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan (Master Plan) EIR (WWMP EIR) has been 

prepared for major wastewater conveyance and treatment improvements to serve the area through 

buildout of the City’s WWMP service area. This service area collectively includes the service areas of 

both the PGWWTP and the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP). The WWMP EIR 

considered a DWP of 20.7 mgd for flow to the PGWWTP at buildout. The cumulative context for 

wastewater treatment is development assumed with ultimate buildout of the general plans and approved 

development plans for those areas within the Master Plan service area, plus additional development that 

could seek to connect to the PGWWTP. Only the northeast portion of the SOI Amendment Area is 

currently included in the Master Plan Service Area, which is the area previously called Phase 1 of the 

Villages at Blue Oaks. 

SOI Amendment/WRSP 

As shown on Table 4.11-14, the Remainder area is anticipated to generate flows of 5.1 mgd ADWF to be 

treated at the PGWWTP. When the 1.1 mgd that was previously assumed for the Villages at Blue Oaks is 

subtracted, as it was originally included in the WWMP EIR flow to PGWWTP, the total net increase in 

flows from the SOI Amendment Area would be 4.0 mgd more than anticipated under the Wastewater 

Master Plan EIR, and the PGWWTP would need to be 24.7 mgd in order to treat flows from the full SOI 

Amendment Area. Flow from the SOI Amendment Area of 24.7 mgd is considered in section 4.11 of this 

EIR. If other projects unanticipated in the Wastewater Master Plan propose to have wastewater treated at 

the PGWWTP, additional approvals and increases in capacity would be needed. Because of site 

limitations, an expansion to treat more than 20.7 mgd would require an expansion beyond the current 

site boundary. The extent to which the PGWWTP would need to expand to treat additional wastewater 

beyond the 24.7 considered in this EIR would depend on which projects would use the plant, subject to 

approval of the South Placer Wastewater Authority. 

The Placer Vineyards project is proposing to convey its wastewater to the Sacramento Regional 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. Placer Ranch is geographically located such that it could be served either 

by the PGWWTP or by the City of Lincoln’s Regional wastewater treatment plant. Current plans for 

Placer Ranch indicate that it proposes to connect to the PGWWTP. The possible De la Salle/AKT 

University Project to the west of the WRSP would also likely propose to connect to the PGWWTP, and 

other projects could propose to connect as well. As with the SOI Amendment Area, wastewater flows in 

excess of 20.7 mgd would need to be analyzed, since that was the capacity analyzed in the Wastewater 
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Master Plan EIR. If flows were to exceed 20.7 mgd, an expansion beyond the current site would be 

necessary. Expansion of the plant to serve such unanticipated flows could result in impacts on the 

environment associated with construction to increase the capacity of the plant, loss of natural and other 

resources to expand the footprint of the facility, and degradation of water quality as a result of increased 

discharges to Pleasant Grove Creek. 

This EIR evaluates the conversion of the 20 acres immediately south of the PGWWTP to plant facilities. 

The NPDES discharge permit for the PGWWTP would also need to be amended to reflect higher flows. 

Construction impacts, such as noise and disturbance of wildlife, have also been addressed to the extent 

possible in this EIR and the Wastewater Master Plan EIR. However, this EIR does not consider the effects 

of operating a facility with flows in excess of 24.7 mgd (the amount needed to accommodate the full SOI 

Amendment Area plus growth in the WWMP EIR service area through buildout). 

The construction and operation of additional wastewater treatment facilities, as well as wastewater 

collection systems, to areas outside the WWMP EIR service area and the SOI Amendment Area where 

such facilities do not exist could result in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to 

construction activities. However, it would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential 

environmental impacts absent a plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any 

infrastructure improvements would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. The 

construction of additional wastewater treatment and collection facilities, where such facilities do not 

exist, could result in indirect growth effects (e.g., traffic, air, and noise), which could be significant and 

unavoidable on a cumulative basis. While adequate wastewater treatment would be required prior to 

project approval, the fact that regional wastewater treatment systems are not available combined with 

the uncertainty regarding construction and operation impacts results in a cumulative impact that is 

significant and unavoidable. However, the project’s contribution to those impacts would not be 

cumulatively considerable, because this document evaluates and requires the expansion of the PGWWTP 

to accommodate the excess demand from the SOI Amendment Area. Therefore, this project’s 

contribution to the cumulative condition is a less-than-significant impact would result. 

� Solid Waste 

The cumulative context for solid waste is the service area of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, 

which serves the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and Placer County. 
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SOI Amendment/WRSP 

Currently, the landfill is anticipated to be able to accept waste until 2036. However, the final closure date 

would be affected by several factors, including regional growth rates, economic conditions, and the 

efficiency of waste recovery.481 Depending on these factors, waste from the SOI Amendment Area, in 

combination with other cumulative development, could shorten the lifespan of the landfill. The WRSP 

alone would increase the amount of waste received by the WRSL over a twenty to thirty year period by 

approximately 301,740 to 452,610 tons, on 2.2 to 3.2 percent of the WRSL’s remaining capacity. 

Depending on when the SOI Amendment Area is built out, it would generate approximately 576,320 to 

864,480 tons of solid waste (assuming 20 to 30 full years of waste generation). This waste would require 

4.1 to 6.2 percent of the landfill’s remaining capacity. 

MM 4.11-11 would reduce the amount of waste to be landfilled by requiring that Specific Plans or other 

development plans in the Remainder Area provide greenwaste bins to residences, as currently required 

by the WRSP Development Agreement. The WRSP also requires source-reduction measures. This 

mitigation would reduce the amount to be landfilled by approximately 1,282 tons/year. Similar measures 

could be adopted by other projects, but could only be required by the City of projects within its 

jurisdiction. MM 4.11-10 calls for increasing landfill capacity, but the decision to expand the landfill rests 

with the WPWMA, rather than the City of Roseville. Currently, the WRSL is expected to have capacity to 

accommodate waste from development until 2035. If development in the WRSL service area occurs more 

rapidly than anticipated, the landfill’s lifetime would be shortened, necessitation expansion sooner than 

anticipated. MM 4.11-10 would reduce this cumulative impact by expanding landfill capacity. However 

the City cannot guarantee that expansion beyond current plans. Therefore, the cumulative impact is 

significant and unavoidable. The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable, 

given that additional solid waste would be generated, and the impact would also be considered 

significant and unavoidable. 

Development of the SOI Amendment Area would also generate approximately 65 tons per day of solid 

waste that would require processing at the MRF, and other cumulative projects could require additional 

processing at the MRF. Based on projections for the Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 (Appendix 

C of the Final EIR), the increase in waste associated with the SOI alone could cause the MRF to exceed its 

capacity by 2008. MM 4.11-12 calls for increasing the capacity of the MRF by adding additional 

processing lines. This could increase MRF capacity, such that it may be adequate to process waste from 

the SOI Amendment Area and from other development anticipated in WPWMA’s current plans. The 

                                                           
481 Western Placer Waste Management Authority, Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 Draft Environmental Impact Report, January 9, 
2003, page 3-6. 
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WPWMA can and should increase the capacity of the MRF and the City shall advocate that it do so. 

However, the City cannot compel the WPWMA to take such action. Because the MRF has enough 

capacity to treat its daily processing requirements and an additional expansion is planned to allow 

adequate processing through 2008, cumulative MRF impacts are considered less than significant. 

However, the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is considerable because it would cause the 

MRF to exceed its capacity by 2008, which result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.11-9, the WRSP would generate approximately 13,213 tons per year of solid 

waste that would require disposal at the WRSL. The WRSP would also increase the amount of 

construction debris (Impact 4.11-11) received at the landfill, as the well as additional sludge from the 

wastewater treatment plant. The WRSP requires source-reduction measures, such as greenwaste bins, 

which would divert an unknown amount of waste. Nonetheless, the WRSP would increase the amount of 

waste received by the WRSL over a twenty to thirty year period by approximately 182,760 to 274,140 

tons, or 1.3 to 2.0 percent of the WRSL’s remaining capacity, assuming that the growth projections 

developed for the Capacity Enhancement Project 2002-2003 are realized. 

The WRSP, along with other development in the region, would also increase the amount of processing 

needed at the MRF. AS discussed in Impact 4.11-10, the MRF is expected to reach its planned capacity in 

approximately six years, necessitation additional expansion , as called for by MM 4.11-11. Because the 

City does not have jurisdiction over the MRF, this is considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact. The project’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be considerable, given that additional 

solid waste would be generated, and the impact would also be considered significant and unavoidable. 

� Electricity 

The cumulative context for electricity is the service area of the Western Area Power Administration, 

which is generated by the federal government’s Central Valley Project and from other members of the 

Northern California Power Agency, a joint powers agency. 

SOI Amendment Area/WRSP 

Cumulative development in the region must comply with Title 20 and Title 24 California Code of 

Regulations to reduce overall energy demand. However, regional electricity demands are directly related 

to changing power generation and distribution in the western U.S. Further, the sources of energy are 

diverse and widespread. The exact source that would supply future development in the City or the 

region is not known at this time. Currently, the region obtains power from combustion (natural gas), 
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hydroelectric facilities, and geothermal projects. The proposed Roseville Energy Park would be a source 

of additional electricity for the City of Roseville. Construction of new or expanded facilities could affect 

the environment, particularly during construction when impacts related to soil erosion, storm runoff, 

increased noise, dust, and vehicle emissions could result. In addition, sensitive habitats, visual resources, 

and cultural resources could be affected. 

The regional strategy is to (1) continue to rely on electricity from the Western Area Power 

Administration; (2) acquire new sources of energy; and (3) to continue to promote energy conservation. 

However, sufficient reliable sources of electrical power are not guaranteed, as evidenced by the energy 

shortfalls during California’s “energy crisis.” Therefore, an increased demand for electrical service due to 

cumulative development in the region would be considered significant and unavoidable on a cumulative 

basis. However, because Roseville Electric has guaranteed the provision of adequate electricity for the 

SOI Amendment Area and the WRSP Area, including provision of transmission facilities, and will 

construct a new substation (and a second, if required), the project’s contribution to this cumulative 

impact is not cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant. 

� Natural Gas 

The cumulative context for natural gas is the supply area of PG&E. 

SOI Amendment Area/WRSP 

PG&E has indicated that supplies of natural gas exist to serve future development of the SOI 

Amendment Area and, typically, natural gas supplies are available for all proposed development. The 

exact source that would supply the City in the future is not known, and would vary over time. In 1999, 28 

percent of California’s natural gas supply came from Canada, 10 percent from the Rockies, and 46 

percent from the Southwest.482 Because natural gas can be transmitted for long distances, it can be 

obtained from a wide range of sources, both in and out of California. Therefore, it would be speculative 

to attempt to assess the impacts of using any particular source of natural gas. Because natural gas has 

always been made available, and could be transmitted for long distances, the cumulative impact would 

be less than significant. The project’s contribution to that impact would be rendered less than 

cumulatively considerable and a less-than-significant impact would result. 

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides natural gas service to the City of Roseville and beyond. Natural 

gas regulators and transmission lines are required to serve residences and businesses. Expansions of 

                                                           
482.California Energy Commission website, California’s Major Sources of Energy, http://www.energy.ca.gov//energysources.html, accessed 
June 14, 2001. 
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these types of facilities would be required to serve the growing population of the Region, and would be 

constructed as new development is approved. The construction and operation of additional natural gas 

transmission facilities to areas outside the City of Roseville where such facilities do not exist could result 

in potentially significant environmental effects, in part, related to construction activities. However, it 

would be speculative to identify the level of significance of potential environmental impacts absent a 

plan that identifies a specific project and/or project location; further, any infrastructure improvements 

would be subject to environmental review on a project-by-project basis. The construction of additional 

natural gas transmission facilities, where such facilities do not exist, could result in indirect growth 

effects (e.g., traffic, air, and noise), which could be significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. 

While the provision of adequate natural gas would be required prior to project approval, the fact that 

such facilities are not available combined with the uncertainty regarding construction and operational 

impacts results in a cumulative impact that is significant and unavoidable. However, the project’s 

contribution to those impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, because this document evaluates 

and requires the provision of such facilities to accommodate the excess demand from both the WRSP 

Area and the Remainder Area. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would result. 

� Hydrology and Water Quality 

Potential impacts on hydrology and water quality are attributed to development not only within the City 

limits, but in the watershed area that exists outside of the City limits. The context for the evaluation of 

potential cumulative impacts on flood conditions and water quality is the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed and Curry Creek watershed that are tributary to the Cross Canal watershed, which drains to 

the Sacramento River. 

S to rmwater  Peak  F lows and Volumes  

Cumulative development in the Roseville area, which includes the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, 

would increase the amount of impervious surface cover, which would, in turn, generate stormwater 

runoff peak flows. The increased runoff to the streams in the watershed would also increase the amount 

of stormwater runoff. As noted in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, several developments 

upstream and east of State Route 65 in Lincoln and Rocklin have constructed or have planned regional 

detention storage basins along Pleasant Grove Creek and its tributaries. Based on a comparison of data 

generated for cumulative plus project upstream conditions with and without upstream detention (Model 

3 and Model 4), each of these basins contributes to delays in downstream peak flows at the WRSP project 

area boundary. As a result, placing detention in the lower portions of the Pleasant Grove Creek 

watershed to manage all events, including the higher frequency (2-year) small storms, would likely delay 

peak flows such that the combined effect could actually increase peak flows downstream, which could 
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increase flood risk to downstream properties. Consequently, detention is not used in the lower portions 

of the watershed. The conclusion for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed is consistent with drainage 

studies prepared for projects located upstream in the City of Roseville. 

The 1993 Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Study (“1993 study”) examined the 

Pleasant Grove Creek watershed and other regional drainages that affect Sutter County. Figure 3-3 in the 

1993 study identified future land assumptions for determining potential impacts from urban runoff. The 

study concluded that all planned future development in Placer County, if unmitigated, could increase 

flows by less than 0.3 foot (3.6 inches) along tributary streams and approximately 0.1 foot (1.2 inches) in 

the ponding area upstream of the Cross Canal. These increases would inundate several hundred 

additional acres in Sutter County during a major flood.483 

Conclusions of this study recommended a combination of regional and local detention and retention 

basins, adoption of a regional floodplain management plan, and adoption of grading ordinances and 

policies.484 Although the SOI Amendment Area is not delineated on Figure 3-3 in the 1993 Auburn Ravine, 

Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creek Watershed Study, the 1993 study remains the current, adopted study for 

identifying potential cumulative effects of stormwater runoff and measures for mitigating such increases. 

Both City of Roseville and Placer County General Plan policies require that individual projects mitigate 

their contribution of increased surface water flows to minimize the potential for increased on- and off-

site flooding. As described in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality (Environmental Setting), the 

City is planning a regional stormwater retention basin (Reason Farms) in western Placer County 

downstream of the SOI Amendment Area. Preliminary estimates of the amount of retention that would 

be needed to reduce potential flooding impacts at downstream locations (e.g., Placer-Sutter County line) 

were developed, and the most recent analysis indicates that approximately 2,350 ac-ft of storage volume 

would be required to mitigate the increase in the amount (volume) of stormwater runoff. Although the 

SOI Amendment Area is currently outside the City limits, runoff volumes for the SOI Amendment were 

included in the 2,350 acre-feet (ac-ft) volume for purposes of developing a conceptual basin design.485 

A Draft EIR (SCH #2002072084) that evaluates the potential environmental effects of construction and 

operation of the regional retention basin was prepared in October 2002, and the Final EIR was certified in 

January 2003. The EIR included a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis that concluded that the basin would 

                                                           
483 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, page ES-3. 
484 CH2MHILL, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, Volume 1, June 1993. 
485 City of Roseville, Final EIR for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (SCH #2002072084), January 10, 2003, Table 1, p.1-2. 
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increase the peak flow rate upstream of the site and decrease the peak flow rate downstream of and 

through the site. It would also decrease flood elevations upstream and through the site along Pleasant 

Grove Creek as well as downstream.486 

The SOI Amendment Area is at the headwaters of Curry Creek. No development is proposed upstream 

in the watershed. Only a small portion (approximately 271 acres) of the proposed 5,000+ acre Placer 

Vineyards project is drained by Curry Creek.487 Runoff from that portion of Placer Vineyards would 

contribute to flows in Curry Creek. Hydrologic modeling has not been completed for Placer Vineyards; 

however, the rate and amount of runoff under cumulative conditions is expected to be minimal due to 

the size of the contributing subshed (271 acres) relative to the size of the watershed (approximately 

10,880 acres), and detention facilities would likely be required to ensure consistency with Placer County 

and Placer County Stormwater Management Manual requirements. There are no other planned or 

approved projects that would contribute to cumulative conditions in the Curry Creek watershed. (Note: 

the proposed South Sutter County Specific Plan project is south of the Curry Creek watershed.488 ) For 

Curry Creek at Brewer Road, the estimated increase in water surface elevations identified in the 1993 

study for both the 2-year and 100-year storm was 0.01 feet.489 

SOI Amendment 

Development of the Remainder Area, in combination with the WRSP and development upstream in the 

Pleasant Grove Creek watershed would increase the rate of stormwater runoff. It would also increase the 

amount of runoff entering Pleasant Grove Creek. As discussed in Impact 4.12-1, project area modeling for 

the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed (which included the northern MOU Remainder Area) indicated that 

detaining peak flows in basins would not be recommended because it could exacerbate flooding by 

allowing peak flows to coincide. When future land uses in the northern MOU Remainder Area have been 

more clearly defined, site-specific drainage hydrologic and hydraulic analyses would be performed as a 

condition of project approval (as required under City of Roseville General Plan Policy SB-6) and subject 

to review by the PCFCWCD. This would ensure the Remainder Area’s contribution to peak flow rates is 

considered within the larger context of regional flows. The proposed regional retention basin (Reason 

Farms) would be required to mitigate cumulative stormwater volumes, as discussed above. Because the 

regional retention facility in the Reason Farms property is funded and approved, the cumulative impact 

would be less than significant for the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed. Implementation of MM 4.12-2 

                                                           
486 City of Roseville, Initial Study for the City of Roseville Retention Basin Project), July 22, 2002, p.86. 
487 Placer Vineyard DEIR, Quad Knoff, Section 4.3.2 
488 Sutter County Community Services Dept., Draft EIR South Sutter County Specific Plan, October 2001, Figure 2.1-2. 
489 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 
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would provide capacity and a mechanism for determining the SOI Amendment Area’s proportionate 

contribution to development of the regional retention basin, which would ensure that impacts are not 

cumulatively considerable. A less-than-significant impact would result. 

For Curry Creek, peak flows from the Remainder Area could increase the risk of downstream flooding. If 

a combined basin in the Remainder Area is not large enough to detain SOI Amendment Area flows in 

accordance with PCFCWCD and City Improvement Standards drainage criteria, peak flows could be 

increased downstream. Flows from the 271-acre portion of the proposed Placer Vineyards project that 

drain to Curry Creek could also contribute to peak flow rates and volumes, which could further increase 

the risk of flooding downstream of the SOI Amendment Area. This is considered a significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impact. A larger detention/retention basin near the main branch of Curry Creek 

within the SOI Amendment Area could be developed to control peak flows and volumes, but a site-

specific preliminary drainage study and environmental review must be prepared for both City of 

Roseville and Placer County approval. 

The 1993 study indicated that increases in water surface elevations downstream of the SOI Amendment 

Area at Brewer Road as a result of stormwater flows would be minimal (0.01 feet). However, neither the 

proposed SOI Amendment nor the proposed Placer Vineyards project were assumed in the future land 

uses that would contribute flows to the watershed. While implementation of MM 4.12-1 through 

MM 4.12-3 would reduce the SOI Amendment Area’s contribution to this impact by ensuring peak flows 

and volumes from the SOI Amendment Area are minimized, a site-specific drainage study that includes 

the SOI Amendment Area and the proposed Placer Vineyards project within the regional context has not 

been developed. Therefore, the combined effect cannot be determined at this time and the project’s 

contribution must be assumed to be cumulatively considerable in order to provide a conservative 

analysis, particularly in light of the size of the Remainder Area in the context of the Curry Creek 

watershed. Further, because the development and approval of storm drainage infrastructure for other 

projects contributing to the Curry Creek watershed (e.g., Placer Vineyards) would be under the 

jurisdiction of Placer County to monitor and enforce, this would result in a significant and unavoidable 

impact for the Curry Creek watershed. 

West Rosevil le Specif ic Plan 

Table 5-22 shows the changes in peak flow rates that would occur downstream in Pleasant Grove Creek 

under cumulative conditions. The proposed WRSP would generate stormwater runoff, but it would not 

contribute to increased peak flow rates for the 10-year and greater storm events, as discussed in Impact 

4.12-1, even without detention. Therefore, the proposed WRSP would not considerably contribute to 

cumulative peak flow impacts for the 10-year and greater storms in Pleasant Grove Creek. The proposed 
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WRSP would slightly increase peak flow rates during the 2-year storm. The proposed WRSP’s 

contribution to the cumulative condition as result of the small (approximately 2.3 percent) increase in 

peak flows for the 2-year storm is discussed below. 

 
Table 5-22 Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development And  

Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Conditions 
Pleasant Grove Creek at West End 

of Project 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Brewer 

Road 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Placer-

Sutter County Line 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Cross 

Canal 
Location Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg

2-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

1,857   2,052   2,079   2,076   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 1,848 - 0.5 % 
(decrease) 

 2,012 - 1.9 % 
(decrease) 

 2,045 - 1.6 % 
(decrease) 

 2,047 - 1.6 % 
(decrease) 

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 2,336   2,779   2,794   2,803  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 2,322   2,766   2,782   2,797  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   6.9%   7.0%   6.3% 

10-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

4,449   5,344   5,286   5,227   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 4,384 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

 5,236 -2.0 % 
(decrease) 

 5,200 -1.6 % 
(decrease) 

 5,150 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins  

 4,909   5,832   5,757   5,687  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 4,858   5,797   5,725   5,658  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 
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Table 5-22 Pleasant Grove Creek Comparison of Pre-Development And  

Post-Development Cumulative Peak Flow Conditions 
Pleasant Grove Creek at West End 

of Project 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Brewer 

Road 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Placer-

Sutter County Line 
Pleasant Grove Creek at Cross 

Canal 
Location Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg Exist(cfs) Dev(cfs) Percent Chg

25-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

6,115   7,034   6,982   6,897   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 6,095 -0.3 % 
(decrease) 

 6,930 -1.5 % 
(decrease) 

 6,898 -1.1 % 
(decrease) 

 6,834 -0.9 
%(decrease)

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 6,508   7,445   7,383   7,229  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
upstream 
basins 

 6,374   7,370   7,315   7,328  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 

100-YEAR 

Existing PGC 
watershed with 
WRSP existing 
conditions 

8,162   9,070   9,021   8,947   

Existing PGC 
Watershed 
Conditions with 
WRSP 
Developed 

 8,124 -0.5 
%(decrease) 

 8,921 -1.6 
%(decrease)

 8,882 -1.5 
%(decrease) 

 8,823 -1.4 
%(decrease)

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions with 
out existing 
upstream 
basins 

 8,551   9,368   9,316   9,251  

Buildout PGC 
Watershed 
conditions 
including 
existing 
upstream 
basins 

 8,305   9,199   9,165   9,115  

Project 
Contribution to 
Cumulative (%) 

  negligible   negligible   negligible   negligible 

NOTES: 
cfs = cubic feet per section 
Ex = existing (pre-developed) conditions 
Dev = developed conditions 
Existing upstream basins are located in Whitney Oaks, Sunset West, Highlands Reserve and Stanford Ranch developments. 
Percent Chg = percent change (increase/reduction) in peak flow rates compared to existing conditions 
SOURCE:  Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Volume 2, Appendix L 
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Table 5-23 indicates that for Pleasant Grove Creek, the 1993 study estimated that water surface elevations 

at Pettigrew Road would be between 0.34 feet and 0.35 feet at Brewer Road for the 2-year event, when 

considered within the larger context of the entire 292-square-mile watershed.490 There would be an 

estimated increase in the 2-year stage in the ponding area of 0.08 feet, which represents a decrease in 

water surface elevations downstream. Hydraulic modeling for the proposed WRSP (which is discussed 

in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality) indicates that there would be a decrease in water surface 

elevations of 0.02 and 0.03 feet, respectively, at the WRSP/SOI Amendment Area boundary and at the 

boundary between the SOI Amendment Area and the Reason Farms property without the regional 

retention facility (see Table 5-23). The water surface elevation at the furthest modeled downstream 

location (west boundary of Reason Farms property, approximately 1.9 miles east of the Sutter County 

line) is projected to increase by 0.03 feet (approximately one-third of an inch) without the regional 

retention facility. The 0.03-foot increase caused by the proposed WRSP would be in addition to the levels 

estimated in the 1993 study and would represent an approximately 8 percent increase in the projected 

cumulative increase at the downstream Pleasant Grove Creek locations, which were projected to range 

from 0.34 to 0.35 feet. This would be considered a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact for the 

Pleasant Creek watershed if the Reason Farms regional retention facility was not constructed. 

