RESOLUTION NO. ________

CERTIFYING A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT RELATING
TO THE HOTEL CONFERENCE CENTER PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN THE
NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN, ADOPTING FINDINGS
OF FACT AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS,
AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
WHEREAS, the City of Roseville (City) proposes to construct a 170 to 210 room hotel
and an associated conference center facility of approximately 15,500 to 20,000 square feet, and
expandable to 35,000 square feet, on 11 acres of the larger 20 acre parcel known as North Central
Roseville Specific Plan Parcel 40A (Project); and
WHEREAS, the City determined that an environmental impact report (EIR) should be
prepared for the Project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code section 21000 et seq.; and
WHEREAS, the Notice of Preparation for the Project was circulated for comment by
responsible and trustee agencies and the public from November 21, 2013 through December 23,
2013; and
WHEREAS, the Draft EIR for the Project was distributed to the public and various public
agencies for review and comment beginning on May 12, 2014 through June 26, 2014; and
WHEREAS, during the public review and comment period, the Draft EIR was reviewed
by the City Planning Commission at a public hearing on June 26, 2014, although no member of
the public or representative of another public agency offered testimony on the document; and
WHEREAS, written comments on the Draft EIR were received, and written responses to
those comments have been prepared and included in the Final EIR; and
WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on the merits of the Project on
August 6, 2014; and
WHEREAS, the Final EIR has been presented to the City Council, which has reviewed
and considered the information in the Final EIR; and
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the document reflects the City’s
independent judgment; and
WHEREAS, the Final EIR identified certain significant effects on the environment that,
absent the adoption of mitigation measures, would be caused by the construction and operation of
the Project; and
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WHEREAS, the City Council is required, pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21081, subdivision (a), to adopt all feasible mitigation measures or feasible project alternatives
that can substantially lessen or avoid any significant project-related environmental effects; and
WHEREAS, as demonstrated by the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, attached as Exhibit A-1 to this Resolution, the majority of the Project’s
significant environmental effects can be reduced to a less than significant level through the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures; and
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined for reasons set forth in Exhibit A-1 that the
Project alternatives, as described in the Final EIR, are infeasible; and
WHEREAS, the City Council is required by Public Resources Code section 21081.6,
subdivision (a), to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to ensure that the
mitigation measures adopted by the City Council are actually carried out; and
WHEREAS, the City has prepared for the Project a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, which is included as Chapter 4 to the Final EIR; and
WHEREAS, none of the comments made during the public review period, none of the
information discussed during the public hearing on the Project, and no other information
presented to the City on the Project and the EIR have included significant new information
requiring recirculation of some or all of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5; and
WHEREAS, the Development Services Director is the custodian of the documents which
constitute the record of proceedings for this Project and the record of proceedings is located at
the Roseville Civic Center, Development Services Department, at 311 Vernon Street, Roseville,
CA 95678; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville,
having independently considered the environmental effects of the Project as shown in the Final
EIR, as follows:
1.
The above recitals are true and correct and are hereby incorporated as substantive
findings of this Resolution.
2.
It is hereby certified that the City Council has reviewed the Final EIR prepared for
the Project, as well as all staff reports pertaining to the Project, and all other pertinent documents
relating to the preparation of the Final EIR, including the Draft EIR and all comments received
thereon.
3.
It is hereby certified that the Final EIR is adequate and complete and has been
prepared in compliance with CEQA.
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4.
It is hereby certified that the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the
City as lead agency.
5.
The City Council, in anticipation of approving the Project, hereby adopts the
CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding considerations, attached hereto as Exhibit
A-1, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081, subdivision (a).
6.
The City Council, in anticipation of approving the Project, hereby adopts and
incorporates into the Project all of the mitigation measures for the Project that are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City that are identified in the Findings.
7.
The City Council, in anticipation of approving the Project, hereby adopts the
Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project, as set forth in Chapter 4 of the Final EIR.
8.
The City Council, in anticipation of approving the Project, hereby delegates
authority to the City Manager or his/her delegee to approve substantive changes to the mitigation
monitoring measures consistent with the requirements stated in Chapter 4 of the Final EIR under
the heading, “Changes to Mitigation Measures.”
9.
Direction to staff: The City Clerk is directed to file a Notice of Determination,
together with this resolution and its exhibits, if any, in the Office of the County Clerk of Placer
County and, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21152, shall cause such Notice
to be posted in the County Clerk’s Office within five working days following adoption of this
resolution.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Roseville this _____ day of
____________________, 2014, by the following vote on roll call:

AYES

COUNCILMEMBERS:

NOES

COUNCILMEMBERS:

ABSENT

COUNCILMEMBERS:

_________________________________
MAYOR
ATTEST:
_____________________________________
City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A-1
(Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations)
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CEQA FINDINGS OF FACT

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
for the
ROSEVILLE HOTEL AND
CONFERENCE CENTER PROJECT

August 6, 2014
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Roseville Hotel and Conference Center
Project (Project) addresses the potential environmental effects associated with constructing and
operating the Project. These findings have been prepared to comply with requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.). These findings refer to the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) or Final EIR (FEIR) where the material appears in either of those
documents. Otherwise, references are to the Draft EIR (DEIR).
CEQA requires that a lead agency must mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts to
the extent feasible when approving a project. In order to effectively evaluate any potentially
significant environmental impacts of a proposed project, an EIR must be prepared. The EIR is an
informational document that serves to inform the agency decision-making body and the public in
general of any potentially significant environmental impacts. The preparation of an EIR also
serves as a medium for identifying possible methods of minimizing any significant effects and
assessing and describing reasonable alternatives to the project.
The EIR for this Project was prepared by the City of Roseville (City) as the “lead agency” in
accordance with CEQA and has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated effects of
the Project. The City, as the lead agency, has the principal responsibility for approval of the
Project.
II.

TERMINOLOGY OF FINDINGS

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require that, for each significant environmental effect
identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a written finding
reaching one or more of the three allowable conclusions:
1. Changes or alterations which avoid or mitigate the significant environmental
effects as identified in the EIR have been required or incorporated into the
project;
2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding, and such changes
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such
other agency; or
3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
consideration for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified
in the DEIR.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subds. (a)(1)-(a)(3); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15091,
subds. (a)(1)-(a)(3).)
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For purposes of these findings, the terms listed below will have the following definitions:


“Mitigation measures” shall constitute the “changes or alterations” discussed above.



“Avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to reduce an
otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level



“Feasible,” pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, means capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.

III.

DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS

Unless otherwise stated herein, these findings use the same definitions and acronyms set forth in
the EIR. (See DEIR, pp. Acr-i through Acr-iii.)
IV.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. PROJECT OVERVIEW
The Roseville Hotel and Conference Center Project is located on approximately 11 acres in the
City of Roseville, within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP or Specific Plan). The
NCRSP area encompasses approximately 1,842 acres and contains a broad mix of uses,
including a regional commercial center (Galleria Mall), major employment center, and a mix of
residential uses. (DERI, p. 2-2.) In June 2005, the Specific Plan was amended to make land use
changes to parcels 40 and 44 (Resolution No. 05-346). The original 50-acre Parcel 40 was
subdivided into 4 parcels. A 20-acre site (Parcel 40A) was created along State Route 65 (SR 65)
for development of a Hotel/Conference Center. Three parcels ranging in size from 6.7 to 15.4
acres were created on the balance of Parcel 40 (Parcels 40B, 40C and 40D). The City acquired
the land in December 2011 with the intent to develop a hotel and conference center use,
consistent with the NCRSP. The Project site is located on a portion of Parcel 40A. (DEIR, p. 12.)
B. THE PROJECT
As described in the Draft EIR, the Project was to consist of an approximately 250 room, 190,000
square foot (sf) hotel with an approximately 35,000 sf conference facility. The first phase would
include an approximately 20,000 sf conference center, though the Draft EIR conservatively
assumed a 35,000 sf conference facility in order to account for a potential second phase. (DEIR,
p. 2-9.) By the time of the Final EIR, however, the City had downsized the Project somewhat.
Specifically, the number of hotel rooms was reduced from 250 to between approximately 170 to
210 rooms; and the amount of meeting space in the initial phase of development may be reduced
from approximately 20,000 square feet (sf) to approximately 15,500 sf. Ultimate future buildout
of the meeting space remained at 35,000 sf. (Final EIR, p. 1-1.) The Project would also include
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site improvements, including parking, site/building lighting, and landscaping. The hotel building
would be 10 stories in total height, consistent with the 10-story height limitation specified in the
NCRSP. (DEIR, p. 2-9.) A digital messaging billboard for on-site events may also be provided
along SR 65. This signage would likely consist of a 14-foot x 48-foot digital LED billboard format
up to 35 feet in height operated by the hotel entity or other third party. (DEIR, p. 2-10.)
Access to the Project site would be via the extension of Conference Center Drive. Conference
Center Drive and associated utilities to the Project site is a Community Facilities District-funded
improvement included within the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), which is not
included as a component of this Project. The road extension, which is scheduled to start
construction in Summer 2014 with completion slated for late summer, will be completed with or
without the proposed Project. (DEIR, p. 2-9.)
The main public access road through the site, Conference Center Drive, would connect the main
entry roundabout with a new bridge that would provide a vehicular and/or pedestrian link
between the adjacent Galleria Mall and the hotel and conference facility. The proposed multimodal bridge could be operated as an exit route from the rear of the adjacent Galleria during
peak shopping days. As currently envisioned, the bridge would include gates to control/restrict
traffic flows. Traffic control personnel would open the bridge during these special instances
when traffic relief is needed. (DEIR, p. 2-17.)
The hotel and conference center elements of the Project anticipate providing jobs for
approximately 50 part-time and 150 full-time employees. (DEIR, p. 2-9.)
C. PROJECT SITE
The Project site is located at 310 Conference Center Drive off of Gibson Drive north of Roseville
Parkway approximately 2 miles from Interstate 80 (I-80). The Project site is located on Parcel
40A within the NCRSP area and is identified as assessor’s parcel number (APN) 363-011-0860000. (DEIR, p. 2-1.)
D. EXISTING LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND ZONING
The Roseville General Plan 2025 and the NCRSP designate the site for BusinessProfessional/Commercial uses. Uses permitted by the NCRSP as well as the General Plan for the
Business-Professional/Commercial designation include, among other things, retail, hotel,
conference center, or cultural facilities such as a theater arts center or concert hall. (DEIR, p. 25.)
The Project site was included as part of a 50-acre parcel (Parcel 40) in the NCRSP that
designated the site for Community Commercial (CC) uses (State Clearinghouse No.
88053010), certified in 1990. While no specific development project was proposed on the
project site at the time the NCRSP was approved, the EIR made assumptions of ultimate
buildout of the area based on proposed land use assumptions. Mitigation measures were
adopted by the City Council, which cover the entire Specific Plan area. However, because the
NCRSP EIR only covered the discussion of general issues associated with future development
of the project area and evaluated development on a program level, and because the regulatory
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environment as well as the surrounding area has changed significantly since the EIR was
certified in 1990 (including buildout of most of the NCRSP area), new project-specific
mitigation measures have been identified for development of this site. (DEIR, p. 1-2.)
E. ADJACENT USES
Developed areas within the NCRSP adjacent to the site include the Roseville Galleria retail
center to the southeast, the Shea Center Office Complex and SR 65 to the north, the six-story,
151 room Hyatt Place Hotel to the southwest, and residential condominiums to the east. Parcel
82 of the NCRSP is located to the east of the site and has been designated as a lower watershed
and is set aside as permanent open space. This parcel is a tributary to the Pleasant Grove Creek
watershed and has a well-defined drainage swale that traverses the length of the property.
The project site supports minimal vegetation consisting primarily of nonnative grass and other
non-native habitat and vegetation. It is relatively flat with elevations ranging from 195–205
feet above mean sea level and does not contain any trees, waterways, streams, or wetland
areas. The property was rough graded in 1989, at which time on-site wetlands were filled in
accordance with a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit issued for the property and wetland
inoculate was removed pursuant to approved regulatory permits for off-site mitigation. Since
the initial vegetation removal, the parcel has been disked on an as-needed basis. Adjacent to
the southeast boundary of the project site is a tributary to the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed.
(DEIR, p. 2-5.)
F. PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The following Project objectives were developed by the City for the Project.
•

Develop the City’s first four star, approximately 250-room, upscale full service hotel and
an approximately 35,000 sf conference center facility to serve the lodging, conference,
and meeting space needs of the City of Roseville and surrounding region which have no
comparable facilities.

•

Advance local economic development and fiscal objectives by providing much-needed
facilities for conferences, trade shows, social gatherings, and other large scale events
beneficial to the City of Roseville and the surrounding region.

•

Develop a commercially viable project that complements surrounding commercial
development and existing lodging facilities throughout the City.

•

Establish a link to the historical nature of the City, concurrent with a commercial link to
the City’s historic downtown area.

•

Design an energy-efficient facility that promotes water and energy conservation measures
consistent with the Air Quality and Climate Change Element of the City’s General Plan
and the City’s Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance.
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•

Create a project that contributes to a land use pattern that integrates hospitality and
assembly uses in close proximity to commercial land uses, such that hotel guests and/or
conference attendees may easily walk or bike to shopping, services, and leisure activities
consistent with the Blueprint Implementation Strategies as administered by the City.

(DEIR, p. 2-6.)
G. PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
Construction of the hotel and conference center is anticipated to take approximately two
years to complete. The first 4 months would be site clearing and grading followed by
trenching to install utilities. Building construction would commence once the site is graded
followed by installation of landscaping and parking facilities. Once construction begins, the
site would be fenced and all construction equipment would be staged on site. (DEIR, p. 220.)
H. REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS
The City of Roseville is the lead agency for the proposed Project. As required by Section
15124, subdivision (b), of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must contain a list of permits and
other approvals required to implement the Project. In addition to these requirements,
environmental review and consultation requirements related to federal, state, or other local
laws or guidance applicable to individual resources are described in the Regulatory Setting
subsections provided in Chapter 4 of the EIR. The EIR for the proposed Project addresses the
approvals and entitlements required by the City.
The Project is requesting the following approvals:
•

Certification of the EIR and adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan (MMRP);

•

Major Project Permit;

•

Approval of a Development Agreement and Financing Plan;

•

Multiple agreements concerning operation and management of the hotel and conference
center, including but not limited to: hotel and conference center management agreement,
construction contract, qualified management agreement, hotel and conference center
operating agreement(s), hotel lockbox agreement; and

•

Sign ordinance amendment (for digital message center).

(DEIR, p. 2-21.)
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The Roseville Hotel and Conference Center EIR may be used by responsible agencies and trustee
agencies that may have some approval authority over the proposed Project (i.e., to issue a
permit). The Project applicant would obtain all permits and approvals, as required by law. No
federal approvals are required, and only one state agency permit is implicated. Other Project
approvals and associated entitlements that must be granted by responsible agencies and federal
agencies include or may include the following:
•

Approval of a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, for discharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States,

•

Approval of a Section 401 Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(“RWQCB”),

•

Approval of a General Construction permit, including the development of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan, by the State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”), and

•

Approval of a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife.

(DEIR, p. 2-21.)
V.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City released a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) on November 21, 2013. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification
that an EIR for the project was being prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of
the document. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45
days from May 12, 2014 through June 26, 2014. A public hearing before the City’s Planning
Commission was held on the Draft EIR on June 26, 2014. This period satisfied the requirement
for the public review period as set forth in Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines.
A list of public agencies and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR is included in Chapter 3
in the Final EIR. A total of 4 comment letters were received. There were no comments received
at the public hearing held before the Planning Commission on June 26, 2014.
In July 2014, the City published the Final EIR for the Project. The Final EIR includes comments
received on the Draft EIR, responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comments,
and revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. The comments in the Final EIR and the Draft EIR as
revised by the Final EIR constitute the EIR for the Project.
VI.

