
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT–PLANNING DIVISION 
 

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

ADDENDUM TO THE WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2002082057, ADOPTED 
FEBRUARY 2, 2004) AND THE FIDDYMENT RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 
AMENDMENT 3 SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(SCH # 2010082075, ADOPTED APRIL 16, 2014) FOR THE FIDDYMENT 
PLAZA PROJECT (FILE # PL19-0013) 

Project Title/File Number: WRSP PCL F-81 – Fiddyment Plaza/ File # PL19-0013 

Project Location: 4701 Fiddyment Road; APN 492-0130-001-000 

Project Description: The applicant requests approval of a Design Review Permit to 
develop the project site with a mixed-use commercial 
development, including a gas station and fueling canopy (with five 
dispensers/ ten pumps), an 8,802 square-foot commercial 
building that includes 3,977 square feet of retail space, 1,938 
square feet of restaurant space, and 2,887 square feet for a 
convenience store, and associated site improvements including 
parking, lighting, and landscaping. 

Project Applicant: David Heumann, K12 Architects, Inc. 

Property Owner: Dhillon & Son Enterprises, Inc. 

Lead Agency Contact: Shelby Vockel, Associate Planner 

Dhillon & Son Enterprises, Inc., has submitted an application to the City of Roseville for a Design Review Permit 
(DRP) for the construction of a mixed-use commercial development known as Fiddyment Plaza (Project).  The 
Fiddyment Plaza project site consists of 1.38 acres located within the existing West Roseville Specific Plan 
(WRSP).  The WRSP was approved by the City in 2004 and subsequently amended in 2014.  The City previously 
prepared and certified an environmental impact report (EIR) for the WRSP in 2004.  The project site was rezoned 
from Single-Family Residential/Development Standards (R1/DS) to Community Commercial (CC) as part of the 
WRSP Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 (SPA3) project in 2014.  The City prepared and certified 
a subsequent EIR (SEIR) for the SPA3 project. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), this Addendum has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
Fiddyment Plaza project in comparison to those analyzed in the 2004 EIR and 2014 SEIR. 

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

Project Location 

The project site is located 4701 Fiddyment Road, at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Angus Road. The 
site is a single parcel in the City of Roseville’s West Roseville Specific Plan area, approximately 1,300 feet south 
of the City’s northern boundary (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Project Location 

Background 

West Roseville Specific Plan 

The 1.38-acre project site is located within the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP).  The WRSP includes 3,162 
acres in the northwest portion of the City.  The WRSP is located west of Fiddyment Road, generally north of 
Pleasant Grove Boulevard.  The WRSP area was annexed into the City of Roseville from unincorporated Placer 
County.  The WRSP includes 8,792 single and multi-family units, including approximately 704 age-restricted 
units, 57 acres of Commercial, 109 acres of Industrial, 255 acres of Park, 705 acres of Open Space, and 108 
acres of Schools.  At build-out, the WRSP area is expected to accommodate approximately 22,332 residents 
and provide 3,726 jobs.  The WRSP was approved by the City in February 2004.  The City prepared and certified 
an environmental impact report (EIR) for the WRSP at that time.  (WRSP EIR, pp. 3-1 to 3-2.) 
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Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 

In 2014, the City approved the Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 (SPA 3) to the WRSP.  The SPA 
3 included amendments to the WRSP to change the land use allocations on approximately 805 acres in the 
northern portion of the 1,678-acre Fiddyment Ranch area of the WRSP.  The SPA 3 amended the WRSP to 
accommodate up to 1,661 additional residential units in the Fiddyment Ranch area.  The project site was rezoned 
from Single-Family Residential/Development Standards (R1/DS) to Community Commercial (CC) as part of the 
SPA3.  The City prepared and certified a subsequent EIR (SEIR) for the SPA3 project.  (SPA 3 SEIR, pp. 2-1 to 
2-5.) 

Fiddyment Plaza Project 

An application for a Design Review Permit was submitted to the City in September 2016 to allow the construction 
of a 10,306 square-foot mixed-use building, consisting of 7,606 square feet of retail, 2,700 square feet of 
restaurant space, and a 3,310 square-foot gas station canopy with five fuel bays/ ten gas pumps for the project 
known as Fiddyment Plaza.  Access to the project site was proposed from Fiddyment Road and Angus Road, 
and the site plan included a parking lot with 53 parking spaces.  An analysis conducted by City staff concluded 
that the proposed project was categorically exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review 
per Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines, which pertains to infill development projects, as well as pursuant to 
Section 305 of the City of Roseville CEQA Implementing Procedures.  The project was approved by the City of 
Roseville, but the approval was later vacated following a Peremptory Writ of Mandate from the California Superior 
Court. 

A new application for a Design Review Permit was accepted by the Planning Division on January 18, 2019, 
following the vacation of the prior approvals by City Council on January 16th. The currently proposed project is 
substantially similar to the prior (vacated) approved development, with minor changes to the site design and 
elevations. Staff determined that the project should be considered categorically exempt from CEQA per Section 
15332 of the CEQA Guidelines, which pertains to infill development projects, as well as pursuant to Section 305 
of the City of Roseville CEQA Implementing Procedures. A staff report, which included an evaluation of the 
proposed infill exemption, exception criteria (as outlined in CEQA Section 16300.2), and substantial evidence in 
support of the exemption determination, was published on July 5, 2019. 

On July 11, 2019, the City received a letter from the Law Office of Donald B. Mooney challenging the City’s 
proposed use of the infill project categorical exemption under CEQA Guidelines § 15332.  The City disagrees 
with the letter’s assertions, because substantial evidence in the record supports the conclusions that the Project 
fits within the infill exemption and that none of the exceptions to the exemption apply.  Nonetheless, out of an 
abundance of caution and due to the potential of future litigation, the City has elected to prepare this Addendum. 

Environmental Setting 

The 1.38-acre project site is located at 4701 Fiddyment Road, at the northeastern corner of the intersection of 
Fiddyment Road and Angus Road.  The site is composed of flat terrain that has been graded and is characterized 
by non-native annual grasses.  

The triangular-shaped parcel is bordered by Fiddyment Road on the west side and Angus Road to the south.  A 
50-foot landscape easement is located to the east of the project site, which contains landscaping and a sidewalk.  
A powerline easement is also located within the buffer area.  Single-family residential neighbors are located to 
the east, west, and south of the project site.  

Location Zoning General Plan Land Use Actual Use of Property 
Site CC CC (Community Commercial) Vacant 
North RS/DS LDR (Low Density Residential) Single-family residential 
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South R1/DS LDR-3.8 (Low Density Residential) Single-family residential 
East RS/DS-NR LDR-6 (Low Density Residential) Single-family residential 
West RS/DS LDR-4 (Low Density Residential) Single-family residential 

 

Proposed Project 

The applicant proposes to develop the approximately 1.38 acre site at 4701 Fiddyment Road with a retail commercial 
building and gas station. The proposed project includes a Design Review Permit for the construction of a commercial 
development, including a gas station and fueling canopy (with five dispensers/ten pumps), a 8,802 square-foot 
commercial building with 3,977 square feet of retail space, 1,938 square feet of restaurant space, and 2,887 square 
feet for a convenience store. The project also includes associated site improvements such as parking, lighting, and 
landscaping. No additional entitlements are requested as the proposed use is consistent with the zoning and land 
use designations. 

The project proposes a fuel canopy and a commercial building which will be set back from the road 40 and 90 
feet, respectively. The fuel canopy will be situated near the southwest corner of the site with parking spaces 
primarily located on the north and east sides of the parcel. The lot is surrounded by public right-of-way easements 
on all three sides, which will be utilized for landscaping by the developer. The commercial building is proposed 
adjacent to the rear (eastern) property line. The primary entrances to the commercial tenant spaces will be 
oriented towards Fiddyment Road. With the right-of-way easement to the east of the parcel, the building will be 
located greater than 50 feet from the nearest single-family property line in the existing neighborhood to the east 
of the project site. 

Architecture: The building architecture includes a cottage-inspired design that incorporates traditional elements 
with modern features. The design draws from surrounding homes, and includes pitched roof elements, stacked 
stone, stucco, and horizontal wood siding.  Additional elements are proposed to enhance visual interest, 
including rustic beams, corbels, aluminum storefront windows, wood trim, and tile roofing.  Tower elements 
bookend the building, creating a slightly raised second-story element. The overall height of the structure is 27 
feet, consistent with Zoning Ordinance standards for commercial buildings. 

In addition to the main retail building, the project proposes a 23-foot tall, 3,365 square-foot gas station canopy on 
the southwest portion of the project site, along Fiddyment Road. The canopy design will incorporate the same 
materials as the retail building, and will include columns mirroring the stacked stone and wood paneling design. The 
roof of the canopy structure will utilize the same brown concrete tile as the primary building. The canopy fascia will 
be finished with stucco and the only down lighting will be used to illuminate the fueling pumps. 

Landscaping and Lighting: The project provides a 35-foot-wide public access easement along Fiddyment and Angus 
Roads, which will be planted with Chinese Pistache, Sycamore, Valley Oak, Chinese Elm, and a variety of shrubs 
and groundcover. Landscaping internal to the site will include several parking lot shade trees such as Crape Myrtles 
and Sycamores. In addition, planting along the eastern boundary of the property will include seven Frontier Elm 
trees and ten Japanese pagoda trees. Stormwater landscape planters will be located at the north and east sides 
of the commercial building. The proposed planters will incorporate swales that limit surface water and pollutant 
runoff by maximizing the use of pervious surfaces and vegetative ground cover. The largest of these planters 
will be located on the north side of the building, adjacent to the proposed restaurant space, and will enhance the 
project design by incorporating landscape materials and reducing the overall amount of asphalt on the site. 

Pedestrian scale lighting shall be incorporated into the outdoor areas and integrated into the building and 
landscape design. Main entries and storefronts will have the highest level of illumination, and all lighting sources 
will have cut-off lenses to avoid light spillage and glare onto adjacent properties. Exterior lighting shall use white, 
LED lamps and the maximum height of the parking lot light poles shall not exceed 16 feet. 
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Site Access and Circulation: Vehicular access to the project site will be provided by two driveways, one on 
Fiddyment Road and one on Angus Road. The driveway on Fiddyment Road will be restricted to right turns for 
ingress and egress into and out of the project site. . A portion of the existing median shall be removed from 
Angus Road, and the driveway onto Angus Road will allow full right and left ingress and egress turn movements. 
The project’s internal circulation pattern will consist of a two-way drive aisle along the front of the commercial 
building, as well as a drive aisle around the western portion of the commercial building and under the canopy 
that will facilitate traffic through the site. The internal circulation pattern also provides adequate approach 
distance to the trash enclosures, and is configured to allow emergency vehicle access through the site. 
Pedestrian access will be rerouted around to the project frontage, and a new eight-foot-wide sidewalk will be 
constructed along Fiddyment Road to connect to the existing sidewalk on Angus Road. To limit pedestrian activity 
at the rear of the site, a six-foot-tall wrought iron fence will be installed at either end of the project site. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF ADDENDUM 

As discussed in the Background Section, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified for the West 
Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) on February 4, 2004, and a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) was certified for the 
Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment (SPA3) on April 16, 2014.  Both the 2004 EIR and 2014 SEIR are 
available on the City of Roseville’s website at the following web address: 

https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalId=7964922&pageId=8775152 

The proposed project is substantially consistent with the anticipated Community Commercial development on 
the project site as was contemplated within the WRSP. 

The 2004 WRSP EIR identified the following impacts as significant and unavoidable: 

• Potential incompatibility of internal land uses (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• Conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (WRSP Area) 
• Inducement of substantial population growth (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased traffic on State Highways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased traffic on Placer County roadways (SOI, WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (SOI and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased traffic on Sacramento County roadways (SOI and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased congestion due to proposed General Plan Pedestrian District Overlay (SOI and Remainder 

Areas) 
• Increased emissions of fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities (short term) (SOI, 

WRSP, and Remainder Areas) 
• Increased emissions of ozone precursors during construction (short term) (SOI, WRSP< and Remainder 

Areas) 
• Increased emissions of air pollutants during operation 
• Increase in off-site traffic noise (SOI and Remainder Areas) 
• Loss of oak trees of greater than 6 inches dbh (short term) (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• Removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources (WRSP 

and Remainder Areas) 
• Siting of a school within one-fourth mile of the handling of transportation of hazardous materials 

(Remainder Area) 
• Availability of water supplies to meet demand in wet years (Remainder Area) 
• Availability of water supplies to meet demand in dry years (Remainder Area) 
• Capacity of water treatment system to meet potable demand (Remainder Area) 
• Increased demand for solid waste services at the landfill (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

https://www.roseville.ca.us/cms/One.aspx?portalId=7964922&pageId=8775152
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• Increased demand for solid waste services at the MRF (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• Construction debris demand for solid waste services (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• Alteration of the visual character of the site and vicinity (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 
• New sources of light and glare (WRSP and Remainder Areas) 

The EIR also identified the following cumulative impacts as significant and unavoidable: 

• Agricultural land conversion (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways with Kaiser Medical Center (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways with Placer Parkway (SOI Area) 
• Increased traffic on Placer County roadways with Placer Parkway (SOI Area) 
• Increased traffic in Placer County under Cumulative 2020 conditions with additional development (SOI 

Area) 
• Air quality emissions from construction (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Air quality emissions from operation (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• On-site noise levels that exceed City standards (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Off-site noise levels that exceed City standards (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Loss of historic resources (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased demand for water (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased demand for water treatment (SOI Area) 
• Increased demand for recycled water distribution system (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased generation of solid waste (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Increased stormwater runoff in the Curry Creek Watershed (SOI and WRSP Areas) 
• Change in visual character (SOI and WRSP Areas) 

The analyses within this Addendum rely on the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR with minor supplements 
or technical updates where appropriate. Most of the project impacts remain identical to the impacts of the EIRs 
because the proposed project is consistent with the commercial use type envisioned and analyzed for the subject 
property. No changes are proposed to the land use or zoning designation of the site. Impacts to physical 
resources (such as agricultural land, biological resources, etc.) are based on the grading and development of an 
area, not the proposed use types of the buildings (i.e. restaurant vs. retail) on the property. For other types of 
impacts which are affected by use type and square footage, the project uses reduce or maintain the same level 
of potential impacts, as discussed in this Addendum. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDENDUM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

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

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

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

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

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

DISCUSSION AND MITIGATION SECTIONS 

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

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

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

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Since the publication of the prior EIRs, the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has updated CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G (Environmental Checklist Form).  These updates address legislative changes to CEQA, 
clarify language, and update language consistent with case law.  None of the changes to the checklist require 
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new analysis related to impacts which were not known or which could not have been known at the time the EIRs 
were prepared.  The majority of the checklist changes clarify language, reorganize existing language, or eliminate 
analysis requirements.  For analysis requirements which have been eliminated, this is in response to case law 
affirming that analysis must focus on impacts caused by the project, not impacts to the project.  An example of 
each of these types of changes is included below: 

• Cultural Resources (a): Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource 
as defined in pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

The replacement of “as defined in” with “pursuant to” is a phrasing change which has no impact on 
required analysis. 

• Cultural Resources (c) has been moved to Geology and Soils (f). 

Moving the topical section of this analysis requirement (which is related to paleontological resources) 
from Cultural Resources to Geology and Soils has no impact on required analysis. 

• Noise (b): Exposure of persons to or Generation of excessive ground borne vibration of ground borne 
noise levels? 

The above changes redirect the analysis from considering overall exposure of persons to ground borne 
vibration, and focus the analysis on any ground borne vibration generated by a project.  This same 
change is reflected in all other checklist questions related to noise.  Therefore, the EIRs include more 
analysis than is currently required, because they included analysis related to exposing neighboring areas 
to noise, but also analyzed the effect of noise on the proposed uses; the latter analysis is no longer 
required. 

The updated CEQA Guidelines Appendix G also includes two new sections (Tribal Cultural Resources and 
Energy) and includes new and modified requirements as part of the Transportation/Traffic section.  Although the 
Tribal Cultural Resources section is new, the analysis of this impact area was included in the EIRs as part of the 
Cultural Resources section.  The new Energy section was formerly included in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, 
but has been moved into the Appendix G, so while it is new to the checklist it is not new to the CEQA Guidelines.  
The changes to the Transportation/Traffic section—which is now called simply Transportation—refocuses the 
analysis on vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  However, while OPR has promulgated these changes, the legislation 
requiring the use of VMT in CEQA analysis specifies that the requirement for lead agencies to use VMT goes 
into effect on July 1, 2020.  Therefore, a VMT analysis is not currently required, and has not been included in 
this Addendum. 

Based on the foregoing, none of the modifications to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G require new analysis related 
to impacts which were not known or which could not have been known at the time the EIRs were prepared.  
Therefore, an Addendum is the appropriate environmental document to describe the impacts of the proposed 
project. 