 
Table 5-23 Pleasant Grove Creek WRSP Contribution to Cumulative Downstream Changes 

in 2-Year Water Surface Elevations 

Location Modeled in WRSP Hydraulic Analysis 
Existing Water 

Surface Elevation (ft)
Existing Plus WRSP Water 

Surface Elevation (ft) Net Change (ft) 
WRSP Addition to Cumulative 

Change Estimated in 1993 Study

Pleasant Grove Creek at WRSP/MOU 
Remainder Area #1 boundary(Mile 3.532) 

78.22 78.20 -0.02 none 

Pleasant Grove Creek at MOU Remainder 
Area #1/Reason Farms property 
boundary(Mile 2.398) 

73.21 73.18 -0.02 none 

Pleasant Grove Creek at west boundary of 
Reason Farms property(1.9 miles east of 
Placer-Sutter County line, Mile 0.0189) 

56.90 56.93 +0.03 8 % 

PROJECTED 2-YEAR CUMULATIVE WATER SURFACE ELEVATION CHANGE IDENTIFIED IN 1993 AUBURN RAVINE, COON, AND PLEASANT 
GROVE CREEKS FLOOD MITIGATION STUDY (WITHOUT REGIONAL RETENTION BASIN) 

Pettigrew Road   0.34  

Brewer Road   0.35  
SOURCE:  data compiled from Wood Rodgers Inc., Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Volume 2, Appendix M (HEC-RAS Summary of Results), and Placer 

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 

 

As noted above, the WRSP was included in the 2,350 acre-feet volume for purposes of developing a 

conceptual regional retention basin design for Reason Farms. As further noted, results of hydrologic and 

hydraulic modeling prepared for the retention basin project indicate that operation of the basin would 

                                                           
490 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Auburn Ravine, Coon, and Pleasant Grove Creeks Flood Mitigation, June 
1993, Table 4-3, p.4-8. 
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decrease the peak flow rate and flood elevations downstream in Pleasant Grove Creek. Implementation 

of MM 4.12-2 would ultimately reduce project-specific contributions to regional flood conditions due to 

increased stormwater flows. Because the regional retention basin is funded and approved, the project’s 

contribution to this impact is not cumulatively considerable and the impact would be less than 

significant for the Pleasant Grove watershed. 

Detention basins would also be included in the portion of the WRSP draining to Curry Creek. Results of 

hydrologic modeling indicate that the proposed basin storage and outflow design described above for 

Curry Creek would exceed the required peak flow mitigation in the City’s Stormwater Management 

Plan. Therefore, there would be no contribution to the cumulative peak flow conditions in the Curry 

Creek watershed. With detention facilities in place, the data in Table 4.12-8 indicate that water surface 

elevations downstream of the WRSP also would not increase. Therefore, the project’s contribution would 

not be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than significant for the Curry Creek 

watershed. 

F loodpla in  

SOI Amendment/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, FEMA published a Flood Insurance Rate 

Map (FIRM) for Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek in 1998. The mapping delineates the boundary of 

the 100-year floodplain along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek in the SOI Amendment Area and 

designates the floodplain as Zone A (no base flood elevations determined). Detailed mapping showing 

cross-sections and base flood elevations ends at the City of Roseville-Placer County corporate limits near 

Fiddyment Road. 

The 100-year floodplain has been defined for Pleasant Grove Creek upstream of the proposed WRSP and 

downstream west of the Reason Farms property. If the remaining portions of the SOI Amendment Area 

in the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed were developed at levels similar to those proposed in the WRSP, 

it is possible that structures or fill could be placed in the floodplain, which could impede or redirect flood 

flows. Similarly, if fill were placed upstream of the SOI Amendment Area to accommodate future 

development, the increase in water surface elevations, although relatively small, could be cumulatively 

considerable and could result in flood risks to existing and planned development. Results of the 

hydraulic modeling for the placement of small amounts of fill in the floodplain to accommodate 

development of detention facilities (Curry Creek) and roadway/bridge crossings would not increase 

water surface elevations. No private development would be allowed in the floodplain. However, 

implementation of MM 4.12-4 would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to this impact by 
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ensuring that development does not occur in the 100-year floodplain, or if small amounts of fill are 

placed in the floodplain that water surface elevations would not be measurably affected. Therefore, the 

proposed WRSP would not contribute to cumulative floodplain impacts. This is considered a less-than-

significant cumulative impact. 

Water  Qual i ty  

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Both the WRSP and Remainder Areas would drain to Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek, which are 

part of a larger watershed. The changes in water quality that could occur as a result of construction 

activities and urban runoff in the WRSP and Remainder Areas would not be expected to differ 

substantially from other development that contribute flows to Pleasant Grove and Curry creeks upstream 

of the SOI Amendment Area. There is no published documentation that the water quality in Pleasant 

Grove Creek or Curry Creek differs substantially. Therefore, for purposes of this discussion, the WRSP 

and SOI Amendment are considered together. 

Cumulative urban development would involve soil-disturbing construction activities, such as vegetation 

removal, grading, and excavation. These soil disturbances would expose soil to wind- and water-

generated erosion, possibly at accelerated rates. Therefore, surface runoff would carry increased 

sediment loads. As previously described, sediment from erosion can have long- and short-term water 

quality effects, including increased turbidity, which could result in adverse impacts on fish and wildlife 

habitat, reduced water pump life due to abrasion, impaired recreation and aesthetic values, and 

increased flooding hazard due to reduced channel capacity. 

Urban development results in increased impervious surfaces that increase the rate and amount of runoff 

and can alter existing surface water quality. The primary sources of water pollution includes runoff from 

roadways and parking lots, runoff from landscaping areas, industrial activities (including wastewater 

treatment plants), non-stormwater connections to the drainage system, accidental spills and illegal 

dumping. Runoff from roadway and parking lots could contain levels of oil, grease, and heavy metals. 

Runoff from landscaped areas could contain concentrations of nutrients (i.e., fertilizers and pesticides). 

The conveyance of urban pollutants to receiving waters by cumulative projects in the watershed would 

result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

The City requires that erosion control plans be prepared and approved by the City to reduce water 

quality impacts during construction activities. The General Plan also requires that urban runoff 

measures, including Best Management Plans (BMPs), and buffer areas be implemented as part of 

individual project development to protect water quality from urban development. The City of Roseville 
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is developing a stormwater quality management program in accordance with recently adopted NPDES 

Phase 2 requirements. 

Implementation of applicable State General Permit requirements for stormwater runoff during 

construction and anticipated NPDES Phase 2 requirements would reduce potential degradation of 

receiving water quality attributable to the WRSP and Remainder Area to levels such that the WRSP’s and 

Remainder Areas’ contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, and a less-than-significant 

impact would result. 

Groundwate r  Use  

The cumulative context for groundwater impacts is the groundwater aquifer generally underlying 

western Placer County and northern Sacramento County. The boundary of this area is defined in the 

North American River Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model (IGSM) Sutter/Placer Model. 

This model, which was used in the Sacramento Water Forum process to evaluate acceptable groundwater 

yields and conjunctive use alternatives, was used to determine dry-year groundwater impacts of the 

WRSP. The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) currently represents the most likely long-term plan for 

development of groundwater and surface water supplies in Placer and Sacramento counties, and it 

reflects projected land use and water demand throughout the two counties in year 2030 as envisioned in 

current approved general plans.491 Additional information about the model boundaries and assumptions 

are described in detail in the Groundwater Impact Report prepared by MWH, which is included in 

Appendix M. 

When a well first begins extracting groundwater from an aquifer, groundwater is initially extracted from 

groundwater storage. The result is a localized cone of depression with an approximately 1,000-foot 

radius that fluctuates with operation of the well. When extraction ceases, the aquifer typically recharges 

back to its pre-extraction condition. Over time, a well can also induce an incremental decline in regional 

groundwater elevations. Cones of depression with a larger aerial extent can form in areas where multiple 

groundwater extraction wells are in operation. The location and shape of a regional cone of depression is 

influenced by the same factors as a single well. A sequence of successive dry years can also decrease the 

amount of natural recharge to the aquifer, creating an imbalance between natural recharge and 

extractions. To overcome the imbalance, the aquifer elevations lower to include more natural recharge. 

Over time, the shape and location of the aquifer’s regional cone of depression fluctuates.492 

                                                           
491 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p.4-2. 
492 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, Section 3. 



5-101

Chapter  5  CEQA Cons iderat ions  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

Urban growth in northern Sacramento County beginning in the 1950s increased the demand on 

groundwater such that the groundwater elevation trend along the Sacramento/Placer County line began 

to show a steady decline of 1 to 1.5 feet per year. Groundwater elevations continued to decline at a 

relatively steady rate through the droughts of 1976–77 and 1987–92. The effect of the 1987–92 drought on 

groundwater elevations in most of the basin was relatively minor, with 1990 groundwater levels about 5 

to 10 feet lower than the 1985 conditions. However, a pumping depression in an area between Pleasant 

Grove and North Highlands continued to expand and deepen.493 This area was of particular concern 

because of the potential effect groundwater pumping would have on altering the rate of migration of 

identified groundwater contamination at the former McClellan Air Force Base.494 

Controlling the fluctuation of groundwater levels within an acceptable range is the focus of regional 

groundwater management efforts.495 The Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) has adopted a 

Groundwater Management Plan. The management of groundwater resources as part of overall regional 

water supply planning efforts is an element of the Water Forum Agreement (WFA). In 1998, a project was 

implemented by the PCWA and the Northridge Water District (now Sacramento Suburban Water 

District, or SSWD) to reduce average groundwater withdrawals in the north Sacramento County area to 

an early 1990s amount and a corresponding import of treated surface water to meet, on average, the 

balance of existing and projected water demands in northern Sacramento County. One of the envisioned 

benefits of implementing such a “conjunctive use” program was stabilization or recovery of the 

groundwater aquifer underlying southwestern Placer County and northern Sacramento County. 

Compared to 1997 groundwater elevations, sustained recoveries up to about 20 feet have been identified. 

While there are still ongoing seasonal fluctuations in groundwater elevations, which is typical for the 

area, the trend in groundwater levels beyond those seasonal fluctuations varies from a local (within the 

Northridge Service Area in the SSWD) flattening to a slight increase in water levels over the last four 

years.496 

However, it is recognized that groundwater is used in dry years to supplement surface water supplies. 

During dry years, as discussed in Section 4.11.2 (Public Utilities, Water), up to 6,600 AF/yr of 

groundwater could be used to supplement City supplies. The need for groundwater is only predicted to 

occur a small percentage of the time. As discussed in Impact 4.12-6 (groundwater use in dry years) in 

Section 4.12 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and in Impact 4.11-2 (dry-year water supply) in Section 4.11 

                                                           
493 Placer County Water Agency, Draft West Groundwater Management Plan, June 23, 1998, pp.13-14. 
494 Placer County Water Agency and Northridge Water District, Groundwater Stabilization Project Draft EIR, October 1998, Project 
Overview. 
495 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, Section 3. 
496 Luhdorff & Scalmanini, In-Lieu Surface Water Use and Ground-Water Basin Conditions 2001, June 2002, p.2. 
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(Public Utilities), the Development Standards in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the SOI 

Amendment (Exhibit C in the MOU) assume that surface water will be used to meet water demands of 

the SOI amendment. The Guiding Principles for development west of Roseville state that the new 

demand would need to be met through surface water, recycled water, and other off-sets. An implicit 

assumption in both the MOU and Guiding Principles is that groundwater would not be used to meet 

demand on a regular basis. Nonetheless, the City does rely on groundwater in dry years when surface 

supplies are not available or in emergency conditions, as discussed in the Setting. The Placer County 

General Plan directs that water demands for new urban development be met with surface water; 

however, the use of groundwater in dry years is not prohibited. 

The existing groundwater “baseline” is representative of current groundwater conditions throughout 

northern Sacramento County and southwestern Placer County. However, it is also representative of how 

the groundwater basin is projected to respond under current land use levels and levels of water demand 

under the historical 70-year hydrologic record. This baseline condition corresponds to the groundwater 

elevation variations expected to result from implementation of the WFA in the City and all other areas of 

Placer and Sacramento counties, with the exception of the WRSP and Remainder Areas.497 Future (2030) 

baseline groundwater conditions for the SOI Amendment Area were developed to account for the 

variability of hydrological conditions in the region. The assumptions that were used to project the future 

baseline conditions are described in detail in the Groundwater Impact Report included in Appendix M. 

Figures A.1 to A.4 in Appendix M illustrate groundwater contours for wet-year and dry-year scenarios 

predicted to occur in 2030 using a model developed for the WFA, with some modifications.498 In Aquifer 

2, there is predicted to be a small cone of depression about four miles west of the SOI Amendment Area, 

as shown on Figure A in Appendix M. 

SOI Amendment Area 

Because of the sustained recoveries of groundwater elevation since 1997 and the significant efforts to 

present and protect groundwater resources in the region, the cumulative impact on groundwater 

resources is considered less than significant. To meet the total water demand for the SOI Amendment 

Area, it was determined that an additional 5,135 AF/yr of water would be required for full buildout. As 

discussed in Impacts 4.12-6 and 4.11-2, up to 3,851 AF/yr of groundwater could be extracted without 

adverse effect to the aquifer assuming that the aquifer is replenished through an in-lieu groundwater 

                                                           
497 MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, p.4-2. 
498 Modifications to the model included actual frequency of PCWA transfer of 29,000 AF/yr, revised unit water demand factors and 
buildout demand, maximum dry-year diversions to Roseville, and land use designation (MWH, Groundwater Impact Analysis for 
Proposed Reason Farms Land Retirement Plan, Draft January 2003, pp.4-2 to 4-3. 
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banking program, which is accomplished by the reduction or non-use of groundwater used for 

agricultural lands currently irrigated with groundwater in the project vicinity. However, this amount 

would not be sufficient to meet the demand. Additional groundwater extraction to make up the deficit to 

meet the Remainder Area portion of the SOI Amendment Area demand is not likely to occur, as 

discussed in Impacts 4.12-6 and 4.11-2. Because it is anticipated that surface water from the Sacramento 

River Water Reliability Project, not additional groundwater extraction, would be the source of water for 

the Remainder Area portion of SOI Amendment Area, the SOI Amendment Area’s demand on 

groundwater resources would not be cumulatively considerable. As discussed for the WRSP, with 

ongoing regional groundwater planning efforts, impacts on groundwater resources would, therefore, be 

considered less than significant. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

As discussed in Impact 4.11-2, groundwater would be needed in dry years to meet WRSP water demand. 

The MOU requires that groundwater impacts of the SOI Amendment be mitigated to a less-than-

significant level unless both the County and City agree that specific overriding considerations render 

mitigation infeasible. MM 4.11-2, identified in Impact 4.11-2 in Section 4.11.2 (Public Utilities, Water), 

directs that the retirement of irrigated land owned by the City of Roseville (Reason Farms property) or 

groundwater obtained through an aquifer storage and recovery program be used to offset the dry-year 

groundwater use of approximately 2,848 AF/yr in the WRSP. Through hydrologic modeling, as discussed 

in Impact 4.12-6, implementation of this mitigation measure was shown to result in no net increase in 

groundwater extractions that could, in turn, affect aquifer characteristics. As a result, the WRSP’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

In dry years, it is anticipated that groundwater would be used in the City of Roseville and western Placer 

and northern Sacramento counties to supplement surface water supplies to meet development demands. 

The WFA EIR concluded that although additional groundwater withdrawals in northern Sacramento 

County could lower groundwater levels, the groundwater levels would eventually stabilize, resulting in 

less-than-significant effects on groundwater resources.499 With the regional efforts to stabilize 

groundwater levels through increased surface water diversions and/or conjunctive use, as discussed 

above, and because groundwater would only be used in dry years to supplement supply, the long-term 

net effect on groundwater resources is not expected to be significant or adverse. Therefore, in 

combination with the WRSP, cumulative groundwater resources impact would be less than significant. 

                                                           
499 City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Water Forum Proposal (SCH 
#95082041), January 1999, Impacts 4.2-1 through 4.2-4, pp. 4.2-16 to 4.2-21. 
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Groundwate r  Recharge  

SOI Amendment Area/West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Development in the City of Roseville would result in the creation of new impervious surfaces by 

converting undeveloped, primarily grazing land to urban uses. As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, recharge occurs primarily along stream channels and through applied irrigation 

water. Further, less than five percent of total recharge to the Sacramento Valley groundwater basin under 

natural conditions is attributable to Placer County. Much of western Placer County, including the SOI 

Amendment Area, consists of Hydrologic Group D soils, which are characterized by high runoff and low 

infiltration potential. The major geologic formations that underlie western Placer County (Riverbank, 

Turlock Lake, and Mehrten, for example) also impede infiltration of rainwater and irrigation water. 

Other areas in the City of Roseville and western Placer County are situated on soil and rock units similar 

to the proposed SOI Amendment Area, and do not have water-intensive irrigation uses. Therefore, 

Cumulative effects on recharge without the proposed WRSP and SOI are not considered significant. 

The SOI Amendment Area is not considered a significant recharge source in the context of a regional 

source. Therefore, the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area would not contribute substantially to a loss 

of recharge potential that would be cumulatively considered, and the impact would be less than 

significant. 

� Aesthetics and Visual Quality 

The cumulative context for the evaluation of potential cumulative impacts on visual quality is the City of 

Roseville and surrounding area within its viewshed. 

SOI Amendment 

Cumulative development in the City of Roseville and the County of Placer has resulted in the conversion 

of a primarily rural landscape to urban development, thereby permanently altering the visual character 

of the area, both during daylight and at night. This trend is anticipated to continue, which would result 

in a significant and unavoidable cumulative aesthetics impact. In combination with existing and 

approved development, including Placer Vineyards, Placer Ranch, and the proposed De la Salle/AKT 

University project to the west, a broad corridor of Placer County, from the Sacramento County line to the 

City of Lincoln’s northern border, would be urbanized. However, nonresidential development in both 

the WRSP and Remainder Area would be subject to the City’s Community Design Guidelines, ensuring 

that proposed development would be visually compatible with surrounding development. It is also 

anticipated that any residential development proposed in the Remainder Area would be the subject of a 
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Specific Plan, including associated design guidelines to ensure visual compatibility with surrounding 

development. While these measures would reduce the visual effects, the cumulative visual character of 

the SOI Amendment Area would be permanently and substantially altered, causing a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to the cumulative aesthetics impact that would be considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

The WRSP would contribute to the cumulatively considerable loss of open, undeveloped areas and light 

and glare in South Placer County, which is considered significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. 

The WRSP includes Design Guidelines for residential development, entrances, and roadways. These 

guidelines would ensure that development would be visually compatible with surrounding cumulative 

development. Non-residential development in the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area would be subject to 

the City’s Community Design Guidelines to ensure visual compatibility with surrounding development. 

While these measures would reduce the visual effects of the WRSP, the visual character of the area would 

be permanently and substantially altered. 

Development in the WRSP would also introduce light into an area that currently has few sources of light. 

As south Placer County and north Sacramento County continue to develop, lighting will further reduce 

the visibility of the night sky and increase the spread of lighted areas. Consequently, the nighttime visual 

quality of the WRSP and surrounding areas would be substantially altered. The conversion of open 

space, introduction of light and glare sources, and the alteration of the existing landscape, would be 

widespread. The WRSP would considerably contribute to the cumulative impact, resulting in a 

significant and unavoidable impact. 

5.6 MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Chapter 3 of this EIR, Summary of Environmental Effects, and Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of this EIR 

provide a comprehensive identification of the proposed project’s environmental effects and proposed 

mitigation measures. 

5.7 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternatives to the proposed project are presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives, of this EIR. 
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Chapter 6 ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and describe the alternatives to the proposed WRSP and Sphere 

of Influence Amendment. Project alternatives are developed to reduce or eliminate the potentially 

significant adverse environmental effects identified under the project while still meeting most of the basic 

project objectives. 

6.1.1 California Environmental Quality Act Requirements 

An EIR must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the 

proposed project, that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of 

the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6). An EIR need not evaluate the environmental effects 

of alternatives in the same level of detail as the Proposed Project, but must include enough information to 

allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. CEQA provides the 

following guidelines for discussing alternatives to a proposed project: 

■ The specific alternative of the “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impacts....If the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(e)(2)). 

■ The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of the proposed objectives, or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(b)). 

■ If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project 
as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of 
the project as proposed (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(d)). 

■ The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice....The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and 
discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making....An EIR need not 
consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 
speculative (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(f)). 

6.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives that address the 

location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives analysis is to 

disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained while reducing the magnitude of, 
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or avoiding, the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Alternatives that are included and 

evaluated in the EIR must be feasible alternatives. However, the Public Resources Code and the CEQA 

Guidelines direct that the EIR need “set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 

choice.” The CEQA Guidelines provide a definition for “a range of reasonable alternatives” and, thus, 

limit the number and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in a given EIR. According to the 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(b)): 

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be feasible. In the context of CEQA, “feasible” is defined 

as: 

…capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. 

Further, the following factors may be taken into consideration in the assessment of the feasibility of 

alternatives: site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 

other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to attain 

site control (section 15126.6(f)(1)). Finally, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects 

of the alternative “cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 

speculative (Section 15126.b(f)(3)).” 

The selection of alternatives takes into account the project objectives provided in Chapter 2 (Project 

Description). The project objectives include creating a comprehensively planned residential community 

that balances a mix of residential, employment, commercial, industrial, public services, and recreational 

amenities. The objectives stress the need to provide a safe and efficient circulation system, including a 

pedestrian and bikeway system, a linked trail system to the City of Roseville, quality open space areas, 

and necessary public infrastructure. The objectives also state the importance of preserving sensitive 

habitat and developing a project that includes a mix of uses and facilities that are fiscally feasible and 

would not adversely impact the City’s General Fund. 

Equally important to attaining the project objectives is the reduction of some or all significant impacts, 

particularly those that could not be mitigated to a level below the threshold of significance. The project-

specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed SOI Amendment, after 

mitigation, are 

� SOI, WRSP, and/or Remainder Areas 

■ Potential incompatibility of internal land uses (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
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■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (WRSP) 

■ Inducement of substantial population growth (WRSP and Remainder Areas)  

■ Increased traffic volumes on state highways (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

■ Increased traffic volumes on City of Roseville roadways (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on Placer County roadways (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased traffic on Sacramento County roadways (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased congestion due to proposed Pedestrian District Overlay (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased emissions of fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities (short term) 
(WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increased emissions of ozone precursors during construction (short-term) (WRSP and Remainder 
Area) 

■ Increased emission of air pollutants during operation (due to traffic, energy use, woodburning, 
and so on) (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in off-site traffic noise (Remainder Area) 

■ Short-term loss of oak trees (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in demand for water supply during wet and dry years (Remainder Area) 

■ Availability of water treatment capacity (Remainder Area) 

■ Increased demand for solid waste services at the landfill and Material Recovery Facility (MRF) 
(WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Increase in construction debris (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ Potential loss of historic integrity or removal of historically significant properties (WRSP and 
Remainder Area) 

■ Change in visual character (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

■ New sources of light and glare (WRSP and Remainder Area) 

� Cumulative 

■ Agricultural land conversion (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to State highways (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways with Kaiser Medical Center (WRSP and SOI plus 
Kaiser) 
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■ Traffic impacts to City of Roseville roadways with placer parkway (SOI plus Placer Parkway) 

■ Construction PM10 emissions; (WRSP) 

■ Other Construction emissions (SOI) 

■ Operational emissions (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Water supply (SOI) 

■ Loss of archaeological, historical, and paleontological resources (WRSP and SOI) 

■ Light and glare and alteration of visual character (WRSP and SOI) 

Each of these impacts is discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIR. The analysis of alternatives, 

focuses on significant impacts, including both those that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 

and those that would remain significant even if mitigation is applied. The analysis does address the 

relative magnitude of less-than-significant impacts, but at a lesser level of detail than significant impacts. 