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For the purposes of CEQA, and the findings herein set forth, the administrative record for the
Project consists of those items listed in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21167.6,
subdivision (e). The record of proceedings for the City’s decision on the Project consists of the
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following documents, at a minimum, which are incorporated by reference and made part of the
record supporting these findings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The NOP and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the Project;
The Draft EIR for the Project and all documents relied upon or incorporated by reference;
All comments submitted during the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR;
All comments and correspondence submitted to the City during the public comment
period on the DEIR, in addition to all other timely comments on the Draft EIR;
The Final EIR for the Project, including comments received on the Draft EIR, the City’s
responses to those comments, technical appendices, and all documents relied upon or
incorporated by reference;
The Planning Commission staff report;
Minutes of the Planning Commission public hearing;
City Council staff report;
Minutes of the City Council public hearing;
The mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) for the Project;
All findings and resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the Project, and all
documents cited or referred to therein;
All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating
to the Project prepared by the City, consultants to the City, or responsible or trustee
agencies with respect to the City’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with
respect to the City’s action on the Project;
All documents submitted to the City by other public agencies or members of the public in
connection with the Project, up through the close of the public hearing on June 26, 2014;
Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and
public hearings held by the City in connection with the Project;
Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the City at such information sessions,
public meetings and public hearings;
All resolutions adopted by the City regarding the Project, and all staff reports, analyses,
and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions;
The City’s General Plan and applicable Specific Plan and all updates and related
environmental analyses;
Relevant sections of the City’s Zoning Code;
Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and
Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code
section 21167.6, subdivision (e).

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e), the administrative record of these proceedings
is located at, and may be obtained from, the City’s Community Development Department at 311
Vernon Street, Roseville, CA 95678. The custodian of these documents and other materials is
Gina McColl.
The City Council has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decisions on the
Project even if not every document was formally presented to the City Council or City Staff as
part of the City files generated in connection with the Project. Without exception, any documents
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set forth above not found in the Project files fall into one of two categories. Many of them reflect
prior planning or legislative decisions with which the City Council was aware in approving the
Project. (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d
381, 391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 729,
738, fn. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to City Staff or consultants,
who then provided advice to the City Council as final decision-makers. For that reason, such
documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the City Council’s decision relating to
approval of the Project. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(10); Browning-Ferris
Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus
Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.)
VII.

FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

PRC Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The same statute
provides that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in
systematically identifying both the significant effects of projects and the feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.”
Section 21002 goes on to provide that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other
conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual
projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.”
The mandate and principles put forth in PRC Section 21002 are implemented, in part, through
the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are
required. As mentioned in Section II above, for each significant environmental effect identified
in an EIR for a project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more
of three permissible conclusions, listed below.
(1) The first such finding is that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated
into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.
(2) The second permissible finding is that such changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the
finding, and such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be
adopted by such other agency.
(3) The third potential conclusion is that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the
Final EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)
PRC Section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
legal, and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 adds another factor: “legal”
considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553,
565 (“Goleta II”).)
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The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar
v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar); Sierra Club v. County of
Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506-1509 [court upholds CEQA findings rejecting alternatives
in reliance on applicant’s project objectives]; see also California Native Plant Society v. City of
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 (CNPS) [“an alternative ‘may be found infeasible
on the ground it is inconsistent with the project objectives as long as the finding is supported by
substantial evidence in the record’”] (quoting Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the Cal.
Environmental Quality Act [Cont.Ed.Bar 2d ed. 2009] (Kostka), § 17.309, p. 825); In re BayDelta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143,
1165, 1166 (Bay-Delta) [“[i]n the CALFED program, feasibility is strongly linked to achievement
of each of the primary program objectives”; “a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative
analysis around a reasonable definition of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives
that cannot achieve that basic goal”].) Moreover, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses
‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant
economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar, supra, 133
Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at p. 1001 [“an alternative that ‘is
impractical or undesirable from a policy standpoint’ may be rejected as infeasible”] [quoting
Kostka, supra, § 17.29, p. 824]; San Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San Diego (2013) 219
Cal.App.4th 1, 17.)
For purposes of these findings (including the table described below), the term “avoid” refers to
the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to
a less than significant level. Although CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 requires only that
approving agencies specify that a particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially
lessen[ed],” these findings, for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify whether or not the
effect in question has been “avoided” (i.e., reduced to a less-than-significant level).
CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.
Project modification or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible
or where the responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other agency. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subds. (a), (b).)
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not mitigated to a less-than-significant
level, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the
agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons
why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable
adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub.
Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).) The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of
approving . . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are
responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those
decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)
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VIII. LEGAL EFFECT OF FINDINGS
These findings constitute the City’s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for
its decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. To
the extent that these findings conclude that various mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR
are feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the City hereby binds itself to
implement these measures. These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but
rather constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect when the City adopts a
resolution approving the Project.
IX.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
A MMRP has been prepared for the Project, and is being approved by the City Council by the
same Resolution that has adopted these findings. The City will use the MMRP to track
compliance with Project mitigation measures. The MMRP will remain available for public
review during the compliance period. The Final MMRP is found in Chapter 4 of the Final EIR
and is approved in conjunction with certification of the EIR and adoption of these Findings of
Fact.
X.
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
The Draft EIR identified a number of potentially significant environmental effects (or impacts)
that the Project will cause or contribute to. Other effects, however, cannot be avoided by the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures or alternatives, and thus will be significant and
unavoidable. Some of these unavoidable significant effects can be substantially lessened by the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Other significant, unavoidable effects cannot be
substantially lessened or avoided. For reasons set forth in Section XV, infra, however, the City
Council has determined that overriding economic, social, and other considerations outweigh the
significant, unavoidable effects associated with the Project.
The City Council’s findings with respect to the Project’s significant effects and mitigation
measures are set forth in the table attached to these findings. The findings set forth in the table
are hereby incorporated by reference.
Table of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and CEQA Findings
The City Council’s findings with respect to the Project’s significant effects and mitigation
measures are set forth in the table attached to these findings (“Table A”). The findings set forth
in the table are hereby incorporated by reference and the Council adopts all of the mitigation
measures identified therein. This table does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each
environmental impact contained in the EIR. Instead, the table provides a summary description of
each impact, describes the applicable mitigation measures identified in the Draft or Final EIR
and adopted by the City Council, and states the City Council’s findings on the significance of
each impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these
environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Draft and Final EIRs, and these
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findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in those documents
supporting the EIR’s determinations regarding mitigation measures and the Project’s impacts and
mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In making these findings, the City
Council ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these findings the analysis and explanation in the
Draft and Final EIRs, and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations
and conclusions of the Draft and Final EIRs relating to environmental impacts and mitigation
measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and
expressly modified by these findings.
XI.
GROWTH INDUCEMENT
CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which a project could be growth-inducing. Growth
can be induced in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to growth, the
stimulation of economic activity within the region, or the establishment of policies or other
precedents that directly or indirectly encourage additional growth. Under CEQA, this growth is
not to be considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significant consequence. Induced
growth would be considered a significant impact if it can be demonstrated that the potential
growth, directly or indirectly, significantly affects the environment.
In general, a project could foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if the
project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, the
provision of new access to an area, or a change in zoning or General Plan amendment approval), or
economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes in revenue
base, employment expansion).
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the growth induced directly and indirectly by the proposed Project
could contribute to the environmental impacts, discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, in the
City and adjacent Placer County, as well as the greater regional area. Any such environmental
effects, however, are too diffuse and speculative to predict or describe with any particularity.
Indirect and induced population growth in the City would contribute to the loss of open space
because it would encourage the conversion of undeveloped land to urban uses for additional
development and infrastructure. This new growth would occur within areas of the City
designated and zoned for development.
In summary, although the Project can be said to induce growth, the consequences of such
growth-inducement are too speculative to predict and cannot be said to contribute meaningfully
to any significant environmental effect. Growth-inducing effects are less than significant.
XII.
SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
Section 15126.2, subdivision (c), of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any
significant irreversible environmental change that would be caused by the Project. Generally, a
project would result in significant irreversible changes if:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to
similar uses (such as highway improvement that provides access to a previously
inaccessible area);
The Project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.2(c));
The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to
similar uses;
The Project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any
potential environmental accidents associated with the project;
The Project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; or
The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the
wasteful use of energy).

Implementation of the Project would result in the long-term commitment of resources of the
Project site to urban land use. The development of the Project would likely result in or contribute
to the following irreversible environmental changes:
•
•

Conversion of undeveloped land. Over 11 acres of undeveloped land would be converted
to urban uses, thus precluding other alternate land uses in the future.
Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources associated with the future
use of the site, including water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels. Wood products,
asphalt, and concrete would be used in construction along with gas and diesel fuel.