 



CHECKLIST 

I. Aesthetics 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 

Prior 
Environmental 

Documents 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.13 Pg. 39 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.13 Pg. 39 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.13 Pg. 31 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.13 Pg. 35 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.13-1 

(a-d), MM 4.13-2 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following aesthetics impacts: 

• Impact 4.13-1 – alteration of the visual character of the site and vicinity (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.13-2 – new sources of light and glare (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.13-3 – visual incompatibility between land uses (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.13-4 – degradation of scenic resources (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all aesthetics impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to the alteration of visual character of the site and vicinity and to new sources of light and glare.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-19 to 3-20.) 
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2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the proposed SPA3 project would not result in any aesthetics impacts beyond what was previously analyzed 
in the 2004 WRSP EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded 
from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would not substantially alter the general character of development in Fiddyment Ranch.  The area would continue to 
be developed as a primarily residential community that includes parks, open space, and some commercial and public/quasi-public uses.  
Development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would be subject to the City’s Community Design Guidelines, the WRSP 
Design Guidelines, and General Plan goals and policies.  The WRSP EIR found that development of the Specific Plan would result in a 
Significant and Unavoidable impact by altering the visual character of the area.  Development under the proposed project would contribute 
to this impact; but would not increase the severity of it, as it would not increase the development footprint, change the City’s development 
standards, or change the general character of the Fiddyment Ranch community.  Comments on the 2010 NOP suggested that the increased 
densities proposed by the project would alter the character of development in Fiddyment Ranch, and that potential development under the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance which allows density bonuses consistent with existing state law for certain projects that propose affordable housing 
subsidies would further increase densities and allow for reduced development standards such as reduced height restrictions and setbacks.  
It is noted that there are no specific proposals at this time to develop any portion of the project site under the density bonus provisions of 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  At the time that specific development is proposed for each parcel (regardless of whether development is 
proposed using the a density bonus), the City will evaluate whether the proposed development meets the City’s development standards 
and will consider whether each project would result in site-specific environmental impacts that have not been fully evaluated under the 
WRSP EIR or this Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR.  If not, additional environmental review would be required. 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional aesthetics impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 
SPA3 SEIR.  The overall aesthetic impacts of development under the WRSP were determined to be significant and unavoidable in the 2004 WRSP 
EIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the 
project site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC), would not result in additional aesthetics impacts beyond what 
would occur with the original WRSP.   

Mitigation Measures:   

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.13-1c requires the use of low glare materials for new commercial developments in the WRSP. This mitigation measure 
applies to the Project and can be found in the Table of Applicable Mitigation Measures. 
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II. Agricultural & Forestry Resources 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 

Documents 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.1 
Pg. 45-47 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Pg. 4-5 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.1 – 4  

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.1 
Pg. 46 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Pg. 4-5 

No No No No impact 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? Not analyzed No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.1 
Pg. 45-47 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Pg. 4-5 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.1 -4 
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Discussion:  

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following agricultural resources impacts: 

• Impact 4.1-2 – potential incompatibility with existing agricultural and other land uses in the Remainder Area, the County, and the City of 
Roseville (significant); 

• Impact 4.1-4 – conversion of agricultural land to developed uses (significant and unavoidable for WRSP area, less than significant for 
remainder area). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all agricultural resources impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land to developed uses.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-8.)  The 2004 DEIR did not 
address impacts to forestry resources, because the WRSP project area did not include any such resources. 

2014 SPA 3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts to agricultural resources beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded 
from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would not alter the development footprint for Fiddyment Ranch.  As discussed in the WRSP EIR, the Fiddyment Ranch 
project area supports Prime Farmland, which previously supported a pistachio orchard.  The site is no longer in active agricultural production.  As 
mitigation for impacts associated with loss of the Prime Farmland, the WRSP EIR required acquisition of offsite conservation easement(s), and 
this mitigation requirement has already been satisfied.  Development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would not change the 
development footprint nor result in any substantial changes in the agricultural impacts identified in the WRSP EIR.  Forestry impacts were not 
addressed by the WRSP EIR; however the project area does not include any forests or timberland and does not support any timber harvesting 
activities, and the project would have no impact to forestry resources. (2014 SEIR, p. 1-7.) 

Fiddyment Plaza 

The proposed Fiddyment Plaza project would result in no additional agricultural and forestry resources impacts beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development 
footprint beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  The project site does not contain agricultural or forestry land, 
as the site has a land use designation and zoning of Community Commercial (CC) under the City’s General Plan and the WRSP.  For these 
reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to agricultural and forestry resources. 
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Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this project. 
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III. Air Quality 

 
 Where Impact 

Was Analyzed 
in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.4 
Pg. 18-26 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Ch. 7 
Pg. 17-23 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4 -1 
through 4.4 -4 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 7.1a 
through MM 7.1b 
 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.4 
Pg. 18-26 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Ch. 7 
Pg. 23-26 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4 -5 
and MM 4.4 -6 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 7.2a 
and MM 7.2b 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.4 
Pg. 18-26 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR Pg. 26, 
27 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4 -1  
Through MM 4.4 -5  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.4 
Pg. 26-30 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4 -5 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4 -7 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.4 
Pg. 32-33 

No No No None 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 
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The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following air quality impacts: 

•Impact 4.4-1 – fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities (short-term significant and unavoidable); 
•Impact 4.4-2 – construction emissions (short-term significant and unavoidable); 
•Impact 4.4-3 – operational emissions (significant and unavoidable); 
•Impact 4.4-4 – exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable TAC levels (significant); 
•Impact 4.4-5 – carbon monoxide emissions at local intersections (less than significant); 
•Impact 4.4-6 – exposure to objectionable odors (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level except for short-term significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to fugitive dust and PM10 from grading and trenching activities and construction emissions and significant unavoidable impacts 
related to operational emissions.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-10 to 3-11.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR identified the following additional project-level and cumulative air quality impacts associated with the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 
3 project: 

•Impact 7.1 – generate construction related emissions that conflict with the air quality plan or violate air quality standards (significant and 
unavoidable); 
•Impact 7.2 – generate emissions during project operation that conflict with the air quality plan or violate air quality standards (significant 
and unavoidable); 
•Impact 7.3 – generate substantial carbon monoxide concentrations at local intersections (less than significant); 
•Impact 11.10 – result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (significant and unavoidable). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce additional air quality impacts, but significant and unavoidable impacts would remain with respect to 
construction and operational emissions and contribution to cumulative air quality impacts.  (2014 SEIR, pp. 2-15 to 2-18, 2-22 to 2-23.) 

In addition, the 2014 SPA 3 SEIR provided the following explanation of why the SPA 3 project would not result in any increase in odors beyond 
what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR: 

As discussed in the Initial Study, the WRSP EIR evaluated potential impacts associated with exposure to odors associated with the Pleasant Grove 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and other odor sources in the project area.  This analysis found that treatment facilities and operations 
at the PGWWTP could generate objectionable odors that could affect project site residents.  The WRSP EIR concluded that “with normal operation 
and with the use of chlorine, odors associated with the PGWWTP would be minimal and unlikely to be unpleasant for closest residents.”  The 
proposed project would not place residents any closer to the PGWWTP than was evaluated in the WRSP EIR, therefore the proposed project 
would not increase the severity of this less than significant impact.  The WRSP EIR analysis also found that exposure to odors from other typical 
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sources within and in proximity to the project site, such as restaurants, dry cleaning facilities and gas stations, would not result in significant adverse 
conditions. (2014 SEIR, p. 1-7.) 

Fiddyment Plaza  

The proposed project would result in no additional air quality impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional air quality impacts (beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP 
EIR) associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project.  The proposed project would result in no change in air quality 
emissions from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.   

The project will generate less traffic than anticipated in the City’s Traffic Model, thus resulting in less Air Quality impacts associated with traffic.  
The gas station fueling pumps will be approximately 160 feet from the nearest single family property line.  The SEIR included air quality mitigation 
measures that the project must comply with.  (See SEIR Chapter 7 regarding Air Quality and FEIR for WRSP SOI Amendment, Section 4.4 dated 
January 9, 2004.)  In addition, air quality impacts related to gas stations are governed by Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) 
which requires a gas station operation to secure an annual permit to operate.  This permit process through PCAPCD ensures that the required 
local, state, and federal standards are adhered to as it relates to air quality impacts and that no permit is provided if PCAPCD significance thresholds 
are exceeded. (See Appendix A, which includes PCAPCD’s jurisdiction and permitting process, PCAPCD Rules 501 and 502, and the PCAPCD 
Advisory Notice for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities dated August 21, 2002.)  The project has obtained a PCAPCD Authority to Construct/Temporary 
Permit to Operate, issued on May 21, 2018, which included a technical memorandum analyzing Public Health Risk associated with the project.  
The analysis found that the project is well within the PCAPCD significance thresholds and the permit was accordingly issued. Both of these 
documents are included in Appendix A.  The City relied on PCAPCD’s Authority to Construct/Temporary Permit to Operate, based on the applicable 
rules and policies outlined in Appendix A, in reaching its determination on air quality.  Therefore, there will be no significant effects related to air 
quality. 

While the SPA 3 SEIR did not analyze the air quality impacts of the specific use of a proposed gas station on the project site, the air permitting 
process required for the proposed gas station will ensure that the Project results in no significant air quality impacts.  State law gives local air 
pollution control districts “the primary responsibility for control of air pollution from all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles.” (Health 
& Safety Code, § 40000.)  Pursuant to this authority, the PCAPCD requires that gas stations obtain a permit known as an “Authority to Construct” 
prior to building the facility and another annual permit known as a “Permit to Operate” before dispensing gasoline.  The PCAPCD’s Rules and 
Regulations require denial of these permits if the proposed gas station’s air emissions would violate federal, state, or local air quality standards.  
(PCAPCD, Rules and Regulations, Rule 501, § 303, and Rule 502, § 408.)  In addition to controlling the emission of various “criteria pollutants,” it 
should be noted that the PCAPCD’s permits will address any potential emission of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) from the gas station, including 
benzene.  The PCAPCD will review the proposed “annual throughput” for the gas station and will place any necessary restrictions on the operation 
to ensure that that the facility’s emissions of TACs do not exceed the APCD’s established “health risk” threshold of 10 in 1 million. (PCAPCD 
Advisory Notice for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities; WRSP EIR, p. 4.4-29.)  Notably, this “10 in 1 million” threshold is identical to the PCAPCD’s 
CEQA threshold of significance for TACs. (WRSP EIR, p. 4.4-18.)  Accordingly, it can be said with certainty that a gas station which must obtain 
an Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from APCD will not result in any significant TAC emission impacts. 
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As part of the PCAPCD’s air permitting process, a health risk assessment was conducted by Environmental Permitting Specialists (EPS) for the 
Project demonstrating that it would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable TAC levels (Appendix A).  EPS determined 
that the maximum cancer residential risk associated with the Project would be 1.21 cancers/million, well below the PCAPCD’s significance 
threshold of 10 cancers/million.  EPS determined that the maximum non-cancer risks at nearby homes would be a hazard index (HI) of 0.005 for 
maximum chronic non-cancer risk and an HI of 0.15 for maximum acute non-cancer risk, both numbers well below the PCAPCD’s significance 
threshold of 1.0 HI for both chronic and acute non-cancer health risks.  A copy of that health risk assessment is included in Appendix A of this 
document.  (Environmental Permitting Specialists, April 27, 2018.)  

In August 2019, EPS conducted a supplemental health risk assessment to include other emissions sources for the Project consisting of mobile 
source emissions from customer vehicles and refueling trucks.  EPS concluded that the addition of mobile sources from the Project would increase 
the maximum cancer residential risk from 1.21 to 2.36 cancers/million, still well below the PCAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 cancers/million.  
EPS also determined that the total project-related non-cancer risk health index (HI) would be less than 0.01 for both chronic and acute non-cancer 
risks, well below the PCAPCD’s significance threshold of 1.0 HI for both chronic and acute non-cancer risks.  Thus, the Project would not result in 
a significant impact with respect to both cancer and non-cancer health risks.  (Environmental Permitting Specialists, August 27, 2019.) 

For these reasons discussed above, the Project would not result in a new significant impact nor a substantial increase in the severity of a previously 
identified impact with respect to air quality.  Therefore, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to air quality. 

Mitigation Measures:  

Mitigation Measures 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4-3 and 2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 7.1a, 7.1b, and 7.2b are all applicable to the Project to mitigate 
construction and operational air quality impacts. The mitigation measures can be found in the attached Table of Applicable Mitigation Measures. 
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IV. Biological Resources 

 
Where Impact Was 
Analyzed in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 

Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 37 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 through 

4.7 -9 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 40 
 
2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 57 
 

No No No 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -4  
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 –12 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -13 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 32 
 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -1 
through 4.7 -3 
 
 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 49 No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -10  
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -11 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.7 -13(d) 
42004 WRSP EIR MM.13 – 1(d) 
 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.7 Pg. 53 No No No None 
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to biological resources: 

• Impact 4.7-1 – loss of federally protected wetlands and “other waters” of the United States (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-2 – loss of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans and their habitat (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-3 – loss of rare plant populations (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-4 – loss or degradation of habitat for western spadefoot, a special status species (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-5 – disruption of Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and other legally protected raptors (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-6 – loss of grassland habitat (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-7 – substantial interference with the movement of resident and migratory wildlife species (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-8 – loss of oak trees greater than 6” dbh (short-term significant and unavoidable, long-term less than significant); 
• Impact 4.7-9 – loss of riparian habitat (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-10 – loss of biological resources due to construction of off-site infrastructure (significant); 
• Impact 4.7-11 – changes in General Plan policies regarding flood control facilities in open space (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.7-12 – conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other    
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (no impact). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all biological resources impacts to a less-than-significant level except for short-term significant and 
unavoidable impacts to oak trees greater than 6” dbh.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 4-13 to 4-15.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts to biological resources beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded 
from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would not alter the development footprint for Fiddyment Ranch.  The proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project 
includes construction of new Class I bikeway components within the 50-foot preserve buffer surrounding the ±130-acre open space parcel 
in the northwest corner of the Fiddyment Ranch area.  As noted on page 18 of the Initial Study circulated with the NOP for this EIR, the 
WRSP anticipated this construction and indicated that the Class I bikeway would be routed to avoid direct impacts to federally protected 
wetlands and other waters of the United States.  The WRSP EIR evaluated impacts to biological resources, including wetlands, special-
status species, and sensitive habitats.  The mitigation measures identified in the WRSP EIR are applicable to development of the Fiddyment 
Ranch project area.  With implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the WRSP EIR and summarized in the Initial Study for 
the current project, development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would not result in any substantial changes in the 
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biological resource impacts identified in the WRSP EIR.  The WRSP EIR required acquisition of offsite conservation easement(s), and 
offsite preservation of wetlands as part of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits.  This mitigation requirement has already been satisfied. 
(2014 SEIR, pp. 1-7 to 1-8.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts to biological resources beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR 
and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond what was analyzed 
in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  In addition, it should be noted that there are no natural features present onsite.  The project site is 
devoid of trees, vernal pools, and other water features.  The site has been graded and is primarily populated by non-native annual grasses and 
dirt.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to biological resources. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project.  
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V. Cultural, Archeological, or Paleontological Resources 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.8 - 
14 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -
4(a) through MM 4.8 -9 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.8 - 
12 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -1 
through MM 4.8 - 3 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.8 - 
16 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -10 
and MM 4.8 -11 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 2004 WRSP 

EIR Ch. 4.8 - 
17 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -1  
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -2 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 –5 
through MM 4.8 -8 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 -10 
through 4.8 -13 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to cultural resources: 

• Impact 4.8-1 – disturb, damage, or destroy unidentified subsurface archaeological resources during project construction (significant); 
• Impact 4.8-2 – removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.8-3 – disturb unknown paleontological resources during site preparation (significant); 
• Impact 4.8-4 – damage or destroy historic or prehistoric resources during construction of off-site infrastructure (significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all cultural resources impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to the removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-15.)   
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2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts to cultural resources beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded 
from the SEIR: 

The WRSP EIR identified that the project area supported a historically significant site – the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex.  The proposed 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project does not affect land in the area of this site. As discussed in the WRSP EIR, a field survey was conducted 
to identify archeological resources throughout the WRSP area.  No archeological resources were identified during this survey.  While there 
are no known archeological resources within the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project site, as is typical of most projects in the area, there is the 
potential that subsurface cultural resources could be uncovered during project construction.  The likelihood of subsurface resources is no 
greater with or without the project since earthmoving would be required under the existing WRSP as well as under the proposed Fiddyment 
Ranch SPA 3 project.  The WRSP EIR identifies mitigation measures to ensure that any subsurface archeological or paleontological 
resources uncovered during project construction are adequately protected. With implementation of these measures, development under 
the proposed project would not result in any substantial changes in the cultural resource impacts identified in the WRSP EIR. (2014 SEIR, 
p. 1-8.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts to cultural resources beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 
2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond what was analyzed in the 
2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to cultural 
resources. 