6.2.2 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further 
Consideration 

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce significant 

impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives. Those alternatives that would have impacts 

identical to or more severe than the proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, or that would not meet most of 

the project objectives, were rejected from further consideration. The following alternatives were 

considered but rejected from further analysis: 

All residential alternative: One option would be to replace all commercial, business professional, and 

industrial uses with residential development. This alternative would not be feasible, because no 

residential development is allowed within 1,000 feet of the PGWWTP. Furthermore, an all residential 

alternative would have the same effects on physical conditions (e.g., biology, hydrology, cultural 

resources), because the same acreage would be developed, but would worsen traffic, air quality, and 

noise impacts, because there would be no internalization of vehicle trips if no commercial and/or 

employment generating uses were provided. 

No residential alternative: Like the “all residential alternative,” the “no residential alternative” would 

have the same physical effects as the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment because the same acreage 

would be developed. Similarly, the effects on traffic, air quality, and noise would likely be greater, 

because there would be little internalization of trips, and there would be residential development only to 

the west (including the Del Webb Specific Plan, which would not be the source of sufficient employees), 

and south (where residential densities are very low). A “no residential alternative” would not meet the 
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project objectives of providing a comprehensively planned residential community with a mix of uses, or 

of enhancing the City’s housing stock, which is expected to be exhausted as early as 2005. Finally, such 

an alternative would likely have more capacity for industrial or commercial square footage than would 

be needed to meet demand in the foreseeable future. 

Wetland avoidance alternative: One approach to wetland mitigation would be to avoid all wetlands 

within the SOI Amendment Area. Low concentrations of wetlands are spread throughout the SOI 

Amendment Area (as shown in Figure 4.7-2). Wetlands have not been delineated in the Remainder Area, 

so their exact distribution is unknown at this time. The WRSP has been subject to a wetland delineation. 

As an alternative planning exercise, the areas that could be developed without affecting any wetlands 

were identified. These areas would form small, isolated, irregularly shaped pockets throughout the 

planning area without access from one area to another. Development of the small areas of developable 

land would need to be aggregated into areas of sufficient size to accommodate the project. Infrastructure 

such as multiple bridge crossings, culverts, and drainage improvements would be necessary to access the 

development and maintain drainage ways. The infrastructure costs of the development would be 

prohibitive. A project developed under the wetland avoidance alternative would not include land uses 

that require large land areas such as regional parks (with active park uses), high school, or the Village 

Center. A project developed under the wetland avoidance alternative would require some filling of 

wetlands and additional an unknown number of acres of wetland would still be impacted directly. 

Additional, indirect impacts could occur as a result of changes to the topography of the areas 

surrounding the wetlands. Developed areas would alter the current drainage patterns and the current 

hydrologic regime that maintains the wetlands could be detrimentally altered. 

WRSP only alternative: While not addressed specifically in this chapter, the WRSP is analyzed 

separately throughout Chapters 4 and 5 of this EIR. If the City or LAFCO chose to approve only the 

WRSP, and not to extend the City’s Sphere of Influence to the Remainder Area, those WRSP-specific 

analyses would serve as CEQA clearance. Therefore, a separate “WRSP only” alternative is not provided 

in this chapter. Significant impacts of the Remainder Area that would be reduced or eliminated include 

loss of agricultural land, impacts on local roadways within the City as well as the County, increased air 

pollutants due to construction, traffic, and operation, exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable 

noise levels, increased traffic noise outside of the SOI Amendment Area, loss of wetlands and other 

sensitive habitat, increased stormwater runoff, increased demand for services and utilities, damage to or 

destruction of archaeological resources, and alteration of the Remainder Area’s visual character. 

Remainder Area only: Development of a majority of the Remainder Area would be feasible only as an 

extension of the WRSP Area. However, there are some parcels within the Remainder Area that are 
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adjacent to the City’s boundaries in the southern portion. Developing the northern portion of the 

Remainder Area first would require “leapfrogging” needed infrastructure, which would be costly and 

growth inducing. In addition, such an alternative would be isolated from other development, forming 

islands of City development. 

Alternate location within the City of Roseville: Most land in the City is already within an approved 

Specific Plan, is designated park or open space, or carries entitlements. There are no large areas of land 

within the City that could accommodate the proposed WRSP. 

Other locations: Discussed in greater detail below, the Off-Site Alternative assumes that the 

development proposed within the SOI Amendment, specifically under the WRSP and assumed for the 

Remainder Area, would occur at Placer Vineyards, located southwest of the SOI Amendment Area, south 

of Baseline Road. Other off-site alternatives, including alternatives considered in the Section 404 permit 

application, were also considered, but rejected from further analysis. They include the AKT 

(Tsakopoulos) property to the west of the SOI Amendment Area, the Remainder Area, and 3,164 acres 

immediately north of the SOI Amendment Area. The AKT property would create an island in the 

County, require lengthy extension of infrastructure, and would be unlikely to substantially reduce 

impacts. The Remainder Area is already considered part of the project and would have similar impacts. 

The majority of the area to the north of the SOI Amendment Area is restricted from residential use 

because it is within one mile of the landfill. The area being considered for Placer Ranch, north of the SOI 

Amendment Area, is in the Sunset Industrial Area, and portions of it are within one mile of the Landfill. 

Further, the proposed Placer Ranch site is only approximately 2,200 acres, which is less than half the size 

of the SOI Amendment Area. For these reasons, none of these alternatives appears suitable for additional 

analysis 

6.2.3 Alternatives Considered Within This EIR 

As stated above, the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to lessen or avoid significant environmental 

effects that have been identified in the EIR. A total of five alternatives are evaluated in this Draft EIR. 

■ No Project Alternative, which would encompass both “no development” and “no action,” 
because it is anticipated that no development would occur within the SOI Amendment Area, 
including the WRSP, if the current land use designations and zoning are retained 

■ Open Space Alternative, in which fewer dwelling units proposed and a greater area of open 
space is included 
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■ Increased Intensity Alternative, with approximately the same number of residential units, at 
substantially higher densities, and amount of employment-generating uses similar to the WRSP, 
but on fewer acres, leaving more undeveloped open space 

■ Reduced Development Alternative, which proposes development levels at approximately 80 
percent of what was proposed in the SOI Amendment. No development would occur north of the 
proposed Placer Parkway, which is assumed to be constructed through the WRSP Area under this 
alternative 

■ Off-Site Alternative, in which the proposed land uses are developed at another location in South 
Placer County 

The following discussion describes the components of the alternatives. 

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment of the alternative’s 

impacts relative to the proposed SOI Amendment, WRSP, and Remainder Area. The focus of this 

analysis is the difference between the alternatives and the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, with an 

emphasis on significant impacts. For each topical area, the analysis indicates which mitigation measures 

would not be required of the alternative, and which significant and unavoidable impacts would be 

avoided. In some cases, the analysis indicates what additional mitigation measures, if any, would be 

needed under the alternative being discussed, and what significant and unavoidable impacts would be 

more severe. Unless otherwise indicated, the level of significance and required mitigation would be the 

same for the alternative as for the proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment and no further statement of the 

level of significance is made. Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the severity of impacts for 

each alternative by topic and area. 

Where possible, the differences in alternatives are quantified in the following tables: 

■ Table 6-2: Comparison of Alternatives Loss of Agricultural, Biological Resources, and Open Space 
(Acres) 

■ Table 6-3: Comparison of Population, Employment, and Housing by Alternative 

■ Table 6-4: Comparison of Alternatives Construction and Operation Emissions 

■ Table 6-5: Comparison of Public Services by Alternative 

■ Table 6-6: Comparison of Public Utilities by Alternative 

6.2.4 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

Under CEQA, the No Project Alternative must consider the effects of forgoing the project. The purpose of 

analyzing the No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of the proposed 
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project versus no project. The No Project Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at 

the time that the environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6(e)(2)). 

Under the No Project Alternative the entire SOI Amendment Area would remain in its current 

agricultural use, with a minimum 80-acre farming zone. While as many as 70 farms at 80 acres each could 

theoretically occupy the SOI Amendment Area, such subdivision of agricultural land is not common in 

South Placer County. Therefore, it is assumed that no development would occur. 

The No Project Alternative does not include a separate analysis of the SOI Amendment because it would 

be the same as the WRSP and Remainder Area. Therefore, this alternative limits its analysis to the WRSP 

and Remainder Area to avoid unnecessary repetition. 
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Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment 

Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 

No Project 
Alternative 2 
Open Space 

Alternative 3 
Increased Intensity 

Alternative 4 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5 
Off-site 

 WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI WRSP Remainder SOI 

Land Use and 
Agricultural 
Resources 

SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM+ NA 

Population, 
Employment, and 
Housing 

SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A 

Transportation SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ MM NI NI NI SU/ MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM- 

SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ 

MM 

Air Quality SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ MM NI NI NI SU/ MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM- 

SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

MM SU/ MM SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ 

MM 

Noise LS/ MM SU/ MM SU/ MM NI NI NI SU/ MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 
MM- 

SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM+ SU/ 

MM+ 
SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM SU/ MM SU/ 
MM 

Geology, Soils and 
Seismicity LS LS N/A NI NI N/A LS- LS- N/A LS- LS- N/A LS- LS- N/A SU LS+ N/A 

Biological Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM+ SU/ MM+ N/A 

Cultural Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/MM+ SU/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM+ SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM+ N/A 

Hazardous 
Materials and Public 
Safety 

LS/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 
MM- LS/ MM N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ MM LS/ MM N/A 

Public Services LS/ MM LS/ MM N/A NI NI N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 
MM- LS/ MM N/A LS/ MM- LS/ MM- N/A LS/ 

MM+ LS/ MM+ N/A 

Public Utilities SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- LS/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM+ N/A 

Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and 
Groundwater 

LS/ MM SU/ MM N/A NINI NI N/A SU/MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM- N/A 

Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources SU/ MM SU/ MM N/A NI NI N/A SU/ MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ 

MM- SU/ MM N/A SU/ 
MM- SU/ MM- N/A SU/ MM SU/ MM- N/A 
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Table 6-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment 

NOTES: 
-  = Alternative impacts less severe than the Proposed Project. 
+   = Alternative impacts more severe than the Proposed Project. 
LS   = All impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation required. 
LS/MM = All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
NI  = No impact 
SU/MM = One or more impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. 
Same = Proposed Project and the Alternative impacts identical or very similar 
N/A  = Not applicable 

SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 6-2 Comparison of Alternatives Loss of Agricultural,  

Biological Resources, and Open Space (Acres) 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 
Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5: 
Off-site (Placer Vineyards)

Prime Farmland 

WRSP 22.4 0 0 20.4 20.4 33 

Remainder Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total SOI 22.4 0 0 20.4 20.4 33 
Wetlands 

WRSP 32.78 0 9.25 9.25 12.17 Unk.2 

Remainder Area Unk. 0 Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 

Total SOI Unk. 0 Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 
Grassland 

WRSP 2,204.6 0 1,183 1,420 Unk. 2,396 

Remainder Area Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 

Total SOI Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. Unk. 
Open Space 

WRSP 684.6 N/A1 1,863.1 1,743.6 705.7 1,863.1 

Remainder Area 364.6 N/A1 1,434.6 1,292.52 820.4 1,434.6 

Total SOI 1,049.2 N/A1 3,297.7 3,036.12 1,526.1 3,297.7 
NOTES: 
1. While there would be no “open space” designation under Alternative 1, it is assumed that the entire 5,527 acres would remain in agriculture and undeveloped. 
2. All of the Alternative 5 site has not been subject to a wetland delineation so, although impacts to wetlands would occur, no exact numbers can be determined at this 

time. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 
 

Table 6-3 Comparison of Population, Employment, and Housing by Alternative 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1:

No Project 

Alternative 
2: Open 
Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased 
Density 

Alternative 4:  
Reduced Development 

Alternative5: 
Off-site (Placer 

Vineyards) 
Dwelling Units 

WRSP 8,430 0 4,640 8,430 6,745 8,430 

Remainder 7,403 0 3,860 7,400 5,922 7,403 

Total SOI Amendment 15,833 0 8,500 15,830 12,667 15,833 
Population 

WRSP 20,810 0 11,739 20,561 17,065 20,810 

Remainder 18,722 0 9,766 18,722 14,983 18,722 

Total SOI Amendment 39,532 0 21,505 39,283 32,048 39,532 
Employees 

WRSP 10,622 0 5,846 10,622 8,499 10,622 

Remainder 9,328 0 4,864 9,324 7,461 9,328 

Total SOI Amendment 19,950 0 10,710 19,946 15,960 19,950 
Jobs 

WRSP 3,727 0 2,425 3,380 3,389 3,511 

Remainder 4,035 0 1,778 1,778 1,827 4,035 

Total SOI Amendment 7,762 0 4,203 5,158 5,216 7,546 
Jobs/Housing Ratio1 

WRSP 1.63 1.55 1.46 1.38 1.42 1.63 

Total SOI Amendment 1.27 1.55 1.39 1.25 1.31 1.27 
NOTES: 
1. Based on jobs per employee, the Remainder Area is unlikely to develop without the WRSP, so no separate jobs/housing balance is provided. 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 



6-12 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

 

Table 6-4 Comparison of Alternatives Construction and Operation Emissions 
Proposed Project/Alternative 5 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4  

WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total WRSP Remainder Total 
Construction 

ROG 116.9 118.8 235.7 92.6 60.3 152.9 96.6 63.0 159.6 104.0 71.2 175.2 

NOx 816.2 818.8 1,635.0 719.3 419.8 1,139.2 725.0 423.7 1,148.7 735.5 435.2 1,170.8 

CO 118.5 123.6 242.1 61.4 55.8 117.2 72.2 63.1 135.3 92.1 85.0 177.1 

PM10 180.6 181.1 361.8 170.7 143.1 313.8 171.8 143.8 315.6 173.8 146.0 319.8 
Operation 

ROG 8,225.3 8,238.0 16,463.2 4,870.7 4,066.2 8,936.8 8,747.6 7,621.9 16,369.5 7,129.0 6,088.1 13,217.1

NOx 1,458.9 1,797.5 3,256.4 992.6 844.3 1,836.9 1,676.4 1,441.7 3,118.1 1,439.2 1,122.3 2,561.4 

CO 21,050.2 23,610.7 44,660.9 12,843.2 10,885.4 23,728.6 22,632.4 19,611.3 42,243.7 18,690.7 15,295.7 33,986.3

PM10 1,993.3 2,063.3 4,056.6 1,149.7 961.4 2,111.1 2,047.2 1,792.3 3,839.5 1,665.7 1,411.1 3,076.8 

 
 
 

Table 6-5 Comparison of Public Services by Alternative 
 

Proposed 
Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project 

Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced 

Development 

Alternative 5: 
Off-site (Placer 

Vineyards) 
Police Officers (number required) 

WRSP 25 0 13.4 24.6 19.8 25 

Remainder 22.5 0 12 22.5 17.7 22.4 

Total SOI 47.4 0 25.4 47.1 37.5 47.4 
Schools (total students generated) 

WRSP 4,115 0 2,328 4,115 3,551 4,225 

Remainder 5,462 0 2,774 5,462 3,605 5,462 

Total SOI 9,577 0 5,102 9,577 7,156 9,577 
Libraries (number required) 

WRSP 1 0 0 1 1 1 

Remainder 1 0 1 1 1 1 

Total SOI 2 0 1 2 2 2 
Parks (acres required) 

WRSP 187 0 105 40 149 187 

Remainder 169 0 84 112 144 169 

Total SOI 356 0 189 152 293 356 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
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Table 6-6 Comparison of Public Utilities by Alternative 

 
Proposed 

Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 
Alternative 2: 
Open Space 

Alternative 3: 
Increased Density 

Alternative 4: 
Reduced Development 

Alternative 5:
Off-site 

Solid Waste (tons/year) 

WRSP 15,733 0 9,649 15,353 13,452 16,020 

Remainder 13,740 0 6,920 12,412 10,430 13,597 

Total SOI 29,473 0 16,569 27,765 23,882 29,617 
Water (AF/year) 

WRSP 7,042 0 4,002 5,500 6,456 7,042 

Remainder 5,431 0 3,086 4,605 5,091 5,431 

Total SOI 12,473 0 7,088 10,105 11,547 12,473 
Wastewater (mgd) 

WRSP 2.83 0 1.44 2.42 2.31 2.81 

Remainder 2.32 0 1.13 2.14 1.82 2.32 

Total SOI 5.15 0 2.57 4.56 4.13 5.13 
Electricity (MW/year) 

WRSP 60.67 0 26.21 44.32 38.01 60.67 

Remainder 59.09 0 23.49 35.84 30.02 59.09 

Total SOI 119.76 0 49.7 80.16 68.03 119.76 
Natural Gas (Therms/year) 

WRSP 17,751,480 0 9,805,320 18,595,020 15,174,060 17,751,480 

Remainder 18,107,880 0 13,005,960 13,944,120 12,610,800 18,107,880 

Total SOI 35,859,360 0 22,811,280 32,539,140 27,784,860 35,859,360 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 
 

� Environmental Impacts 

SOI  Amendment/WRSP/Remainder  Area  

None of the impacts identified in Chapters 4 or 5 would occur under the No Project alternative, because 

the SOI Amendment Area would remain in its present state. 

Mit iga t ion  Tha t  Would  No Longer  Be  Requi red  

None of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be required under the No Project 

alternative. 

S ign i f i can t  and Unavoidable  Impac ts  Tha t  Would  No Longer  Occur  

None of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this EIR would occur under the No Project 

alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment, because none of the environmental impacts identified in Chapter 4 would occur. However, 

the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives except for compatibility with 
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the PGWWTP 1,000-foot buffer (Objective 5). The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with most of the 

project alternatives in that it does not include a development project. Most notably, the No Project 

Alternative is inconsistent with Objective 4 that seeks to meet the City’s share of regional housing needs 

and Objective 2, to increase the City’s inventory of developable land. The No Project Alternative may not 

be fiscally feasible (Objective 12) for the City and land landowners. 

6.2.5 Alternative 2: Open Space Alternative 

Under the Open Space Alternative, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west 

of the PGWWTP (see Figure 6-1 [Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Alternative 2]). 

Under this alternative, the residential densities would be similar to the densities proposed within the 

WRSP and Remainder Area, but the amount of development would be substantially reduced because of 

the smaller area that would be subject to development. The number of residential units would be 

reduced to 4,640 in the WRSP Area (55 percent of the proposed 8,430) and 3,860 in the Remainder Area 

(52 percent of the proposed 7,403). Open space would include all of the 100-year flood plain, plus the 

entire area north of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the PGWWTP, so Open Space acreage would 

increase from approximately 685 acres in the WRSP Area to approximately 1,865 acres (a 270 percent 

increase), and from approximately 346 to 1,435 acres in the Remainder Area (an increase of over 415 

percent). While acreage within the Open Space designation would increase, Fiddyment Park would be 

replaced with residential uses, which would result in the removal of a large section of oak woodland. 

Under Alternative 2, only non-residential development would occur within 1,000 feet of the PGWWTP. 

Table 6-7 shows the land use assumptions for Alternative 2. 

 

Table 6-7 Alternative 2 Open Space 
WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 

Zoning Land Use Acres DUs Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 1,863.1  1,434.6  3,297.7  

PR Park and Recreation 53.4  49.3  102.7  

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 28.7  20.0  48.7  

LDR Low-density Residential 765.5 2,875 655.0 2,620 1,420.5 5,495 

LDR Low-density Residential (Age Restricted) 153.0 745   153.0 745 

MDR Medium-density Residential 25.7 232 55.0 385 80.7 617 

HDR High-density Residential 42.1 788 45.0 855 87.1 1,643 

CC Community Commercial 30.8  30.0  60.8  

BP Business Professional   21.7  21.7  

LI Light Industrial 114.2    114.2  

IND Industrial       

R/W Road right-of-way 80.9  54.8  135.7  

OS/Paseo Paseo 4.6    4.6  

TOTAL 3,162.0 4,640 2,365.3 3,860 5,527.3 8,500 
SOURCES: EIP Associates, Morton-Pitalo, 2003 
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Figure 6-1 Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Alternative 2 
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Under Alternative 2, there would be two elementary schools within the WRSP Area, and two elementary 

schools within the Remainder Area. Middle and high school students would attend off-site schools. No 

high school, Village Center, or regional parks would be developed. 

On- and off-site infrastructure would be reduced to the appropriate size to serve levels of development 

that would occur under Alternative 2. 

The laws, ordinances and regulations that are identified in the Regulatory Setting sections of Chapter 4 

would be equally applicable to Alternative 2. Similarly, it is assumed that WRSP Design Guidelines and 

other requirements of the WRSP would be applicable to this alternative, where appropriate. 

� Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Under Alternative 2, the mix of land uses would be similar to the WRSP. A majority of the proposed 

development would be residential uses, with large areas of open space north of Pleasant Grove Creek 

and west of the PGWWTP. Approximately half of the WRSP Area in the northern and western portion 

would be left in undeveloped open space, including the 20.4 acres of Prime Farmland that would be 

developed under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-2). 

Under Alternative 2 no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek in the Fiddyment 

Ranch Property. Therefore, the existing access along Phillip Road would not change so there would be no 

impact. Furthermore, without the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard, there would be no need for the City 

to acquire a portion of the O’Brien property or other property to the north for right-of-way. 

Because of the reduced potential for conflicts, the reduction in the amount of farmland that would be 

converted to urban uses, and the elimination of the less-than-significant impact on access to existing 

properties, the land use impacts of Alternative 2 would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6 (Attenuate park noise) 

■ MM 4.13-1 (a) (Restrict high-watt light usage and hours for parks) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.1-4: Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses 
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Remainder  Area  

The location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been determined under the 

Open Space Alternative. Similar to the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, it is assumed they would 

be similar to the types and densities of land uses in the WRSP (e.g., residential, commercial). Therefore, 

future development could include residential land uses near commercial and industrial operations in the 

WRSP, as well as schools. However, the potential for conflicts would be substantially reduced, because 

fewer people would live within the Remainder Area. 

Because there would be fewer potential conflicts between uses under Alternative 2, its land use impacts 

would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

In summary, Alternative 2 would reduce the potential for conflicts between land uses, so the land use 

impacts would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable land use on agricultural impacts were identified for either portions of the 

Remainder Area as proposed or under Alternative 2. 

� Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance/Resolution 83-118 

The City’s job/housing ratio under Alternative 2 would be 0.89, which is less balanced than the existing 

ratio, but more balanced than the proposed WRSP ratio of 0.83. Like the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, Alternative 2 would comply with Resolution 83-118. Enough jobs would be provided within 

proximity of the WRSP and Remainder Area to satisfy the requirements of this Resolution, which calls 

for 80 percent of the workers in the City to reside within eight miles of their employment and for 60 

percent to live within six miles. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under either the proposed WRSP, or 

Alternative 2, consistent with City policy. 
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Because the City’s jobs/housing balance would be improved compared to the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area, Alternative 2 would have a less severe impact than the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Housing displacement would still occur under this alternative, and impacts would be similar to the 

proposed WRSP, and less than significant. 

Inducement Substantial Population Growth  

Alternative 2 proposes approximately 50 percent of the development under the WRSP. This decrease 

would correspondingly decrease the amount of population growth from development. However, even a 

50 percent reduction in population growth would constitute a substantial increase, and this impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 2 would be required to comply with all applicable plans and policies, the same as the 

proposed WRSP, and this impact would remain less than significant. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable population, employment, and housing impacts as identified by the 

proposed WRSP and Remainder Area would occur under Alternative 2. 

� Transportation and Circulation 

In t roduc t ion  

A quantitative analysis of traffic impacts is provided for Alternative 2, the Open Space Alternative. In 

order to provide a comparison under worst-case conditions, this analysis is based on 2020 conditions, 

rather than existing conditions. As discussed in the Chapter 4.3, the 2020 Capital Improvement Program 

(CIP) Update, with minor modifications, forms the basis for this analysis. 
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Trip Generation 

Trip generation was estimated using the trip generation rates from Roseville’s CIP, which are generally 

consistent with those in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) publications on trip generation. 