(DEIR, pp. 5-2, 5-4 – 5-6.)
The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible
environmental damage caused by environmental accidents associated with the project. While
the Project would result in the use, transport, storage, and disposal of minor amounts of
hazardous materials during project construction and operation, as described in the Initial
Study (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR), all such activities would comply with applicable
local, state and federal laws related to the use, storage and transport of hazardous materials,
which significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in
irreversible environmental damage. The Project itself does not include any uniquely
hazardous uses that would require any special handling or storage. Further, the Project does
not contain any industrial uses that would use or store acutely hazardous materials.
Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the long-term commitment of resources
to urban development. The most notable significant irreversible impacts include the use of nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as lumber and other forest
products and water resources during construction activities. Operations associated with future
uses would also consume natural gas and electricity. These irreversible impacts, which are
unavoidable consequences of urban growth, are described in detail in the appropriate sections of
the Draft EIR. (DEIR, p. 5-3.)
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XIII.
FINDINGS REGARDING RECIRCULATION OF THE DRAFT EIR
The City Council adopts the following findings with respect to the question of whether any new
information arising after publication of the Draft EIR required partial or full recirculation of the
Draft EIR. Under Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required
when “significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the
availability of the Draft EIR for public review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. The
term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have
declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for
example, a disclosure showing that:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The above standard is “not
intend[ed] to promote endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs.” (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.)
“Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than the general rule.” (Ibid.)
The City Council recognizes that the Final EIR contains additions, clarifications, modifications,
and other changes to the Draft EIR. However, these changes to the text of the Draft EIR do not
change the significance finding of any impact and none of these changes involves “significant
new information” triggering recirculation. Instead, the modifications, including the reduction in
the size of the Project, were either environmentally benign or environmentally neutral, and thus
represent the kinds of changes that commonly occur as the environmental review process works
towards its conclusion. Under such circumstances, the City finds that recirculation of the EIR
was not required.
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CEQA case law emphasizes that “‘[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the
ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights
may emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.’” (Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley
Preservation Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168,
fn. 11.) “‘CEQA compels an interactive process of assessment of environmental impacts and
responsive project modification which must be genuine. It must be open to the public, premised
upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently
described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights that emerge from the
process.’ [Citation.] In short, a project must be open for public discussion and subject to agency
modification during the CEQA process.” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 33rd Dist.
Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.) Here, the changes made to the Project are exactly
the kind of project improvements that the case law recognizes as legitimate and proper.

XIV. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
A.

BASIS FOR ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.
Project modification or alternatives are not required, however, where significant environmental
impacts will not occur.
As is evident from the text of the EIR and the attached table describing the disposition of the
significant effects of the Project, not all significant effects of the Project have been avoided (that
is, rendered less than significant) by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.
Under CEQA, project alternatives are developed in order to give agency decision-makers options
for reducing or eliminating significant environmental effects of proposed projects while still
meeting most, if not all, of the basic project objectives. “Alternatives and mitigation measures
have the same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental effects.” (Laurel
Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 403.)
B.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
CONSIDERATION

AND

DISMISSED

FROM

FURTHER

The City has determined that a site adjacent to or near easy access to a freeway is required for
this type of regional project. City staff evaluated other parcels of land within the City that
could support the project and determined that there are no other parcels of undeveloped land of
similar size close to freeway access that could support the project and for which the site has
previously been graded, is designated and zoned for commercial uses, does not contain any (or
has minimal) biological resources, and provides adequate site accessibility. Because staff was
unable to find a suitable site that could meet these requirements as well as meet the Project
objectives, an off-site or alternate project location was dismissed from further evaluation. A
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suitable site was not identified within the City that would eliminate environmental effects
and/or would be potentially feasible.
The City also evaluated developing only the conference center without the hotel, but this was
determined not to be feasible based on the economic analysis prepared for the Project. Therefore,
this option was dismissed from further evaluation.
Therefore, an off-site or alternate project location was dismissed from further evaluation because
a suitable site was not identified within the City that would fulfill most of the project objectives,
would eliminate environmental effects, and/or would be potentially feasible. (DEIR, pp. 6-2 – 63.)
Moreover, as discussed in Citizens of Goleta Valley, supra, 52 Cal.3d 553, where a proposed
project is consistent with an approved General Plan, the EIR for the project generally need not
analyze off-site alternatives. The EIR “is not ordinarily an occasion for the reconsideration or
overhaul of fundamental land-use policy.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 573.) When
approving a General Plan, the local agency has already identified and analyzed suitable
alternative sites for particular types of development and has selected a feasible land use plan.
“Informed and enlightened regional planning does not demand a project EIR dedicated to
defining alternative sites without regard to feasibility. Such ad hoc reconsideration of basic
planning policy is not only unnecessary, but would be in contravention of the legislative goal of
long-term, comprehensive planning.” (Id. at pp. 572-573.) The Project is consistent with the
City’s General Plan. The EIR therefore was not required to analyze an offsite alternative.
C.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE EIR

The alternatives identified in the Draft EIR address the significant impacts (before mitigation)
identified for the Project, including traffic and air emissions associated with Project construction
and operation. Thus, some of the alternatives developed for the Project contemplate a smaller
Project footprint to address these impacts.
The alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR are briefly described below.
•

Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative. This alternative assumes no
development would occur and the site would remain in its current undeveloped condition.

•

Alternative 2: No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative. This alternative assumes
development would occur consistent with currently allowable land uses, zoning, and
maximum development intensities. Development of a commercial use of up to 191,660 sf
and a .4 FAR was assumed, consistent with the NCRSP.

•

Alternative 3: Reduced Footprint Alternative. This alternative assumes the conference
center is reduced to 24,150 sf and would accommodate a maximum of 828 attendees. The
250-room hotel would remain, as would 530 parking spaces and all the other components
of the Project, including the digital billboard, multi-use trail, and bridge to the Galleria
retail center.
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•

Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint/Smaller Hotel Alternative. This alternative reduces
the size of the conference center to 10,000 sf to accommodate no more than 350 attendees
and includes a 175-room hotel. The other project components would remain the same and
would include parking, digital billboard, multi-use trail, and bridge to the Galleria retail
center. However, the number of parking spaces would be reduced under this alternative.