Mitigation Measures:  Mitigation measures in 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8-1 and MM 4.8-10, which are intended to mitigate disturbance of 
unanticipated historic or prehistoric resources during the construction process, apply to the Project. These measures can be found in the attached 
Table of Applicable Mitigation Measures. 
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VI. Energy 

 
Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

e) Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.11 
Pg. 95 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.11-13 

f) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy inefficiency? 

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.11 
Pg. 95 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.11-13 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to energy, as part of its section on public utilities: 

• Impact 4.11-12 – increased demand for electricity (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.11-13 – increased demand for natural gas (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all energy impacts to a less-than-significant level.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-18.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA 3 SEIR concluded that the effects to energy were adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR.  As the 
SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

Electricity in the area is provided by Roseville Electric and natural gas is provided by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).  Impacts 4.11-12 and 
4.11-13 in the WRSP EIR evaluated the potential for development of the WRSP to increase demands for electricity and natural gas and 
found these impacts to be less than significant.  The proposed project would increase the amount of residential and commercial 
development within the WRSP, which would incrementally increase the total demand for electricity and natural gas in the Specific Plan 
area.  There are no known constraints for provision of electric or natural gas service to the WRSP, including the additional residences and 
commercial land uses that would be developed under the proposed project.  Existing and planned facilities would be sufficient to serve the 



ADDENDUM 
September 26, 2019 

WRSP PCL F-81 – Fiddyment Plaza – 4701 Fiddyment Road; File #PL19-0013 
Page 27 of 69 

 
increased demands associated with the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project. Revenue sources for service providers would include 
direct installation fees collected as a condition of approval for the project as well as electric and natural gas service rates collected from 
service users (i.e., individual home owners/renters and commercial businesses).  As noted in the WRSP EIR, compliance with Title 20 and 
24 of the California Code of Regulations, which mandate minimum energy efficiency standards, would ensure that energy consumption 
from each individual building is minimized.  Further, since the time that the WRSP EIR was prepared, a new California Building Code, 
referred to as CalGreen, has been adopted. CalGreen establishes additional energy efficiency standards that would further reduce energy 
consumption and commitments relative to greenhouse gas emissions.(2014 SEIR, pp. 1-11 to 1-12.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to energy beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 
2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional energy impacts beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 
WRSP EIR associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from 
Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  Furthermore, the proposed project would result in no change in demand for energy 
from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect 
to energy impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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VII. Geology and Soils 

 
 
 Where Impact 

Was Analyzed in 
Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstanc
es Involving 

New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Requiring New 

Analysis or 
Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.6 Pg. 
17-23 

    

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

Same No No No None 

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

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

iv) Landslides? Same No No No None 

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

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

Same No No No None 

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

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

Same No No No None 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to geology and soils: 

• Impact 4.6-1 – exposure of people and structures to seismic hazards (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.6-2 – development of structures on expansive soils or on soils with other limitations (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.6-3 – soil erosion from grading activities (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.6-4 – slope instability and increased erosion along stream channels (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.6-5 – loss of topsoil due to conversion of agricultural land to urban uses (less than significant). 

Thus, the WRSP concluded that the WRSP project would not result in any significant impacts to geology and soils.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-13.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts related to geology and soils beyond what was 
previously analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and 
thus excluded from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would not alter the development footprint for Fiddyment Ranch or introduce land uses that require more substantial 
grading than was evaluated in the WRSP EIR.  Development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would not result in any 
substantial changes in the impacts related to geology and soils identified in the WRSP EIR.  All impacts related to geology and soils 
associated with the proposed project have been adequately addressed in the previous EIR.  The WRSP EIR determined that all impacts 
related to geology and soils would be less than significant and no mitigation measures were required.(2014 SEIR, p. 1-8.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts to geology and soils beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 
2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond what was analyzed in the 
2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to geology 
and soils. 
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Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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VIII. Greenhouse Gases 

 
 Where Impact 

Was Analyzed 
in Prior 

Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2014 SPA3 
SEIR Ch. 11 
Pg. 22 

No No No None 

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

2014 SPA3 
SEIR Ch. 8 
Pg. 17 

No No No 2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 8.1a 
and MM 8.1b 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR did not address climate change or greenhouse gas emissions, because CEQA did not require such analysis at the time the 
WRSP EIR was certified and the WRSP was approved. 

2014 SPA 3 SEIR 

The 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 SEIR analyzed the SPA 3 project’s impacts on climate change.  The 2014 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 
project would result in the following project-level and cumulative climate change/greenhouse gas impacts: 

• Impact 8.1 – generate a substantial contribution to GHG emissions that conflict with an applicable plan or policy (significant); 
• Impact 8.2 – be affected by climate change effects (less than significant); 
• Impact 11.11 – make a considerable contribution to global climate change (less than significant)  

 (2014 SEIR, pp. 2-19, 2-23.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the greenhouse gas/climate change impacts associated 
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with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from Single-Family Residential 
(RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  As noted in the Staff Report, the Project would generate fewer trips than anticipated in the City’s Traffic 
Model and the traffic analysis performed for the SPA 3 EIR; thus, the Project would result in less air quality and greenhouse gas emissions than 
were evaluated in the 2014 SEIR.  (Staff Report, July 11, 2019, p. 13.)  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the 
project with respect to greenhouse gas emissions. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required for this Project.  
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
 
 Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 
Requiring 

New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures Implemented or 

Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.9 Pg. 23, 35 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.9 – 1 

through MM 4.9 - 3 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.9 Pg. 23, 27 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.10 -3 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.9 Pg. 36 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.9 Pg. 30 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.9 -1 and 

MM 4.9 -2 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.9 Pg. 25 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.10 -3 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to hazards and hazardous materials: 

• Impact 4.9-1 – increased potential for accidental release or spill of hazardous materials during construction or occupancy (less than 
significant); 

• Impact 4.9-2 – increased demand for hazardous materials incident emergency response (less than significant for WRSP area, significant 
for remainder area); 

• Impact 4.9-3 – risk of exposure to accidental releases of hazardous materials from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (less 
than significant); 

• Impact 4.9-4 – increased risk of soil or water contamination from improper disposal of household hazardous wastes (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.9-5 – soil or groundwater contamination related to past uses (significant); 
• Impact 4.9-6 – use of recycled water for landscape irrigation in areas accessible to the public (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.9-7 – potential effects of electromagnetic fields (EMFs) from high-voltage transmission lines (no impact on WRSP area, less than 

significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.9-8 – temporary truck route for transportation of hazardous materials through the WRSP Area (less than significant for WRSP 

area, no impact for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.9-9 – siting of a school within one-fourth mile of the handling or transportation of hazardous materials (less than significant for 

WRSP, significant and unavoidable for remainder area). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all hazards and hazardous materials impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant 
and unavoidable impacts related to the siting of schools within one-fourth mile of the handling or transportation of hazardous materials for the 
remainder area (not-applicable to the WRSP).  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-15 to 3-16)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials beyond 
what was previously analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior 
EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would not alter the development footprint for Fiddyment Ranch or introduce any land use designations that were not 
included in the WRSP.  Based on field and literature review completed as part of the WRSP EIR, there are no known hazardous materials 
or hazardous site conditions within the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 area.  In addition, the WRSP EIR includes a mitigation measure applying 
to all construction in the Specific Plan area requiring identification and remediation of hazardous site conditions should soil contamination 
be encountered during construction.  With implementation of this measure, development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 
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project would not result in any substantial changes in the impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials identified in the WRSP 
EIR.(2014 SEIR, p. 1-8.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials beyond what was previously analyzed in 
the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond 
what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional impacts (beyond what was 
analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR) associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use 
for the project site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  As discussed previously, gas stations are a permitted use 
in the CC zone.  (Staff Report, July 11, 2019, pp. 6, 12.)  In addition, compliance with state and federal standards governing gas stations, including 
the PCAPCD’s permitting requirements for such uses, would ensure that the Project does not result in significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to hazards and hazardous 
materials. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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X. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 
 Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental Documents’ 
Mitigation Measures 

Implemented or Addressing 
Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 32 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 48, 
57 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.11-2 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 32 No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 32 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.12 - 1 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 32 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.12 -1 

through MM 4.12 -3 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 42 No No No None 
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 39 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.12 -4 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 39 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.12 -4 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 39 No No No None 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 39 No No No None 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to hydrology and water quality: 

• Impact 4.12-1 – changes in the rate of stormwater runoff (peak flows) through the development of new impervious surfaces (less than 
significant for WRSP, significant for remainder); 

• Impact 4.12-2 – increase in the amount of surface runoff, which would exceed the capacity of existing storm drainage systems and increase 
the potential for downstream flooding (significant); 

• Impact 4.12-3 – placement of fill or structures in the 100-year floodplain could affect water surface elevations, which could increase the risk 
of flooding (less than significant for the WRSP, significant for the remainder); 

• Impact 4.12-4 – erosion and runoff from construction sites containing soil or other materials could degrade water quality if discharged to 
local streams (less than significant); 

• Impact 4.12-5 – changes in surface water or groundwater quality resulting from urban stormwater runoff (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.12-6 – groundwater use during dry years (significant for WRSP area, no impact for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.12-7 – changes in groundwater recharge potential through the development of impervious surfaces (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all hydrology and water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-19.)   
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2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts related to hydrology and water quality beyond what 
was previously analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR 
and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces within the project area, as identified in the Initial Study. Specifically, 
page 31 of the Initial Study states that based on the drainage study for the WRSP, the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA would increase 
impervious surfaces by 5.54 acres and would increase the volume of stormwater runoff from the project site by 5.46 acre-feet per year.  
The WRSP EIR identifies mitigation requiring that all development within the WRSP contribute a proportionate amount to fund development 
of a regional retention basin at the time that building permits are issued.  The WRSP EIR also found that development within the WRSP 
must comply with City Improvement Standards, Stormwater Management Manual, other City regulations, and the NPDES program.  
Implementation of the identified mitigation measure and compliance with the applicable regulations would ensure that impacts associated 
with stormwater runoff and water quality remain less than significant and that the increased rate and volume of stormwater runoff from the 
project would not contribute to any downstream flooding impacts.  Use of groundwater and associated impacts to groundwater supply are 
evaluated in this Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR in Chapter 9 Public Utilities.(2014 SEIR, pp. 1-8 to 1-9.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to hydrology and water quality beyond what was previously analyzed in the 
2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond what 
was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  Furthermore, the proposed project would result in no change in land use from what 
was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional impacts (beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP 
EIR) associated with the land use changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from Single-
Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  As discussed previously, gas stations are a permitted use in the CC zone.  (Staff Report, 
July 11, 2019, pp. 6, 12.)  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to hydrology and water 
quality. 

Mitigation Measures:  Mitigation Measure 2004 WRSP EIR 4.12 -2 applies to the Project, which requires the payment of fair share drainage fees 
prior to issuance of a building permit. The measure has been implemented by incorporating the appropriate development impact fee requirements 
into the City’s building permit application process.  Therefore, no further mitigation is required. 
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XI. Land Use and Planning 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

a) Physically divide an established community? Not analyzed No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.1 
Pg. 50 

No No No None 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? Not analyzed No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following land use and planning impacts: 

• Impact 4.1-1 -- potential incompatibility of internal land uses (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.1-2 – potential incompatibility with existing agricultural and other land uses in the Remainder Area, the County, and the City of 

Roseville (significant); 
• Impact 4.1-3 – potential incompatibility with the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (less than significant for WRSP area, no 

impact for the remainder area); 
• Impact 4.1-5 – interim access to City-owned property (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.1-6 – potential incompatibility with the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code (less than significant). 

(2004 DEIR, p. 3-8.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR identified the following additional project-level and cumulative land use impacts associated with the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 
3 project: 

• Impact 4.1 – conflict with the General Plan, Specific Plan, and Zoning designations (no impact); 
• Impact 4.2 – conflict with local and/or regional land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect (significant); 
• Impact 4.3 – creation of land use conflicts or incompatibility (less than significant); 
• Impact 11.1 – cumulative land use incompatibility (less than significant) 

(2014 SEIR, pp. 2-11, 2-21.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional land use and planning impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR 
and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The project site has a land use designation and zoning of Community Commercial (CC) under the 
City’s General Plan and the WRSP.  As noted in the staff report, the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and the WRSP: 

General Plan and Specific Plan Consistency:  The General Plan land use designation for the subject property is Community 
Commercial (CC).  According to the General Plan, the purpose of the CC land use designation is to provide a broader range of goods 
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and services than the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) land use, to an expanded service area.  Although the CC land use is intended for 
parcels greater than five acres in size, it does not preclude development on parcels less than five acres.  While the NC designation 
specifically list gas stations as a primary use, the CC designation includes uses identified as allowable in the NC land use designation, 
as well as retail stores and businesses selling a full range of goods and services. 

As provided in the General Plan, the CC land use is conditionally compatible with residential development.  The site has been designed 
to reduce impacts on the nearby residential homes through building orientation, landscaping, and the use of enhanced architecture that 
is compatible with the neighborhood. 

The General Plan also states that the CC land use is appropriate adjacent to arterial roadways, such as Fiddyment Road.  As the project 
site is located on an arterial roadway, and will create a mixed-use commercial development with retail, restaurant, and gas station facilities 
to serve the nearby neighborhoods, the proposed project is consistent with the intent of the General Plan CC land use designation. 

The WRSP identifies the project site as Parcel F-81, with a CC land use designation.  The WRSP states that “Parcel F-81 is a small-
sized parcel that provides an opportunity for neighborhood or community serving uses near Villages F-14 and F-15.”  The permitted land 
uses are as identified in the Zoning Ordinance.  The project includes retail space, opportunity for a restaurant, as well as convenience 
and gasoline sales.  The proposed project is consistent with the WRSP. 

The project site has a zoning designation of Community Commercial (CC).  The proposed use is allowed as of right in the CC zone subject to 
the Design Review Permit (DRP) being sought for the Project.  The Project is consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Community Design 
Guidelines (CDG) development standards:  

Consistent with the CC land use designation, the project site has a zoning designation of Community Commercial (CC).  Zoning Ordinance 
Section 19.12.020, provides that gas stations, restaurants, and retail commercial are all principally permitted uses in the CC zone.  Section 
19.12.030 states that permitted uses shall comply with the City’s adopted Community Design Guidelines, applicable Specific Plans (in 
this case, the WRSP), and to any approved Design Review Permit (DRP).  Since DRPs are required for any new construction (Section 
19.74.010), the DRP is the appropriate entitlement for the review of the proposed project.  DRPs evaluate site design, parking, 
landscaping, building elevations, and other design features.  Whether or not a use is allowable or appropriate for a property is not a factor 
in the evaluation. 

For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to land use and planning impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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XII. Mineral Resources 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed in 

Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes 

Involve New 
Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2014 WRSP EIR did not analyze impacts on mineral resources, because there are no known mineral resources within the WRSP area.  
(SEIR, p. 1-9.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would not result in significant impacts related to mineral resources.  As the SEIR noted 
in its discussion of effects found not to be significant or to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

There are no known mineral resources within the WRSP area.  Development of Fiddyment Ranch under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 
project would not result in any significant impacts to mineral resources.(SEIR, p. 1-9.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project 

The proposed project would result in no additional mineral resources impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 
2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  As noted in the 2014 SEIR, the WRSP area, including the project site, contains no mineral resources.  
(SEIR, p. 1-9.)  Therefore, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to mineral resources. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for the Project. 
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XIII. Noise 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents’ Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.5 
Pg. 20 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR 6-15 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5 -
1 and MM 4.5 -2 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 6.2a 
 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.5 
Pg. 41 

No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.5 
Pg. 22, 23, 27, 
32 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5-
3 through 4.5- 10 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.5 
Pg. 20 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5 -
1 

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

2014 SPA3 
SEIR 6-18 No No No None 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

• The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following noise impacts: 
• Impact 4.5-1 –short-term noise generated by construction activity (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.5-2 – commercial noise sources (significant); 
• Impact 4.5-3 – industrial noise (significant for SOI and WRSP areas, no impact for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.5-4 – noise from school-related activities (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.5-5 – Citywide park noise (significant); 
• Impact 4.5-6 – Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant noise (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.5-7 – fire station noise (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.5-8 – on-site traffic noise (significant); 
• Impact 4.5-9 – off-site traffic noise levels (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and unavoidable for SOI and remainder area); 
• Impact 4.5-10 – changes to City noise contours (less than significant for WRSP area and SOI area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.5-11 – groundborne vibration levels (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all noise impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to off-site traffic noise levels for properties within the SOI and remainder area.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-11 to 3-13.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR identified the following additional project-level and cumulative noise impacts associated with the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 
3 project: 

• Impact 6.1 – expose existing sensitive receptors to excessive traffic noise levels (less than significant); 
• Impact 6.2 – expose future sensitive receptors within the project site to excessive traffic noise levels (significant); 
• Impact 6.3 – expose future sensitive receptors within the project site to excessive noise levels associated with the Roseville Energy Park 

(less than significant); 
• Impact 6.4 – expose future sensitive receptors within the project site to excessive aviation-related noise levels (less than significant); 
• Impact 11.9 – contribute to cumulative increases in noise levels (potentially significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all additional noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  (2014 SEIR, pp. 2-14 to 2-15, 2-21 to 
2-22.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  
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The proposed project would result in no additional noise impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional noise impacts (beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP 
EIR) associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from 
Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  The proposed project would result in no change in land use and associated 
noise impacts from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR. 