As shown in Table 6-8, the initial estimate for Alternative 2 is about 60,025 daily vehicle trips within the 

WRSP Area. However, about 11,108 of those vehicle trips (about 23 percent) would remain within the 

WRSP Area (such as travel between the residential development and the retail uses or schools within the 

WRSP Area). These trips are double-counted in the initial estimate. Eliminating the double-counting 

yields an estimate of 48,917 daily vehicle trips generated by Alternative 2 (as opposed to the 89,922 daily 

vehicle trips estimated for the proposed WRSP, or a reduction of approximately 46 percent). 

 
Table 6-8 Estimated Trip Generation WRSP 50% Density Alternative 2 (WRSP Area) 

Land Use Units Daily Trips per Unit Daily Trips 

Single-Family Residential 3,107 DU 9 27,963 

Multi-Family Residential 788 DU 6.5 5,122 

Age Restricted Residential 745 DU 3.3 2,459 

Subtotal Residential 4,640 DU  35,544 

Retail 335.4 KSF 35 11,739 

Office 0 KSF 17.7 0 

Industrial 1,243.6 KSF 7.6 9,452 

Church 71.9 KSF 9.3 668 

Subtotal – Private Nonresidential 1,713 KSF  21,859 

Public/Quasi Public 61.8 KSF 25 1,545 

Elementary School1 1,200 Students 0.8 960 

Middle School2 0 Students 0.9 0 

High School3 0 Students 1.2 0 

Parks 53.4 Acres 2.2 117 

Subtotal – Public Uses    2,622 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated by Alternative 2 in WRSP 60,025 
NOTES: DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 

■ Assumes 600 students per elementary school 
■ Assumes 1,000 per middle school 
■ Assumes 1,800 students per high school 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The initial estimate of the trip generation of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 is about 

110,455 daily vehicle trips (see Table 6-9). However, about 21,289 of those vehicle trips (about 24 percent) 

would remain within the SOI Amendment Area (such as travel between the residential development and 

the retail uses and schools within the SOI Amendment Area). Eliminating the double-counting yields an 

estimate of 89,166 daily vehicle trips generated in the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 

(compared to the 168,898 daily vehicle trips estimated for the proposed SOI Amendment, a reduction of 

approximately 47 percent). 
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Analysis Assumptions 

Alternative 2 was evaluated under 2020 conditions. The citywide and regionwide development 

assumptions under 2020 conditions are discussed in Section 4.3, Traffic and Circulation. The analysis of 

the 2020 Plus Alternative 2 scenario is based on the assumption that the roadways that are part of the 

WRSP Area are added to the 2020 CIP roadway network. Improvements to existing roadways (beyond 

those in the recently adopted CIP) assumed to be in place, include widening Fiddyment Road to four 

lanes directly adjacent to the WRSP Area (from the north end of the project site to Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard). For the remainder of the region, the roadway improvements assumed under the 2020 No 

Project scenario were assumed. 

 
Table 6-9 Estimated Trip Generation Alternative 2 

(Remainder Area and Full SOI Amendment Area) 
Land Use Units Daily Trip Ends per Unit Daily Trip Ends 

Single-Family Residential 3,005 DU 9 27,045 

Multi-Family Residential 855 DU 6.5 5,558 

Subtotal Residential    32,603 

Retail 335 KSF 35 11,739 

Office 284 KSF 17.7 5,019 

Subtotal – Private Nonresidential 1,236 KSF  16,759 

Elementary School1 1,200 Students 0.8 960 

Middle School2 0 Students 0.9 0 

Parks 49.3 Acres 2.2 108 

Remainder of SOI Amendment 
Area 

Subtotal – Public Uses    1,068 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips from Alternative 2 in Remainder Area 50,430 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated in WRSP Area 60,025 

Initial Estimate of Total Daily Vehicle Trips of Full SOI Amendment Area 110,455 

Daily Vehicle Trips with Both Trip Ends within Full Alternative 2 21,289 

Total Daily Vehicle Trips Generated by Full Alternative 2(adjusted to eliminate double-counting of trips remaining internal to WRSP) 89,166 
NOTES: DU = dwelling unit and KSF = 1,000 square feet 

■ Assumes 600 students per elementary school 
■ Assumes 1,000 per middle school 
■ Assumes 1,800 students per high school 
■ See Table 6-8 for trip generation of WRSP under Alternative 2 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The analysis of Alternative 2 (SOI Amendment Area) is based on the assumption that the roadways that 

are part of the development of the SOI Amendment are added to the 2020 CIP roadway network. The 

roadway system for the Remainder Area has not been defined, but an assumed roadway system for that 

area was provided by the City. 

It was assumed that with full development of the SOI Amendment under Alternative 2, Fiddyment Road 

from Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Baseline Road would be annexed into the City of Roseville, so it 
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would not be part of Placer County’s roadway system (refer to Figure 6-2 [Daily Traffic Volumes Under 

2020 Plus Project Conditions West Roseville Specific Plan Alternative 2]). Fiddyment Road is assumed to 

be four lanes directly adjacent to the SOI Amendment Area (from the north end of the project site to 

Baseline Road). Baseline Road is assumed to be six lanes from Watt Avenue to Fiddyment Road. For the 

remainder of the region, the roadway improvements assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario were 

assumed. 

The traffic impacts of Alternative 2 within the full SOI Amendment Area and Remainder Area are 

combined, because the Remainder Area is unlikely to be developed without the WRSP. 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Daily traffic volumes under Alternative 2 are shown in Figure 6-2. An intersection level-of-service (LOS) 

analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all signalized intersections within the 

City of Roseville assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario plus signals that would likely be warranted 

on or adjacent to the SOI Amendment due to development of the SOI Amendment under Alternative 2. 

A planning-level signal warrant analysis indicates that 11 intersections would require signalization 

under the 2020 Plus SOI Amendment Open Space Alternative 2 (SOI), compared to 17 under the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

As shown in Table 6-10, about 72.0 percent of the 161 total signalized intersections would operate at LOS 

C or better under Alternative 2, compared to 70.1 percent under the proposed SOI Amendment (Impact 

4.3-1). 

 
Table 6-10 City Of Roseville Number of Intersections Operating at  

LOS "C" or Better Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
Level-of-service No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

LOS A-C 107 71.3% 117 70.1% 116 72.0% 

LOS D 23 15.3% 25 15.0% 20 12.4% 

LOS E 14 9.3% 16 9.6% 8 11.2% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 7 4.3% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 167 100% 161 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Table 6-11, shows the seven intersections that would experience a significant level-of-service impact with 

buildout of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2, compared to 12 under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 
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Figure 6-2 Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus Project Conditions West Roseville 
Specific Plan Alternative 2 
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Table 6-11 City of Roseville Intersections With Significant Level-of-Service Impacts Alternative 2

(2020 SOI) 
Roadway No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd  A 0.57 F 1.08 C 0.71 

Woodcreek Oaks  Blue Oaks Blvd  C 0.71 D 0.84 C 0.73 

Vernon St  Cirby Way  E 0.98 F 1.02 E 1.00 

Sierra College  Douglas Blvd  D 0.88 E 0.92 D 0.89 

Sierra Gardens Douglas Blvd C 0.79 D 0.84 D 0.84 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd  D 0.86 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd  C 0.81 F 1.14 F 1.01 

Foothills Blvd  Vineyard Rd  D 0.89 E 0.96 E 0.91 

Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove  A 0.59 D 0.85 C 0.78 

Rocky Ridge Dr Lead Hill Blvd D 0.89 D 0.83 E 0.91 

Gibson  Roseville Pkwy  C 0.78 D 0.85 C 0.81 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd C 0.80 D 0.83 D 0.83 

Washington Blvd Main Street E 0.98 E 0.91 F 1.07 

Watt Ave Baseline Rd N/A N/A D 0.88 C 0.80 
NOTE: Intersections that would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

No feasible improvements were identified at four intersections, compared to seven under the proposed 

SOI Amendment (see Table 6-12). 

 

Table 6-12 City of Roseville Recommended Mitigations for Intersections Alternative 2 
(2020 SOI) 

Intersection Level-of-service 
North/south East/west Recommended Mitigation Before Mitigation After Mitigation 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd  4.3-1(b) Add 2nd southbound left-turn lane 

Add 2nd northbound left-turn lane 

Add 3rd southbound thru lane 

Add 3rd northbound thru-lane 

E C 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd  4.3-1(c) Add 3rd southbound thru lane 

Add 3rd northbound left-turn lane 

Add 4th westbound thru lane 

F C 

Sierra Gardens Douglas Blvd 4.3-1 (e) Add 2nd southbound right-turn lane D C 

Foothills Blvd  Vineyard Rd  No feasible improvement identified E E 

Rocky Ridge Dr Lead Hill Blvd No feasible improvement identified E E 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd  No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Main Street No feasible improvement identified F F 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 72.0% 73.3% 
NOTE: Intersections would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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State Highways 

Table 6-13 shows the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on State Highways within the 

City of Roseville under Alternative 2. Table 6-14 provides estimated changes in daily traffic volumes for 

interchange ramps compared to the project to the State highways within the City, while Table 6-15 

provides the peak hour levels of service at intersections between freeway ramps and local roadways in 

Roseville. 

 

Table 6-13 State Highways Average Daily Traffic Volumes Alternative 2 
(2020 SOI Amendment) 

2020 No Project 2020 Proposed SOI Cumulative Alternative 2 (SOI)
Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

I-80 Sac. County line to 
Riverside Ave 

8+2HOV 200,900 F1 202,700 F1 201,000 F1 

 Riverside Avenue to 
Douglas Blvd 

6 167,400 F3 167,100 F3 166,800 F3 

 Douglas Blvd to 
Eureka Rd 

6 159,800 F2 160,300 F2 159,700 F2 

 Eureka Rd to SR-65 8 180,900 F1 181,800 F21 180,500 F2 

 SR-65 to Rocklin Rd 6 116,900 E 117,000 E 117,000 E 

SR-65 Galleria to Pleasant 
Grove Blvd 

4 75,700 D 77,000 E 76,200 E 

 Pleasant Grove Blvd 
to Blue Oaks Blvd 

4 75,300 D 76,200 DE 75,700 E 

 Blue Oaks Blvd to 
Sunset Blvd 

4 82,300 F 82,700 F 82,400 F 

SR 70/99 North of Riego Road 4 28,800 A 29,000 A 28,700 A 

 South of Riego Road 4 52,500 B 52,800 B 51,500 B 
NOTES: 
 Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
 F1 represents LOS “F” conditions for 1 hour during the morning and evening peak commute periods while F2 represents LOS “F” conditions for 2 hours. 
 Segments that would experience a significant effect operate at LOS “F” or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 6-14 Interchange Ramps Estimated Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes SOI 
Amendment 50% Density Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

Interchange Ramps 
Estimated Change in Daily Volume 

Due to Full Proposed SOI Amendment 
Estimated Change in Daily Volume 

Due to Full Alternative 2 (SOI) 

I-80 / Riverside Ave Westbound On from Southbound Riverside Ave -1470 (11.0%) -790 (5.9%) 

 Westbound On from Northbound Riverside Ave +760 (16.0%) +450 (9.5%) 

 Westbound Off -810 (10.5%) -760 (10.0%) 

 Eastbound On -530 (7.2%) -130 (1.7%) 

 Eastbound Off to Northbound Riverside Ave -20 (0.2%) 0 

 Eastbound Off to Auburn Blvd/Orlando Ave -500 (3.9%) -170 (1.4%) 

SR-65 / Pleasant 
Grove Blvd 

Northbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +180 (4.3%) +530 (12.8%) 

 Northbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +340 (16.2%) +150 (7.0%) 

 Northbound Off +600 (6.9%) +650 (6.9%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +370 (5.5%) +720 (10.8%) 

 Southbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +510 (17.5%) +490 (16.9%) 

 Southbound Off +630 (9.7%) +1,110 (17.1%) 

SR-65 / Blue Oaks 
Blvd 

Northbound On +450 (3.6%) +100 (0.8%) 

 Northbound Off to Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +320 (13.3%) +140 (0.8%) 

 Northbound Off to Westbound Blue Oaks Blvd +490 (5.1%) +80 (5.1%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +700 (7.8%) +290 (3.2%) 

 Southbound On from Washington Blvd -430 (16.1%) -570 (21.4%) 

 Southbound Off +110 (0.8%) -450 (3.3%) 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

I-80 between SR-65 and Sacramento/Placer County line and SR-65 through Roseville would operate at 

LOS F conditions during peak hours (see Impact 4.3-2) with or without the alternative, which would 

increase traffic on some State highway segments by as much as 500 vehicles per day, compared to 1600 

vehicles under the proposed SOI Amendment. As shown in Table 6-15, all intersections with State 

highway ramps would operate at LOS A or C under either Alternative 2 or the SOI Amendment. 

 
Table 6-15 Intersections With State Highway Ramps Level-of-Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
No Project Proposed Project Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Location LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Riverside Ave and I-80 WB Off ramp A 0.44 A 0.44 A 0.44 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.68 C 0.70 B 0.70 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.54 A 0.54 A 0.55 

SR-65 SB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.51 A 0.51 A 0.50 

Washington Blvd/SR-65 SB Off and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.70 

I-80 WB Off-ramp and Douglas Blvd C 0.81 C 0.79 C 0.78 

I-80 WB On-ramp and Atlantic St C 0.75 C 0.73 C 0.73 

SR-65 NB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 

SR-65 SB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd/Galleria Blvd C 0.73 C 0.75 C 0.74 

I-80 WB Off-ramp/Taylor Rd and Eureka Rd E 0.94 E 0.91 E 0.91 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Placer County Roadways 

Table 6-16 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Placer County roadways for the 2020 Plus SOI 

Amendment Open Space Alternative 2. The roadway segment level-of-service analysis (summarized in 

Table 6-16) indicates that development of the SOI Amendment under the Alternative 2 would cause 

service levels on two roadway segments to worsen, compared to three segments under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

 
Table 6-16 Placer County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

2020 No Project 
2020 Proposed 

(Project) 
2020 Alternative 2 

(SOI) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Baseline Road Sutter Co. to Tanwood 4 29,300 D 30,200 D 29,800 D 

 Tanwood to Watt Ave 6 32,700 B 36,500 B 34,900 B 

 Watt Ave to Fiddyment 6 53,700 E 46,300 D 45,800 D 

Fiddyment Road Baseline Rd to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 33,300 E N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 N/A1 

 Roseville City Limits to Sunset Blvd 2 12,900 C 16,000 D 13,600 C 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,700 C 33,4000 E 31,300 D 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,800 C 36,100 F 31,300 D 

Phillip Road WRSP to Brewer Road 2 300 A 3,000 A 300 A 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-3. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate 

at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
1. Roadway segment would be within City limits under this scenario. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

It was estimated that the Open Space Alternative would not increase traffic on Phillip Road west of the 

SOI Amendment Area, unlike the proposed SOI Amendment. 

An intersection level-of-service analysis, summarized in Table 6-17, shows that Alternative 2 would 

result in significant impacts at two Placer County intersections (Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road and 

Sierra College Boulevard/Douglas Boulevard), compared to three intersections under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

 
Table 6-17 Placer County Intersections Levels of Service Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

Roadway No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Watt Avenue PFE Road  C 0.73 D 0.88 D 0.82 

Watt Avenue  Baseline Road C1 0.73 E1 0.98 D1 0.87 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road  D 0.87 E 0.92 D 0.90 
NOTES: All intersections assumed to be signalized by 2020Segments that would experience a significant effect are shaded.1 
Level-of-service analysis for this intersection is based on modified Circular 212 capacities used by Roseville for its CIP 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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SOI Amendment/Remainder Area 

Sacramento County Roadways 

Table 6-18 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways for Alternative 2. 

The roadway segment level of service analysis indicates that development of the SOI Amendment under 

Alternative 2 would cause service levels on two roadway segments to worsen, compared to three 

segments under the proposed SOI Amendment. However, neither is considered a significant impact 

based on Sacramento County’s LOS policy. The one segment that was identified as a significant impact 

under the proposed SOI Amendment would not be an impact with Alternative 2. 

 
Table 6-18 Sacramento County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service Alternative 

2 (2020 SOI Amendment) 

No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 33,500 E 36,200 F 34,900 E 

Walerga Road Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 31,200 D 34,800 E 33,900 E 

Elverta Road West of Watt Ave 4 28,100 C 29,000 D 29,100 D 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9.  
SOURCE: DKS Associates, 2003. 

 

West Rosevi l le Specif ic Plan 

Sacramento County Roadways 

Table 6-19 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways for Alternative 2. 

The roadway segment level of service analysis indicates that development of Alternative 2 would 

eliminate the deterioration of Walerga Road from LOS D to LOS E caused by the Proposed Project.  

 
Table 6-19 Sacramento County Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

No Project Proposed WRSP Alternative 2 (WRSP) 

Roadway Location 
Assumed Lanes 

in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Watt Avenue Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 33,500 E 34,100 E 33,600 E 

Walerga Road Placer Co Line to Elverta Rd 4 31,200 D 33,200 E 32,300 D 

Elverta Road West of Watt Ave 4 28,100 C 28,200 C 28,300 C 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates, 2003. 
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City of Rockl in Roadways 

Table 6-20 shows that the projected daily traffic volumes on roadways in the City of Rocklin under 

Alternative 2. Both Alternative 2 and the proposed SOI Amendment would worsen the service level on 

one segment of Sunset Boulevard from LOS C to LOS D, and would increase traffic volumes at another 

segment already operating at LOS D. 

 
Table 6-20 Rocklin Roadways Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 

No Project Proposed SOI 
Alternative 2 (2020 

SOI) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sunset Blvd SR-65 to W. Stanford Ranch 6 27,100 A 28,900 A 29,500 A 

 W. Stanford Ranch W. Oaks 6 40,800 C 40,500 C 41,600 C 

 W. Oaks to Park 6 40,900 C 41,900 C 42,500 C 

 Park to Stanford Ranch 6 42,200 C 43,300 D 43,600 D 

 Stanford Ranch to Whitney Blvd 6 40,700 C 41,700 C 41,700 C 

 Whitney Blvd to Pacific Ave 6 46,900 D 47,500 D 47,100 D 

Park Drive Roseville City limits to Sunset Blvd 4 17,500 A 17,600 A 17,400 A 

Blue Oaks Blvd Route 65 to Lone Tree Blvd 6 37,000 B 39,800 C 40,500 C 

 Lone Tree Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 25,600 C 26,200 C 26,300 C 

Stanford Ranch Rd Fairway Dr to Sunset Blvd  6 28,000 A 28,400 A 28,200 A 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. Segments that would experience a significant effect 

are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Sutter County Roadways 

Table 6-21 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on selected roadways in Sutter County under the 

Open Space Alternative would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, and would not result in 

unacceptable service levels at any of the study intersections. 

 
Table 6-21 Sutter County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes  

Alternative 2 (2020 SOI) 
No Project Proposed SOI Alternative 2 (SOI) 

Roadway 
Assumed Lanes in 

2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Riego Road 6 25,600 A 26,000 A 26,400 A 

Sunset West/Howsley Road 2 5,900 A 6,500 A 5,800 A 

Catlett Road 2 200 A 100 A 200 A 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Bicycles 

Alternative 2 would require safe and convenient pedestrian/bicycle facilities for residents and employees 

of the SOI Amendment Area, similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. However the demand for and 

extent of these facilities would be reduced due to the reduction in residences and employment uses. 

Transit 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 2 would require extension of transit services; 

however, the demand would be reduced because fewer residences and businesses would be located 

within the SOI Amendment Area. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 2 does not include a Village Center, so a General Plan amendment to create a Pedestrian 

District policy would not be proposed, and a resulting potential impact on traffic congestion would not 

occur. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.3-1(a): Improvements to Diamond Creek/Blue Oaks Boulevard intersection 

■ MM 4.3-1(d): Improvements to Woodcreek Oaks/Blue Oaks Boulevard 

■ MM 4.3-1(f): Improvements to the Watt Avenue/Baseline Road intersection 

■ MM 4.3-4(a): Improvements to Fiddyment Road 

■ MM 4.3-4(g): Improvements at the Pleasant Grove Drive/Baseline Road intersection 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed SOI Amendment 

also would occur under Alternative 2 the WRSP, although the severity of those impacts would be 

reduced, because of the reduction in traffic. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

The City’s travel demand model was used to estimate the change in daily and p.m. peak hour traffic 

volumes on roadways throughout the City of Roseville and in surrounding communities due to 

development of Alternative 2 under 2020 conditions. The daily traffic volumes within the City under 

Alternative 2 scenario are shown in Figure 6-2. 
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An intersection level-of-service analysis was conducted for this scenario. This analysis includes all 

signalized intersections within the City of Roseville assumed under the 2020 No Project scenario plus 

additional signals that would likely be warranted in or adjacent to the WRSP Area due to 

implementation of Alternative 2 (Impact 4.3-1). A planning-level signal warrant analysis indicates that 

the following seven intersections would require signalization under Alternative 2, compared to eight 

intersections that would require signalization under the proposed WRSP: 

■ Within WRSP Area 

› Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard (relocated intersection) 

› Fiddyment Road and Hayden Parkway South 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Hayden Parkway 

› Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddyment Rd (North) 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Bob Doyle Drive 

› Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Market Street 

■ Outside WRSP Area 

› Fiddyment Road and Westhills Drive 

Table K-2 in Appendix K provides the estimated levels of service for all signalized intersections in the 

City of Roseville under 2020 No Project and 2020 Plus Alternative 2 conditions. This table includes new 

intersections that would warrant signals under 2020 Plus Alternative conditions. 

As shown in Table 6-22, under 2020 Plus Alternative 2 conditions, 111 signalized intersections would 

operate at LOS C or better, which represents about 71.2 percent of the 156 total signalized intersections, 

compared to 70.9 percent under the proposed WRSP. 

 
Table 6-22 City of Roseville Comparison of Number of Intersections Operating at LOS "C" or 

Better Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Level-of-service No Project Proposed WRSP Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

LOS A-C 107 71.3% 112 70.9% 111 71.2% 

LOS D 23 15.3% 22 13.9% 24 15.4% 

LOS E 14 9.3% 17 10.8% 15 9.6% 

LOS F 6 4.0% 7 4.4% 6 3.8% 

Total Intersections 150 100% 158 100% 156 100% 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Table 6-23 shows the four intersections that would experience a significant level-of-service impact with 

buildout of Alternative 2 under 2020 conditions; in comparison, eight intersections would have 

significant deterioration under the proposed WRSP. 
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Table 6-23 City of Roseville Comparison of Intersections With Significant  

Level-of-Service Impacts Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway Roadway Cumulative No Project Cumulative Proposed WRSP 
Cumulative Alternative 2 

(WRSP) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Diamond Creek  Blue Oaks Blvd A 0.57 E 0.923 B 0.68 

Fiddyment Rd  Baseline Rd D 0.86 E 0.91 D 0.89 

Foothills Blvd  Blue Oaks Blvd C 0.81 F 1.034 E 0.96 

Fiddyment Rd  Pleasant Grove A 0.59 D 0.85 C 0.80 

Gibson Roseville Parkway C 0.78 D 0.82 C 0.81 

Lincoln Street  Vernon Street D 0.90 E 0.93 D 0.90 

Washington Blvd  Junction Blvd C 0.80 D 0.84 D 0.82 

Washington Blvd Main street E 0.98 E 0.97 F 1.02 
NOTE: Intersections that operate at LOS “D” or worse would experience a significant effect are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

No feasible improvements were found at two intersections under Alternative 2, compared to three 

intersections under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-24). 