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment of the
alternative’s impacts relative to the Project.
ALTERNATIVE 1a: NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT
Description
The No Project/No Development Alternative considers the effects of forgoing the Project
entirely, and leaving the Project site in its current, vacant condition. The No Project/No
Development Alternative thus allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of the Project to
retaining the existing condition of the site. The No Project/No Development Alternative
describes the environmental conditions that exist at the time that the environmental analysis
commences (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(2)).
Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects
The No Project/No Development Alternative would produce no changes on the Project site,
because the site would remain in its current condition, effectively eliminating those Project
impacts discussed in the EIR. There would be no air emissions associated with Project
construction and operation or cumulative contribution to global climate change (though,
realistically, the potential customers of the Project would still continue to generate
greenhouse gas emissions as a result of their other ongoing activities). There would be no
potential disturbance to any nesting birds in trees adjacent to the site. There would be no
potential to unearth any unknown subsurface cultural or historic resources and there would
be no increase in the number of vehicles accessing the site and on area roadways and
intersections. There would be no operational impacts on the surrounding roadway network.
Relationship to Proposed Project Objectives
The No Project/No Development Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives
because it would not develop the site with any hotel or conference center uses, support the City’s
goals of economic development and developing energy-efficient project, or provide the residents
and nearby employees with a convenient location to meet their recreational and fitness needs.
Feasibility of the No Project/No Development Alternative
The City Council rejects this Alternative as infeasible, as it would fail to meet any of the project
objectives and would represent an undesirable planning outcome. The City Council believes the
Project is consistent with the City’s development goals and regulatory planning documents. The
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City Council therefore sees no need to forestall development on the Project site and instead
chooses to approve the Project as proposed.
ALTERNATIVE 1b: NO PROJECT/EXISTING ZONING
Description
CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(1)). The No Project Alternative “shall discuss the existing
conditions at the time the [NOP] is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the
time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and
consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6,
subd. (e)(2).) “The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of
not approving the proposed project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e)(1).)
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative assumes if the Project is not approved, the land
could be developed with retail and office uses under the existing land use designation and
zoning. The 11-acre site would be developed with 115,000 sf of retail and 76,660 sf of office
uses, which assumes a 40% FAR with the site developed with 60% retail and 40% office. The
NCRSP permits not more than 60% of Parcel 40 be developed with retail uses.
Based on the City’s zoning ordinance (four spaces per thousand square feet), a total of 767
parking spaces would be required. This alternative would not meet the City’s parking ordinance
and would require a parking variance. The bridge to the adjacent Galleria retail center and the
multi-use trail would still be constructed under this alternative. The digital billboard would not
be constructed under this alternative.
Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects
The No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would generate air emissions associated with
project construction and would potentially disturb any nesting birds in trees adjacent to the
site, requiring mitigation the same as the project. There would also be the potential to
unearth unknown subsurface cultural or historic resources, so mitigation the same as for the
Project would be required. Under this alternative, there would be an increase in the number
of vehicles accessing the site and on area roadways and intersections; however, fewer vehicle
trips would be required.
Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Project
Overall impacts associated with project construction and site disturbance would be similar to
those of the Project. Under this alternative, roughly the entire site would be disturbed to
accommodate development. Therefore, effects associated with air emissions due to construction
would generally be the same and mitigation would still be required (Mitigation Measure 4.2-2),
the same as for the Project. Potential impacts to nesting birds that could be disturbed by
construction activities would be the same as those of the Project, and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1
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would still be required. The same is true for the potential to disturb subsurface cultural resources,
which could also still occur, requiring the same mitigation as the project (Mitigation Measure
4.4-1).
Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Proposed Project
Under this alternative, there are no impacts that would be considered more severe than the
proposed project.
Relationship to Project Objectives
If the Project were not approved and development were to occur consistent with the underlying land
use designations and zoning, the kind of development assumed under the No Project/Existing Zoning
Alternative would not meet a majority of the Project objectives. Under this alternative, many of the
project objectives would not be met because the alternative would not develop the site with a
hotel or conference center; nor would this alternative support the City’s goal of providing a
facility for conferences and trade shows and other large scale events, or creating a project that is
consistent with the Blueprint Implementation strategies of the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG). This alternative would generally meet the fifth objective by
incorporating water and energy conservation measures consistent with the City’s General Plan
and Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance.
Feasibility of the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative
Because of its failure to meet key project objectives, the City Council has determined the No
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative is infeasible.

ALTERNATIVE 2: REDUCED FOOTPRINT
Description
The Reduced Footprint Alternative assumes the conference center is reduced to 24,150 sf and
would accommodate a maximum of 828 attendees, which is a 31% reduction from a 1,200
maximum event under the proposed Project. Under this alternative, the 250-room hotel would
remain, as would 530 parking spaces and all the other components of the project including the
digital billboard, multi-use trail, and bridge to the adjacent Galleria retail center.
Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects
Impacts under the Reduced Footprint Alternative would be similar to those of the Project as
originally proposed (with 250 rooms), but overall less intense because it would generate a
decrease in vehicle trips compared to the Project. Impacts associated with construction and
site disturbance (i.e., air quality, biological resources, cultural resources) would essentially
be the same as the Project because the entire site would still require site clearing, grading,
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and construction of new buildings and associated parking, as well as the bridge to the
adjacent Galleria retail center. The hotel and conference center would be located in a similar
location on the site as the Project, with vehicular access provided from Conference Center
Drive, the same as for the Project. Surface parking would be provided around the buildings
in the same configuration as the Project.
Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to those of the Project
Overall impacts associated with project construction and site disturbance would be essentially
the same as those of the Project. Under this alternative, roughly the entire site would be disturbed
to accommodate development. Therefore, effects associated with air emissions due to
construction would be the same as for the Project and mitigation would be required (Mitigation
Measure 4.2-2). Potential impacts to nesting birds that could be disturbed by construction
activities would be the same as those of the project, and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would still be
required. The same is true for subsurface cultural resources, which could also still occur,
requiring the same mitigation as the project (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1).
Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Project
Under this alternative, traffic impacts that would be less severe than the Project as originally
proposed and described in the Draft EIR. Specifically, under Existing Plus Project conditions
under a maximum event scenario of 828 people, the level of service (LOS) at the Roseville
Parkway/Reserve Drive intersection would be restored to LOS D condition, and the LOS at the
Roseville Parkway/Galleria Mall West intersection would be restored to LOS C condition after
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. Impacts to SR 65 would still occur and the impact,
even with mitigation (Mitigation Measure 4.6-2), would remain significant and unavoidable the
same as the project.
The demand for water generated by this alternative and increase in wastewater treatment
would essentially be the same as for the original version of the Project although slightly less,
as shown in Tables 6-1 and 6-2 in the Draft EIR.
In addition, the amount of solid waste generated would be less severe than the proposed
Project, as shown in Table 6-3 in the Draft EIR.
Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Project
Under this alternative, there would be no impacts that would be identified as being more severe
than those of the Project as originally described in the Draft EIR.
Relationship to Project Objectives
Generally under this alternative, all of the project objectives would be met, though in one
instance to a lesser degree. The hotel would still be developed, so it would meet the first
objective. This alternative would also provide a conference center for a variety of events that
would be an economic benefit to the city, but because the facility is smaller and would host
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smaller events it would not generate as much revenue for the City, thus, not meeting the full
intent of the second objective. This alternative would complement the surrounding commercial
and hotel facilities in the area, the same as the project, per the third objective. An energy efficient
and water-efficient facility would still be developed, consistent with the sixth objective. Lastly,
this alternative would also contribute to a land use pattern that is consistent with the concepts of
the SACOG Blueprint, per the last objective.
Feasibility of the Reduced Footprint Alternative
Compared with the modified Project as described in the Final EIR, which now includes
approximately 170 to 210 hotel rooms and approximately 15,000 sf to 20,000 square feet (sf) of
meeting space in the first phase but up to a total of 35,000 sf in a later phase, this alternative has
more hotel rooms but less space (a maximum of 24,150 sf) for meetings. Because of the
importance of the additional meeting space under the modified Project, the City Council rejects
Alternative 2 as infeasible. The second objective is to “[a]dvance local economic development
and fiscal objectives by providing much-needed facilities for conferences, trade shows, social
gatherings, and other large scale events beneficial to the City of Roseville and the surrounding
region.” Because the modified Project could, in a later phase, accommodate substantially larger
meetings than would be permissible under Alternative 2, the modified Project would be more
successful in advancing the City’s economic and fiscal objectives. More meeting space likely
translates into bigger conferences and more visitors to Roseville who will spend money in the
City and thus support local businesses and generate more tax revenues for the City.