The nearest single-family homes are located to the east of the proposed project, and are separated from the driveways and parking areas within 
the project site by the rear yards of the homes, a six-foot-tall masonry wall, a 50-foot easement, landscaping, and the proposed commercial 
building.  Primary access to the commercial building will occur on the west side of the building, oriented away from those homes.  Additionally, 
there are single-family homes to the west of the project site; however, these homes are buffered from activity on the project site by a six-foot 
tall masonry wall, landscaping, a four-lane arterial roadway, and additional landscaping adjacent to the project site.  Noise impacts are expected 
to be less than significant. However, consistent with City policy the project will be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance to ensure 
minimal impacts on the nearby homes.  Therefore, there will be no significant effects relating to noise. 

For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to noise impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5-1 and MM 4.5-3 apply to the proposed project. Please refer to the attached Table of Mitigation 
Measures. 
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XIV. Population and Housing 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.2 
Pg. 14, 20 

No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.2 
Pg. 20 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.2 -
2 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.2 
Pg. 20 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.2 -
2 

 
Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to population and housing: 

• Impact 4.2-1 – changes in jobs/housing balance (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.2-2 – provision of affordable housing (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.2-3 – displacement of existing housing (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.2-4 – inducement of substantial population growth (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.2-5 – consistency with adopted City policies (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all population and housing impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with inducement of substantial population growth.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-8 to 3-9.)   
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2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts related to population and housing beyond what 
was previously analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior 
EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

All population and housing impacts associated with the proposed project have been adequately addressed in the previous EIR.  The 
proposed project would increase the anticipated residential population of Fiddyment Ranch by 4,335 people, based on the 2010 Census 
average household size for the City of Roseville of 2.61 persons.  This would increase the extent of impacts related to population and 
housing.  The WRSP EIR identified population growth as a significant and unavoidable impact.  The proposed project would induce 
additional population growth beyond the level anticipated in the WRSP EIR, but would not significantly increase or exacerbate the impact; 
the additional population growth associated with the proposed project would be consistent with the significant and unavoidable impact 
determination reached in the WRSP EIR.  The Initial Study found that development of the WRSP under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch 
SPA 3 project would result in 1.34 jobs per employee housed within the Specific Plan area, which meets the City’s standards for 
jobs/housing balance.  The Initial Study also found that development under the proposed project would be required to comply with the 
City’s General Plan policy requiring 10% of new dwelling units to be affordable, which would ensure that the project would have a less 
than significant impact related to provision of affordable housing. (2014 SEIR, p. 1-9.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to population and housing beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 
WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the land uses changes proposed as part of the 
SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC), would 
not result in additional population and housing impacts beyond what would occur with the original WRSP and was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP 
EIR.  Furthermore, the proposed project would result in no change in land use from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these 
reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to population and housing. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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XV. Public Services 

 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

     

a) Fire protection? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 5 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.10-3 through MM 4.10-6 

b) Police protection? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 12 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.10 
– 1a, MM 4.10-2 

c) Schools? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 23 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.10-7, MM 4.10-8 

d) Parks? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 35 

No No No None 

e) Other public facilities? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 29 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.10-9, MM 4.10-10 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following public services impacts: 

• Impact 4.10-1 – increased demand for police protection services (significant); 
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• Impact 4.10-2 – increased demand for fire protection services (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.10-3 – increased demand for schools (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.10-4 – insufficient schools for CUSD students in proximity to the SOI Amendment Area (no impact for the WRSP area, 

significant for the remainder area); 
• Impact 4.10-5 – increased demand for library services (significant); 
• Impact 4.10-6 – increased demand for park facilities (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all public services impacts to a less-than-significant level.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-16 to 3-17.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR identified the following additional public services impacts associated with the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project: 

• Impact 10.1 – increase demands for fire protection; require construction  of new or expanded fire protection facilities (less than 
significant); 

• Impact 10.2 – increase demands for police protection; require construction of new or expanded police protection facilities (less than 
significant); 

• Impact 10.3 – increase demands for library services; require construction of new or expanded library facilities (less than significant); 
• Impact 10.4 – increase demands for school services; require construction of new or expanded school facilities (less than significant);  
• Impact 10.5 – increase demands for park facilities (less than significant); 
• Impact 11.15 – contribute to cumulative increases in demands for public services (less than significant). 

(2014 SEIR, pp. 2-20 to 2-21, 2-23.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional public services impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 
2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional public services impacts (beyond what was analyzed in the 
2004 WRSP EIR) associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project 
site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  The proposed project would result in no change in land use and 
associated public services impacts from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR 
is required for the project with respect to public services impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this Project. 
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XVI. Recreation 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 35 

No No No None 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 35 

No No No None 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impact to recreation: 

• Impact 4.10-6 – increased demand for park facilities (less than significant). 

(2004 DEIR, p. 3-17.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts related to recreation beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus 
excluded from the SEIR: 

As stated in the NOP for this EIR and documented in Section XV Recreation of the Initial Study, the project’s potential impacts related 
to recreation were adequately addressed in the WRSP EIR.  As discussed in Section XV of the Initial Study, development under the 
proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would increase the residential population of the WRSP area, which would increase the total 
amount of parkland and open space necessary to meet the City’s required park-to-population standard of nine acres per 1,000 residents.  
Specifically, the standard requires includes three acres each of city-wide parks, neighborhood parks, and open space per 1,000 
residents.  With the increased residential population under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project, the WRSP area would support 
a total of 26,038 residents, requiring 78.11 credited acres of each type of parkland and open space throughout the WRSP.  A traditional 
active park is normally granted a 1:1 park acreage credit, while open space areas are granted partial park acreage credits of either 10:1 
or 5:1.  Most of the open space within the WRSP is credited towards the open space requirement at a 10:1 ratio. 

The WRSP land use plan provides more park and open space than is needed to meet the City’s required park-to-population standard.  When 
accounting for the partial park acreage credits given to open space areas, the WRSP including the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project,  
which includes slight increases in parkland and open space, would provide a total of 123.49 acres of City-wide parks, 87.52 acres of 
neighborhood parks, and 79.48 acres of open space.  The parcels allocated for parkland and open space under the WRSP are identified in the 
Specific Plan, which is available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center located at 311 Vernon Street and at the City’s website at: 

http://www.roseville.ca.us/planning/planning_document_library/default.asp 
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Park sites and acreage would not change substantially under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project.  The potential environmental 
effects from developing park sites within the Fiddyment Ranch area are adequately addressed and evaluated throughout the WRSP EIR and 
the Initial Study for the proposed project. 

In addition to meeting the City’s requirements for City-wide parks, neighborhood parks, and open space, Fiddyment Ranch would include 13.43 
acres of Pocket Parks, which are five individual sites ranging in size from 1.0 to 1.32 acres associated with each LDR neighborhood.  Pocket 
parks would be landscaped and include opportunities for informal recreation, including features such as children’s play areas, picnic areas, 
benches, informal turf areas, and shade structures.  Each pocket park would be constructed by the home builders for each LDR area and are 
not included in the calculations of parkland dedication.  Ongoing maintenance for each pocket park would be funded by a services district, 
separate from and in addition to the funding mechanism for neighborhood and City-wide park maintenance.  If residents eliminate the services 
district, the City's obligation to retain the pocket parks would change. 

Parks and recreation facilities in Roseville are funded through a variety of mechanisms.  The proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project, which 
includes slight increases in parkland and open space, would pay fees that would help build improvements in the proposed neighborhood parks 
within the WRSP.  Under the Fiddyment Ranch Development Agreement, construction of the park site improvements (other than the Pocket 
Parks) is the responsibility of the City of Roseville.  The Neighborhood and City Wide Park Fees would be collected upon issuance of building 
permits for each residential unit.  The applicants for development within the project area would be required to pay park development fees, and 
any identified in-lieu fees for park dedication.  Pocket parks are not paid for through the park development fees and are the sole responsibility 
of the developer.  As outlined in the Fiddyment Ranch Development Agreement, Community Facilities Districts (CFDs) will pay for ongoing 
maintenance of the neighborhood parks and pocket parks. With the amount of parkland and open space dedication meeting the City’s standards 
and ongoing parkland maintenance fees provided, adequate park and open space facilities would be available to serve all residents of the 
WRSP, including the additional residents that would be accommodated by the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not 
have any adverse effects on existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreation facilities. 

(2014 SEIR, pp. 1-9 to 1-10.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project  

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to recreation beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR 
and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The project is a commercial project that would generate no demand for recreational facilities.  The 
2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project 
site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC), would not result in additional recreation impacts beyond what would 
occur with the original WRSP and was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR.  Furthermore, the proposed project would result in no change in land 
use and associated impacts to recreational facilities from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or 
supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to recreation impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  No mitigation measures are required for this project. 
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XVII. Transportation/Traffic 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.3 
Pg. 51 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR 5-26 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.3-
1 through MM 4.3-9 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 
5.1a, MM 5.5a,MM 5.6a, 
MM 5.8a, MM 5.12a, MM 
5.13a,  

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.3 
Pg. 51 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.3-
1 through MM 4.3-6 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 
5.1a, MM 5.5a,MM 5.6a, 
MM 5.8a, MM 5.12a, MM 
5.13a, 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.10 
Pg. 11 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.10-1 through 4.10-6 
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f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities? 

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.3 
Pg. 75, 76, 78 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR 5-32 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.3-
7, MM 4.3-8, MM 4.3-9 
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Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following transportation impacts: 

• Impact 4.3-1 – increased traffic on City of Roseville roadways (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.3-2 – increased traffic on State highways (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.3-3 – increased traffic on Placer County roadways (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.3-4 – increased traffic on City of Rocklin roadways (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and unavoidable for SOI 

and remainder areas); 
• Impact 4.3-5 – increased traffic on Sutter County roadways (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.3-6 – increased traffic on Sacramento County roadways (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and unavoidable for 

SOI and remainder areas); 
• Impact 4.3-7 – increased demand for bicycle facilities (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for SOI and remainder areas); 
• Impact 4.3-8 – transit access and circulation (significant); 
• Impact 4.3-9 – increased congestion due to proposed pedestrian district overlay (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and 

unavoidable for SOI and remainder areas). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce transportation impacts to a less-than-significant level except for the significant and unavoidable 
impacts indicated above.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-9 to 3-10.) 

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR identified the following additional project-level and cumulative transportation impacts associated with the Fiddyment 
Ranch SPA 3 project: 

• Impact 5.1 – increased traffic volumes through City of Roseville intersections under existing plus project conditions (significant); 
• Impact 5.2 – increased demand for transit services within the City of Roseville under existing plus project conditions (less than 

significant); 
• Impact 5.3 – increased demand for bicycle facilities within the City of Roseville under existing plus project conditions (less than 

significant); 
• Impact 5.4 – increased traffic volumes through intersections within the City of Rocklin under existing plus project conditions (significant 

and unavoidable); 
• Impact 5.5 – increased traffic volumes through intersections within Placer County under existing plus project conditions (significant and 

unavoidable); 
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• Impact 5.6 – increased traffic volumes on roadways within Placer County under existing plus project conditions (significant and
unavoidable);

• Impact 5.7 – increased traffic volumes through intersections within Sacramento County under existing plus project conditions (less than
significant);

• Impact 5.8 – increased traffic volumes on roadways within Sacramento County under existing plus project conditions (significant and
unavoidable);

• Impact 5.9 – increased traffic volumes through intersections within Sutter County under existing plus project conditions (significant and
unavoidable);

• Impact 5.10 – increased traffic volumes on roadways within Sutter County under existing plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 5.11 – increased traffic volumes at state highway interchanges under existing plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 5.12 – increased traffic volumes on state highways under existing plus project conditions (significant and unavoidable);
• Impact 5.13 – increased traffic volumes through City of Roseville intersections under 2025 CIP plus project conditions (significant and

unavoidable);
• Impact 5.14 – increased traffic volumes through Placer, Sacramento, and Sutter County intersections under 2025 CIP plus project

conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 5.15 – increased traffic volumes on Placer, Sacramento, and Sutter County roadway segments under 2025 CIP plus project

conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 5.16 – increased traffic volumes at state highway interchanges under 2025 CIP plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 5.17 – increased traffic volumes on state highways under 2025 CIP plus project conditions (significant and unavoidable);
• Impact 11.2 – increased traffic volumes on City of Roseville roadways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than

significant);
• Impact 11.3 – increased traffic volumes on City of Rocklin roadways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 11.4 – increased traffic volumes on Placer County roadways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 11.5 – increased traffic volumes on Sacramento County roadways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than

significant);
• Impact 11.6 – increased traffic volumes on Sutter County roadways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than significant);
• Impact 11.7 – increased traffic volumes on state highway interchanges under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (less than

significant);
• Impact 11.8 – increased traffic volumes on state highways under 2025 cumulative plus project conditions (significant and unavoidable).

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce transportation impacts to a less-than-significant level except for the significant and unavoidable 
impacts indicated above.  (2014 SEIR, pp. 2-11 to 2-14, 2-21.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project 

The proposed project would result in no additional traffic impacts beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional traffic impacts (beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP 
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EIR) associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use for the project site from 
Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  The proposed project would result in no change in land use and associated 
traffic impacts from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  In fact, the project will generate fewer trips than anticipated in the City’s traffic 
model and the traffic analysis performed for the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 SEIR.  The City’s Engineering Division noted that the proposed use 
would generate approximately 27 p.m. peak hour trips, which is less than the 61 p.m. peak hour trips allocated for the site based on the City’s 
traffic model and assumed in the 2014 SPA 3 SEIR traffic analysis.  

Access to the project site will be provided by two driveways, one on Fiddyment Road and one on Angus Road.  The driveway on Fiddyment 
Road will be restricted to right turns for ingress and egress into and out of the project site.  The Angus Road driveway will also have restricted 
movement and will be limited to right turns only.  The City’s Engineering Division has reviewed the proposed turn movements and found the 
plan to be acceptable.  The project will be required to will provide appropriate lane striping and turn lanes in the public right-of-way, as shown 
in the project design and memorialized in the conditions of approval.  The project’s internal circulation pattern will consist of a two-way drive 
aisle along the front of the commercial building and a drive aisle around the western portion of the commercial building and under the canopy 
that will facilitate traffic through the site.  The internal circulation pattern also provides adequate approach distance to the trash enclosures, and 
is configured to allow emergency vehicle access through the site. 

Pedestrian access will be rerouted around to the project frontage, and a new eight-foot-wide sidewalk will be constructed along Fiddyment Road 
to connect to the existing sidewalk on Angus Road.  To limit pedestrian activity at the rear of the site, a six-foot-tall wrought iron fence will be 
installed at either end of the project site.  Access to the landscape area behind the proposed project will be restricted. 

For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to transportation impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  Mitigation Measures 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.3-1, MM 4.3-2, and MM 4.3-8, which require the payment of development 
impact fees, apply to the Project. The measures have been implemented by incorporating the appropriate development impact fee requirements 
into the City’s building permit application process.  Therefore, no further mitigation is required. 
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

     

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? 

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 4.8 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8 – 

4(a) through MM 4.8 -9 

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

Not analyzed No No No None 
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Discussion:  In addition to archeological resources, tribal cultural resources are also given particular treatment.  Tribal cultural resources are 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074, as either 1) a site, feature, place, geographically-defined cultural landscape, sacred place, or 
object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, that is listed or eligible for listing on the California Register or Historical 
Resources, or on a local register of historical resources or as 2) a resource determined by the lead agency, supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant according to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code section 5024.1(c), and considering the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American Tribe.  This section was added to the CEQA Guidelines after the publication of the prior environmental 
document to which this Addendum is attached, but cultural resources were addressed in that document. The only item not completed was the 
required notice to tribes which have requested such notice pursuant to the Public Resources Code.   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The requirement to analyze impacts on tribal cultural resources was not added to CEQA until 2015 with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 52.  
However, the 2004 WRSP EIR analyzed impacts on cultural resources, which include tribal cultural resources.  The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded 
that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to cultural resources: 

• Impact 4.8-1 – disturb, damage, or destroy unidentified subsurface archaeological resources during project construction (significant); 
• Impact 4.8-2 – removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources (significant and 

unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.8-3 – disturb unknown paleontological resources during site preparation (significant); 
• Impact 4.8-4 – damage or destroy historic or prehistoric resources during construction of off-site infrastructure (significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all cultural resources impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to the removal of historically significant properties and/or loss of historic integrity of such resources.  (2004 DEIR, p. 3-15.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

As discussed above, the requirement to analyze impacts on tribal cultural resources was not added to CEQA until 2015 with the passage of AB 
52.  However, the 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed impacts on cultural resources, which include tribal cultural resources.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR 
concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in no additional impacts to cultural resources beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 
EIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus excluded from the SEIR: 

The WRSP EIR identified that the project area supported a historically significant site – the Fiddyment Ranch Main Complex.  The proposed 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project does not affect land in the area of this site. As discussed in the WRSP EIR, a field survey was conducted to 
identify archeological resources throughout the WRSP area.  No archeological resources were identified during this survey.  While there are no 
known archeological resources within the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project site, as is typical of most projects in the area, there is the potential 
that subsurface cultural resources could be uncovered during project construction.  The likelihood of subsurface resources is no greater with or 
without the project since earthmoving would be required under the existing WRSP as well as under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 
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project.  The WRSP EIR identifies mitigation measures to ensure that any subsurface archeological or paleontological resources uncovered 
during project construction are adequately protected. With implementation of these measures, development under the proposed project would 
not result in any substantial changes in the cultural resource impacts identified in the WRSP EIR.(2014 SEIR, p. 1-8.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project 

No AB 52 consultation is required for the project, because it does not trigger the preparation of a negative declaration, mitigated negative 
declaration, or EIR.  (Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b).)  The proposed project would result in no additional impacts to cultural resources, 
including tribal cultural resources, beyond what was previously analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 
proposed project would result in no changes in development footprint beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 SPA3 SEIR. 
For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is required for the project with respect to tribal cultural resources. 