 
Table 6-24 City of Roseville Recommended Mitigations for Intersections  

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Intersection Recommended Mitigation 
North/south East/west Level-of-service 

Before 
Mitigation 

After 
Mitigation 

Foothills Blvd Blue Oaks Blvd 5-34.3-2(c) Add 3rd southbound thru lane Add 3rd northbound 
left-turn lane Add 4th westbound thru lane F C 

Washington Blvd Junction Blvd No feasible improvement identified D D 

Washington Blvd Main Street No feasible improvement identified F F 

Percentage of Intersections Citywide Operating at LOS C or Better 71.2% 71.8% 
NOTES: Intersections that would experience a significant effect operate at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

State Highways 

Table 6-25 shows the projected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on State Highways in the 

vicinity of the WRSP Area under Alternative 2. Table 6-26 provides estimated change in daily traffic 

volumes for interchange ramps to the State highways within the City, while Table 6-27 provides the peak 

hour levels of service at intersections between freeway ramps and local roadways in Roseville. The 

analysis assumes that all of the 2020 transportation improvements contained in the Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) would be implemented, including the widening of I-80 to accommodate HOV 

lanes between Madison Avenue and the Sacramento/Placer County line and construction of the State 

Route 65 Lincoln Bypass. 
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Table 6-25 State Highways Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes  
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed WRSP 

Cumulative Plus 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Facility Segment Lanes ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

I-80 Sac. County line to Riverside Ave 8+2HOV 200,900 F1 201,400 F1 200,800 F1 

 Riverside Avenue to Douglas Blvd 6 167,400 F3 166,400 F3 166,700 F3 

 Douglas Blvd to Eureka Rd 6 159,800 F2 159,900 F2 159,600 F2 

 Eureka Rd to SR-65 8 180,900 F1 181,900 F1 181,400 F1 

 SR-65 to Rocklin Rd 6 116,900 E 117,000 E 116,900 E 

SR-65 Galleria to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 75,700 D 76,300 E 76,000 E 

 Pleasant Grove Blvd to Blue Oaks Blvd 4 75,300 D 75,900 D 75,600 D 

 Blue Oaks Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 82,300 F 82,500 F 82,400 F 

SR 70/99 North of Riego Road 4 28,800 A 28,700 A 28,800 A 

 South of Riego Road 4 52,500 B 51,300 B 50,800 B 
NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-7�F1 represents LOS “F” conditions for 1 hour during 

the morning and evening peak commute periods while F2 represents LOS “F” conditions for 2 hours. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate at 
LOS “F” or worse are shaded. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 
 

Table 6-26 Interchange Ramps Estimated Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Interchange Ramps 
Estimated Change in Daily 

Volume Due to Proposed WRSP 

Estimated Change in Daily 
Volume Due to Alternative 2 

(2020 WRSP) 

I-80 / Riverside Ave Westbound On from Southbound Riverside Ave -680 (5.0%) -630 (4.7%) 

 Westbound On from Northbound Riverside Ave 0 +740 (15.7%) 

 Westbound Off -1460 (19.0%) -600 (7.9%) 

 Eastbound On -220 (0.4%) -680 (9.2%) 

 Eastbound Off to Northbound Riverside Ave 0 -20 (0.2%) 

 Eastbound Off to Auburn Blvd/Orlando Ave +630 (4.9%) +340 (2.7%) 

SR-65 / Pleasant 
Grove Blvd Northbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +230 (5.5%) +350 (8.4%) 

 Northbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +290 (13.9%) +250 (11.9%) 

 Northbound Off +480 (5.6%) +540 (6.3%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Pleasant Grove +40 (0.6%) +220 (3.2%) 

 Southbound On from Westbound Pleasant Grove +420 (14.4%) +540 (18.7%) 

 Southbound Off +510 (7.8%) +800 (12.4%) 

SR-65 / Blue Oaks 
Blvd Northbound On +250 (2.0%) +420 (3.4%) 

 Northbound Off to Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd 0 (0%) +360 (14.9%) 

 Northbound Off to Westbound Blue Oaks Blvd +410 (4.3%) +180 (1.8%) 

 Southbound On from Eastbound Blue Oaks Blvd +590 (6.5%) +420 (4.6%) 

 Southbound On from Washington Blvd -840 (31.9%) -840 (31.7%) 

 Southbound Off -530 (3.8%) -510 (3.7%) 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 
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Table 6-27 Comparison of Interchange Ramp Operations Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
No Project Plus Proposed WRSP Plus Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Location LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Riverside Ave and I-80 WB Off ramp A 0.44 A 0.44 A 0.44 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.68 C 0.71 B 0.69 

SR-65 NB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.54 A 0.54 A 0.55 

SR-65 SB Off ramp and Pleasant Grove A 0.51 A 0.50 A 0.51 

Washington Blvd/SR-65 SB Off and Blue Oaks Blvd B 0.66 B 0.69 B 0.65 

I-80 WB Off-ramp and Douglas Blvd C 0.81 C 0.78 C 0.79 

I-80 WB On-ramp and Atlantic St C 0.75 C 0.72 C 0.73 

SR-65 NB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd B 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.68 

SR-65 SB On-ramp and Stanford Ranch Blvd/Galleria 
Blvd C 0.73 C 0.74 C 0.73 

I-80 WB Off-ramp/Taylor Rd and Eureka Rd E 0.94 E 0.91 E 0.91 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

The estimated 2020 development levels under the adopted General Plans of Roseville and surrounding 

jurisdictions would increase traffic volumes on State highways within the City of Roseville (Impact 

4.3-2). The poor level of service anticipated on both I-80 and SR-65 under 2020 conditions would exist 

with or without Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP. On some segments, Alternative 2 would reduce 

traffic levels relative to the proposed WRSP, so this impact would be less severe. 

Placer County Roadways 

Table 6-28 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Placer County roadways under Alternative 2. 

These daily volumes were estimated by the City of Roseville’s travel demand model. The analysis 

assumes that those improvements to Placer County’s roadways that were included in the Sacramento 

Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2020 would be 

implemented (Impact 4.3-3). This includes the widening of Baseline Road from Fiddyment Road to west 

of Watt Avenue to six lanes and the remainder of Baseline Road to the Sutter County line to four lanes, 

plus the widening of both Watt Avenue and Walerga Road from two or four lanes between Baseline 

Road and the Sacramento/Placer County line. 

As shown in Tables 6-28 and 6-29, Alternative 2 would impact Placer County roadways and intersections 

very similar to, although slightly less severe than, the proposed WRSP, with two roadway segments, 

Walerga Road and Watt Avenue between Baseline Road and PFE Road, worsening from LOS C to 

LOS D. 

Alternative 2 would increase traffic on Phillip Road from a very low volume (about 300 vehicles per day) 

to about 600 daily vehicles, compared to 5,400 under the proposed WRSP. Unlike the WRSP, 

Alternative 2 would not increase traffic enough to cause a significant impact. 



6-36 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

 
Table 6-28 Placer County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Cumulative No 
Project 

Cumulative Plus 
Proposed WRSP 

Cumulative Plus 
Alternative 2 
(2020 WRSP) 

Roadway Location 

Assumed 
Lanes in 

2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Baseline Road Sutter Co. to Tanwood 4 29,300 D 29,700 D 29,100 D 

 Tanwood to Watt Ave 6 32,700 B 32,500 B 33,200 B 

 Watt Ave to Fiddyment 6 53,700 E 52,400 E 53,100 E 

Fiddyment Road Baseline Rd to Pleasant Grove Blvd 4 33,300 E 33,500 E 33,700 E 

 Roseville City Limits to Sunset Blvd 2 12,900 C 14,200 C 13,100 C 

Walerga Road Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,700 C 30,600 D 30,300 D 

Watt Avenue Baseline Road to PFE Road 4 27,800 C 29,000 D 27,900 D 

Phillip Road WRSP to Brewer Road 2 300 A 5,200 A 600 A 
NOTES: 
Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. Segments that would experience a significant effect operate 

at LOS “D” or worse are shaded. 
1 Roadway segment would be within City limits under this scenario. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 
 
 

Table 6-29 Placer County Comparison of Intersections Levels of Service 
Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway  No Project Plus WRSP 
Plus Alternative 2 (2020 

WRSP) 
North/south East/west LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C 

Walerga Road  PFE Road  F 1.06 F 1.02 F 1.05 

Watt Avenue PFE Road  C 0.73 C 0.76 C 0.76 

Watt Avenue  Baseline Road C1 0.73 C1 0.75 C1 0.76 

Pleasant Grove Dr Baseline Road  D 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.89 
NOTES: All intersections assumed to be signalized by 2020Segments that would experience a significant effect are shaded.1 
Level-of-service analysis for this intersection is based on modified Circular 212 capacities used by Roseville for its CIP. 
SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

City of Rockl in Roads 

Table 6-30 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on roadways in the City of Rocklin under 

Alternative 2. These daily volumes were estimated by the City of Roseville’s travel demand model. The 

analysis assumes that those improvements to Rocklin’s roadways that were included in Rocklin’s 2020 

CIP, plus the roadways in the City’s proposed Northwest Annexation Area, would be implemented (see 

Impact 4.3-4). As shown in Table 6-30, neither Alternative 2 nor the proposed WRSP would cause any of 

Rocklin’s roadways to degrade to LOS D or worse conditions. 
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Table 6-30 Rocklin Roadways Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

and Levels of Service Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

No Project Proposed WRSP 
Alternative 2 (2020 

WRSP) 
Roadway Location 

Assumed Lanes 
in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Sunset Blvd SR-65 to W. Stanford Ranch 6 27,100 A 30,000 A 29,200 A 

 W. Stanford Ranch W. Oaks 6 40,800 C 41,400 C 41,200 C 

 W. Oaks to Park 6 40,900 C 43,400 C 42,500 C 

 Park to Stanford Ranch 6 42,200 C 44,300 C 43,000 C 

 Stanford Ranch to Whitney Blvd 6 40,700 C 42,300 C 41,000 C 

 Whitney Blvd to Pacific Ave 6 46,900 D 47,800 D 46,900 D 

Park Drive Roseville City limits to Sunset Blvd 4 17,500 A 17,500 A 17,900 A 

Blue Oaks Blvd Route 65 to Lone Tree Blvd 6 37,000 B 41,500 C 39,700 C 

 Lone Tree Blvd to Sunset Blvd 4 25,600 C 26,200 C 26,200 C 

Stanford Ranch 
Rd 

Fairway Dr to Sunset Blvd  6 28,000 A 29,200 A 28,500 A 

NOTES: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9.Segments that would experience a significant effect 
are shaded. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates 2003 

 

Sutter County Roadways 

Table 6-31 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on selected roadways in Sutter County under the 

2020 Plus Open Space Alternative. These daily volumes were estimated by the City’s travel demand 

model under 2020 Conditions, buildout of Phase 1 of the South Sutter County Specific Plan was assumed 

by 2020. Therefore, this analysis also assumes that the Phase 1 improvements to Sutter County roadways 

that were included in the Draft South Sutter County Specific Plan would be implemented by 2020, 

including a widening of Riego Road to six lanes and construction of an interchange at SR 70/99 and Riego 

Road (see Impact 4.3-5). As shown in Table 6-31, neither Alternative 2 nor the proposed WRSP would 

cause roadways in Sutter County to operate at unacceptable service levels. 

 
Table 6-31 Sutter County Comparison of Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 
Cumulative No Project Cumulative Proposed WRSP Cumulative Alternative 2 (2020 WRSP) 

Roadway 
Assumed 

Lanes in 2020 ADT LOS ADT LOS ADT LOS 

Riego Road 6 25,600 A 27,400 A 25,700 A 

Sunset West/Howsley 
Road 2 5,900 A 6,900 A 6,000 A 

Catlett Road 2 200 A 100 A 300 A 
Notes: Roadway segment levels of service (LOS) are based on roadway capacities and LOS criteria in Table 4.3-9. 
SOURCE:DKS Associates, 2003. 
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Bicycles 

Alternative 2 would result in a substantial demand for safe and convenient pedestrian/bicycle facilities 

by residents and employees of the WRSP for primarily transportation-related purposes. As with the 

WRSP, it is anticipated that Alternative 2 would provide a network of Class I and Class II bikeways to 

allow travel throughout the WRSP Area and provide linkage to the City’s planned bikeway system 

(Impact 4.3-7). 

Transit 

There is currently one transit route in the vicinity of the WRSP Area. As discussed in Impact 4.3-8, the 

City’s Long Range Transit Master Plan (LRTMP) did not anticipate development of the WRSP and thus 

did not include future service to the WRSP Area. The 4,640 residential dwelling units and the 

nonresidential uses that would be developed in the WRSP under the Open Space Alternative would 

generate significant transit demand, although less demand than under the proposed WRSP. In addition, 

transit service would not have to be expanded as far under Alternative 2, because there would be no 

development north of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 2 does not include a Village Center, so a General Plan Amendment to create a Pedestrian 

District policy would not be proposed, and a resulting potential impact on traffic congestion would not 

occur. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.3-2 (a): Improvements at intersection of Diamond Creek and Blue Oaks Boulevard 

■ MM 4.3-3 (c): Improvements to Phillip Road 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.3-1: Unacceptable service levels at: 

› Washington Boulevard/Junction Boulevard 

› Gibson/Roseville Parkway 

New Mitigation Required for Alternative 2 Only 

None. 

New Signif icant and Unavoidable Impact 

■ Impact 4.3-2: Unacceptable service level at Sierra College/Douglas Boulevard. 
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� Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

As shown in Table 6-4, emissions of all pollutants would continue to exceed Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District (PCAPCD) thresholds under this alternative, although the amount would be 

substantially reduced compared to the proposed SOI Amendment. PM10 emissions would be reduced by 

approximately 14 percent, and ROG, NOx, and CO emissions would be 36, 30, and 52 percent lower, 

respectively, than the proposed SOI Amendment on a daily basis (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions associated with the Open Space Alternative would be lower than under the 

proposed SOI Amendment Area (see Impact 4.4-3), because less development would occur. Under 

Alternative 2, total operational emissions are estimated to be 46 percent lower for ROG, 44 percent lower 

for NOx, 47 percent for CO, and 48 percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Under Alternative 2, potential TAC emissions would be increased, because light industrial uses would 

replace the high school and most of the regional park to the east of the PGWWTP. At the same time, the 

number of residents who would be exposed to TACs would be substantially reduced as a result of the 

reduction in residential uses within the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.4-4). The impact, however, 

would continue to be less than significant after mitigation. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5) and odor impacts (Impact 4.4-

6) would be less than significant. 

In summary, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2, because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed SOI Amendment would also occur 

under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 2, PM10 emissions from construction would be reduced by 5 percent, but would still 

exceed PCAPCD thresholds (Impact 4.4-1). Daily emissions would be reduced by 21 percent for ROG, 22 

percent for NOx, and 44 percent for CO (Impact 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions associated with Alternative 2 would also be substantially lower than those 

associated with the proposed WRSP, because the amount of development would be reduced by almost 

one-half. Total operational emissions for this Alternative are estimated to be reduced by 41 percent for 

ROG, 32 percent for NOx, 39 percent for CO and 43 percent for PM10. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The Open Space Alternative 2 would result in a 44 percent reduction in the number of residents in the 

WRSP Area who could be exposed to TACs from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP), and other sources in the vicinity (Impact 4.4-4). At the same time, the amount of industrial 

uses would increase from approximately 74 acres to 114 acres, because the high school and most of the 

regional park would be replaced by industrial uses under Alternative 2. The impact, however, would 

continue to be less than significant after mitigation. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed WRSP, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5) and odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6) would 

be less than significant. 

Overall, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed WRSP would also occur under 

Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

As indicated in Table 6-4, construction PM10 would be reduced by 21 percent in the Remainder Area 

under Alternative 2 (Impact 4.4-1). Other construction emissions (Impact 4.4-2) would be reduced by 49, 

53, and 44 percent (for ROG, NOx and CO, respectively). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions (Impact 4.4-3) would be reduced under Alternative 2 by 51 to 54 percent 

compared to development within the proposed Remainder Area assumptions (see Table 6-4). 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed WRSP, local CO emissions (Impact 4.4-5), odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6) and TACs 

(Impact 4.4-4) would be less than significant. 

In summary, air quality impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2, because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would also occur 

under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because of the 

reduction in development levels. 
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� Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive 

receptors, primarily residences under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less 

construction activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Under Alternative 2, the SOI Amendment Area is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial. The location of some of these uses has not been determined, but 

similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, industrial and commercial uses could be located adjacent to 

residential areas. Similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, noise levels could exceed City standards at 

some residences (see Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3) under Alternative 2. However, because fewer people would 

reside in the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2, the impact would be less severe than under the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, schools would be constructed within the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-4). 

However, no high schools would be constructed, so there would be no stadium or related noise. The 

magnitude of the less-than-significant impact would be reduced under Alternative 2, because the high 

school, stadium, and soccer fields would not be constructed. In addition, middle or high school students 

in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased 

attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the School District. In 

addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially significant 

impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These 

impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require separate 

project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Park-related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area under 

Alternative 2, so there would be no noise associated with these uses (Impact 4.5-5). 
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Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, less traffic would be generated than under the proposed SOI Amendment, but noise 

levels would still be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along some roadways. In addition, fewer people would 

be exposed to traffic noise (Impact 4.5-5). Development of the SOI Amendment Area under Alternative 2 

would increase traffic noise on roadways outside of the SOI Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-9). Because 

traffic levels would be substantially lower, the increase would likely be under 3 dB, which is considered 

the threshold for hearing a noticeable difference in noise levels (Impact 4.5-9). At the same time, 

however, off-site traffic noise could cause the City’s noise contours to change, so that residences that are 

currently within the 60 dB Ldn noise contour could be subjected to noise levels above 60 dB Ldn (Impact 

4.5-10). This impact would be similar to, but less severe, under the proposed SOI Amendment, because 

there would be less traffic. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 2, noise impacts from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and 

fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, but less severe, because 

fewer people would be exposed. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6: Attenuate Park Noise (WRSP) 

■ MM 4.5-7: Park Noise Policies (Remainder) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed SOI Amendment would occur 

under Alternative 2, but the impacts would be less severe because of the reduction in traffic (and 

associated traffic noise), and the lower number of residents who would be exposed to unacceptable noise 

levels. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed WRSP, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive receptors, 

primarily residences, under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less construction 

activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 
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Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

As shown in Figure 6-2, the mix of land uses under Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed 

WRSP, but the amount would be reduced substantially and the distribution would change. Commercial 

uses would still be located adjacent to residential areas at the intersections of Blue Oaks Boulevard and 

Fiddyment Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Fiddyment Road. Light industrial uses would 

remain south of the PGWWTP and would replace the high school and regional park to the east of the 

PGWWTP. These industrial areas would be immediately adjacent to residential uses. With the exception 

of the industrial area south of the PGWWTP, all of these industrial and commercial areas could generate 

noise that exceeds City standards at the nearby residential uses (Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). As with the 

proposed WRSP, six-foot soundwalls would be provided in most of these areas. These walls may not be 

adequate to ensure that noise levels at adjacent residences meet City standards. The impact would be 

similar in magnitude to the proposed WRSP, because the number of areas where residential and 

commercial or industrial uses are proximate would be similar. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, there would be no high school within the WRSP Area, so there would be no 

stadium. There would be two elementary schools, so outdoor playground areas would be the only source 

of substantial noise (Impact 4.5-4). This impact would be substantially less severe under this alternative, 

because there would be no high school, which would be the primary source of school-related noise under 

the proposed WRSP. In addition, middle or high school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area 

would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased attendance at existing schools could 

exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school district. In addition, the increased student population 

at existing City schools could result in potentially significant impacts to traffic noise due to increase 

traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from 

future school facilities, would require separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA 

compliance. 

Park-Related Activit ies 

Under Alternative 2, there would be no regional parks, so no soccer fields or amphitheatre would be 

constructed (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, project-related traffic would decrease by approximately 41,000 trips, or 46 percent. 

If this percentage could be applied to volumes on particular roadways, then traffic noise could be 
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expected to decrease by a similar amount. A fifty percent reduction in traffic would reduce traffic noise 

by approximately 3 dBA. Noise levels along the roadways listed above, in most cases, would still exceed 

60 dBA at 100 feet, so adjacent residences could be exposed to unacceptable noise levels (Impact 4.5-8). In 

addition, the increase in traffic could extend the noise contours above 60 dB Ldn into existing and planned 

residential areas outside of the WRSP (Impacts 4.5-9 and 4.5-10), although it would be less severe than 

under the proposed WRSP, because less traffic would be generated under this alternative. 

Other Noise Sources 

Other sources of noise affecting the proposed WRSP would be the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), fire station 

(Impact 4.5-7), construction activities (Impact 4.5-1) and traffic (Impact 4.5-9). Noise from these uses 

would not exceed City standards under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP, although fewer 

residents would be exposed under the alternative. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6: Attenuate Park Noise. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable impacts would occur, but they would be less severe under 

Alternative 2. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Noise 

As with the proposed WRSP, construction activities could occur in proximity to sensitive receptors, 

primarily residences, under Alternative 2 (see Impact 4.5-1). However, there would be less construction 

activity, and fewer residents to be exposed to construction noise under Alternative 2. 

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Like the proposed WRSP, the Remainder Area is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial. The exact location of these uses has not yet been determined, but 

similar to the WRSP, industrial and commercial uses could be located adjacent to residential areas. 

Therefore, like the impacts associated with the proposed Remainder Area, noise levels under this 

alternative could exceed City standards at some residences (see Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). As with the 

proposed Remainder Area assumptions, there would be no industrial uses in the Remainder Area, so 

there would not be any industrial-related noise (Impact 4.5-3). 
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Schools 

Under Alternative 2, one or more schools are likely to be constructed within the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.5-4). As with the proposed Remainder Area, the City cannot compel the school districts to implement 

mitigation measures. However, the magnitude of the impact would be substantially reduced under 

Alternative 2, because there would be fewer residents. In addition, middle or high school students in the 

WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the City. Increased 

attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school district. In 

addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially significant 

impacts to traffic noise due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with 

the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require separate project-level 

environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the Remainder Area under 

Alternative 2, so park noise would not be expected to exceed City standards (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 2, noise levels would still be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along some roadways, even 

though traffic levels would be lower than those under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.5-8). The 

impact would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, because noise levels 

would be lower, and fewer people would be exposed to traffic noise. 

Under the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, portions of the existing street system noise levels 

would increase at existing roadways (see Impact 4.5-9). With a 47 percent reduction in traffic, the severity 

of this impact would be reduced under Alternative 2, and would not be expected to increase noise levels 

by more than 3 dB Ldn. However, the City’s noise contours would change as the result of Alternative 2 

(Impact 4.5-10). The severity of this impact would be reduced under this alternative, because of the 

reduction in traffic. 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 2, no development would be located west or north of the PGWWTP, and residential 

uses to the south and east would be adequately buffered from PGWWTP noise (Impact 4.5-6). As 

discussed above, construction and fire station noise are exempt due to the Noise Ordinance, and would 

occur sporadically (see Impacts 4.5-1 and 4.5-7). For these reasons, noise from construction, fire stations 

and the PGWWTP would be less-than-significant impacts. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable noise impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would also 

occur under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially reduced because 

of the reduction in development levels. 

� Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Alternative 2 would be subject to the same soil and geologic conditions, and would have to comply with 

the same laws, regulations, and City Improvement Standards as the Proposed Project WRSP and SOI 

Amendment. Impacts from implementation of Alternative 2 would be less severe than under the 

proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, because less development would occur and fewer people would be 

exposed to soils and geologic constraints. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP 

or SOI Amendment. 

� Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Under Alternative 2, the amount of open space would increase substantially. No development would 

occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west of the PGWWTP. There would be an increase in the acreage 

of designated open space areas from 684.6 acres under the WRSP to 1,863.1 acres. This open space area 

would include all of the 100-year flood plain and the entire area north of Pleasant Grove Creek, and west 

of the PGWWTP. As a result, there would be a substantial reduction in the acreage of impacts to federally 

protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. compared to the WRSP (Impact 4.7-1). Furthermore, a 

crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek to accommodate Blue Oaks Boulevard would no longer be needed. 
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Although there would be a substantial reduction, impacts on wetlands still occur under Alternative 2. 