ALTERNATIVE 3: REDUCED FOOTPRINT/SMALLER HOTEL
Description
The Reduced Footprint/Smaller Hotel Alternative consists of a 175-room hotel and a 10,000 sf
conference facility. This alternative reduces the size of the conference center to accommodate no
more than 350 attendees (a 70% reduction from a 1,200 maximum event under the proposed
Project). Under this alternative, the other project components would remain the same, with the
exception of reducing the number of surface parking spaces and slightly redesigning the parking
layout. It is assumed the digital billboard, multi-use trail, and bridge to the adjacent Galleria
retail center would still be constructed.
Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects
Impacts under the Reduced Footprint/Smaller Hotel Alternative would be similar to those of the
Project as originally described in the Draft EIR, but less intense because it would generate a
reduction in vehicle trips and would disturb a smaller project footprint. Impacts associated with site
disturbance would be similar to those of the Project because it is assumed the entire site would still
require site clearing and grading; however, construction would be limited to the hotel, conference
center, surface parking, and the bridge to the adjacent Galleria retail center. The conference center
would occupy a smaller footprint than that of the Project, but would still be a two-story structure
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designed similar to that of the Project. The hotel would be only 7 stories tall, but would occupy
essentially the same footprint as the proposed project. It is assumed the parking would be
redesigned to occupy only the front of the buildings leaving more open space in the rear.
Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to those of the Project
Overall impacts associated with construction and site disturbance would be essentially the same
as those of the Project. Under this alternative, roughly the entire site would be graded and cleared
to accommodate project development. However, effects associated with air emissions due to
construction would be slightly less than those of the Project because smaller buildings would be
constructed, reducing the overall construction schedule. However, it is anticipated Mitigation
Measure 4.2-2 would still be required for air quality, but may be modified depending on the
extent of construction emissions and the length of construction. Potential impacts to nesting birds
that could be disturbed by construction activities would be the same as for the Project, and
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would still be required. The same is true for the potential disturbance
to subsurface cultural resources, which could also still occur under this alternative, requiring the
same mitigation as the Project (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1).
Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than those of the Project
Under this alternative, traffic impacts would be less severe than those of the Project. Using the
same analysis methods as applied in the transportation impact study, this project alternative
would generate 350 PM peak hour trips, which is 218 fewer trips (a 38% reduction) when
compared to Scenario 1 (Average Large Event) associated with the Project as described in the
Draft EIR. As a consequence, this alternative is likely to have less severe effects along Roseville
Parkway when compared to the Project.
This alternative would likely cause the Roseville Parkway/Reserve intersection to worsen to LOS
E. Thus, the mitigation measure at Roseville Parkway/Galleria Boulevard identified for the
Project would still be needed (Mitigation Measure 4.6-1). The impact at Roseville
Parkway/Galleria Mall West would not occur. However, mitigation identified for the Project
called for the improvement at the Roseville Parkway/Galleria Boulevard intersection. In
summary, impacts of this alternative are less severe than those of the Project. However, impacts
to SR 65 would still occur under this alternative and the impact, even with mitigation (Mitigation
Measure 4.6-2), would remain significant and unavoidable, the same as with the Project.
In addition, the overall size of the buildings, change in visual character of the site, and lighting
would be less severe under this alternative because smaller buildings would be constructed.
Because the hotel would be smaller under this alternative, the increase in demand for water
supply and wastewater treatment as well as solid waste disposal would be less than the Project,
as shown in Tables 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3 in the Draft EIR. In addition, because a smaller project
would be developed and the number of vehicle trips is reduced compared to the Project, air
emissions associated with construction and operation, including the contribution to greenhouse
gases, would be less than those of the Project.
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Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than those of the Project
Under this alternative, there would be no impacts that would be identified as being more severe
than those of the Project.
Relationship to Project Objectives
Under this alternative some of the project objectives would be met, but not all. The hotel would
still be developed, but would be 175 rooms instead of 250-rooms and the conference center
would be only 10,000 sf so it would not fully meet the first objective. This alternative would
generally meet the second objective because a conference center would still be constructed, but
the economic and fiscal benefit to the city would be less than under the proposed Project.
Because this alternative contemplates a smaller hotel and conference center, it would not bring in
as much revenue into the City and would meet this objective but to a lesser degree than the
Project. This alternative would complement the surrounding commercial and hotel facilities in
the area and it would develop an energy efficient and water-efficient, consistent with the City’s
General Plan and Water-Efficient Landscape Ordinance, per the sixth objective. Lastly, this
alternative would also contribute to a land use pattern that is consistent with the concepts of the
SACOG Blueprint.
Feasibility of Reduced Footprint/Reduced Intensity Alternative
The City Council rejects this alternative. Compared with the modified Project as described in the
Final EIR, which now includes up to 210 hotel rooms and approximately 15,000 sf to 20,000
square feet (sf) of meeting space in the first phase but up to a total of 35,000 sf in a later phase,
this alternative has fewer hotel rooms and less space (a maximum of 10,000) for meetings.
Because of the importance of both the additional hotel rooms and the additional meeting space
under the modified Project, the City Council rejects Alternative 3 as infeasible. The first project
objective is to “[d]evelop the City’s first four star, approximately 250-room, upscale full service
hotel and an approximately 35,000 sf conference center facility to serve the lodging, conference,
and meeting space needs of the City of Roseville and surrounding region which have no
comparable facilities.” Although the modified Project will have a maximum of 210 rooms, the
difference between 175 and 210 rooms (35 rooms) makes the modified Project more effective
than Alternative 3 in meeting this objective. The second objective is to “[a]dvance local
economic development and fiscal objectives by providing much-needed facilities for
conferences, trade shows, social gatherings, and other large scale events beneficial to the City of
Roseville and the surrounding region.” Because the modified Project includes up to 20,000 sf for
meeting space and could, in a later phase, accommodate up to 35,000 sf, the modified Project
would be more successful than Alternative 3 in advancing the City’s economic and fiscal
objectives. More meeting space likely translates into bigger conferences and more visitors to
Roseville who will spend money in the City and thus support local businesses and generate more
tax revenues for the City.
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XV.
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Approving the Project will result in four significant adverse environmental effects that cannot be
avoided even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. (See section XVI.C, supra.)
The mitigation measures are as follows:
4.6-1/4.6-6

Change in LOS at Signalized Intersections in the City of Roseville – Significant
and unavoidable impact under a maximum event (Scenario 2) under both project
specific and cumulative conditions.

4.6-2/4.6-7

Add Traffic to Caltrans Freeway Ramps – Significant and unavoidable impact
under both project specific and cumulative conditions.

As determined above, however, there are no feasible Project alternatives that would mitigate or
substantially lessen the impacts. Despite these effects, the City Council, in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, chooses to approve the Project because, in its judgment, the
following economic, social, and other benefits that the Project will produce will render the
significant effects acceptable.
Any one of these reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court
were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the City Council
would stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial
evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are
incorporated by reference into this section, and in the documents found in the Record of
Proceedings, as defined in section IV, above.
1) The Project is the most fiscally sound and feasible plan for development in this area
of the City. The Project is the plan most likely to provide a strong and self-sustaining tax
base. This plan will enable the area to provide and maintain infrastructure and community
services on a sustainable basis. While the Project will lead to four unavoidable,
significant impacts, it will also generate increased tax revenue to pay for public services.
Those revenues would not be as sustainable or substantial under the other alternatives
analyzed in the EIR. (See extensive discussion above in section XIV regarding the
infeasibility of the alternatives considered in the EIR.)
2) The Project will concentrate development in an area designated by the City for this
use. The project site has been designated for Community Commercial uses, which
include a hotel and conference center. At present, the project site is undeveloped and it is
assumed that the existing uses will continue into the future absent approval of the Project.
The Project has major potential as a tax-generating industrial and commercial area. Thus,
the Project would provide economically beneficial uses on the site.
3) The Project will create employment opportunities for local and future residents. The
Project would also have a very positive impact on job creation in the City. The Project
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would generate diversity in employment opportunities, including temporary construction
jobs as well as permanent full-time and part-time jobs. The Project would provide
approximately 50 part-time and 150 full-time jobs. (DEIR, p. 2-9.) Consequently, it is
reasonably expected that the City and its residents will enjoy the economic and social
benefits from added employment opportunities offered by the Project.
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ROSEVILLE HOTEL AND CONFERENCE CENTER PROJECT
ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA
TABLE A TO CEQA FINDINGS
TABLE OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND CEQA FINDINGS
Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

AESTHETICS

4.1-1 Degradation of
the Visual Character
of the Project Site
(LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.1-2 Introduction of
Uses That Are
Visually
Incompatible with
Existing or Planned
Uses in the Area
(LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.1-3 Introduction of
New Sources of
Light and Glare (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.1-4 Contribution to
a Cumulative
Increase in Light and
Glare (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

4.2-1 Conflict with
Applicable Air
Quality Plan (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.2-2 Violate the
Placer County Air
Pollution Control
District Standards for
Air Quality (PS)

4.2-2(a) Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, (whichever occurs first), on

Less than
Significant

Less than Significant = LS

project sites greater than one acre, the project applicant shall submit a
Construction Emission / Dust Control Plan to the Placer County Air Pollution
Control District. If the District does not respond within twenty (20) days of the
plan being accepted as complete, the plan shall be considered approved. The
applicant shall provide written evidence, provided by the District, to the local
jurisdiction (city or county) that the plan has been submitted to the District. It is
the responsibility of the applicant to deliver the approved plan to the local
jurisdiction. The applicant shall not break ground prior to receiving District
approval, of the Construction Emission / Dust Control Plan, and delivering that
approval to the local jurisdiction issuing the permit.
The following shall be included in the Dust Control Plan:
(a) During construction, emissions of fugitive dust from any active operation, open
storage pile, or disturbed surface area, shall be controlled so that dust does not
remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the boundary line of the emission
source.
(b) When wind speeds result in dust emissions crossing the property line, and
despite the application of dust control measures, grading and earthmoving
operations shall be suspended and inactive disturbed surface areas shall be
stabilized.
(c) Fugitive dust generated by active operations, open storage piles, or from a
disturbed surface area shall not result in such opacity as to obscure an
observer’s view to a degree equal to or greater than does smoke as dark or
darker in shade as that designated as No. 2 on the Ringlemann Chart (or 40%
opacity).