Mitigation Measures:  Applicable measures to mitigate Cultural Resources impacts are discussed in Section V of this Addendum. 
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XIX. Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 
 Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 38 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR 
9B-8 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.11-3 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 25, 
31, 38, 41 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR 
9B-10 

No No No 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.11- 1 through 4.11-4 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 
9B.3a 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.12 Pg. 32 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.12 

-2 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 25 
 
2014 SPA3 SEIR 
9A-19 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.11- 1 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 66, 
70 

No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.11-5, MM 4.11-6 

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

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 81, 
85 

No No No 
2004 WRSP EIR MM 
4.11-7 through MM 4.11-
12 
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g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

2004 WRSP EIR 
Ch. 4.11 Pg. 81 No No No 2004 WRSP EIR MM 

4.11-12 



ADDENDUM 
September 26, 2019 

WRSP PCL F-81 – Fiddyment Plaza – 4701 Fiddyment Road; File #PL19-0013 
Page 65 of 69 

 

Discussion:   

2004 WRSP EIR 

The 2004 WRSP EIR concluded that the WRSP project would result in the following impacts to public utilities: 

• Impact 4.11-1 – availability of water supplies to meet demand in wet years (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and 
unavoidable for remainder area); 

• Impact 4.11-2 – availability of water supplies to meet demand in dry years (significant for WRSP area, significant and unavoidable for 
remainder area); 

• Impact 4.11-3 – capacity of water treatment system to meet potable demand (less than significant for WRSP area, significant and 
unavoidable for remainder area); 

• Impact 4.11-4 – extension of existing potable water distribution system (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder 
area); 

• Impact 4.11-5 – availability of recycled water to meet demand and installation of recycled water infrastructure (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.11-6 – construction or expansion of wastewater collection facilities (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.11-7 – construction of expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (significant); 
• Impact 4.11-8 – increased wastewater discharge regulated by the RWQCB (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.11-9 – increased demand for solid waste services at the landfill (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.11-10 – increased demand for solid waste services at the MRF (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.11-11 – construction debris demand for solid waste services (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 4.11-12 – increased demand for electricity (less than significant for WRSP area, significant for remainder area); 
• Impact 4.11-13 – increased demand for natural gas (less than significant); 
• Impact 4.11-14 – increased demand on cable television and telephone services (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce all utilities impacts to a less-than-significant level except for significant and unavoidable impacts 
associated with solid waste services at both the landfill and the MRF.  (2004 DEIR, pp. 3-17 to 3-18.)   

2014 SPA3 SEIR 

The 2014 SPA3 SEIR concluded that the SPA 3 project would result in the following additional impacts to utilities beyond what was previously 
analyzed in the 2004 EIR: 

• Impact 9A.1 – require new or expanded water supply entitlements (less than significant); 
• Impact 9A.2 – impact on American River and Delta associated with surface water diversion (less than significant); 
• Impact 9A.3 – require new or expanded water treatment facilities (less than significant); 
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• Impact 9A.4 – deplete groundwater supplies (less than significant); 
• Impact 9B-1 – impair water quality as a result of increased wastewater discharges (less than significant); 
• Impact 9B.2 – construction or expansion of wastewater collection/conveyance facilities (less than significant); 
• Impact 9B.3 – exceed wastewater treatment capacity or result in physical environmental effects from construction or expansion of 

wastewater treatment facilities (significant); 
• Impact 11.12 – contribute to cumulative increase in demands for potable water (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 11.13 – contribute to cumulative increase in demands for wastewater treatment and conveyance (significant and unavoidable); 
• Impact 11.14 – contribute to cumulative increases in demands for recycled water (less than significant). 

Mitigation measures were provided to reduce the additional utilities impacts to a less-than-significant level, with the exception of \significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impacts to potable water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.  (2014 SEIR, pp. 2-19 to 2-20, 20-23.) 

In addition, the SEIR concluded that the effects to solid waste, electricity, and natural gas were adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus 
excluded from the SEIR.  As the SEIR noted in its discussion of effects found to have been adequately analyzed in the prior EIR and thus 
excluded from the SEIR: 

Solid Waste 

As discussed in the Initial Study, development under the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project would increase the amount of solid 
waste processed at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL).  The additional material 
processed at the MRF would not exceed the MRF daily processing capacity.  The additional material disposed of at the landfill would 
contribute to a shortening of the lifespan of the landfill.  The WRSP EIR identified several mitigation measures to reduce the amount of 
solid waste generated at the project site including requiring payment of collection fees, a portion of which shall be used to service bonds 
necessary to fund expansion of the landfill, providing each residence with a green waste container, and requiring the construction waste 
stream be reduced by 50%.  Development under the proposed project would be required to implement these mitigation measures, but 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, as identified in the WRSP EIR. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

Electricity in the area is provided by Roseville Electric and natural gas is provided by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).  Impacts 4.11-12 
and 4.11-13 in the WRSP EIR evaluated the potential for development of the WRSP to increase demands for electricity and natural gas 
and found these impacts to be less than significant.  The proposed project would increase the amount of residential and commercial 
development within the WRSP, which would incrementally increase the total demand for electricity and natural gas in the Specific Plan 
area.  There are no known constraints for provision of electric or natural gas service to the WRSP, including the additional residences 
and commercial land uses that would be developed under the proposed project.  Existing and planned facilities would be sufficient to 
serve the increased demands associated with the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project. Revenue sources for service providers 
would include direct installation fees collected as a condition of approval for the project as well as electric and natural gas service rates 
collected from service users (i.e., individual home owners/renters and commercial businesses).  As noted in the WRSP EIR, compliance 
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with Title 20 and 24 of the California Code of Regulations, which mandate minimum energy efficiency standards, would ensure that 
energy consumption from each individual building is minimized.  Further, since the time that the WRSP EIR was prepared, a new 
California Building Code, referred to as CalGreen, has been adopted. CalGreen establishes additional energy efficiency standards that 
would further reduce energy consumption and commitments relative to greenhouse gas emissions. (2014 SEIR, pp. 1-11 to 1-12.) 

Current Fiddyment Plaza Project 

The proposed project would result in no additional impacts related to utilities and service systems beyond what was previously analyzed in the 
2004 WRSP EIR and 2014 Fiddyment Ranch SPA3 SEIR.  The 2014 SPA3 SEIR addressed the additional utilities impacts beyond what was 
analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR associated with the land uses changes proposed as part of the SPA3 project, including the change in land use 
for the project site from Single-Family Residential (RI) to Community Commercial (CC).  Furthermore, the proposed project would result in no 
change in demand for utilities from what was analyzed in the 2014 SPA3 SEIR.  For these reasons, no subsequent or supplemental EIR is 
required for the project with respect to utilities and service systems. 

Mitigation Measures:  Mitigation Measures 2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.11-7 and 2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 9B.3a, which require the payment of 
development impact fees, apply to the Project. The measures have been implemented by incorporating the appropriate development impact 
fee requirements into the City’s building permit application process.  Therefore, no further mitigation is required. 
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XX. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
 
 

Where Impact 
Was Analyzed 

in Prior 
Environmental 
Documents. 

Do Proposed 
Changes Involve 
New Significant 

Impacts or 
Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Circumstances 
Involving New 

Significant 
Impacts or 

Substantially 
More Severe 

Impacts? 

Any New 
Information 

Requiring New 
Analysis or 

Verification? 

Prior Environmental 
Documents Mitigation 

Measures Implemented or 
Addressing Impacts. 

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

2004 WRSP 
EIR Ch. 5 Pg. 
15 
 
2014 SPA3 
SEIR 11-4 

No No No None 

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

Same No No No 

2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 
11.8a, MM 11.9a, MM 
11.10a 
 

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

Same No No No None 

Discussion:  The WRSP EIR evaluated the potential for cumulative impacts. The Project is consistent with the level of development assumed 
in the WRSP EIR and SPA3 SEIR. As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in new significant effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified environmental effects beyond what was analyzed in the 2004 WRSP EIR and the 2014 SPA 3 SEIR.  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subdivision (a), the City finds that “none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for 
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred” relative to the mandatory findings.  



ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

In reviewing the site specific information provided for this project and acting as Lead Agency, the City of 
Roseville, Development Services Department, Planning Division has analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts created by this project and determined that the findings of CEQA Section 15162 concerning the decision 
not to prepare a subsequent EIR or negative declaration and the findings of CEQA Section 15164 concerning 
the decision to prepare an Addendum can be made. As supported by substantial evidence within the Addendum 
to the WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIF PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2002082057, adopted 
February 2, 2004) and the FIDDYMENT RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT 3 SUBSEQUENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 201082075, adopted April 16, 2014), the Lead Agency makes 
the following findings: 

[ X ]   No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

[ X ]   No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project 
is undertaken. 

[ X ]   There is no new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of due diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete. 

[ X ] Only minor technical changes or additions are necessary in order to deem the adopted environmental 
document adequate. 

Addendum Prepared by: 

____________________________________________ 
Shelby Vockel, Associate Planner 
City of Roseville, Development Services–Planning Division 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1 – Table of Applicable Mitigation Measures 
Appendix A – Air Quality Permits, Regulations, and Technical Memoranda 

Shelby Vockel



West Roseville Specific Plan 

TABLE OF APPLICABLE MITIGATION MEASURES 
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Reviewing Party Documents to be 

Submitted to City 
Staff Use Only 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.4-3: Reduction of Construction Emissions 
The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, 
model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or 
greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. District 
personnel, with assistance from the California Air Resources Board, will conduct initial Visible 
Emission Evaluations of all heavy-duty equipment on the inventory list. 

� An enforcement plan shall be established by the contractor in conjunction with the air 
district to weekly evaluate project-related on-and-off- road heavy-duty vehicle engine 
emission opacities, using standards as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Sections 2180–2194. An Environmental Coordinator, CARB-certified to perform Visible 
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty 
on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators of vehicles and 
equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be notified and the equipment must be repaired 
within 72 hours. 

� Contractors shall provide a plan for approval by the PCAPCD demonstrating that the 
heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, 
including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet average 
30 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent 
CARB fleet average. 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. 

� Minimize idling time to 10 minutes. 

� Use low sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment, if feasible. 

� Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than 
temporary power generators. 

� Use low emission on-site stationary equipment. 

The applicants shall submit the 
required plans as part of the Grading 
Permit or Improvement Plan 
application. 
Engineering will review plans for 
inclusion of these measures prior to 
issuance of permits or approval of 
plans. 

Pre-Construction: Prior to issuance 
of Grading Permits or Improvement 
Plans. 

Add as note on Improvement Plans. 

Engineering Required plans and proof 
of submittal to PCAPCD 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5-1: Construction noise reduction 
As discussed under Impact 4.5-1, compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance would result in 
a less-than-significant impact for construction noise. However, the following measures are 
recommended to further reduce the effects of construction noise on residents. 

Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located a 
minimum of 150 feet from occupied residences, where feasible. 

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatus and drill rigs, if 
sensitive receptors are located nearby. 

These measures would reduce the amount of noise at residences by placing stationary 
sources of noise far enough from residences that the noise generated would not be disturbing, 
particularly during the daytime, when construction activities would occur. In addition, they 
would assist in reducing the potential for noise disturbances and potential noise-related 
complaints. 

Project plans will be reviewed for 
compliance. 

Pre-Construction: Prior to issuance 
of Improvement Plans and/or 
Building Permits. 
Add as note on Improvement Plans 
and Building Plans 

Engineering and Building None 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.5-3: Commercial noise control 
For all commercial uses within 150 feet of residential uses, implement the following or equally 
effective measures: 

(a) For commercial loading docks and on-site truck circulation areas that are planned to
be within 150 feet of sensitive receptors (including backyards), the following measures shall
be implemented:

Project plans will be reviewed for 
compliance. 

Pre-Construction: Prior to issuance 
of Improvement Plans and/or 
Building Permits 
Add as note on Improvement Plans 
and Building Plans 

Engineering will review 
Improvement Plans for 
compliance with wall and 
noise requirements. 
Building will review 
Building Plans for 

An Acoustical Study 

Addendum Attachment 1



(1) Loading docks and on-site truck circulation routes shall be designed to ensure that 
noise levels do not exceed 70 dB Lmax or 50 dB hourly Leq at the nearest residence. An 
acoustic analysis shall demonstrate that the loading area design, including any noise 
attenuation features (e.g., covering, sound walls, orientation) would be adequate to achieve 
this standard; and, 

(2) Deliveries shall generally be limited to the hours between 7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M. 

(b) For all commercial buildings, roof-top HVAC shall be oriented away from residential 
areas and systems shall not produce noise levels that exceed 50 dB at a distance of 25 feet. 
In addition, roof-top parapets shall block line-of-sight from noise-sensitive uses to HVAC 
equipment. 

(c) Setbacks or enhanced barriers (e.g., 8 feet tall) as needed to achieve City standards. 

An acoustical analysis shall be conducted to demonstrate that City noise standards would be 
achieved by these measures. Additional measures shall be implemented, if needed, to meet 
the standards. 

compliance with HVAC 
requirements. 

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8-1: Cease Work and Consult with Qualified Archaeologist  
Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, any amount of bone or shell, 
artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during any subsurface 
development activities, work shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the City of 
Roseville shall be immediately notified. At that time, the City shall coordinate any necessary 
investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as needed to assess the resource and 
provide proper management recommendations. Possible management recommendations for 
important resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery excavations. The 
contractor shall implement any measures deemed necessary for the protection of the cultural 
resources. In addition, pursuant to section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and 
section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, 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. 

This condition shall be reflected in all 
construction and building plans, and 
construction site workers shall be 
advised by the site manager of this 
measure. 

Construction: Measure applies if 
resources are discovered during 
construction. 
 
Add as note on Improvement Plans 
and Building Plans. 

Engineering and Building None  

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.8-10: Cease Work Until Review Conducted by Qualified 
Paleontologist and Recommendations Implemented  
Should any evidence of paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) be encountered during 
grading or excavation, work shall be suspended within 100 feet of the find, and the City of 
Roseville shall be immediately notified. At that time, the City shall coordinate any necessary 
investigation of the site with a qualified paleontologist to assess the resource and provide 
proper management recommendations. Possible management recommendations for 
important resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery excavations. The 
contractor shall implement any measures deemed necessary by the paleontologist for the 
protection of the paleontological resources. 

This condition shall be reflected in all 
construction and building plans, and 
construction site workers shall be 
advised by the site manager of this 
measure. 

Construction: Measure applies if 
resources are discovered during 
construction. 
 
Add as note on Improvement Plans 
and Building Plans. 

Engineering and Building None  

2004 WRSP EIR MM 4.13-1(c): Use Low-Glare Materials for New Development  
In order to reduce the effects of daytime glare from development of commercial, office, and 
industrial uses within the WRSP, building developers shall make use, when feasible, of low-
glare materials. 

Comply with the measure Pre-Construction: Ensure fixtures 
shown on Building Plans comply 
with the measure. 
 
Add as note on Building Plans 

Building None  

2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 7.1: Generate Construction Related Emissions That Conflict with 
the Air Quality Plan or Violate Air Quality Standards 
7.1a: Each prime contractor for future construction projects within the proposed Fiddyment 
Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 project shall prepare a construction dust control plan for 
approval by the Placer County APCD prior to any ground disturbance. This plan shall address 
the minimum Administrative Requirements found in Section 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive 
Dust (www.placer.ca.gov/airpollution/airpolut.htm). Specific required components of the dust 
control plan include the following: 

A. Control dust and prevent dirt from going offsite. Apply water to control dust as needed 
to prevent dust impacts off site. Operational water truck(s) shall be on site as required 
to control dust. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be cleaned to prevent dust, 

7.1a: Each prime contractor for future 
construction projects within the project 
area shall be responsible for 
preparing a construction dust control 
plan that meets the standards 
established in Mitigation Measure 
7.1a. The Placer County APCD shall 
be responsible for reviewing and 
approving dust control plans. Prime 
contractors shall be responsible for 
implementing the approved dust 
control plan. 