Loss of federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would include 9.25 acres of vernal 

pools, as well as wet swales and channels, seasonal wetlands, and emergent wetlands, compared to 23.24 

acres under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 2, wetland habitat would likely be destroyed and/or degraded (Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 

and 4.7-4). There would be a substantial increase (almost three-fold) in open space under Alternative 2, 

and no development would occur in the 100-year flood plain, north of Pleasant Grove Creek, or west of 

the PGWWTP. Nonetheless, the impacts of development described above would still occur under this 

alternative, but at a smaller scale than under the proposed WRSP. Potential habitat loss would include 

9.25 acres of vernal pools, as well as other wetlands (Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4). Because fewer acres 

of habitat would be disturbed, this impact would be substantially less severe under Alternative 2. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 2, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-

5). Construction activity would still occur in areas adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek and the oak 

woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks/Fiddyment intersection. However, the number of trees to be 

removed would be greater under this alternative because the oak grove in Fiddyment Park would be 

developed as low-density residential under this alternative. Although other areas that could result in the 

removal of oaks would be eliminated, there would be no need to bridge Pleasant Grove Creek to access 

the area north of the creek or for the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard to the west, because no 

development would occur north of the creek. Nonetheless, this impact would be greater than under the 

proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, the loss of annual grasslands would be substantially lower than under the proposed 

WRSP. Designated open space areas would increase from 684.6 acres under the proposed WRSP to 

1,863.1 acres under Alternative 2. This open space consists primarily of annual grasslands, the 

preservation of which would represent a substantial reduction in the loss of annual grassland habitat 

over the proposed WRSP. Alternative 2 would result in the loss of up to 1,182.6 acres of annual 

grasslands, compared to an estimated 2,361 acres under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-6). 
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Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Under Alternative 2, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek or west of the 

PGWWTP, resulting in a substantial increase in open space. In addition to reducing the overall acreage of 

habitat loss, the development that would occur as a result of Alternative 2 would be confined within 

smaller boundaries. Not only would this result in fewer stream crossings and fewer urban barriers, but 

there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as the remaining habitat will remain 

contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would still be necessary under this 

alternative (Impact 4.7-7). However, because of the reduction in development, the impact would be less 

severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Under Alternative 2, the removal of native oak trees would occur on a larger scale compared to the 

WRSP because the grove of oak trees in Fiddyment Park under the WRSP would be impacted due to 

development under this alternative (Impact 4.7-8). The Tree Preservation chapter in the City’s Zoning 

Ordinance requires the replacement of protected trees that are removed. In the long-term, the 

replacement trees would mature and replace the value of the trees that were lost. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, there would be an increase in the acreage of designated open space. Although this 

change would negate the need to have a crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek, there would still be a need 

to cross Kaseberg Creek and some of the tributaries of both Kaseberg Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek 

(Impact 4.7-9). Additionally, other alterations could still occur as part of stormwater drainage outlets. 

However, because fewer stream crossings would be required, the impact would be less severe under 

Alternative 2. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure would be required for Alternative 2, but the improvements would be smaller than 

required for the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but the second Pleasant Grove Creek bridge would not be required. 

General Plan Pol icies 

The WRSP proposes an amendment to the City’s General Plan Open Space Policy 10, which would allow 

flood control facilities in open space areas, such as the detention basins proposed for Kaseberg Creek. 

Such facilities could destroy or degrade habitat during grading and other ground disturbance. Under 
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Alternative 2, this policy would also be included for City consideration (Impact 4.7-11). The impacts of 

this policy would be reduced under Alternative 2, because if flood control facilities were needed in the 

floodplain, they would be smaller, because the amount of runoff would be reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts that would be more Severe under Alternative 2 

The short-term significant and unavoidable loss of oak trees would be a more severe impact under 

Alternative 2, because the oak woodland would be developed (Impact 4.7-8). 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States 

Although no wetland delineations or special-status species surveys have been conducted for the 

Remainder Area, the habitat potential is considered similar to the WRSP Area. The Remainder Area is 

estimated to contain approximately 50 acres of wetlands. Under Alternative 2, impacts on wetlands and 

“other” waters of the U.S. would likely occur as a result of such development, because of the dispersion 

of potential wetlands in the Remainder Area, but the magnitude of the impact would be reduced due to 

the reduction in area to be disturbed (Impact 4.7-1). 

Loss or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 2, future development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced relative 

to the proposed SOI Amendment, which would reduce the potential for wetlands to be lost or degraded 

(Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3 and 4.7-4), because fewer acres of habitat would be disturbed. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 2, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, 

because construction activity would still occur in areas most likely to contain nests, such as adjacent to 

Pleasant Grove Creek and the oak woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks/Fiddyment intersection (Impact 

4.7-5). Under this alternative, the number of trees to be removed would likely be more than was assumed 
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under the SOI Amendment because the oak grove present in Fiddyment Park would be impacted. 

However, under this alternative there would be no need to construct a bridge across Pleasant Grove 

Creek to access the area north of the creek, because no development would occur north of the creek. 

Therefore, this impact would be slightly less severe than under the SOI Amendment proposed 

Remainder Area. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Under Alternative 2, the loss of annual grasslands would be substantially reduced, because the amount 

of open space would increase to 1,434.6 acres from 365 acres under the proposed Remainder Area 

(Impact 4.7-6). 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors 

Under Alternative 2, there would be fewer stream crossings and other urban barriers to wildlife 

movement, because development would occur only south of Pleasant Grove Creek and east of the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.7-7). In addition, there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as the 

remaining habitat would remain contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would still 

be necessary under this alternative. Because of the reduction in development, this impact would be less 

severe than if development were to occur over the entire SOI Amendment Remainder Area. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Under Alternative 2, the increase in open space would not reduce the number of native oak trees that 

would need to be removed for project construction (Impact 4.7-8), as most of the native oaks are located 

south of Pleasant Grove Creek. The Tree Preservation chapter in the City’s Zoning Ordinance requires 

the replacement of protected trees that are removed. In the long term, the replacement trees would 

mature and replace the value of the trees that were lost. 

Loss of Riparian Habitat 

While Alternative 2 would reduce development in the Remainder Area by approximately half compared 

to the proposed SOI Amendment Remainder Area, stream crossings for roadways and infrastructure 

would still be needed along some creeks (Impact 4.7-9). Because fewer stream crossings would be 

required, this impact would be less severe under Alternative 2. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

The amount of off-site infrastructure needed to serve Alternative 2 would be substantially reduced 

compared to if development were to occur over the entire Remainder Area, because only half as much 
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development would occur (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but the second Pleasant Grove bridge would not be required, and there would be enough 

water to serve the entire SOI Amendment Area without water from the Sacramento River or other 

source. Consequently, the potential impacts on biological resources due to site-site construction would be 

substantially reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts on biological resources identified for the proposed Remainder 

Area would also occur under Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be substantially 

reduced because of the reduction in development levels. 

� Cultural Resources 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 2 

■ Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 
resources. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

An unrecorded prehistoric site in the northern end of the WRSP Area had been reported previously, but 

was not found during the recent field survey, possibly due to the extent of groundcover. This prehistoric 

site was located near Pleasant Grove Creek (see Impact 4.8-1). The creek and its floodplain are designated 

open space under either Alternative 2 or the proposed WRSP, so the site is not expected to be disturbed 

by future development. Alternative 2 is expected to result in fewer impacts to archeological resources in 

general, because less land would be developed or disturbed. 

Historic Propert ies 

Based on the Land Use Plan for Alternative 2, retention of the Fiddyment Ranch complex appears highly 

unlikely since park uses are no longer proposed under this alternative. This would increase the 

likelihood that structures would be demolished or moved, resulting in a significant impact, in 

comparison to the WRSP, which includes developed land uses that closely surround, but do not overlay, 

the Fiddyment Ranch Site. 
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Paleontological Resources 

Alternative 2 would substantially reduce the amount of land that would be developed in the WRSP Area 

(from 2,477 acres to 1,299 acres), and could therefore reduce the likelihood of encountering 

paleontological resources during development, compared to the proposed WRSP. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Certain components of Alternative 2 would be constructed off site, similar to infrastructure anticipated 

for the proposed WRSP, such as roads, electrical infrastructure, water and sewer lines, and water tanks. 

In most cases, off-site infrastructure would be located within existing or planned roadway rights-of-way, 

and the potential for cultural resources to occur would have been addressed during the planning of those 

roads (see Impact 4.8-4). The impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed WRSP, because 

even with less development, water, sewer, and other utility lines would need to be extended to the WRSP 

site, and off-site roadway improvements would be required, as indicated in the discussion of 

Transportation and Circulation impacts. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

WRSP would also occur under Alternative 2. For Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3 and 4.8-4, the impacts would be less 

severe under Alternative 2, because substantially fewer acres would be subject to disturbance. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts that Would be More Severe under Alternative 2 

■ Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 
resources. 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space (see Impact 4.8-1). Therefore, the potential to disturb 

archaeological resources would be reduced. 
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Historic Propert ies 

Because the Remainder Area has not been surveyed, it is not known whether it contains any historic 

resources. Development within the Remainder Area could affect historic resources, if present, through 

removal, relocation, reuse, and/or substantially altering the context in which the historic resources occur 

(see Impact 4.8-2). Due to the increased amount of open space under this alternative, chances of 

encountering historic resources may be slightly reduced compared to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Paleontological Resources 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space. . The increased amount of open space provided by 

this alternative could reduce the likelihood of encountering paleontological resources during 

development (see Impact 4.8-3). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 2, construction and installation of site-site improvements could result in disturbance 

of historic or prehistoric resources. Such resources could be damaged, destroyed, or removed, resulting 

in a loss of integrity if encountered during grading, excavation, and/or construction (see Impact 4.8-4). 

However, the impact would be less severe than under the proposed Remainder Area, because the 

amount of development would be reduced, and the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project would 

not be required. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

Project would also occur within the Remainder Area under Alternative 2. 
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� Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Use, Storage and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water; Electromagnetic 
Fields 

Development of Alternative 2 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed WRSP related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP, including emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and 

location of residential uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF) (Impacts 4.9-1 

and 4.9-3 through 4.9-7). Assuming hazardous materials use is directly proportional to the amount of 

developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, commercial, and business land use categories, 

the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would be reduced because the amount of developed 

square footage for these uses would be approximately 19 percent less than the WRSP. With 

approximately one-half the number of dwelling units, there would also be less household hazardous 

waste generated under this alternative. Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP 

would be restricted to nonresidential uses, identical to the proposed WRSP, so the less-than-significant 

impacts identified for the proposed WRSP would not differ under this alternative from the proposed 

WRSP. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP are assumed to be temporarily routed through a residential 

area along Hayden Parkway, as described for the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.9-8). 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

As with the proposed WRSP, past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch property, which would be developed 

under Alternative 2, were identified as a potential source of soil contamination requiring additional 

investigation and/or cleanup as necessary (Impact 4.9-5). 

Remainder  Area  

Use, Storage, and Transport of Hazardous Materials ;  Recycled Water; 
Electromagnetic Fields 

Development of Alternative 2 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed Remainder Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials, use 

of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential uses and schools relative to 

sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF) (Impacts 4.9-1 and 4.9-3 through 4.9-7). There would be less 

household hazardous waste generated under this alternative because there would be approximately 50 

percent fewer dwelling units, and substantially less hazardous waste generated from nonresidential uses. 

The Remainder Area is not within 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP, so the less-than-significant 
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impacts identified for the proposed Remainder Area would not differ under this alternative. Chemical 

deliveries to the PGWWTP would temporarily be routed through a residential area along Hayden 

Parkway, as described for the proposed SOI Amendment. Because of the reduced geographic area that 

would need emergency services (Impact 4.9-2), a fire station would not be needed in the Remainder 

Area. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

The Remainder Area has not been surveyed for hazardous materials, so past uses could be a potential 

source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation and/or cleanup as necessary (Impact 4.9-

5). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.10-3: (Construct new stations as needed.) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable hazards impacts were identified for either the proposed WRSP or 

Alternative 2. 

� Public Services 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Law Enforcement 

As shown in Table 6-5, 13.4 new officers would be required under Alternative 2, half of the required 

number of officers for the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.10-1). Administrative support staff would also 

be needed to support the additional police force. 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 2, development would be confined to the eastern portion of the WRSP site, closer to 

existing development in the City of Roseville. Because less development would occur, there would be 

less demand for fire protection. Because development in the WRSP Area under Alternative 2 would be 

confined to the eastern portion of the WRSP site, existing fire stations would be able to respond to the 

WRSP site within the four-minute response time standard. The existing Station #5 on Pleasant Grove 

Boulevard would serve the WRSP Area until other stations are constructed. Once it is constructed, the 

Blue Oaks Station, Station #8, would also serve the WRSP Area. Nonetheless, because population within 
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the City would increase, additional fire personnel would be required to serve the WRSP site as with the 

proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.10-2). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 2, fewer elementary schools would be needed to support students generated by 

development in the WRSP (see Table 6-5). Alternative 2 would provide two elementary schools within 

the WRSP Area. No middle or high school site is proposed as a part of Alternative 2 so the impact on 

schools would be substantially increased under Alternative 2, and new MM 6-1 would be required. In 

addition, middle or high school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend 

existing schools in the City. Increased attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity 

problems in the school district. In addition, the increased student population at existing City schools 

could result in potentially significant impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic 

volumes and redistribution of trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future 

school facilities, would require separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Libraries 

Under Alternative 2, 11,739 new residents would be generated in the WRSP Area. Because the City’s 

standard for library provision is one new library branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 population, a new 

library branch or expansion of existing branches would not be warranted under Alternative 2, unlike the 

proposed WRSP. Nonetheless, existing library facilities would need to be expanded to meet WRSP 

demand generated by this alternative. The expansion of existing library facilities could result in 

environmental impacts, but expansion would likely result in less severe environmental impacts than the 

construction of a new library facility as called for in the proposed project. If future libraries are 

determined to be required to accommodate demand generated by development under Alternative 2, 

physical impacts from such new construction would require separate project-level environmental 

analysis fro CDQA clearance. 

Parks and Recreation 

As shown in Table 6-5, approximately 105 acres of new parks in total, with 34 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive parks would be 

required to serve the new population under this alternative. Alternative 2 would provide 1,863 acres of 

open space and 53.4 acres of active park uses within the WRSP Area. While Alternative 2 would provide 

enough open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses (Impact 4.10-6). Under Alternative 
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2, the impact on park and recreation facilities would be more severe than under the proposed WRSP, 

because less parkland would be provided on a per capita basis. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.10-9: Provide library branches as needed. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable public services impacts were identified for either Alternative 2 or the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 2 

■ MM 6-1: Provide for one high school site and at least one middle school site in the SOI 
Amendment Area. (Alternative 2, WRSP) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional parkland and/or in lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 2, 
WRSP) 

Remainder  Area  

Law Enforcement 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 12 additional police officers would be required to serve the 

Remainder Area, 10 officers fewer than required under the proposed Remainder Area (see Impact 4.10-1). 

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 2, development would be confined to the eastern portion of the Remainder Area, 

closer to existing development in the City of Roseville, and there would be less demand for fire 

protection (Impact 4.10-2). The Remainder Area would be served by the existing Station #5 on Pleasant 

Grove Boulevard and, once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station #8. Because of the reduced 

geographic area, these stations should be able to serve the Remainder Area, so the impact would be less 

severe than under the proposed Remainder Area, which would require an additional station. 

Schools 

Alternative 2 would generate a total of 2,774 students in the Remainder Area. These students would 

attend schools in the Roseville City School District, the Roseville Joint Union High School District and the 

Center Unified School District (Impact 4.10-3 and 4.10-4). Alternative 2 would provide two elementary 

schools within the WRSP to serve students in the RCSD. Under Alternative 2, the impact would be more 

severe than under the project because the need for intermediate and high schools would be greater under 
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Alternative 2 and would add to overcrowding in existing schools. If future intermediate and high school 

facilities were to be built, construction could have potentially significant environmental impacts that 

would need to be addressed on a project-specific basis prior to approval. In addition, middle or high 

school students in the WRSP and Remainder Area would be required to attend existing schools in the 

City. Increased attendance at existing schools could exacerbate any overcapacity problems in the school 

district. In addition, the increased student population at existing City schools could result in potentially 

significant impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic due to increase traffic volumes and redistribution of 

trips. These impacts, as with the physical impacts resulting from future school facilities, would require 

separate project-level environmental analysis for CEQA compliance. 

Libraries 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 9,766 new residents would be generated. Based on the City’s 

standard for providing one new library branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 population (see Impact 4.10-5), 

no new library facilities would need to be constructed within the Remainder Area. This would be a less-

than-significant impact. However, library facilities would still need to be expanded to meet the new 

demand. The expansion of library facilities would likely result in less severe environmental impacts than 

the construction of a new library facility as called for in the proposed project. If future libraries are 

determined to be required to accommodate demand generated by development under Alternative 2, 

physical impacts from such new construction would require separate project-level environmental 

analysis for CEQA clearance. 

Parks and Recreation 

Under Alternative 2, the Remainder Area would require approximately 84 acres of parkland, and would 

provide 49.3 acres, which would not meet City standards. While Alternative 2 would provide enough 

open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses. Therefore, this impact would be 

more severe than under the proposed WRSP, which would provide adequate parkland for its population. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ ffs 4.10-3: Construct new fire stations as needed. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-4: Demonstrate adequate response time or provisions. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-5: Identify appropriate fire station locations. (Remainder Only) 

■ MM 4.10-6: Fire prevention and suppression policies. (Remainder Only) 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable public services impacts were identified for either Alternative 2 or the 

proposed SOI Amendment. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 2 for the Remainder Area 

■ MM 6-1: Provide for one high school site and at least one middle school site in the SOI 
Amendment Area. (Alternative 2, Remainder Area) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional parkland and/or in lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 2, 
Remainder Area) 

� Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply needs for the WRSP would be reduced from 7,042 AF/year 

(proposed project) to 4,002 A/F/year (WRSP, Alternative 2). This is a reduction of 3,042 AF/year Existing 

City surface water supply and recycled water would be sufficient to meet demands in both wet and dry 

years for Alternative 2. In addition, the demand for water treatment, storage, and conveyance would be 

reduced compared to the WRSP (see Impacts 4.11-1 through 4.11-4). 

Recycled Water 

The PGWWTP would produce enough water to meet the demands of Alternative 2 (Impact 4.11-5). 

Infrastructure to convey recycled water would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Wastewater 

Alternative 2 would generate an approximately 50 percent decrease in wastewater flows compared to the 

proposed WRSP. This alternative would generate flows of 1.4 mgd. Considering the 1.1 mgd of capacity 

allocated to the VBO in the WWMP EIR, the net increase in capacity for this alternative is 0.3 mgd. The 

capacity to the PGWWTP would still need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity 

of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be reduced, the 

mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development under Alternative 2 would require the installation of wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 1,213 more acres of open space, 
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the area of land to be disturbed during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be 

less than the WRSP. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 2 would be approximately 6,084 tons less than what would be 

generated per year under the proposed WRSP. Development under Alternative 2 could substantially 

shorten the lifespan of the landfill over thirty years, however, it would be less severe than the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.11-9). 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be reduced and waste generated 

during construction under Alternative 2 would be lower than under the proposed WRSP (see Impacts 

4.11-9 and 4.11-10), because less development would occur. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 2 electricity required in the WRSP would be approximately 34.5 MW per year less 

than the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.11-11). Under Alternative 2, development would require 

approximately 7,946,160 Therms of natural gas less than the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.11-12). 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.11-5: Treatment plant capacity. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Water 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply would be reduced by 2,345 AF/year in the Remainder Area under 

Alternative 2. This results in a supply requirement for the Remainder Area under Alternative 2 of 3,086 

AF/year. Assuming 1,764 AF/year were available from the City (4,080 AF/year less 2,315 AF/year for the 

WRSP) and up to 3,200 AF/year of transfer water from the San Juan Water District, no additional supply 

would be required. Water supply requirements could further be reduced through the use of recycled 

water for irrigation to offset potable supplies. 
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Wastewater 

Flows anticipated to be generated by development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 2 would be 

1.1 mgd. This is 1.2 mgd less than the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-7). The capacity to the 

PGWWTP would need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity of 20.7 mgd. While 

impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be reduced, the mitigation measures for 

the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Development of the Remainder Area under this alternative would result in the need for installation of 

wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure (Impact 4.11-6). Because this alternative would have 

2,283 more acres in open space than the proposed SOI Amendment, the area of land to be disturbed 

during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be less. 

Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 2 would be approximately 6,820 tons less than what would be 

generated per year in the Remainder Area. In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF 

would be reduced (Impact 4.11-10). Waste generated during construction of the Remainder area under 

Alternative 2 would be lower than under the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.11-9), because less 

development would occur. 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 2 electricity required in the Remainder Area would be approximately 35.6 MW per 

year less than the proposed SOI Amendment (see Impact 4.11-11). Under Alternative 2, development 

would require approximately 5,101,920 Therms of natural gas less than the proposed SOI Amendment 

(see Impact 4.11-12). 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 2 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.11-1: Availability of water supplied to meet demand in wet years. 
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� Hydrology, Water Quality, And Groundwater 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 2, approximately 59 percent of the WRSP Area would remain as open space and 

would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of stormwater 

discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be proportionately reduced. 

The detention and other drainage facilities would also be reduced accordingly (Impact 4.12-1). 

Stormwater Runoff (Volumes) 

While the volume of stormwater being discharged would also be proportionately reduced under 

Alternative 2, as compared to the proposed WRSP, this water would still need to be directed to and 

stored in the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Under Alternative 2, all areas of the 100-year floodplain would remain as open space, so there would be 

no impact on the floodplain due to fill. Some fill could be placed in the floodplain for roadway bridge 

crossings (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because Alternative 2 provides for approximately one-half the level of development as the proposed 

WRSP, the amount of construction would be reduced by approximately half. As a result, the potential for 

erosion during construction would be substantially lower than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-

4). As with the proposed WRSP, the impact of construction on water quality would be less than 

significant, because contractors would be required by State law and City Improvement standards to 

implement Best Management Practices to protect water quality. Potential degradation of water quality 

due to urban contaminants would also be reduced under Alternative 2 (Impact 4.12-5). 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater would still be needed in drier and driest years under this Alternative because the 3,200 

AF/year from the SJWD would not be available as required under the City and SJWD MOU. However, 

the volume of groundwater required to be extracted would be significantly reduced as compared to the 

proposed project (Impact 4.11-2). 
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Groundwater Recharge 

Under Alternative 2, the amount of open space would increase substantially relative to the proposed 

WRSP. Consequently, the amount of impervious coverage that could interfere with groundwater 

recharge would be reduced by approximately one-half, as compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-

7). The magnitude of this impact would be reduced because of the increase in open space. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The short-term significant and unavoidable impacts on downstream flooding identified for the proposed 

WRSP until construction of the Reason Farms detention project occurs would also occur under 

Alternative 2, although the severity of the impacts would be incrementally reduced because of the 

reduction in impervious surfaces. 

Remainder  Area  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 2, the rate and amount of stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and 

Curry Creek watersheds would be proportionately reduced. Because there would be no contribution 

from the southern Remainder Area to the Curry Creek shed that required mitigation for the WRSP to 

address the effects of combined flows, the potentially significant impact identified for the SOI 

Amendment would be avoided (Impact 4.12-1). Therefore, impacts on peak flows under Alternative 2 

would less severe than identified for the Remainder Area. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The increase in stormwater runoff volumes from the Remainder Area would be reduced, under 

Alternative 2 but not to a less-than-significant level, under Alternative 2 because less area would be 

developed (Impact 4. 12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Under Alternative 2, no development would occur along Pleasant Grove Creek in the Remainder Area. 

Placement of fill or structures along Curry Creek in the Remainder Area could encroach upon the 

floodplain, which could reduce the capacity of the channel to convey flows (Impact 4. 12-3) similar to the 

proposed Remainder Area. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Water Quality 

The amount of erosion and urban contaminants generated by construction and operation would be 

substantially reduced compared to the proposed WRSP. Construction-related water quality impacts 

would be less than significant, because contractors would be required to implement BMPs and 

implement an erosion control measure (Impact 4.12-4). Operational impacts on water quality would also 

be reduced because there would be less development (Impact 4.12-5). 

Groundwater Resources 

Groundwater would still be used to supplement surface water supplies for the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.12-6). 

Groundwater Recharge 

As discussed for the SOI Amendment, groundwater recharge impacts would be reduced in magnitude 

because more area would remain as open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Alternative 2 would convert a majority of the approximately 3,162 acres of currently undeveloped 

grassland into urban uses. Of this, approximately 1,863 acres would be retained as open space, 

approximately 1,178 acres more than the proposed WRSP. In addition, the visual character of the 

drainages would be better preserved than under the proposed WRSP (see Impact 4.13-1), due to 

preservation of the land north of Pleasant Grove Creek. 

Light and Glare 

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of land developed as urban uses, development of 

Alternative 2 would still result in a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and 
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alter nighttime views of the site (see Impact 4.13-2). The amount of glare would also be proportionately 

reduced. However, the amount of development proposed by this alternative could still substantially alter 

the amount of daytime glare on the site. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed WRSP, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less than 

significant under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable visual impacts that would occur under the proposed WRSP would also 

occur under Alternative 2, although their severity would be reduced. 