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.22(a) through (e), which has
been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce this
impact to a less than
significant level. The City
Council hereby directs that
this mitigation measure be
adopted. The City Council,
therefore, finds that
changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the
project that avoid the
significant environmental
effect as identified in the
final EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(1).)

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

(d) All exposed soils be watered a minimum of once every two hours of active
operation or sufficiently often to keep the area adequately wetted. e)
Any
visible track-out on a paved road where vehicles enter and exit the work area
must be removed at the end of the workday or at least on time per day.
Removal shall be accomplished by using wet sweeping or a HEPA filter
equipped vacuum device. Dirt from vehicles exiting shall be removed through
the use of a gravel pad, a tire shaker, a wheel wash system, or a pavement
extending for not less than 50 feet from the intersection with the paved
public road.
4.2-2 (b) The following standard note shall be included on the Grading Plan or Improvement
Plans, or as an attached form: The prime contractor shall submit to the District a
comprehensive inventory (e.g., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the
heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower of greater) that will be used in
aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. If any new equipment is
added after submission of the inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the
District prior to the new equipment being utilized. At least three business days prior
to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall
provide the District with the anticipated construction timeline including start date,
name, and phone number of the property owner, project manager, and on-site
foreman.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

4.2-2(c) Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first, the
project applicant shall provide a written calculation to the District for approval
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used
in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles,
shall achieve a project wide fleet-average of 25% of NO x and 45% of diesel
particulate matter reduction as compared to CARB statewide fleet average
emissions. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit
technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they become
available.

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

4.2-2(d) The following standard note shall be included on the Improvement/Grading Plan, or
as an attached form:
• During construction the contractor shall utilize existing power sources (e.g.,
power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., gasoline, biodiesel, natural gas) generators
rather than temporary diesel power generators.
• During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a maximum of
5 minutes for all diesel-powered equipment.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

4.2-2(e)
4.2-3 Expose
Sensitive Receptors
to Substantial
Pollution
Concentrations (LS)

Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas of the construction site to
remind off-road equipment operators that idling is limited to a maximum of 5
minutes.
None required

Less than
Significant

4.2-4 Create
Objectionable Odors
Affecting a
Substantial Number
of People (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.2-5 Generate a
Substantial
Contribution to GHG
Emissions
that Conflicts with an
Applicable Plan or
Policy (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

4.2-6 Result in the
Cumulatively
Considerable Net
Increase in Criteria
Pollutants (LS)

Mitigation Measures
None required

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

Less than
Significant

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

Less than
Significant

Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1,
which has been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce this
impact to a less than
significant level. The City
Council hereby directs that
this mitigation measure be
adopted. The City Council,
therefore, finds that
changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the
project that avoid the
significant environmental
effect as identified in the
final EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(1).)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
4.3-1 Substantial

Adverse Effect on
Species Identified as
a Candidate,
Sensitive, or
Special-Status or
Substantially
Reduce the Habitat
of a Fish or Wildlife
Species, or
Substantially
Reduce the Number
or Restrict the
Range of an
Endangered, Rare
or Threatened
Species (PS)

Less than Significant = LS

4.3-1 Preconstruction Survey. If project construction work is required to be scheduled during

the breeding season (March through August), a qualified biologist shall conduct a
preconstruction survey of the work area to determine if any ground-nesting native
birds, including burrowing owls, are nesting in or in the immediate vicinity of vegetation
to be removed. In addition, all trees bordering the site and/or associated with Pleasant
Grove Creek and the preserve area between Highway 65 and Roseville Parkway shall
be surveyed to confirm no Swainson’s hawk or white-tailed kite nests have been
established since the time of the 2013 survey; pre-construction surveys shall follow
accepted survey protocols for the presence or absence of these species. The purpose
of the surveys will be to determine if active nests of special-status or other protected
birds are present in the disturbance zone or within 500 feet of the disturbance zone
boundary (within 0.25 mile for Swainson’s hawks). The preconstruction survey will be
conducted within 15 days prior to the start of work from March through May (since
there is higher potential for birds to initiate nesting during this period), and within 30
days prior to the start of work from June through August. If active nests are found in
the work area, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife typically recommends
300-foot buffers around active nests of songbirds and 500 feet or more for raptors.
However, the tolerance of birds with respect to activities and noise around active nests
can vary depending upon the species, the type and extent of disturbance activity,
intervening topography and vegetation, and other factors. Consequently, if active nests
are found in the work area, the biologist shall evaluate these factors with respect to
onsite conditions and determine if smaller buffers would be appropriate. If Swainson’s
hawks are determined to be nesting adjacent to the site and construction activities
could result in a “take” of one or more hawks within the meaning of the California
Endangered Species Act, consultation with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife may also be necessary.

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

4.3-2 Substantial
Adverse Effect on
Riparian Habitat,
Sensitive Natural
Community,
Wetlands (PS)

Less than Significant = LS

Mitigation Measures

The following shall be required when performing surveys: Surveys shall be
performed by a qualified biologist familiar with the target bird species and their
habitat(s). Presence or absence of Swainson’s hawk shall be determined pursuant to the
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in
California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee, 2000 May
31). Burrowing owl surveys shall be conducted at least three times per week from May 1
to September 30 during the breeding season, pursuant to the 2012 CDFW Staff Report.
Surveys for other raptors, including white-tailed kite, shall include walking
“wandering” transects throughout the project area and include an “Active Nest
Search" component. This shall include a thorough search of all trees, power poles
and standing snags for active nests in the proposed disturbance area, while also
noting any incidental raptor sightings. Surveys shall not be conducted during periods
of excessive or abnormal cold, heat, wind, rain, or other inclement weather that
individually or collectively reduces the likelihood of detection. If any large stick nests
are discovered, it will be determined whether they are actively being used or not.
The following behaviors are indicators that an active nest may be present: (1)
Carrying material to build nests within the survey area; (2) Copulations; (3) Carrying
food or feeding young; (4) Carrying fecal sacks away from nest; (5) Mate-feeding
(repeated “bee-line” flying to likely nest site); (6) Observation of nest; (7)
Observation of chicks; (8) Females giving call or chip notes alerting their mate that
they are off the nest; and (9) Auditory evidence of chicks.
4.3-2
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1.

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Less than
Significant

Findings of Fact

Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1,
which has been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce this
impact to a less than
significant level. The City
Council hereby directs that
this mitigation measure be
adopted. The City Council,
therefore, finds that
changes or alterations
have been required in, or

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

4.3-3 Interfere
Substantially with
Wildlife Movement or
Native Wildlife
Nursery Sites (LS)

None required.

Less than
Significant

4.3-4 Conflict with
Any Local Polices or
Ordinances
Protecting Biological
Resources (NI)

None required

No Impact.