7.1a Pre-Construction and 
Construction: The dust control plan 
shall be approved prior to issuance 
of grading permits and 
implemented throughout the entire 
duration of constructions.  
 

7.1b Pre-Construction: Prior to 
approval of grading or 
improvement plans, whichever 
occurs first 

Engineering 7.1a Dust Control Plan, 
approved by PCAPCD 
 
7.1b Construction 
equipment list, 
construction timeline, and 
Construction Emissions 
Mitigation calculator, 
approved by PCAPCD 

 

http://www.placer.ca.gov/airpollution/airpolut.htm


silt, mud, and dirt from being released or tracked offsite. This includes the use of 
tarpaulins for haul trucks which travel on public streets. 

B. Cover all trucks delivering or exporting soil, sand, or other loose materials or ensure 
that all trucks hauling such materials maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

C. Suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds, 
generally when wind speeds are greater than 20 miles per hour (mph) average during 
an hour. 

D. Pave, use gravel cover, or spray a dust control agent on all haul roads. 

E. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public 
roadways. 

F. Provide graveled, paved, or grass-covered areas for construction employee vehicle 
parking. 

G. Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed. 

H. Control dust from inactive areas. Apply approved chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative 
mats, or other appropriate best management practices to manufacturer’s 
specifications, to all-inactive construction areas (previously graded areas which 
remain inactive for 96 hours). 

I. Control dust on unpaved roads and adjacent public thoroughfares. Spread soil binders 
on unpaved roads and employee/equipment parking areas and wet broom or wash 
streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares. Reduce speeds on 
unpaved roads to 15 mph or lower (this speed must be posted). 

J. Immediately following any mass grading phase, the following dust control measures 
shall be implemented: 

 Apply soil stabilizers or commence reestablishing ground cover to construction 
areas within 96 hours of completing grading activities; 

 Develop and implement a wind erosion monitoring program for areas which will 
remain inactive for extended period; this program should at a minimum provide 
for weekly monitoring of inactive sites to assess the effectiveness of wind erosion 
controls. 

 

7.1b: Each prime contractor for future construction projects within the proposed Fiddyment 
Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 project shall provide a list of construction equipment and 
anticipated construction timeline for approval by PCAPCD. The prime contractor for each 
construction project shall submit to the District a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, 
year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) 
that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. The 
construction timeline shall demonstrate that between May and October, the number of 
vehicles and equipment operating at the same time is minimized. Each prime contractor for 
future construction projects within the proposed Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 
3 project shall also provide a plan for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-
duty (greater than 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, 
including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 
20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent 
CARB fleet average. 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. To verify that the 
required reduction has been achieved, the project applicant or prime contractor shall complete 
the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s Construction Mitigation 
Calculator, which shall be submitted to Placer County APCD for review and verification. The 
Contraction Mitigation Calculator is available at the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District’s website: 

http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml#construction  

 
7.1b: Using the Construction 
Emissions Mitigation calculator, the 
applicant shall be responsible for 
providing written calculations 
demonstrating that heavy-duty off-
road vehicles used in construction 
achieve a project-wide fleet average 
of 20 percent of NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction as 
compared to CARB’s current year 
statewide fleet average emissions. 

http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml#construction


2014 SPA3 SEIR MM 7.2b: Generate Emissions During Project Operation That Conflict 
with the Air Quality Plan or Violate Air Quality Standards 
7.2b: Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall implement one or more 
of the following mitigation strategies. The mitigation shall be sufficient to offset the amount of 
summertime project operation emissions of ROG and NOx from one ozone season that 
exceed 10 pounds per day. The estimated amount that the mitigation must be sufficient to 
offset is 348.19 pounds per day of ROG and 147.89 pounds per day of NOx, a total of 296.08 
pounds per day for a 182-day period (summer days). 

A. Establish mitigation offsite within west Placer County by participating in an offsite mitigation 
program, coordinated through the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. Examples 
include, but are not limited to participation in a “biomass” program that provides emissions 
benefits; retrofitting, repowering, or replacing heavy duty engines from mobile sources (i.e. 
busses, construction equipment, road haulers); or other program that the project proponent 
may propose to reduce emissions. 

B. Participate in the Placer County Air Pollution Control District Offsite Mitigation Program by 
paying the equivalent amount of money, which is equal to the project’s contribution of 
pollutants (ROG and NOx) in excess of the cumulative threshold of 10 pounds per day during 
summertime. The payment shall be based on the established fee of $17,080 per ton and shall 
be calculated based on a single year of summertime emissions (182-days). The actual 
amount to be paid shall be determined, and satisfied pursuant to current California Air 
Resource Board guidelines at the time of building permit issuance. 

7.2b: the project applicant shall be 
responsible for implementing one or 
more of the mitigation strategies set 
forth in Mitigation Measure 7.2b. 

7.2b Pre-Construction: prior to 
issuance of building permits 

Development Services   

NOTE: This table is provided as a courtesy to the developer, to highlight the text of measures which are required to be placed on Improvement Plans and/or Building Plans.  Refer to the applicable environmental document (e.g. Environmental Impact Report) for a full 
list of measures, and for context.  Other measures may be applicable, but are not included here because they have already been completed or they are addressed via other mechanisms (e.g. development fees). 
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          PLACER COUNTY APCD

          110 Maple Street

          Auburn, CA 95603 Authority to Construct

(530) 745-2330 - Fax (530) 745-2373 Temporary Permit To Operate

ISSUED TO  AC NUMBER:  AC-18-G-09

FACILITY LOCATION EXPIRATION DATE: 08/09/2020

PROCESS DESCRIPTION:  INSTALLATION OF A NEW RETAIL GASOLINE DISPENSING FACILITY 

WITH PHASE I EVR AND PHASE II EVR

DHILLON AND SONS ENTERPRISES
201 BELLINGHAM COURT
ROSEVILE, CA  95747

DHILLON AND SONS ENTERPRISES
4701 FIDDYMENT ROAD
ROSEVILE, CA  95747

ISSUE DATE: 7/10/2019

Erik C. White

Air Pollution Control Officer

EQUIPMENT

Equipment Rating

 01    Gasoline Dispensing Facility - 10 Nozzles 10.00 NOZ

 02    Phase I - OPW EVR System - VR-102 Series

 03    Phase II - EVR VR-204 with ISD and Clean Air Separator

NOZ

Total 10.00

OPERATING CONDITIONS

The gasoline dispensing facility shall not dispense more than 1,008,000 gallons of gasoline 

per calendar year without obtaining prior written approval from the District.

OC-1

The Phase I and Phase II Enhanced Vapor Recovery Systems are subject to the Executive 

Orders listed in the Equipment descriptions and their associated CARB approved Installation, 

Operation, and Maintenance Manual and any applicable CARB Approval letters.

OC-2
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All components of the Phase I and Phase II vapor recovery systems, including all associated 

underground plumbing, shall be installed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) most current Executive Orders and the specifications 

in the CARB approved Installation, Operation, and Maintenance (IOM) Manual and any 

applicable CARB Approval letters and the Authority to Construct issued for the installation at 

this site.

OC-3

Only the equipment listed in Exhibit 1 of the Executive Orders, unless exempted in writing by 

CARB shall be installed and shall be clearly identified by the permanent identification number 

showing the manufacturer’s name and model number as required by the Executive Orders.

OC-4

A copy of the applicable CARB Executive Orders, the corresponding IOMs, and any applicable 

CARB Approval letters, shall be maintained at this facility as long as the certified Phase I and 

Phase II systems are installed.

OC-5

Installation, maintenance, and repair of system components, including removal and installation 

of such components in the course of any required tests, shall be performed by technicians 

certified by the appropriate manufacturer unless otherwise specified in the IOM.  Additional 

certifications may be required in accordance with local district requirements.

OC-6

The Phase II vapor recovery equipment shall be inspected weekly, quarterly, and annually per 

the procedures identified in the CARB Approved IOM Manual.  Only a technician certified by 

the appropriate manufacturer can service any problems discovered while conducting the 

Weekly, Quarterly, and Annual inspection/testing.  Provided that there are no other local district 

requirements, an owner/operator can remove and install nozzles, curb hoses, breakaways, flow 

limiters and whip hoses without a manufacturer’s certification.

OC-7

A vapor collection sleeve (VST nozzle) or a vapor collection bellows (EMCO nozzle), shall be 

installed at the base of the spout.

OC-8

Any nozzle with the following defects must be replaced or repaired according to the CARB 

Approved IOM.  Sheared or bent spouts must be replaced.

A. VST Nozzle

     i. The nozzle collection sleeve has greater than 18 inches total length of cuts or if greater 

than 0.4 square inches of material is missing.

    ii. The nozzle face plate has greater than 30% of the material missing or greater than 2.5 

inches of the accumulated faceplate circumference is missing.

B. EMCO Nozzle

     i. Greater than 0.4 square inches of boot face material is missing (e.g. a triangular or similar 

shape in which greater than 7/16 inches of the boot face circumference is missing 

(accumulated).

    ii. A cut across seven (7) consecutive bellows convolutions.

   iii. A 360 degree cut around the bellows convolutions.

OC-9

Any nozzle with a defective vapor valve, as determined by Exhibit 7 or when the vapor valve 

has a leak rate that exceeds 0.07 cubic feet per minute at a pressure of two (2) inches WC as 

determined by TP-201.2B, shall be immediately removed from service.

OC-10

The maximum length of the hose assembly, including the curb hose, whip hose, and 

breakaway, shall be no more than fifteen (15) feet.

OC-11

Any hose configuration is allowed when installed in accordance with the applicable IOM.OC-12

Any hose with a visible opening is considered a defect and must be replaced.OC-13

Testing is required after reconnecting the breakaway to ensure proper operation and no 

observed leaks. The procedure for reconnecting the breakaway and fueling point testing after 

a drive-off shall be conducted to verify that the breakaway, hose and nozzle are operating 

properly after a drive-off.

OC-14

No flow limiters are allowed for this system.OC-15
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The Clean Air Separator is a passive tank pressure management system with no electrical 

requirements. A Clean Air Separator that fails the leak decay test shall be considered a 

defect. Unless there is maintenance or testing being conducted on the Clean Air Separator, 

the four ball valves shall be locked in the positions for normal operation. A Clean Air Separator 

that is not in the proper operating configuration shall be considered a defect.

OC-16

The system shall be removed from service when the Clean Air Separator fails the leak decay 

test.

OC-17

The Clean Air Separator can be installed up to 100 feet from the vent line(s), provided that the 

piping is sloped 1/8” per foot minimum toward the vent line(s).

OC-18

The Air Breather Assembly for the Clean Air Separator shall be installed at least twelve feet 

(12’) above grade.

OC-19

Copies of the manufacturer’s warranty for the system and/or components shall be made 

available to the facility owner/operator and a warranty tag shall be affixed as required in the 

CARB Certification Procedure.

OC-20

All vapor return and vent lines shall be a minimum nominal internal diameter of 2 inches from 

the dispensers to the first manifold. All lines after the first manifold and back to the 

underground storage tank shall have a minimum nominal internal diameter of 3 inches.

OC-21

All vapor return lines shall have a minimum slope of 1/8 inch per foot from the dispenser riser 

to the riser of the UST. A slope of ¼ inch or more per foot is recommended whenever feasible.

OC-22

Any dispenser with a dispenser piping test valve in the closed position shall be considered a 

defect.

OC-23

For facilities without In-Station Diagnostics (ISD) equipment, if 600,000 gallons of gasoline or 

greater is dispensed in a calendar year, ISD equipment shall be installed by November 1st of 

the following year.

OC-24

For facilities with ISD, warning and failure alarms may only be cleared by a certified technician .  

The only exception to this are the alarms specifically listed in CARB Overpressure Alarm 

Advisory 405-D, or a subsequent update, that occur between November 1 – March 31. 

Dispensing may only be re-enabled following shutdown of the submersible pumps to all 

gasoline tanks by the ISD systems by a certified technician.

OC-25

For facilities with a Liquid Condensate Trap (LCT), the Liquid Level Sensor audible alarm shall 

be installed at a location that is most likely to be heard by the station attendant during normal 

station operation (e.g. cash register).

OC-26

For facilities with a LCT, a metal tag specifying the capacity of the LCT shall be installed and 

maintained as specified in the Installation, Operation, and Maintenance Manual.

OC-27

Instructions for the proper operation of vapor recovery equipment shall be conspicuously 

posted.

OC-28

The conditions of this Permit to Operate may reflect some but not all applicable requirements . 

The owner/operator is solely responsible for compliance with all applicable regulations.

OC-29

RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING

Each owner/operator shall keep a Maintenance Log Book on site detailing the maintenance 

and inspections performed at the facility per the applicable executive order (s). This includes 

the weekly, quarterly and annual inspections.  Forms for the inspections can be found in the 

appropriate CARB Approved IOMs and are available from the District.  The maintenance 

records shall include the maintenance, annual test date, repair date to correct test failure, 

maintenance or test performed, affiliation, telephone number, name and Certified Technician 

Identification Number of the individual conducting maintenance or test.  Such records shall be 

maintained on site for at least two years and made available to the District upon request.

RR-1

Maintenance shall be conducted in accordance with Approved Installation, Operation and RR-2
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Maintenance Manuals.  RECONNECTION of breakaways shall be included in the maintenance 

records.

If an ISD system is installed, the operator/owner shall keep records of all alarms detected by 

the ISD system. Alarm History records shall be maintained on site in accordance with district 

requirements. The records shall include the alarm date, the nature of the alarm, type of test and 

test date to verify the validity of ISD alarm, maintenance or repair date to correct the cause of 

the alarm, maintenance or repair performed to correct the cause of the alarm, affiliation, 

telephone number, name and Certified Technician Identification Number of individual 

conducting maintenance or test.  Additional information may be required in accordance with 

local district requirements.

RR-3

A record of the throughput (i.e. gasoline dispensed, in gallons) shall be made and kept on site 

for at least two years, pursuant to Rule 410, Record-keeping for Volatile Organic Compound 

Emissions. This information shall be made available to the District upon request and at the 

time of annual permit renewal.

RR-4

PERFORMANCE TESTING

PT-1 Performance tests, using the most recent versions of the test procedures, are required for 

both new and modified facilities, and for existing facilities.  Tests for new or modified 

facilities shall be successfully conducted within 30 days of startup.  Annual tests for existing 

facilities shall be conducted at least once in each 12 month period.  All test results shall be 

submitted to the District within 30 days following completion of the tests.

PT-2 Notice of time and date of proposed testing shall be given to the District at least 15 days 

prior to the scheduled testing, unless otherwise agreed to by the District.  The District must 

approve the proposed test schedule.  Testing outside of District business hours may be 

approved on a case-by-case basis.  Communication regarding vapor recovery testing can 

be sent by email to vaporrecoverytesting@placer.ca.gov.

PT-3 Perform the weekly and quarterly inspections prior to the Annual Inspection /Testing. Forms 

for the annual Inspection/Testing are found in the appropriate Executive Order in the 

Installation, Operation and Maintenance Manual.
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PT-4 The following tests are required for startup of new or modified systems and annually.

A. A Nozzle Bag Test shall be conducted as outlined in Executive Order VR-203 or 

VR-204.

B. A test for the Determination of Static Pressure Performance of the Healy Clean Air 

Separator shall be conducted as outlined in Executive Order VR-203 or VR-204. If there is 

insufficient vacuum, a positive pressure decay procedure shall be conducted as outlined 

Executive Order VR-203 or VR-204.

C. The Static Torque of Rotatable Phase I Adaptor Test, CARB Source Test Procedure 

201.1B shall be conducted.

D. The Pressure Integrity of Drop Tube/Drain Valve Test, CARB Source Test Procedure 

201.1C or Leak Rate of Drop Tube Overfill Prevention Device and Spill Container Drain 

Valve, TP 201.1D, as appropriate, shall be conducted.

E. Determination of 2 Inch WC Static Pressure Performance of Vapor Recovery Systems 

of Dispensing Facilities, CARB Source Test Procedure 201.3.  Prior to conducting this 

test, the tester shall document that each step was followed prior to conducting this source 

test procedure by utilizing the form in VR-203 or VR-204.

F. A Dynamic Pressure Performance Test, CARB Source Test Procedure 201.4.

G. The Liquid Removal Test Procedure shall be conducted as per Executive Order VR-203 

or VR-204. If the Option 1 test passes, Option 2 is not required. If Option 2 is performed, 

the liquid removal requirement is applicable to all grades of gasoline.

H. If ISD is installed, the Veeder-Root or Incon ISD Operability Test Procedure provided in 

Executive Order VR-204, shall be used at GDF sites to determine the operability of the 

Veeder-Root or Incon ISD system to comply with applicable performance standards and 

performance specification in CP-201. Testing the ISD equipment in accordance with this 

procedure will verify the proper selection, setup and operation of the TLS Console sensors 

and interface modules.