Remainder  Area  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Under Alternative 2, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 930 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,435 acres of open space. This impact would be reduced in comparison to 

development of the entire Remainder Area, because of the increase in open space under this alternative. 

Light and Glare 

Under Alternative 2 light and glare impacts would be reduced in comparison to the proposed Remainder 

Area, because the amount of area to be developed with light and glare producing uses would be reduced 

(see Impact 4.13-2). 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less 

than significant under Alternative 2. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable impacts that would occur under the proposed Remainder Area would 

also occur under Alternative 2, although the severity would be reduced. 

Conc lus ions  

Alternative 2 would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, because 

substantially fewer acres would be developed. In most cases, the impacts of Alternative 2 would be the 

same as or reduced compared to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. Several impacts that would 

be significant and unavoidable under the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment would not occur or 

would be less than significant under Alternative 2, including 

■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (Impact 4.1-4) 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Impact 4.3-4 for SOI amendment only) 

■ Increased congestion due to Pedestrian District overlay (Impact 4.3-8 for SOI amendment only) 

■ Increased demand for water treatment (Impact 4.11-3 for the SOI amendment) 

At the same time, one significant and unavoidable impact would be more severe under Alternative 2, 

including 

■ Loss of historically significant resources (Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

Alternative 2 would meet some project objections. 8,340 residential units would not be constructed, 

inconsistent with Objective 4. Also, this alternative does not include Fiddyment Park or adequate high 

school facilities (Objective 7). Alternative 2 does not preserve the oak woodlands or the Fiddyment Home 

Complex as described in Objective 7f. Because no Village Center is included in Alternative 2, Objective 

5c, calling for identifiable and walkable neighborhoods with incorporated gathering places, such as parks 

and schools, for neighborhood activities and interaction, would not be as well served by Alternative 2 as 

by the proposed WRSP. In addition, the reduction in development could preclude achievement of 

Objective 10, calling for a mix of uses and facilities that are fiscally feasible to implement and do not 

negatively impact the City’s General Fund. 

6.2.6 Alternative 3: Increased Intensity Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, approximately the same number of residential units would be developed as under 

the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, but at substantially higher densities so that the amount of 

open space would increase. Average residential density would increase from 5.8 units per acre in the 

WRSP Area to 8.8 units per acre under Alternative 3. The Remainder Area would see a similar shift, from 
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4.9 to 9.9 du/acre. Industrial, commercial, and business/professional uses would also occur at higher 

densities, so that approximately the same square footage could be developed on fewer acres. The Village 

Center would be developed under this alternative. As a result, the amount of open space in the WRSP 

and Remainder Areas would increase from 1,034 to 3,076 acres, an increase of approximately 300 percent. 

Two elementary schools would be provided in the WRSP Area in the Roseville City School District, with 

an additional two elementary schools in the Remainder Area, both in the Center Unified School District. 

A high school and a middle school would be provided in the WRSP Area, and another middle school 

would be provided in the Remainder Area. 

Parks acreage would be reduced to approximately 40 acres in the WRSP Area, and 112 acres in the 

Remainder Area, due largely to the elimination of both the Regional Park and sports complex and 

Fiddyment Park. It is assumed that the high school stadium would be constructed under Alternative 3, 

the same as with the proposed WRSP. 

Off-site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area, with the exception 

of improvements to Blue Oaks Boulevard north of City property, which would not occur under this 

alternative. 

Alternative 3 land uses are shown in Figure 6-3 (Alternative 3 Increased Intesity) and Table 6-32. Table 6-

32 shows the land use assumptions for Alternative 3. 

 
Table 6-32 Alternative 3 Increased Density 

WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 
Zoning Land Use Acres Dus Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 1743.6  1,292.52  3,036.12 0 

PR Park and Recreation 39.9  112.33  152.23 0 

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 142.1  40  182.10 0 

LDR Low-density Residential 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 

LDR Low-density Residential  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (Age Restricted)       

MDR Medium-density Residential 895.8 6,455 740 5,550 1,635.8 12,005 

HDR High-density Residential 59.1 1,450 74 1,850 133.1 3,300 

CC Community Commercial 88.5 525 29.97  118.47 525 

BP Business Professional   21.70  21.70 0 

LI Light Industrial 81.1    81.1 0 

IND Industrial     0 0 

? Kennel     0 0 

R/W Road right-of-way 108.8  54.77  163.58 0 

OS/Paseo Paseo 3.1    3.1 0 

Total 3,162 8,430 2,365.30 7,400 5,527.30 15,830 
SOURCE: West Roseville Specific Plan, September 15, 2003 
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� Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Under Alternative 3, the mix of land uses would be similar to the proposed WRSP. However, the overall 

residential density would be increased to include all medium and high-density residential uses. No low-

density residential would be included. A majority of the proposed development would be residential 

uses, with large areas of open space north of Pleasant Creek and west of the PGWWTP. Only a small area 

of residential uses south of the high school would be adjacent to industrial uses. Approximately half of 

the WRSP Area in the northern and western portion would be left in undeveloped open space, including 

the 20.4 acres of Prime Farmland that would be developed under the proposed WRSP (see Table 6-2). 

Under Alternative 3, no development would occur north of Pleasant Grove Creek in the Fiddyment 

Ranch Property. Therefore, the existing access along Phillip Road would not change. Furthermore, 

without the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard, there would be no need for the City to acquire the O’Brien 

property or property to north for right-of-way. 

Because of the reduced potential for conflicts, the reduction in the amount of farmland that would be 

converted to urban uses, and the elimination of the less-than-significant impact on access to existing 

properties, the land use impacts of Alternative 3 would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-6 (Attenuate park noise) 

■ MM 4.13-1 (a) (Restrict high-watt light usage and hours for parks) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

■ Impact 4.1-4: Conversion of agricultural land 

Remainder  Area  

The location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been determined under 

Alternative 3. Similar to the proposed Remainder Area assumptions, it is assumed they would be similar 

to the types and densities of land uses in the WRSP (e.g., residential, commercial). Therefore, future 

development could include residential land uses near commercial operations and schools. The potential 

for land use conflicts would be essentially the same as the proposed Remainder Area because a similar 

type of use would be developed. 
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Alternative 3 would result in similar conflicts between land uses as the proposed WRSP, so the land use 

impacts would be the same as under the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

■ MM 4.5-7 (Park noise policies) 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The significant and unavoidable land use impacts identified for the Remainder Area as proposed would 

occur under Alternative 3, but would be less severe. 

� Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance/Resolution 83-118 

As shown in Table 6-3, the City’s jobs/housing ratio for the WRSP Area under Alternative 3 would be 

slightly lower than the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area. Like the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, Alternative 3 would comply with City Resolution 83-118. Under Alternative 3, the City’s 

job/housing ratio would be slightly improved relative to its current ratio. However, the improvement 

would not be as great as under the proposed project, because the alternative would provide for the same 

amount of residential development while creating fewer jobs (see Table 6-3) from commercial, industrial 

and business/professional development (Impact 4.2-1). As with the proposed Remainder Area, enough 

jobs would be within proximity of the Remainder Area to satisfy Resolution 83-118. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under either the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area or Alternative 3, consistent with City policy. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Similar displacement of housing would occur under Alternative 3 as the proposed WRSP and Remainder 

Area, and would be less than significant. 

Inducement of Substantial Population Growth 

As the same development is proposed under Alternative 3, the same population growth would be 

induced. This impact would be significant and unavoidable, the same as with the WRSP and Remainder 

Area. 
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Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 3 proposes the same development over a smaller area, and would be consistent with the 

adopted City policies as outlined for the WRSP and Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

The same significant and unavoidable population, employment, and housing impacts identified for 

proposed the WRSP and Remainder Area would occur under Alternative 3. 

� Transportation and Circulation 

SOI  Amendment/Remainder  Area  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Alternative 3 would generate approximately 203,340 daily trips, compared to 209,221 under the Proposed 

Project. This would be a reduction of approximately 2.8 percent. The internal circulation pattern would 

be very different under Alternative 3, because there would not be any development west of the 

PGWWTP, although a north/south arterial is assumed to be extended north to the future Placer Parkway 

alignment. The primary east/west roadways would be the same as under the proposed SOI Amendment, 

but truncated. Other north/south connections would be similar as well, except that West Side Drive 

would not be constructed. Therefore, the primary points of access to the WRSP Area would be from Blue 

Oaks Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Market Street, Baseline Road, and perhaps 

Watt Avenue, depending on its future alignment. The slight reduction in trips would not be expected to 

substantially reduce impacts at local intersections, so levels of service would likely be the same as under 

the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.3-1). 

State Highways 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 would increase congestion on State highways (Impact 

4.3-2), although the impact would be slightly less severe than under the proposed SOI Amendment, 

because of the reduction in trips. 
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Other Local Roadways 

Impacts on Placer County, Rocklin and Sutter County roadways would be the same as the proposed SOI 

Amendment, although slightly reduced due to the reduction in trips (Impacts 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-5, and 

4.3-6). 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be almost identical to the proposed SOI 

Amendment, because the number of people generated by Alternative 3 would be reduced only slightly 

(Impacts 4.3-7). Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would extend throughout the developed portion of the 

Remainder Area under Alternative 3. As discussed above, Alternative 3 should increase transit use, 

because of the higher densities. With this mitigation, impacts on bicycle circulation and transit would be 

slightly less severe than under the proposed WRSP, because facilities would not need to be extended as 

far. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 3 does include a Village Center, so the proposed General Plan Amendment to add a 

Pedestrian District policy would also be included, and impacts on traffic congestion would be identical to 

the proposed SOI Amendment and Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

City of Rosevi l le Roadways 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 107,195 trips would be generated in the WRSP Area, compared to 

110,341 under the proposed WRSP, a reduction of approximately 2.9 percent. The internal circulation 

pattern would also be different, with West side Drive eliminated from Alternative 3. Nonetheless, the 

primary points of access to the WRSP Area would be from Blue Oaks Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, and 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard, similar to the proposed WRSP. The slight reduction in trips would not be 

expected to substantially reduce impacts at local intersections, so levels of service would likely be the 

same as under the proposed WRSP. 
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State Highways 

Like the proposed WRSP, Alternative 3 would increase congestion on State highways (Impact 4.3-2), but 

the impact would be slightly less severe than under the WRSP, because of the reduction in trips. 

Other Local Roadways 

Impacts on Placer County, Rocklin, Sutter County, and Sacramento County roadways would be the same 

as the proposed WRSP, although slightly reduced due to the reduction in trips (Impacts 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-5, 

and 4.3-6). 

Bicycle Circulation and Transit 

The demand for bicycle circulation and transit would be almost identical to the proposed WRSP, because 

the number of people generated by Alternative 3 would be only slightly less than under the proposed 

WRSP (Impacts 4.3-6). With the higher densities, Alternative 3 should be more conducive to transit use 

than the proposed WRSP. 

Pedestr ian Distr ict Overlay 

Alternative 3 does include a Village Center, so the General Plan Amendment to add a Pedestrian District 

policy would also be included, and impacts on traffic congestion would be identical to the proposed 

WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

� Air Quality 

SOI  Amendment  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, PM10 emissions from construction in the SOI Amendment Area are estimated to be 

reduced by approximately 13 percent for PM10, 32 percent for ROG, 30 percent for NOx, and 44 percent 

for CO, because of the reduction in developed areas (see Table 6-4). Nonetheless, ROG, NOx, and PM10 

emissions would exceed District standards (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 
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Operational Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, total operational emissions are estimated to be reduced by approximately less than 

one percent for ROG, four percent for NOx, 17 percent for CO and 13 percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 

The emissions would still exceed District thresholds under this alternative (Impact 4.4-3). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 3 would result in almost the same number of residents being exposed to TACs from the 

PGWWTP as well as pollutants from diesel-powered vehicles (Impact 4.4-4). However, there would be a 

27-acre reduction in industrial uses, so fewer TACs would be produced. 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 would not result in any CO violations (Impact 4.4-

5), or significant odor impacts (Impact 4.4-6). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Construction Emiss ions 

As shown in Table 6-4, construction emissions under Alternative 3 would be lower than under the 

proposed WRSP by 17 percent for ROG, 11 percent for NOx, 39 percent for CO, and 5 percent for PM10 

(Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Operational emissions under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed WRSP, but slightly higher 

due to the change in mix of land uses (e.g., less industrial and more commercial) (Impact 4.3-3). Total 

operational emissions under Alternative 3 would be six percent higher for ROG, 15 percent for NOx, 

eight percent for CO, and three percent for PM10 (see Table 6-4). 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 250 fewer people would reside in the WRSP Area (a 1.2 percent 

reduction due to the increased density of residential units, since higher densities have fewer people). 

Therefore, there would only be a slight change in the number of people who could be exposed to TACs 

from the PGWWTP and other industrial uses in the WRSP Area, as well as pollutants from diesel 

powered vehicles (Impact 4.4-4). At the same time, there would be a 27-acre reduction on the amount of 

industrial uses that could generate TACs. 

Other Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to carbon monoxide “hotspots” and odors 

would be unchanged (Impacts 4.4-5 and 4.4-6) 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Significant and unavoidable impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Remainder  Area  

Construction Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, PM10 emissions from project construction would be reduced by 20 to 49 percent in 

the Remainder Area (see Table 6-4) due to the reduction in developed land (Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2). 

Operational Emiss ions 

Under Alternative 3, total operational emissions are reduced by seven to 20 percent, as shown in Table 6-

4. The emissions would still exceed District thresholds under this alternative (Impact 4.4-3). 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Alternative 3 would result in almost the same number of residents being exposed to TACs from the 

PGWWTP and industrial uses in the WRSP Area (Impact 4.4-4). 

Other Emiss ions 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 3 would not result in any CO violations or significant 

odor impacts. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Noise 

SOI  Amendment  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

Like the proposed SOI Amendment, Alternative 3 is assumed to include a variety of land uses, including 

residential, commercial, and industrial in proximity to each other. The total amount of industrial and 

commercial uses would be similar to the proposed SOI Amendment, so noise impacts would be similar 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, elementary, middle and high schools would be constructed within the SOI 

Amendment Area (Impact 4.5-4), similar to the proposed SOI Amendment. The high school is assumed 

to have a stadium, like the proposed SOI Amendment. Because residential densities would be greater 

under Alternative 3, potential exposure of residents to noise from schools would be increased relative to 

the proposed SOI Amendment. 

Park-related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area, so 

noise from park activities would be substantially reduced (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, noise levels would be expected to exceed 60 Ldn along the same roadways as under 

the SOI Amendment, because traffic levels would be very similar. Similarly, off-site increases in noise 

would be the same as the proposed SOI Amendment (Impact 4.5-8, 4.5-9, and 4.5-10). 
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Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the proposed SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Under Alternative 3, significant and unavoidable noise impacts would be similar to those of the 

proposed SOI Amendment, although impacts associated with school noise would be increased slightly 

(Impact 4.5-4). Noise impacts from high-density residential uses could be reduced when compared to the 

Proposed Project as outdoor use areas decrease compared to single-family residences and mitigation to 

interior standards is more easily accomplished. 

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Commercial and Industr ial Noise 

As shown in Figure 6-3, the mix of land uses under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed 

WRSP, but the densities would increase, and the distribution would change. Commercial uses would still 

be located adjacent to residential areas, while industrial uses would be buffered from residential areas 

(Impacts 4.5-2 and 4.5-3). The same number of residents would be exposed to these potential noise 

sources, so the impacts would be similar. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, there would be a high school, a middle school, and two elementary schools within 

the WRSP Area. The high school could have a stadium, which could generate substantial noise (Impact 

4.5-4). Residential densities near schools would be higher under Alternative 3, so the impact would be 

slightly more severe, although still less than significant. 

Park-Related Activit ies 

Under Alternative 3, there would be no regional parks, so no soccer fields or amphitheatre would be 

constructed within the WRSP Area (Impact 4.5-5). 
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Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, project-related traffic would decrease by approximately 6,000 trips, or 2.9 percent, 

which would not substantially alter traffic noise levels identified for the proposed WRSP, either on or off-

site (see Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), the 

PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the same as under the SOI 

Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

Under Alternative 3, significant and unavoidable noise impacts would be similar to those of the 

proposed SOI Amendment, although impacts associated with school noise would be increased slightly 

(Impact 4.5-4). Noise impacts from high-density residential uses could be reduced when compared to the 

Proposed Project as outdoor use areas decrease compared to single-family residences and mitigation to 

interior standards is more easily accomplished. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe Under Alternative 3 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Commercial Noise 

Under Alternative 3 a variety of land uses would be located in the Remainder Area, including 

commercial and business/professional in proximity to residential uses. The amount of such uses would 

be reduced by more than 50 percent compared to the proposed Remainder Area, so the amount of noise 

from these sources would be lower under Alternative 3 (Impact 4.5-2). 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, one or more schools is likely to be constructed within the Remainder Area (Impact 

4.5-4). Noise levels would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area, although residential densities 

would be greater near schools, thus exposing more residents to potential sources of noise. Therefore, 
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impacts from schools would be slightly higher than under the proposed SOI Amendment, although still 

less than significant. 

Park-Related Noise 

No regional parks, soccer fields, or amphitheatres would be located in the SOI Amendment Area under 

Alternative 3, so there would be no significant park noise (Impact 4.5-5). 

Traff ic Noise 

Under Alternative 3, project-related traffic would decrease, traffic noise levels identified for the proposed 

Remainder Area would not change, either on or off site (see Impacts 4.5-8, 4.5-9 and 4.5-10). 

Other Noise Sources 

Under Alternative 3, the less-than-significant impacts due to noise from construction (Impact 4.5-1), 

industrial noise (Impact 4.5-3), the PGWWTP (Impact 4.5-6), and fire stations (Impact 4.5-7) would be the 

same as under the SOI Amendment. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would be eliminated under this alternative. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe Under Alternative 3 

None. 

� Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

WRSP/Remainder  Area  

Alternative 3 would be subject to the same soil and geologic conditions, and would have to comply with 

the same laws, regulations and City Improvements Standards as the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment. Impacts from implementation of Alternative 3 would be slightly less severe than the 

proposed WRSP or SOI Amendment, because the same number of residences but less commercial and 

industrial space would be developed. 
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Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

No significant and unavoidable impacts would occur under either Alternative 3 or the proposed WRSP 

or SOI Amendment. 

� Biological Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States; Loss 
or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 3, open space would increase from 684.6 acres under the WRSP to 1,743.6 acres. This 

open space area would include the entire 100-year flood plain west of the PGWWTP, and most of the 

area north of Pleasant Grove Creek. Consequently, impacts on federally protected wetlands and “other” 

waters of the U.S. would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-1). 

Furthermore, only one crossing over Pleasant Grove Creek would be constructed. Although the impact 

would be substantially reduced, impacts on wetlands would still occur under Alternative 3. Loss of 

federally protected wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would include 9.25 acres of vernal pools 

(compared to 13.8 acres under the proposed WRSP), as well as wet swales and channels, seasonal 

wetlands, and emergent wetlands, which provide habitat for wetlands species (Impacts 4.7-2 through 4.7-

4). 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 3, the impacts on nesting raptors would be similar to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-

5), because construction activity would still occur in areas adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. Because oak 

woodland southwest of the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road intersection would be removed 

entirely, impacts would be more severe under Alternative 3. 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 3 would result in the substantial loss of annual grasslands, which provides foraging habitat 

for raptors (Impact 4.7-6). Even though Alternative 3 provides almost three times as much open space as 

the proposed WRSP, a substantial amount of grasslands would be lost to development (approximately 

1,420 acres). 
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Wildl i fe Movement Corridors and Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Alternative 3 would have less of an effect on migratory corridors than the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.7-7 

and 4.7-9), because there would be only one creek crossing, and little development north of Pleasant 

Grove Creek. Under Alternative 3, this impact would be less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

Alternative 3 would remove oak trees for the Pleasant Grove Creek Crossing and development of the 

area designated Fiddyment Park under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-8). This area contains extensive 

trees, including an oak woodland, so the impacts of Alternative 3 on oak tree loss would be more severe 

than those of the proposed WRSP. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Off-site infrastructure would be required for Alternative 3, but fewer improvements would be needed 

than under the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.7-10). Roadway and water conveyance lines would need to be 

extended, but only one crossing of Pleasant Grove Creek would be constructed. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 3 

The short-term significant and unavoidable loss of oak trees would be a more severe impact under 

Alternative 3, because the oak woodland would be developed (Impact 4.7-8). 

Remainder  Area  

Loss of Federal ly Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” of the United States; Loss 
or Degradation of Habitat for Wetlands Species 

Under Alternative 3, the amount of open space would increase substantially in the Remainder Area. A 

total of 1,292.4 acres would be designated open space, compared to 364.3 acres under the proposed 

Remainder Area. Nonetheless, impacts on wetlands and “other” waters of the U.S. would still likely 

occur as a result of such development, because of the dispersion of potential wetlands in the SOI 

Amendment Area (Impact 4.7-1). As with the proposed Remainder Area, wetland habitat would likely be 
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destroyed and/or degraded (Impacts 4.7-1, 4.7-2, 4.7-3, and 4.7-4). However, because fewer acres of 

habitat would be disturbed, the impact would be substantially less severe under Alternative 3 than with 

the proposed Remainder Area. 

Disturbance to Nesting Raptors 

Under Alternative 3, impacts on nesting raptors in and around the Remainder Area would be similar to 

the proposed Remainder Area, because construction activity would still occur in areas most likely to 

contain nests, such as adjacent to Pleasant Grove Creek. Therefore, the potential for disturbing nesting 

raptors would be similar to the level of impact of the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-5). 

Loss of Annual Grassland Habitat 

Alternative 3 would reduce the loss of annual grasslands by increasing open space to 1,292.4 acres, from 

364.3 acres under the proposed Remainder Area. Therefore, the loss of foraging habitat would be 

reduced (Impact 4.7-6). 

Wildl i fe Movement Corridors and Loss of Riparian Habitat 

Under Alternative 3, there would be fewer stream crossings and other urban barriers to wildlife 

movement, as discussed above. In addition, there would be a reduction in the degree of fragmentation, as 

the remaining habitat would remain contiguous with off-site open space. Some stream crossings would 

still be necessary under this alternative (Impacts 4.7-7 and 4.7-9). However, because of the reduction in 

development, the impact would be less severe under Alternative 3 than under the proposed Remainder 

Area. 

Loss of Oak Trees 

As discussed above, Alternative 3 could result in a similar loss of native oaks as the proposed Remainder 

Area because the native oaks within the Remainder Area are generally limited to the Pleasant Grove and 

Curry Creek corridors (Impact 4.7-8). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

The amount of off-site infrastructure needed to serve the Alternative 3 Remainder Area would be similar 

to the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.7-10). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Cultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 3, the amount of open space surrounding Pleasant Grove Creek would be increased, 

which could reduce the likelihood of encountering a known archaeological site during development. 

However, if the archaeological site extends beyond the floodplain, or is located in the path of facilities 

that would be placed in proximity to the creek (e.g., crossings, pipelines, trails), it could be damaged 

during grading and/or construction. In addition, there could be subsurface historic or prehistoric 

resources elsewhere in the WRSP Area. 

Historic Propert ies 

Alternative 3 would remove the Fiddyment Ranch complex to accommodate residential development. 

This would be a more severe impact on these historic resources, in comparison to the proposed WRSP, 

which includes developed land uses that closely surround, but do not overlay, the Fiddyment Ranch Site. 

Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, Alternative 3 would not disturb as much land as the proposed WRSP. Therefore 

paleontological resources are less likely to be disturbed during development. 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 3, off-site infrastructure would include roads, electrical infrastructure, water and 

sewer lines, and water tanks. Impacts would be similar to the proposed WRSP. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

All of the significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts that would occur under the proposed 

SOI Amendment would also occur under Alternative 3. For Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3 and 4.8-4, the impacts 
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would be less severe under Alternative 3, because substantially fewer acres would be subject to 

disturbance. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would Be More Severe under Alternative 3 

Impact 4.8-2: Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such 

resources 

Remainder  Area  

Archaeological Resources 

Under Alternative 3, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, so that less 

area would be subject to disturbance. Consequently, the potential for damaging or destroying 

archaeological resources would be reduced (Impact 4.8-1). 

Historic Propert ies 

Under Alternative 3, the Remainder Area has not been surveyed, so it is not known whether it contains 

any historic resources. Therefore, development of Alternative 3 could affect historic resources, if present, 

through removal, relocation, reuse and/or substantially altering the context in which the historic 

resources occur (Impact 4.8-2). 