4.3-5 Contribute to a
Cumulative Impact
on Biological
Resources (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

Findings of Fact

incorporated into, the
project that avoid the
significant environmental
effect as identified in the
final EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(1).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.4-1 Disturb,
Damage or Destroy
Unidentified
Subsurface
Archaeological or
Historical Resources
or Human Remains
Less than Significant = LS

4.4-1(a) Proper Handling of Archaeological Resources. If any cultural resources, such as
structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or
architectural remains are encountered during any construction activities, work shall
be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the project applicant shall
immediately notify the City of Roseville Community Development Director and
coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with a qualified archaeologist as
needed to assess the resources (i.e., whether it is a “historical resource” or a
Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Less than
Significant

Implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.41(a) and 4.4-1(b), which
have been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce this
impact to a less than

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

during Project
Construction (PS)

Mitigation Measures

“unique archaeological resource”) and provide proper management
recommendations should potential impacts to the resources be found to be
significant. Possible management recommendations for historical or unique
archaeological resources could include resource avoidance or, where avoidance is
infeasible in light of project design or layout or is unnecessary to avoid significant
effects, data recovery excavations. In consultation with the archaeologists, the
contractor shall implement any measures deemed by City staff to be necessary
and feasible to avoid or minimize significant effects to the cultural resources.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

4.4-1(b) Accidental Discovery of Human Remains. Pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State
Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code,
as well as CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (e), in the event of the discovery of
human remains, the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains
are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.
4.4-2 Disturb
Unknown
Paleontological
Resources during
Site Preparation (LS)

Less than Significant = LS

None required

Significant = S

Less than
Significant

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Findings of Fact

significant level. The City
Council hereby directs that
these mitigation measures
be adopted. The City
Council, therefore, finds
that changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the
project that avoid the
significant environmental
effect as identified in the
final EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(1).)

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

4.4-3 Contribute to
the Cumulative Loss
of Cultural
Resources (PS)

Mitigation Measures

4.5-3 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-1 (b) above.

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Less than
Significant

Findings of Fact

Implementation of
Mitigation Measures 4.51(a) and 4.5-1 (b), which
have been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce this
impact to a less than
significant level. The City
Council hereby directs that
these mitigation measures
be adopted. The City
Council, therefore, finds
that changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the
project that avoid the
significant environmental
effect as identified in the
final EIR. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091, subd.
(a)(1).)

PUBLIC UTILITIES

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

4.5-1 Availability of
Water Supplies to
Meet Project
Demand in Wet/Dry
Years (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-2 Construct or
Expand Water
Treatment,
Conveyance, and/or
Storage Facilities to
Accommodate the
Project (LS)
4.5-3 Deplete
Groundwater
Supplies or Interfere
with Groundwater
Recharge (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-4 Construction or
Expansion of
Wastewater
Collection Facilities
(LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-5 Capacity at the
PGWWTP to Serve
the Project (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-6 Exceed
Wastewater
Treatment

None required

Less than
Significant

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Findings of Fact

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Requirements of the
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board (LS)
4.5-7 Capacity for
Solid Waste
Disposal at the MRF
or WRSL (LS)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-8 Federal, State,
and Local Statutes
and Regulations
Related to Solid
Waste (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-9 Cumulative
Increase in Demand
for Water Supply
and Treatment
Capacity (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-10 Cumulative
Increase in Demand
for Wastewater
Treatment and Plant
Capacity (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.5-11 Cumulative
Increase in Solid
Waste (LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Findings of Fact

significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

4.6-1 Change in
LOS at Signalized
Intersections in the
City of Roseville
(SU)

4.6-1(a) The City of Roseville shall modify its CIP to include the following improvements,
and implement these improvements when warranted by traffic conditions. Payment
of the City’s TMF by the project represents a fair share contribution to these
improvements:
•

4.6-1(b)

The eastbound left-turn lanes at the Roseville Parkway/Galleria Boulevard
intersection shall be lengthened to better accommodate vehicle queues.
Improvements shall consist of extending the turn lane into a portion of the
landscaped median so that a net increase of 300 feet of storage (i.e., capacity
to queue 12 additional vehicles) is provided.

The Hotel/Conference Facility operator shall inform the City of Roseville
Engineering Department at least one week in advance of any event that is
expected to accommodate 600 or more guests. The City’s Engineering
Department staff shall remotely (via its Traffic Management Center) change the
traffic signal timing during the evening peak period of the event at the Roseville
Parkway/Galleria Boulevard intersection as follows:
• Increase the maximum green time for the eastbound left-turn from 17.6 to
21.6 seconds, and decrease the maximum green time for the
northbound/southbound through movements by 4 seconds. This is based on
conditions assumed for this analysis. The City may adjust the timing based on
the actual conditions observed to provide the most efficient signal operations.

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Significant and
Unavoidable

Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.61(a) and (b), which have
been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce the
severity of this impact but
not to a less than
significant level. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a).)
The City Council hereby
directs that these
mitigation measures be
adopted. The City Council,
therefore, finds that
changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the
project, but that they are
insufficient to reduce
impacts to a less than
significant level. The
impact is therefore
significant and
unavoidable. The Council
concludes, however, that
the Project’s benefits
outweigh the significant
unavoidable impact of the
Project, as set forth in the
Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

4.6-2 Add Traffic to
Caltrans Freeway
Ramps (SU)

4.6-2

4.6-3 Impacts to
Bicycle Facilities or

None required

Less than Significant = LS

The project applicant shall pay the Highway 65 JPA Fee and the South Placer
Regional Transportation Agency (SPRTA) fee. The Highway 65 JPA Fee assesses
fees on new development for the cost of interchange improvements along SR 65.
The SPRTA fee provides funding for regional projects such as the State Route 65
Widening and Placer Parkway.

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

Significant and
Unavoidable

Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2,
which has been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce the
severity of this impact but
not to a less than
significant level. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a).)
The City Council hereby
directs that this mitigation
measure be adopted. The
City Council, therefore,
finds that changes or
alterations have been
required in, or incorporated
into, the project, but that
they are insufficient to
reduce impacts to a less
than significant level. The
impact is therefore
significant and
unavoidable. The Council
concludes, however, that
the Project’s benefits
outweigh the significant
unavoidable impact of the
Project, as set forth in the
Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

Less than
Significant

Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Mitigation Measures

Network (LS)

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

4.6-4 Impacts to
Pedestrian Access
(LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.6-5 Increased
Demand for Transit
(LS)

None required

Less than
Significant

4.6-6 Decrease in
LOS at City
Intersections Under
2025 Conditions
(SU)

4.6-6 The City of Roseville shall modify its CIP to include the following improvements, and
implement these improvements when warranted by traffic conditions. Payment of the
City’s TMF by the project represents a fair share contribution to these improvements:

Significant and
Unavoidable

a. Junction Boulevard/Washington Boulevard. The outside southbound through lane
shall be restriped/reassigned to a shared through/right lane. As indicated in
Appendix G, operations are restored to LOS E, which is considered acceptable.
This improvement can be accomplished through roadway restriping and signal
modifications. No relocations of curb, gutter, sidewalk or signal equipment would
be necessary.
b. Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Hallissy Drive. The northbound and southbound
approaches shall be restriped from dedicated left, through, right lanes to left,
shared left/through, and right lanes. The northbound and southbound approaches
shall operate with split phasing. As indicated in Appendix G, operations are
restored to LOS C. This improvement can be accomplished through roadway
restriping and signal modifications.

Less than Significant = LS

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Findings of Fact

impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Under CEQA, no mitigation
measures are required for
impacts that are less than
significant. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.4,
subd. (a)(3).)
Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.66(a) and (b), which have
been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce the
severity of this impact but
not to a less than
significant level. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a).)
The City Council hereby
directs that these
mitigation measures be
adopted. The City Council,
therefore, finds that
changes or alterations
have been required in, or
incorporated into, the

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

4.6-7 Add traffic to
Caltrans Freeway
Ramps Under 2025
Conditions (SU)

Less than Significant = LS

Mitigation Measures

4.6-7 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-2.

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Significant and
Unavoidable

Findings of Fact

project, but that they are
insufficient to reduce
impacts to a less than
significant level. The
impact is therefore
significant and
unavoidable. The Council
concludes, however, that
the Project’s benefits
outweigh the significant
unavoidable impact of the
Project, as set forth in the
Statement of Overriding
Considerations.
Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.6-7,
which has been required or
incorporated into the
project, will reduce the
severity of this impact but
not to a less than
significant level. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a).)
The City Council hereby
directs that this mitigation
measure be adopted. The
City Council, therefore,
finds that changes or
alterations have been
required in, or incorporated
into, the project, but that
they are insufficient to
reduce impacts to a less

Potentially Significant = PS
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Environmental
Impact
(Significance
Before Mitigation)

Less than Significant = LS

Mitigation Measures

Significant = S

Significant and Unavoidable = SU

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

Findings of Fact

than significant level. The
impact is therefore
significant and
unavoidable. The Council
concludes, however, that
the Project’s benefits
outweigh the significant
unavoidable impact of the
Project, as set forth in the
Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

Potentially Significant = PS
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