I. If the facility contains a Liquid Condensate Trap, the LCT Compliance Test, as out

PT-5 Failure to conduct the Annual Testing or submit the results within 30 days can result in a 

monetary penalty. All tests listed above are to be conducted unless otherwise specified.

PERMIT EMISSION LIMIT CONDITIONS

No emissions are permitted, from any source, which are a nuisance per District Rule 205, 

Nuisance.

EL-1

The emissions from the operations and equipment listed on this permit shall not exceed the 

following rates:

EL-2

 LBS/DAY      LBS/QTR     TPY

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 4.93 129 0.26

POLLUTANT

GENERAL CONDITIONS

This permit shall be maintained on the premises of the subject equipment. (Rule 501)GC-1

The equipment must be properly maintained and kept in good operating condition and shall be 

leak free and vapor tight as per the California Code of Regulations Title 17, Section 93101.

GC-2

Failure to maintain the vapor recovery equipment may result in a penalty for each “Out of 

Order” defect or for each 7-day deficiency not corrected in 7 days.

GC-3
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Performance testing observation and inspection will be charged at the current District hourly 

rate for recovery of costs.

GC-4

The authorized District agents shall have the right of entry to any premises on which an air 

pollution emission source is located for the purpose of inspecting such source, including 

securing samples of emissions there from, or any records required to be maintained therewith 

by the District. (Rule 402)

GC-5

In the event of any violation of District Rules and Regulations the station manager shall cease 

operation of violating equipment and take action to end such violation.

GC-6

The District must be notified of any upset or breakdown of emission control or associated 

equipment pursuant to District Rule 404, Upset Conditions, Breakdown or Scheduled 

Maintenance.

GC-7

Revisions of this permit may be requested pursuant to District Rule 501, General Permit 

Requirements, Section 400.

GC-8

Compliance of the permitted facility is required with the provisions of the "Air Toxics `Hot 

Spots' Information and Assessment Act" of 1987 (Health and Safety Code Sections 44300 et 

seq.).

GC-9

Prior to the installation, modification or replacement of any equipment for which an Authority to 

Construct is required pursuant to Health and Safety Code, Section 42300, and District Rule 

501, General Permit Requirements, Section 300, an Authority to Construct application shall be 

filed with the District. This includes a Change of Ownership or name.

GC-10

The applicant/Permittee has an obligation to defend and indemnify the District against third 

party challenges in accordance with District Rule 411, Indemnification.

GC-11
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REVISED FINAL TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

To:     James B. Wiley Date:    April 27, 2018 
   Partner 
  Taylor & Wiley 

From:      Ray Kapahi  RK Project: Fiddyment Plaza Gasoline 
 Station HRA 

   Tel: 916-687-8352 
E-Mail: ray.kapahi@gmail.com

Subject: Analysis of Public Health Risks Associated with Proposed Gasoline Station 
   Roseville, California 

1. INTRODUCTION
Environmental Permitting Specialists (EPS) has been retained by the law firm Taylor & 
Wiley to evaluate potential health risks associated with the operation of a proposed 
gasoline station.  The proposed gasoline stations would be located at the Fiddyment 
Plaza commercial center at 4701 Fiddyment Road in Roseville, California (Figure 1). 

The proposed gasoline station would dispense a maximum of 1,008,000 gallons of 
gasoline per year from five dispensing pumps. Each dispensing station is equipped with 
Enhanced Phase II vapor recovery nozzles.  

The process of gasoline delivery to the gas station as well as vehicle re-fueling would 
release small amounts of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. Gasoline contains trace 
amounts of benzene that is regulated as a toxic air contaminant by the Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). 
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Figure 1 
Project Location and Site Map 
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EPS evaluated the release and dispersion of gasoline vapors from the gasoline station to 
nearby homes and potential health risks associated with exposure to gasoline vapors 
and benzene.  
 
Three types of health risks were evaluated from exposure to gasoline vapors: 
 

1. Cancer Risk 
2. Chronic Non-Cancer Risk 
3. Acute Non-Cancer Risk 

 
A three-step procedure was used to determine these health risks. 
 

1. Calculate the emission rates of gasoline and benzene into the atmosphere 
2. Determine the concentration of benzene in the vicinity of the proposed gasoline 

station 
3. Calculate health risks associated with exposure to benzene 

 
These steps are discussed below. The results of the analysis appear in Section 4 followed 
by a discussion of the significance of the health risks.  Detailed calculations and other 
technical data are attached. 
 
2. ESTIMATE OF EMISSIONS 
Gasoline and benzene vapors are released into the atmosphere from a variety of 
sources and processes at a gasoline dispensing station.  These sources and processes 
include the actual dispensing of gasoline, bulk delivery of fuel, spillage, hoses, etc..  
 
The emissions from vehicle refueling depend on two factors: 
 

1. If the vehicle is equipped with an on-board re-fuelling vapor recovery system 
(ORVR) system 

 
2. Category/type of vapor recovery system being used at the gasoline dispensing 

facility  
 
Since not all vehicles are equipped with ORVR, we estimated the fraction of vehicles 
equipped with ORVR using ARB estimates. These estimates appear in Table 1-2, of the 
ARB document:  Revised Emission Factors for Phase II Vehicle Fueling at California 
Gasoline Dispensing Facilities, December 23, 2013. For 2018, the percent of gasoline 
dispensed to ORVR vehicles is 83%. 
 
The proposed gasoline dispensing facility would be equipped with Phase II Enhanced 
Vapor Recovery (EVR). ARB has determined that the emission factors for Phase II EVR 
and these emission factors appear in Table 1-1 in the December 23, 2013  ARB 
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document referenced above. For ORVR with Phase II EVR, the recommended emission 
factor is 0.021 lbs of total organic compounds per 1,000 gallons of gasoline dispensed. 
 
Based on these factors and with discussions with PCAPCD staff, Table 1 presents the 
annual emission rates of toxic air pollutants. The main TAC associated with gasoline 
dispensing is benzene. In addition to annual emissions, maximum daily emissions were 
calculated based on peak daily gallons of gasoline dispensed and delivery of gasoline on 
the same day. Under this scenario, peak daily gallons dispensed is two times the 
monthly daily average and delivery of 25,000 gallons of bulk fuel all on the same day. 
 
Under this scenario, maximum daily emissions of benzene were estimated to be as 
follows: 
 

Emissions from Bulk Delivery of Fuel:  0.00045 lbs Benzene/kGak x 25 kgal = 0.00113lbs 
 
Emissions from Re-Fueling: 20 kgal x 0.002742 lb/kgal = 0.05484 lbs 
 
Total [Bulk Delivery + Re-Fueling] =  0.056 lbs/day or 0.00233 lbs/hr. 

 
The California Air resources Board (CARB) and the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) have issued industry wide risk assessment guidelines for 
determining public health risks near gasoline stations.  
 
EPS has followed these Guidelines and in consultation with PCAPCD determined the 
emission rates of benzene based on 1,008,000 gallons of fuel per year at the proposed 
gasoline station.  The emission estimate is summarized in Table 1. Overall, the facility 
would release approximately 3 pounds of benzene per year, 
 

Table 1 
Estimate of Emissions 

      Emission Factor   Emissions 

  Gasoline   TOG Benzene   Benzene 

Source Vapor/Liquid   (lb/kgal) (lb/kgal)   (lb/yr) 

Phase II Fueling Vapor 
 

0.081 0.000243 
 

0.245 

Bulk Delivery Vapor 
 

0.15 0.00045 
 

0.454 

Pressure Vapor 
 

0.024 0.000072 
 

0.073 

Spillage Liquid 
 

0.24 0.0024 
 

2.419 

Hoses Vapor 
 

0.009 0.000027 
 

0.027 

          TOTAL 3.218 

Annual Gasoline Throughput:  
1,008,000 gallons/yr 

 
  

    
1,008 kgal/yr 

 
  

Benzene Content: 
  

  
  

  In Vapor 
 

0.30% 
  

  

  In Liquid   1%       
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3. DETERMINE THE CONCENTRATION OF BENZENE  
The concentration of benzene at nearby homes depends on the emission rate 
(calculated in Section 2), distance of the homes from the gasoline station and local 
weather conditions (wind speed, wind direction, temperature) and details of the release 
(e.g., release height, geometry of the pump, etc). 
 
An air dispersion model was used to calculate the concentration of benzene in the 
vicinity of the project site. CARB and PCAPCD recommended AERMOD dispersion model 
was used along with four years of hourly meteorological data from Sacramento 
Metropolitan International Airport. The meteorological data covered the period (2010 
to 2014). A description of AERMOD is provided in Appendix. Figure 2 shows the layout of 
the modeling grid used in determining the concentration of benzene. The modeling 
domain included location of five nearby homes and a total of 625 individual grid points 
spaced 50 meters apart. 
 
4. CALCULATE HEALTH RISKS  
 
Health risks from exposure to benzene were calculated based on its concentration 
(Section 3) and its toxicity. EPS used the HARP2 risk model developed by CARB and the 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to calculate the actual 
health risks. As noted in Section 1, three types of health risks were calculated (cancer, 
chronic non-cancer and acute non-cancer). 
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Figure 2 
Modeling Domain 
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The spatial distribution of cancer risk is shown in Figure 3. The results are in terms of a 
probability (cancers risk per million). The maximum cancer risk at nearby homes is 1.2 
cancers per million.  Risk at other homes varies between 1.2 to less than 0.1 cancer per 
million. 
 
The maximum non-cancer risks at nearby homes are calculated in terms of a hazard 
index (HI) as follows: 
 

Maximum Chronic Non-Cancer (HI);  0.005 
 

Maximum Acute Non-Cancer HI:  0.15 
 
Excerpts of the HARP2 model showing the calculated health risks are attached. 
 
 
5. SIGNIFICANCE AND INTERPRETATION OF ESTIMATED PUBLIC HEALTH 
RISKS 

 
 A comparison of estimated project risk with the thresholds of significance is shown in 
Table 2. 

 
 

Table 2 
Comparison of Maximum Project Health Risks with Significance Thresholds Established by  

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
 

Risk Metric 
Max. Project 

Risk 
Significance 
Threshold 

Risk Significant? 

30 year Cancer Risk 1.2 10 per million No 
Chronic Hazard 
Index 

0.005 1.0 No 

Acute Hazard Index 0.159 1.0 No 
 
 
 
The health risks summarized in Table 2 are theoretical calculations that based on several 
conservative assumption. Understanding the assumptions and uncertainties is a critical 
component in interpreting the risk results presented in this evaluation. 
 
 For example, the calculations assume the maximum amount of fuel (1,008,000 gallons) 
will be dispensed annually for 30 years. It was further assumed that individuals would be 
continuously exposed to the toxic emissions for 30 years.  This is very conservative since 
most residents do to stay in their homes 24 hours per 365 days per year for 30 years.  As 
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a result of this assumption, the risk is overstated by a factor of 2 to 3.  In order words, 
the risk would be one half to one third the values presented in Table 2. 
 
Finally, the toxicity data used to calculated health risks are extrapolated from animal 
studies with a substantial safety margin and uncertainty.  As a result, the actual public 
risk would be a small fraction (1/100 to 1/1000) of the calculated theoretical public risk. 
 
EPA in 1989 noted that the conservative assumptions used in the risk assessment are 
intended to assure the public that the estimated risk is not underestimated. The actual 
risks posed by the site do not represent actual risks that would be experienced by the 
public at or near the site. 
 
The 1989 EPA report states that: 
 
“These values (of risk estimates) are upper bound estimates of excess cancer risk 
potentially arising from lifetime exposure to the chemical in question.  A number of 
assumptions have been made in the derivation of these values, many of which are likely 
to overestimate exposure and toxicity.  The actual incidence of cancer is likely to be 
lower than these estimates and may be zero.” 
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Figure 3 
Spatial Variation of Cancer Risk (per million) 
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7068 Riverside Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 95832 -  Phone: 916-687-8352 - Web: www.epsconsulting.org 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON FIDDYMENT PLAZA GAS STATION 

ROSEVILLE, CA

EPS has reviewed the comments received from the Law Office of Donald B. Mooney, dated July 11, 2019 and the 

attached exhibits to the letter, including correspondence from Dr. Markus Hilpert, dated June 22, 2019.  Based 

on our review, no revisions to the FTM are necessary because the analysis correctly assessed the maximum 

residential cancer and non-cancer risks associated with the Project.  The basis for this conclusion is provided in 

our responses to the specific comments below. 

1. NUMERICAL GRID IS TOO COARSE

Comment 
The comment raises three (3) issues: 

1. The numerical grid is too coarse at locations where exposure can be expected to be the highest
2. Some residential properties were modeled only as single receptors.  As a result, this approach does not

account for the fact that residents spend part of the time at different locations of their property
3. For several nearby residential properties, benzene exposure and cancer risk was not modeled at all.

Response 

1.Numerical Grid is Too Coarse
The comment fails to recognize that two categories of receptor locations were modeled: 

 A grid consisting of 625 individual locations around the proposed gas station

 Discrete receptors placed selected residences to pinpoint the risk

The grid provides an overview of the spatial distribution of risk in the vicinity of the gas station. Since the 
individual grid points may not coincide with the exact location of homes near the gas station, discrete receptors 
were placed at selected residences where the highest cancer risk is likely to occur. 

The regulatory metric in determining the project’s impact on public risk is maximum residential cancer and non-
cancer risk.  A project’s impacts are considered significant if maximum cancer risk exceeds 10 in a million or if 
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non-cancer hazard indices exceed 1.0. For the current project, the maximum residential cancer risk was 
estimated to be 1.2 cancers per million.  Non-cancer risks were estimated to be below 1 at all residential 
locations. 
 
We agree that the health risks would be higher on the gas station property, including the fence line. However, 
there are no residences at these locations.  Therefore, although on-site risks are greater, such risks are irrelevant 
in determining the project’s impact on public health risk. Since there are no residences at these locations, health 
risks at these areas are not an issue. 
 
A review of the spatial distribution of cancer risk (Figure 3 FTM) shows that the highest residential risks occur 
approximately 75 meters northwest of the project.  These are residences between the risk contours labeled 1.0 
and 0.5 cancers per million. Since Figure 3 provides only an approximate estimate of cancer risk, a second set of 
receptors were used to pinpoint the risk at individual residences. These receptors appear as triangles in Figure 3 
of FTM. Based on the cancer risks at these residences, it was determined that the maximum residential cancer 
risk occurs 75 meters NW of the project.  Cancer risk at all other residential locations is lower than the risk at 
this location.  
 
For example, the cancer risk  at residences east and north-east of the gas station ranges from 0.5 to 0.2 
cancers/million.  These include residences along Terracina Circle and Mira Monte Court north and east of the gas 
station. 
 
Would the use of a finer grid identify residential areas where the risks are greater than those shown in the FTM 
Figure 2?  
 
To address this possibility, EPS re-modeled the risk using a grid size of 20 meters (versus 50 meters used in the 
FTM Figure 2). Under this scenario, a 100 meter x 100 meter square would have 25 receptors (versus 4 receptors 
used in the FTM Figure 2). Our analysis shows that the spatial distribution of cancer risk is virtually identical 
when using the finer grid.  The maximum residential cancer risk still occurs at the same location as identified in 
the FTM Figure 2.  See Exhibit A for a side by side comparison of the risk distribution.  
 
 
2. Some residential properties were modeled as single receptor. 
The FTM analysis provided risk at the center of the residence. Risk at other locations on the property, for 
example, the back yard would be similar. To verify this, we ran the HARP2 model for the residence with the 
highest  cancer risk (Receptor # 626) by placing additional receptors at each corner of the property. Cancer risk 
was calculated and a spatial average over the entire property was calculated (See Exhibit B).  The results show 
that the spatially averaged cancer risk over the entire property is 1.034 cancers/million as compared to 1.211  
cancers/million reported in the FTM. This calculation demonstrates than when we take into account that 
individuals may spend time at different locations on the property, the overall, spatially averaged cancer risk is 
14.6% lower than peak risk reported in the FTM at a single location.  
 
4. For several properties, benzene exposure and cancer risk were not modeled 
All the residences within 1.25 kilometers (0.75 miles) were included in the modeling grid. Not every residence 
was modeled as a single discrete location. This is because the cancer risk at most of the residences were well 
below 0.5 cancers per million. The focus of the analysis was on maximum residential cancer risk which was 
estimated to be 1.2 cancers/million.  Risks at all residences can easily be inferred by reviewing FTM Figure 3 and 
Exhibit A. 
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2.NON-SUITABLE SQUARE GRID 

Comment 
For computational purposes, it would have made much more sense to use polar coordinates with the origin at 
the center. 
 
Response 
EPS elected to use a rectangular (X-Y) coordinate grid for several reasons.  First, the location of emission sources 
in the HARP2/AERMOD model can only be specified as X-Y coordinated (see Section 3.5, Attachment 1, CAPCOA 
2009 Guidelines “Coordinate System”).  Second, the terrain elevations developed by the US Geological Survey 
are only available in X-Y format, not in polar coordinates. Finally, the modeling results were overlaid onto Google 
Earth that uses a X-Y [Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM)] coordinate system not a polar coordinate system. 
 