Paleontological Resources 

As discussed above, the increase in open space under Alternative 3 would reduce the potential to 

encounter paleontological resources during construction within the Remainder Area (Impact 4.8-3). 

Off-s ite Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 3, the need for off-site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed Remainder 

Area (Impact 4.8-4). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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� Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 3 would result in the same less-than-significant impacts identified for the 

proposed WRSP related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP Area, including emergency response, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and 

location of residential uses and schools relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming 

hazardous materials use is directly proportional to the amount of developed square footage in the 

industrial/light-industrial, commercial, and business land use categories, the magnitude of hazardous 

materials use impacts would be reduced because the amount of developed square footage for these uses 

would be less than the WRSP. However, household hazardous waste generated under this alternative 

would be the same as the proposed WRSP because the number of dwelling units would remain the same. 

Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP would be restricted to nonresidential uses, 

identical to the proposed WRSP, so the less-than-significant impacts identified for the proposed WRSP 

would not differ under this alternative from the proposed WRSP. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP 

are assumed to be temporarily routed through a residential area along Hayden Parkway, as described for 

the proposed WRSP. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Alternative 3 would be identical to the proposed WRSP, where past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch 

property were identified as a potential source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation 

and/or cleanup as necessary. However, because there would be less commercial, business professional, 

and industrial/light-industrial development under this alternative, the magnitude of the less-than-

significant impacts would be reduced. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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Remainder  Area  

Hazards 

Development of Alternative 3 would result in the same impacts as those identified for the proposed 

Remainder Area related to the routine use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials within the 

WRSP, use of recycled water in areas accessible to the public, and location of residential uses and schools 

relative to sources of electromagnetic fields (EMF). Assuming hazardous materials use is directly 

proportional to the amount of developed square footage in the industrial/light-industrial, commercial, 

and business land use categories, the magnitude of hazardous materials use impacts would be reduced 

substantially because the amount of developed square footage for these uses would be approximately 

one-half that assumed for the total Remainder Area. The amount of household hazardous waste 

generated would be the same. Land uses within the 1,000-foot buffer around the PGWWTP would be 

restricted to nonresidential uses, identical to the proposed Remainder Area. However, because no 

development would occur west or north of the PGWWTP, potentially significant impacts related to the 

need for designating a buffer area for the proposed energy facility and additional fire station in the 

Remainder Area would not occur. Chemical deliveries to the PGWWTP would temporarily be routed 

through a residential area along Hayden Parkway, as described for the proposed Remainder Area. 

Soi l  and Groundwater Contamination 

Under the proposed Remainder Area, past uses at the Fiddyment Ranch property were identified as a 

potential source of soil contamination requiring additional investigation and/or cleanup as necessary. 

Such investigation and/or cleanup would be required for Alternative 3 as well. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Public Services 

Because the number of residents under Alternative 3 is almost identical to the proposed WRSP and SOI 

Amendment (a reduction of 278 residents, or 1.3 and 0.70 percent, respectively), the demand for public 

services, particularly staffing, are almost identical. Therefore, this section focuses on differences between 

Alternative 3 and the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment that are not related to the size of the resident 

population. 



6-88 

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

C i t y  o f  R o s e v i l l e  

West  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 3, existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant Grove Boulevard would serve the WRSP Area 

until other stations are constructed (Impact 4.10-2). Once it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station 

#8, would also serve the WRSP Area. A new station would not be required within the WRSP Area 

because the four-minute response time standard could be met with the existing stations. 

Schools 

As fewer students would be generated under Alternative 3, demand for schools would decrease 

compared to the proposed WRSP. Therefore, the impact on schools would be less severe than under the 

proposed WRSP. 

Parks and Recreation 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 185 acres of new parks in total, with 62 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive parks would be 

required to serve the new population. Alternative 3 would provide approximately 1,744 acres of open 

space and 39.9 acres of active park uses within the WRSP Area. While Alternative 3 would provide 

enough open space to meet the City’s requirement, it would not meet the requirement for provision of 

Neighborhood/Community Park and Citywide Park/Community uses. Therefore, the impact on park and 

recreation facilities would be more severe than under the proposed WRSP, and would require mitigation 

through additional park dedication and/or in lieu fees. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

New Mitigation Required Only of Alternative 3 

■ MM 6-1: Provide additional parkland and/or in-lieu fees to achieve City standards. (Alternative 3, 
WRSP) 

■ MM 6-2: Provide additional schools and/or in-lieu fees to accommodate the number of students 
generated (Alternative 3, WRSP). 
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For high-density residential has a higher student-generation rate (x per household vs. x per household 

for low- and medium-density residential. 

Remainder  Area  

Fire Protection 

Under Alternative 3, development would not be allowed north of Pleasant Grove Creek (east of 

Fiddyment Road) or west of the PGWWTP in the Remainder Area. As a result, development would be 

confined to the eastern portion of the Remainder Area, closer to existing development in the City of 

Roseville. Because less development would occur, there would be less demand for fire protection. The 

Remainder Area would be served by the existing Fire Station #5 on Pleasant Grove Boulevard and, once 

it is constructed, the Blue Oaks Station, Station #8. 

Schools 

Under Alternative 3, 7,400 dwelling units would be developed in the Remainder Area. Assuming that 

approximately 20 percent of the dwelling units in the Remainder Area would be within the RCSD and 

the RJUHSD, and 80 percent would be within the CUSD, development of Alternative 3 would result in 

the generation of 2,992 students in the RCSD, 1,758 students in the RJUHSD and 1,188 students in the 

CUSD in the Remainder Area. Given that elementary, middle, and high schools would be developed in 

and near the Remainder Area, the impact would be similar to the proposed Remainder Area. 

Parks and Recreation 

Alternative 3 would require approximately 165 acres of parkland, with 55 acres each of 

Neighborhood/Community Park; Citywide Park/Community; and Open Space/Passive Parks in the 

Remainder Area. Alternative 3 is assumed to include 112 acres of parks in the Remainder Area, plus 

extensive open space. While the amount of parkland would meet City standards, it would not be as 

extensive as the amount of parkland provided by the proposed Remainder Area (196 acres) for a similar 

population. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 
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� Public Utilities 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Water Supply 

Water demand under Alternative 3 would be reduced to 5,500 AF/year. As discussed in Section 4.11, 

Public Utilities, the City would have available approximately 4,080 AF/year, and the WRSP would have 

3,200 AF/year available from San Juan Water District in wet years. Recycled water could provide the 

additional supply. In wet years, there would be enough supply to meet demand (Impact 4.11-1), but not 

in dry years, when the SJWD supply would not be available (Impact 4.11-2). Therefore, the impact would 

remain potentially significant and unavoidable, but less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

As shown in Table 6-6, water supply for the WRSP would be reduced to 5,500 AF/yr under Alternative 3, 

which could be supplied by a combination of water available from the City and SJWD in wet years and 

City water and recycled water in dry years. In addition, the demand for water treatment, storage, and 

conveyance would be reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-1 through 4.11-4). 

Recycled Water 

Alternative 3 would generate less demand for recycled water, because the amount of undeveloped open 

space would increase substantially (Impact 4.11-5). 

Wastewater 

Development under Alternative 3 would require the installation of wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities (Impact 4.11-7). Because this alternative would develop 1,093.9 fewer acres, the area 

of land to be disturbed during installation of such facilities to serve the developed area would be less 

than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-6). 

Alternative 3 would generate an approximately eight percent decrease in wastewater flows compared to 

the proposed WRSP. This alternative would generate flows of 2.4 mgd. Considering the 1.1 mgd of 

capacity allocated to the VBO in the WWMP EIR, the net increase in capacity for this alternative is 1.3 

mgd. The capacity to the PGWWTP would still need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered 

capacity of 20.7 mgd. While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be 

slightly reduced, the mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 
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Sol id Waste 

Solid waste generation under Alternative 3 would be approximately 380 tons per year less than the 

proposed WRSP. The slight decrease in waste generated is due to the change in mix of nonresidential 

uses under Alternative 3. Development under Alternative 3 would therefore have a slightly less severe 

impact than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-8). 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be slightly less under Alternative 3. 

Waste generated during construction under Alternative 3 would be similar to construction waste 

generated under the proposed WRSP (Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10). 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 3 electricity required in the WRSP would be approximately 16.4, or 27 percent fewer 

MW per year less than the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.11-11), and fewer electrical lines would be needed 

due to the land use configuration. However, development under Alternative 3 would require 

approximately 843,540 therms of natural gas more (or approximately 4.8 percent) than the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.11-12). The increase in demand for natural gas is the result of the change in the mix of 

nonresidential uses. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Water Supply 

Water demand under Alternative 3 would be approximately 826 AF/year less than the proposed 

Remainder Area (see Table 6-6). This alternative would result in a less severe impact than the proposed 

Remainder Area, but would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Recycled Water 

Alternative 3 would generate less demand for recycled water, because higher-density residential uses 

require less landscaping, and because the amount of undeveloped, nonirrigated open space would 

increase substantially (Impact 4.11-5). 
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Wastewater 

Development of the Remainder Area under this alternative would result in the need for installation of 

wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure, including off-site infrastructure. Because this 

alternative would have 2,062 more acres in open space than the proposed Remainder Area, the impacts 

of installation of wastewater infrastructure under this alternative would be less severe than the proposed 

Remainder Area. 

Flows anticipated to be generated by development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would be 

2.1 mgd. This is 0.2 mgd less than the proposed project Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-7). The capacity to 

the PGWWTP would need to be increased beyond the WWMP EIR-considered capacity of 20.7 mgd. 

While the impacts for this alternative for Impacts 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 would be slightly reduced, the 

mitigation measures for the proposed project would need to be applied. 

Sol id Waste 

Under Alternative 3, development of the Remainder Area would be approximately 1,328 tons per year 

less than under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.11-9). Impacts on the landfill under Alternative 

3 would be less severe than those under the proposed project Remainder Area. 

In addition, the amount of materials transported to the MRF would be increased and waste generated 

during construction of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would be greater than under the 

proposed Remainder Area (see Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10). 

Electr icity and Natural Gas 

Under Alternative 3, development would require approximately 23.3 MW per year less than the 

proposed Remainder Area. Development of the Remainder Area under Alternative 3 would require 

approximately 4,163,760 therms of natural gas less than the proposed Remainder Area. 

In summary, public utilities impacts would be substantially reduced under Alternative 3 because the 

amount of development would be less than under the proposed Remainder Area. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 



6-93

Chapter  6  Al ternat ives  

W e s t  R o s e v i l l e  S p e c i f i c  P l a n  a n d  S O I  A m e n d m e n t  A r e a  E I R  

� Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 55 percent of the proposed WRSP Area would remain as open space 

and would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of 

stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (Impact 4.12-1). This would reduce the 

magnitude of the peak flow impacts identified for the WRSP for both Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry 

Creek. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The volume of stormwater being discharged under Alternative 3 would be proportionately reduced due 

to the reduction in developed acreage. However, runoff would still need to be directed to and stored in 

the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 3 would result in a floodplain fill impact similar to the WRSP because there is a small area 

north of Pleasant Grove Creek proposed for development under this alternative that would need fill 

placement (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because only about 45 percent of the WRSP Area would be developed with new impervious surfaces, the 

magnitude of the construction site and post-development urban runoff water quality impacts would be 

reduced compared to the proposed WRSP (see Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.12-5). 

Groundwater 

Under Alternative 3, less groundwater would be used in dry years, so impacts on the aquifer would be 

reduced (Impact 4.12-6). Groundwater recharge impacts would also be reduced compared to the 

proposed WRSP, because more land would be left in open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Stormwater Runoff (Peak Flows) 

Under Alternative 3, approximately 56 percent of the total Remainder Area would remain as open space 

and would not be developed with new impervious surfaces. As a result, the rate and amount of 

stormwater discharged to the Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek watersheds would be 

proportionately reduced (Impact 4.12-1). This would reduce the magnitude of the peak flow impacts 

identified for the Remainder Area for Pleasant Grove Creek. Further, there would be no contribution 

from the southern Remainder Area to the Curry Creek shed, which required mitigation under the 

Remainder Area to address the effects of combined flows. 

Stormwater Runoff (Volume) 

The volume of stormwater being discharged under Alternative 3 would also be proportionately reduced, 

as compared to the proposed Remainder Area, but this water would still need to be directed to and 

stored in the planned regional retention basin in the Reason Farms property to the west (Impact 4.12-2). 

Floodplain Fi l l  

Alternative 3 would not result in a floodplain fill impact in the Remainder Area (Impact 4.12-3). 

Water Quality 

Because the amount of development would be reduced substantially under Alternative 3, the magnitude 

of the construction site and post-development urban runoff water quality impacts would be reduced 

compared to the proposed Remainder Area (Impacts 4.12-4 and 4.11-5). 

Groundwater 

Under Alternative 3, less groundwater would be used in dry years, so impacts on the aquifer would be 

reduced (Impact 4.12-6). Groundwater recharge impacts would also be reduced compared to the 

proposed WRSP, because more land would be left in open space (Impact 4.12-7). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Visual Character 

Under Alternative 3, areas north of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the Wastewater Treatment Plant 

would be retained as open space. Like the proposed WRSP, development of this alternative would be an 

extension of the urban edge that exists east of the WRSP (the existing City of Roseville). Development of 

Alternative 3 would be visually compatible with surrounding developed uses, but would substantially 

and permanently alter the existing visual character of the site by introducing an extensive roadway 

network, houses, offices, commercial and industrial uses, and other urban facilities into an undeveloped 

area (Impact 4.13-1). 

Light and Glare 

Although Alternative 3 would reduce the amount of land developed as urban uses, it would still result in 

a substantial change in the amount of light generated on the site, and alter nighttime views of the site 

(Impact 4.13-2). Light would be generated by residences, businesses, industrial areas, streetlights, and 

vehicles, all of which would increase the ambient nighttime illumination level. In addition, schools with 

sports facilities could use high-intensity lights for playing fields, which would create a large amount of 

nighttime light. With development of this alternative, views to the WRSP Area that are currently 

uninterrupted by light from the site would change to views of a developed, lit environment. 

Impacts on light and glare for Alternative 3 would be somewhat reduced in comparison to the Proposed 

Project, because the amount of area to be developed with light and glare-producing uses would be 

reduced, and there would not be a sports complex. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed WRSP, impacts on visual compatibility and scenic views would be less than 

significant under Alternative 3. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 
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Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Alterations to Visual Character 

Under Alternative 3, development in the Remainder Area would be substantially reduced, and 

approximately 1,073 acres of currently undeveloped grassland would be converted to urban uses, 

preserving approximately 1,292 acres of open space. Approximately 49.3 acres would be designated for 

parks. While the City of Roseville Community Design Guidelines would beneficially guide the scale and 

consistency of architecture, as well as the configuration of site improvements and landscaping, they 

would not preserve the existing character of the project site (Impact 4.13-1). 

Light and Glare 

Impacts on light and glare under Alternative 3 would be somewhat reduced in comparison to the 

proposed Remainder Area, because the amount of land to be developed with light and glare-producing 

uses would be reduced (Impact 4.13-2). Nonetheless, the Remainder Area, which currently lacks light 

and glare sources, would still be visibly changed in the context of nighttime lighting and daytime glare. 

Other Visual Impacts 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, impacts on visual compatibility (Impact 4.13-3) and scenic views 

(Impact 4.13-4) would be less than significant under Alternative 3. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Conc lus ions  

Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, because 

substantially fewer acres would be developed. In most cases, the impacts of Alternative 3 would be the 

same as or reduced compared to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment. Several impacts that would 

be significant and unavoidable under the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment would not occur or 

would be less than significant under Alternative 3, including: 
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■ Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (Impact 4.1-4), and 

■ Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (Impact 4.3-4 for the SOI Amendment only). 

In addition, several significant and unavoidable impacts would be more severe under Alternative 3, 

including: 

■ Loss of oak trees (Impact 4.7-8 for the WRSP only), loss of historically significant resources 
(Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

■ Loss of historically significant resources (Impact 4.8-2 for the WRSP only) 

■ Impacts of increased solid waste generation on landfills (Impacts 4.11-9 and 4.11-10) 

For the most part, Alternative 3 would meet the project objectives. This Alternative does not include low-

density residential land uses pursuant to Objectives 2 and 6, or regional parks to create an Activity Core. 

Alternative 3 also does not include adequate school facilities (Objective 7 or 3) or preserve the oak 

woodlands and the Fiddyment Ranch complex (Objective 7f). The reduction in nonresidential 

development could preclude achievement of Objective 10, calling for a mix of uses and facilities that are 

fiscally feasible to implement and do not negatively impact the City’s General Fund. 

6.2.7 Alternative 4: Reduced Development Alternative 

Under this alternative, development levels would be approximately 80 percent of the levels proposed in 

the WRSP and Remainder Area. No development would occur north of the Placer Parkway alignment 

shown in Figure 6-4 (Alternative 4: Reduced Development). In addition, the western edge of the SOI 

Amendment Area would remain in open space. Approximately 116 acres immediately east of the 

PGWWTP would also remain in open space in order to preserve wetlands. Therefore, open space under 

Alternative 4 would increase from 1,014 to 1,526 acres. No Village Center or large regional parks would 

be created. The land use assumptions for this alternative are shown in Table 6-33. 

Alternative 4 would not include the sports complex or Fiddyment Park (including the amphitheatre). A 

smaller regional park would be provided immediately east of the future Roseville Energy Park site. 

Under this alternative, it is assumed that Placer Parkway would be constructed through the northern 

portion of the WRSP and SOI Remainder Areas. An alignment for Placer Parkway has not been selected, 

but two of the potential study alignments being examined by the Placer County Transportation Planning 

Agency (PCTPA) would transect the SOI Amendment Area. One alignment would bisect the WRSP Area 

from north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the Fiddyment Ranch portion 

of the WRSP Area, and the SOI Remainder Area. PCTPA requested that an alternative with one of the 

study alignments be studied in this EIR. Therefore, Alternative 4 provides for the 1,000-foot Placer  
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Alternative 4: Reduced Development
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Table 6-33 Alternative 4: Reduced Development 

WRSP Remainder Area SOI Amendment Area 
Zoning Land Use Acres DUs Acres DUs Acres DUs 

OS Open Space 705.7  820.4  1,526.1  

PR Park and Recreation 218.9  156.7  375.6  

P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 134.1  42.7  176.8  

LDR Low-density Residential 1,363.4 4,370.0 1,059.7 4,236 2,423.1 8,606 

LDR Low-density Residential (Age Restricted) 153.0 750.0 0  153.0 750 

MDR Medium-density Residential 102.2 770.0 66.1 496 168.3 1,266 

HDR High-density Residential 42.2 755.0 66.5 1190 108.7 1,945 

CC Community Commercial 66.8 100.0 54.1  120.9 100.0 

BP Business Professional 0  10.1  10.1  

LI Light Industrial 85.3  7.0  92.3  

IND Industrial 33.6  0  33.6  

R/W Road right-of-way 133.3  81.9  215.2  

OS/Paseo Paseo 14.2  0  14.2  

 Planning Corridor 114.1  0  114.1  

Total 3,166.8 6,745.0 2,365.2 5,922 5,540 12,667 
SOURCE: EIP Associates 2003 

 

Parkway corridor shown in Figure 6-4. This does not analyze the impacts of constructing Placer Parkway, 

although it is treated as a particular land use within the WRSP and SOI Remainder Areas. 

Off site infrastructure would be similar to the proposed WRSP and SOI Amendment, but slightly smaller 

in scale. 

Alternative 4 land uses are shown in Figure 6-4. Table 6-33 shows the land use assumptions for 

Alternative 4. 

� Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

The mix of land uses under Alternative 4 would be the same as under the proposed WRSP, with 

residential uses occurring adjacent to schools, commercial and industrial uses, and agricultural areas 

(Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2). Therefore, the land use compatibility impacts would be the same as under the 

proposed WRSP. Because fewer residents would occupy the area and there would be no regional sports 

complex or amphitheatre, the impact would be less severe under Alternative 4. 
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As with the proposed WRSP, under Alternative 4, the PGWWTP would have a 1,000-foot nonresidential 

buffer, so there would be no land use conflicts with this use (Impact 4.1-3). 

Loss of Farmland 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of open space would increase slightly, by about 34.3 acres or 5.1 

percent. The area designated Prime Farmland would still be developed under this alternative (Impact 

4.1-4). However, there would be a corresponding reduction in the amount of grazing land converted to 

urban uses so the impact would be slightly less severe than under the proposed WRSP. 

Access 

As with the proposed WRSP, Alternative 4 would allow interim access to the residential parcels north of 

the WRSP (Impact 4.1-5). 

Consistency with City’s General Plan and Zoning Code 

For Alternative 4, the WRSP would include a Village Center land use designation. Currently, the City’s 

General Plan does not include a land use designation for Village Center. However, as part of the WRSP, 

the City will amend its General Plan to include the new land use designation (Impact 4.1-6).  

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

Remainder  Area  

Land Use Compatibi l i ty 

Under Alternative 4, the location and configuration of land uses in the Remainder Area have not been 

determined, but it is assumed they would be a continuation of the types of land uses in the WRSP Area 

(e.g., residential, commercial, industrial). Therefore, there is the possibility that future development 

could include residential land uses near commercial and industrial operations, agricultural uses, and 

schools (Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-3). However, the impacts would be slightly less severe than under the 

proposed Remainder Area, because there would not be a regional sports complex or amphitheatre under 

Alternative 4, and because there would be a 20 percent reduction in the number of residents who could 

be exposed to nuisances. 
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Loss of Farmland 

Under Alternative 4, open space would increase by 490 acres, so there would be less conversion of 

grazing land than under the proposed Remainder Area (Impact 4.1-4). 

Access 

As with the proposed Remainder Area, Alternative 4 would provide interim access to the residential 

parcels north of the Remainder Area (Impact 4.1-5). 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

� Population, Employment, and Housing 

Wes t  Rosev i l le  Spec i f i c  P lan/Remainder  Area  

Jobs/Housing Balance 

Under Alternative 4, the number of residential units would be 20 percent lower than under the proposed 

WRSP. Approximately 3,389 jobs would be created under Alternative 4, along with 8,499 employees. As a 

result, the City’s jobs/housing ratio would be 1.42 percent, compared to 1.63 percent for the proposed 

WRSP (Impact 4.1-1). In either case, more than 80 percent of WRSP Area residents would live within 

eight miles of their home, and more than 60 percent would live within six miles. Because the 

jobs/housing ratio would decrease, Alternative 4 would have a slightly improved impact compared to 

the proposed WRSP. 

Under Alternative 4, the amount of residential and employment-generating uses within the Remainder 

Area would be lower than under the proposed SOI Remainder Area, because the amount of development 

would be reduced (Impact 4.2-1). With development of Alternative 4 in the SOI Amendment, there 

would be a total of 42,472 jobs500 for 54,868 employees citywide, resulting in at least 77.4 percent of the 

City population able to live within eight miles of employment opportunities. Given that Alternative 4 

would generate approximately 5,216 jobs, and that several major employment centers are located within 

three to four miles of the project site (e.g., Washington Boulevard and SR-65 Corridors), with additional 
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employment areas in north Sacramento and east of I-80, the additional jobs needed to meet the City’s 

ordinance should be available. However, the impact would be more severe than under the proposed 

Remainder Area, because the jobs/housing ratio would be lower. 

Affordable Housing 

Ten percent of residential units would be made affordable under Alternative 4, which is consistent with 

City policy (Impact 4.2-2). The impact on affordable housing would be the same as the proposed WRSP, 

because the same proportion of housing would be considered affordable. 

Displacement of Exist ing Housing 

Similar displacement of existing housing would occur under Alternative 4 as the proposed WRSP and 

Remainder Area, and would be less than significant. 

Inducement of Substantial Population Growth 

Under this alternative, development levels would be approximately 80 percent of the levels proposed in 

the WRSP and Remainder Area. While this alternative would decrease the amount of population growth 

compared to the proposed project, the increase would still be substantial and this impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable. 

Consistency with Adopted City Pol icies 

Alternative 4 proposes a similar mix of uses with the exception of the regional sports complex and 

Fiddyment Park. All development would remain consistent with applicable adopted City policies, the 

same as with the proposed project. This impact would remain less than significant under Alternative 4. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 

None. 

Signif icant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 

None. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    
500 Based on 2000 U.S. Census data indicating there were 37,256 jobs in the City, plus 5,216 jobs created by the SOI Amendment. 