In our view, using a polar coordinate system for the modeling grid and then using an X-Y system for other 
parameters makes no sense when a single coordinate system could be used throughout the modeling effort. We 
note that the risk at any given location depends on its location relative to the gas station; not on the choice of 
the coordinate system. Therefore, regardless of the coordinate system, the risk results would remain the same. 
 

3.QUESTIONABLE INTERPOLATION OF HEALTH RISK 

Comment 
Numerical grid is too coarse to capture the non-linearities in cancer risk in the vicinity of the gas station. 
 
Response 
As noted in the response to Comment #1, risks near the gas station are not relevant as there are no residences 
at that location. A more refined grid would capture the risk near the gas station, however, risk at or near the gas 
stations is not relevant for the purposes of determining maximum residential risk.  
 
No interpolation was used to determine maximum cancer risk. Instead, discrete receptors were placed a several 
nearby residences to pinpoint the location and value of maximum risk. 

 

4.RECEPTOR HEIGHT WAS NOT STATED 

Comment 
Risks were not calculated at the height of the breathing zone or at the height of the vent pipe. 
 
Response 
Risks were calculated at ground level (0 meters above ground). The risk 1.5 meters above ground (typical 
breathing height) or at a two story dwelling would be similar to the risk at ground level. In order to demonstrate 
this, the cancer risk was re-calculated at several residences assuming receptor elevation of 1.5 meters.  At one 
location, the risk was calculated assuming a 10 meter receptor height that would simulate a 2 story residence.  
The results show no difference in the cancer risk.  See Exhibit C. 
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5.MODELING OF EMISSION LOCATIONS MIGHT BE INADEQUATE 

Comment 
It is not clear where the individual emission sources of the gas station are located. 
 
Response 
The location of the gasoline pumps is shown in Figure 1 of the FTM.  The specific (UTM Zone 10) coordinates of 
the gasoline pumps and the vent pipe used in the analysis are as follows: 
 
Gasoline Pumps (Modeled as Volume Sources) 
   LOCATION V1 VOLUME  643267  4296458   
   LOCATION V2 VOLUME  643268  4296452   
   LOCATION V3 VOLUME  643272  4296462   
   LOCATION V4 VOLUME  643273  4296458   
   LOCATION V5 VOLUME  643276  4296453   
    
Vent Pipe (modeled as point source) 
  LOCATION S1 POINT       643280  4296477  
 
Excerpts of the HARP2 model showing these location coordinates are provided in Exhibit D. 
 

Vent pipe emissions were included in the risk calculation for each grid and discrete receptor. As noted in 

response to Comment #1, however, the maximum residential cancer risk occurs to the northwest approximately 

75 meters from the pumps. The highest residential risk does not occur at the closest residences due to the 

prevailing winds that blow from the south/southeast.  

6. CALCULATION OF CANCER RISK 

Comment 
The FTM missed to make clear how cancer risk was inferred from the modeled atmospheric benzene 
concentration. 
 
Response 
Consistent with CAPCOA July 2009 Guidelines (Attachment 1, Appendix B), the FTM noted that HARP2 risk model 
was used. In addition, EPS staff consulted with PCAPCD staff to confirm the most current methodologies are 
used.  This is consistent with the guidance in the CAPCOA 2009 HRA Guidelines (Attachment 1). Excerpts of 
these Guidelines appear below.  
 

 
 

Appendix A - 64



5 
 

The HARP2 model is based on the most current (2015) OEHHA Guidelines. The OEHHA Guidelines  also 
recommend that an exposure of 30 years be used. This is the exposure that was also recommended by PCAPCD 
staff and therefore a 30 year exposure was used in the analysis. The 2005 CalEPA/CARB guidance noted in the 
comment is out of date. It has been replaced by the 2015 OEHHA Guidelines. Excerpts of the HARP2 model were 
provided in the FTM. Additional excerpts appear in Exhibits C and D. 
 

7. EMISSIONS FROM SEPARATOR POTENTIALLY UNDERESTIMATED 

Comment 
Emissions of VOCs from separator due to overpressure were potentially underestimated 
 
Response 
 

The comment incorrectly assumes that an overpressure alarm would automatically result in excess 
VOC emissions being released into the atmosphere.  This is because the vent pipe from the 
underground storage tanks does not vent directly into the atmosphere.   The system that will be used 
at the gas station differs from the schematic referenced in Hilpert et al. 2019 “Graphic Abstract”. The 
schematic used in the technical paper shows a vent pipe leading from the underground tank into the 
atmosphere.  
 
This is not the case with the current project. Emissions in the vent pipe are removed using activated 
carbon.  The activated carbon, is routinely replaced to ensure removal of VOCs. As a result, no excess 
emissions would occur and the acute RELs noted in the comment would not be exceeded. 
 

8. EMISSIONS FROM NON-PERMITTED SOURCES 

Comment 
Emissions from both permitted and non-permitted sources need to be included in the risk assessment.  
 
Response 
The comments noted that the FTM did not address the combined health risk associated with both permitted and 

non-permitted emission sources associated with the proposed project.  The FTM focused on permitted 

(stationary) sources.  As noted in the comment, CEQA requires an evaluation of emissions from both permitted 

and non-permitted emission sources.  Therefore, this memorandum address the additional health risk from non-

permitted/exempt sources from the Fiddyment Plaza project. 

For the proposed project, there are two permit exempt emission sources that would contribute to public health 

risks: 

1. Fuel delivery trucks 

 

2. Autos and light trucks visiting the facility (customers) 
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Fuel delivery trucks would release diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM is regulated as a carcinogen by the 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)1 and the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  It 

consists of both organic and metal emissions.   

Fuel delivery trucks would travel Northeast on Fiddyment Road (from Blue Oaks Drive) and then enter 

Fiddyment Plaza. Customers could travel Northeast or Southwest on Fiddydment Road and enter the Plaza.  The 

travel routes for the fuel delivery trucks and autos are shown in Figure 1, Exhibit E. 

ESTIMATE OF EMISSIONS 
 
Emissions from Fuel Delivery Trucks 
Fuel would be delivered using 11,000 gallon tanker trucks.  Approximately 100 deliveries per year are expected.  
DPM emissions would be released along Fiddyment Road and on-site from truck idling.  
 
The emission rate of DPM  during truck travel and truck idling is based on the EMFAC 2017 emissions model2. 
This model provides emission rates of fine particulate (PM-10) associated with vehicle travel or vehicle idling.  
PM-10 is assumed to represent the DPM.  Calculation of annual DPM emissions based on 100 fuel deliveries per 
year is provided in Table 1, Exhibit E 
 
Truck emissions during travel along Fiddyment Road are modeled as a single line source 0.25 miles in length. 
Truck idling emissions are modeled as a single point source located near the gasoline dispensers with a release 
height of 10 feet.  The maximum idle time is assumed to be 10 minutes per truck consistent with current 
regulations3. 
 
Emissions from Autos and Light Trucks 
It is estimated that 1,000 vehicles would enter the facility daily.  This is based on the 10th Edition of ITE Trip 
Generation Manual4 for Gasoline/Service Station with Convenience Market. Customer vehicles (assumed to be 
automobiles and light-duty trucks) would travel Northeast or Southwest along Fiddyment Road as shown in 
Figure 1, Exhibit E.  For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that project trips would be evenly split in 
either direction.  Thus, an average of 500 vehicles per day to/from the project site were assumed to travel in 
each direction along Fiddyment Road.  
 
Cars and light trucks release a variety of toxic air emissions, such as formaldehyde and benzene. There have 
been numerous studies that have measured toxic air emissions from on-road cars and light trucks. Two studies 
sponsored by CARB56 specifically measured the emission rates of toxic emissions from cars in Northern and 

                                                           
1
 2018 “Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health Values”, August 20, 2018.  Available at: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/toxics/healthval/contable.pdf 
2
 EMFAC 2017 Web Database. CARB 2017. Available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2017/   

3
 13 CCR Section 2485. Available at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-idling/13ccr2485_09022016.pdf  

4
 ITE Trip Generation Manual 10

th
 Edition for Land use 945. Available at: https://www.ite.org/technical-

resources/topics/trip-and-parking-generation/trip-generation-10th-edition-formats/ 
5
 Zhu, X, et. Al (July 2004) “Internal Combustion Engine (ICE) Air Toxic Emissions” Final Report to CARB. University of 

California Riverside. Available at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/02-334parta.pdf 
6
 Harley, R. A. (August 2004) “Chemical Composition of Vehicle-Related Volatile Organic Compound Emissions in Central 

California. Final Report to CARB. Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California Berkeley. Available 
at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/airways/ccos/review/reports/sip_support/00-14/II5_0014_Aug04_dfr.pdf 
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Central California. Based on these studies, the most common toxic air emissions released from cars and light 
trucks are: 
 

 1,3 Butadiene 

 Acetaldehyde 

 Formaldehyde 

 Benzene 
  
These two studies quantified the emission rates of each of these toxic air emissions in terms of grams per 
vehicle mile. Annual emission rates of these toxic air pollutants were calculated based on these studies for the 
two 0.25 mile segments identified in Figure 2.  Detailed calculations are provided in Table 2.  To account of on-
site emissions (idling/start-up and shut-down), the annual emissions were increased by 50%. 
 
 Emissions from autos were modeled as two individual line sources (Segment 1 and 2 in Figure 2). Each line 
source would be 0.25 mile in length and carry 500 vehicles per day (total 1,000 vehicles per day) entering and 
exiting Fiddyment Plaza. 
 
 

ESTIMATE OF HEALTH RISKS  
 
As in the FTM, the HARP2 model was run to determine the maximum residential cancer risk. With the exception 
of the addition of new sources, no other changes were made in running the HARP2 model.  Inclusion of 
emissions from autos and fuel delivery trucks increases the maximum cancer residential risk from  1.21 to 2.36 
cancers/million. The overall distribution of cancer risk is shown in Figure 4, Exhibit E.  The maximum residential 
cancer risk at receptor 262 is identified in Figure 5, Exhibit E. 
 
Inclusion of emissions from cars and trucks did not change the location of maximum cancer risk.  The point of 
maximum residential cancer risk remains at the Northwest corner of Fiddyment Road and Parkland Way 
(Receptor # 626).  
 
Non-cancer risks were calculated in terms of a Hazard Index (HI).  For both acute and chronic risks, the HI was 
below 0.01 at all receptors.  A HI index above 1 denotes a significant non-cancer health risk. 
 
In the FTM, an approximate hourly emission rate of benzene was used (0.1 lbs/hr) that resulted in a very 
conservative estimate of an acute HI of 0.159. 
 
In the current analysis, the hourly emission rate was calculated by dividing the annual emissions by the number 
of hours per year (8,760 hours per year). The calculated hourly emission rates are shown in Figure 3, Exhibit E.  
As shown in this figure, the actual hourly emission rates of benzene and other pollutants are well below 0.001 
lbs/hr.  This has resulted in an acute hazard index below 0.01 at all receptors.  
 
Overall, the inclusion of emissions from permit-exempt sources did not lead to significant residential cancer or 
non-cancer health risks.  
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Exhibit A 

Comparison of Spatial Variation of Cancer Risk Using a 

Finer Grid 
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Figure 1a 

Risk Contours Based on 50 meter Grid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1b 

Risk Contours Based on 20 meter Grid 
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EXHIBIT B 

Variation of Cancer Risk Within the Property Boundaries 
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Location 
Cancer Risk 
(per million) 

NW Corner 0.755 

NE Corner 0.792 

SW Corner 0.897 

SE Corner 1.692 

    

Average Caner Risk Over Property 1.034 

    

Original Cancer Risk Reported in 
FTM 

1.211 

    

Difference 0.177 

    

% Difference -14.62% 
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Exhibit C 

Evaluation of Cancer Risk for Elevated Receptors 
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Exhibit D 

Excerpts of  HARP2 Model Results Showing Location of 

Emission Sources 
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EXHIBIT E 

Risks from Non-Permitted Sources 
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Table 1 

Calculation of Emissions of DPM from Fuel Delivery Trucks 
 

Emissions From Truck Travel Along Fiddyment Road    

       

No. of Trucks  100 veh/yr Based on 100 fuel deliveries/yr 

Length of Roadway  0.25 mile per segment  

Annual miles travelled  25 miles/yr    

       

  EF1 Emission Rate (Vehicle Travel)   

TAC (g/mile) (g/yr) Lbs/yr     

DPM 0.084655 2.116 0.0047     

       

On-Site Emissions From Truck Idle      

       

No. of trucks   100 trucks/yr     

Idle time/truck  10 minutes per truck   

Total annual idle time  16.67 hrs/yr     

Truck Idling Emission Factor2   0.01438 grams/day per truck   

   0.000599167 grams/hr per truck   

Truck idle emissions (all trucks)  0.0100 grams/yr     

    2.20E-05 lbs/yr     

       

Notes:       

1. From EMFAC 2017 for Placer County for trucks travelling at 35 mph.    

2. Idle emission factor from EMFAC 2017.       
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Table 2 
Calculation of Emissions of Autos Based on 1,000 Trips per Day 

 
 

 

       

 No. of Vehicles per Day  1,000 veh/day total  

   365,000 veh/yr total  

   182,500 
veh/yr per 
segment  

 No. of segments  2    

       

 Length of segment  0.25 mile   

       

 Annual miles travelled per segment 45,625 miles/yr   

       

   EF1 
Emission Rate (Off-Site Vehicle 

Travel) 

Total Emissions  
(vehicle travel + 

idle + start-
up/shut down) 

 Toxic Air Contaminant (mg/mile) (mg/yr) (g/yr) (lb/yr) (lb/yr)  

       

 1,3 Butadiene 4.48 204,400 204.4 0.450 0.675 

 Benzene 45.28 2,065,900 2065.9 4.550 6.826 

 Formaldehyde 12.87 587,194 587.2 1.293 1.940 

 Acetaldehyde 2.77 126,381 126.4 0.278 0.418 

       

       

 NOTES           

 1. Emission Factors From: Zhu, Durbin, Norbeck and Cocker (July 2004)   

 "Internal Combustion Engine (ICE) Air Toxic Emissions"    

 Final Report to Research Division CARB, Sacramento, CA    

         

 
2. Traffic volume based on estimates in ITE Trip Generation Rates (10th Ed) for Land Use 945 
"Gasoline/Service Station with Convenience Market" 

         

 3. Emissions from Vehicle Idle + start-up and shut-down estimated to equal 50% of 

      emissions from off-site vehicle travel      
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Figure 1 
Fuel Delivery and Auto Travel Routes 
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Figure 2 
Screenshot of HARP2 Model Showing Additional Sources 

 

 
 
 

Notes: 
Sources “Line1, Line2” represent roadway segments 1 and 2. Source “Truck1” represents truck idle emissions 
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Figure 3 
Screenshot of HARP2 Model Showing Emissions from  

Cars and Fuel Delivery Trucks 
 

 
 
 

Notes: 
Annual emission rates (lbs/yr)  for sources Line1, Line2 and Truck1 are from Tables 1 and 2. Hourly emission rates 
are equal to annual emission rated divided by 8,760 (number of hours in 1 year). 
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Figure 4 
 

Revised Risk Contour 
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Figure 5 
 

Maximum Residential Cancer Risk 
 
 

 

Appendix A - 82



6 
 

REFERENCES 
 
CAPCOA (20018): Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects. CAPCOA Guidance Documents. July 
2009. 
 
OEHHA (2015): Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment.  Cal EPA.  February 2015. 

Appendix A - 83


	Table of Contents
	Project Description
	Purpose and Scope of Addendum
	Environmental Checklist for Addendum Environmental Review
	Other Considerations
	Checklist
	I. Aesthetics
	II. Agricultural & Forestry Resources
	III. Air Quality
	IV. Biological Resources
	V. Cultural, Archaeological, or Paleontological Resources
	VI. Energy
	VII. Geology and Soils
	VIII. Greenhouse Gases
	IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	X. Hydrology and Water Quality
	XI. Land Use and Planning
	XII. Mineral Resources
	XIII. Noise
	XIV. Population and Housing
	XV. Public Services
	XVI. Recreation
	XVII. Transportation and Traffic
	XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources
	XIX. Utilities and Service Systems
	XX. Mandatory Findings of Significance

	Environmental Determination
	Attachment 1 - Table of Applicable Mitigation Measures
	Appendix A - Air Quality Permits, Regulations, and Technical Memoranda.pdf
	Appendix A Table of Contents
	A.1 - PCAPCD Authority to Construct/Temporary Permit to Operate
	A.2 - PCAPCD Air Quality Permitting
	A.3 - Rule 501 General Permit Requirements
	A.4 - PCAPCD Advisory Notice for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities
	A.5 - EPS, Revised Technical Memorandum 
	A.6 - EPS, Response to Comments on Fiddyment Plaza Gas Station




