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City Council Report

BACK TO AGENDA

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Accepting the Audited Financial Statements
for the City of Rocklin’s Transportation Development Act Funds for the Year Ended June 30, 2016.
Submitted by: Mary Rister, Finance Officer

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Administrative Services Department

Reso. No. 2017-

•

Staff Recommendation: Approve the Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin
Accepting the Audited Financial Statements for the City of Rocklin’s Transportation Development
Act Funds for the Year Ended June 30, 2016.

BACKGROUND:
The Transportation Development Act of 1971 provides funding sources for public transportation. The
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCPTA) administers these funding sources for our region.
The funds are allocated to local agencies within the region through a claims process. The Public Utilities
Code 99245 requires an independent auditor to audit the financial statements of each agency claiming
Transportation Development Act Funds. Richardson and Company are independent auditors hired by
the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency to perform the June 30, 2016 audits of the claimant
agencies within its purview. The City of Rocklin Transportation Development Act Funds financial
statements for June 30, 2016 have been prepared and audited. The financial statements are now
presented to the City Council for acceptance.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings & Conclusions:
• An independent financial audit of the City’s Transportation Development Act Funds, performed
by the auditing firm Richardson & Company LLP, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2016 has been
completed. The Auditor issued an unqualified (“clean”) opinion.
• The Report of Internal Control over Financial Reporting contained no material weaknesses or
significant deficiencies.
Recommendations:
• Approve the Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Accepting the Audited Financial
Statements for the City of Rocklin’s Transportation Development Act Funds for the Year Ended
June 30, 2016.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven P. Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
ACCEPTING THE AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
FOR THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2016
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby accepts the audited
financial statements attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated
herein.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT

To the City Council
City of Rocklin, California
Report on the Financial Statements
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the Transportation Development Act funds allocated to
the City of Rocklin (the Funds), as of and for year ended June 30, 2016, and the related notes to the financial
statements, as listed in the table of contents.
Management’s Responsibility for the Financial Statements
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in accordance with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America; this includes the design, implementation,
and maintenance of internal control relevant to the preparation and fair presentation of financial statements that are
free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.
Auditor’s Responsibility
Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We conducted our audit
in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America, and the standards
applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.
An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the financial
statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor’s judgment, including the assessment of the risks of
material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk assessments,
the auditor considers internal control relevant to the entity’s preparation and fair presentation of the financial
statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal control. Accordingly, we express no such opinion.
An audit also includes evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of
significant accounting estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial
statements.
We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our audit
opinion.
Opinion
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position
of the Transportation Development Act funds allocated to the City of Rocklin as of June 30, 2016, and the changes
in financial position thereof for the year then ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in
the United States of America.
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To the City Council
City of Rocklin, California
Emphasis-of-Matter
As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the Transportation Development Act funds allocated to
the City of Rocklin and do not purport to, and do not, present fairly the financial position of the City of Rocklin as of
June 30, 2016, and the changes in financial position for the year then ended in conformity with accounting principles
generally accepted in the United States of America. Our opinion is not modified with respect to this matter.
Other Reporting Required by Government Auditing Standards
In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated March 23, 2017 on our
consideration of the City’s internal control over financial reporting related to the Funds and on our tests of its
compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts and grant agreements and other matters, including
the Transportation Development Act and the Public Transportation Modernization Improvement and Services
Enhancement Account Guidelines. The purpose of that report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal
control over financial reporting and compliance and the results of that testing and not to provide an opinion on
internal control over financial reporting or on compliance. That report is an integral part of an audit performed in
accordance with Government Auditing Standards in considering the City’s internal control over financial reporting
and compliance.

March 23, 2017
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City of Rocklin

Management’s Discussion and Analysis

INTRODUCTION
The Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) is a required component of the City’s
Transportation Development Act (TDA) Funds Annual Financial Report. The purpose of the MD&A is to
present a discussion and analysis of the Funds’ financial performance during the fiscal year that ended
on June 30, 2016. This information, presented in conjunction with the Funds’ Financial Statements is
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the Funds’ operations and financial standing.
FISCAL YEAR 2015/2016 FINANCIAL HIGHLIGHTS









Total Funds’ Revenues were $1,108,593, while Total Funds’ Expenditures were $2,548,113 and
Transfers out were $288,589, resulting in a Net Decrease in Total Funds’ Balance of $1,728,109. This
decrease was $711,667 larger than the prior year. This decrease was due to a delay in receiving
$2,871,933 of the allocated 2015‐2016 Local Transportation Funds (LTF); partially offset by higher
Transit Revenue and fewer capital projects.
Total Funds’ Assets were $5,893,255, consisting of Cash and Due from other agencies. The Assets
increased from the prior year as a result of the LTF funding claim for 2015‐2016.
Total Funds’ Liabilities of $1,188,781 increased $230,374 over prior year. The increase was a result
of project timing which caused a higher Accounts Payable balance at year end. Liabilities are made
up of Accounts Payable, Accrued salaries and benefits, and Due to City’s General Fund.
Total Funds’ Deferred Inflows were $3,019,822, which increased $2,806,109 from the prior year.
These Deferred Inflows are revenue resources earned but not received until after the 60 day period
of availability. The increase was due to the 2015‐2016 LTF payment being received after the period
of availability for 2015‐2016.
Total Fund’s Balance is $1,684,652 which is restricted for transportation. The Total Fund’s Balance
has decreased from prior year due to deferred inflows. The Deferred Inflow consists of $2,871,933
from LTF, $49,430 from Bicycle Pedestrian fund, and $98,459 from Prop 1B PTMISEA for the Front
Street Project.

OVERVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
The City’s TDA Funds Financial Statements are comprised of Fund Financial Statements and Notes to the
Financial Statements.
Fund Financial Statements
Fund Financial Statements report the Funds’ operations with the focus primarily on the short‐term activities
of the City's Transportation Development Act funds. The Funds’ Financial Statements measure only current
revenues and expenditures and fund balances; they exclude capital assets, long‐term debt, and other long‐
term amounts.
A fund is a grouping of related accounts that is used to maintain control over resources that have been
segregated for specific activities or objectives. The City, like other local governments, uses fund
accounting to ensure and demonstrate compliance with finance‐related legal requirements.
NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Notes to the Financial Statements provide additional information that is essential to a full understanding
of the data provided in the funds’ financial statements. The notes can be found immediately following
the funds’ financial statements.
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City of Rocklin

Management’s Discussion and Analysis

REQUEST FOR FINANCIAL INFORMATION
Questions concerning any of the information provided in this report or requests for additional
information should be addressed to the Office of the City Clerk, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, California,
95677.
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
BALANCE SHEETS
June 30, 2016

Transit
Fund
ASSETS
Cash and investments
Due from other agencies

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Facilities
Fund

Transportation
Fund
$

2,047,042
3,070,841

$

613,657

TOTAL ASSETS $

613,657

$

5,117,883

$

153,419

$

403,233

$
$

49,430
49,430

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES
LIABILITIES
Accounts payable
Retention payable
Accrued salaries and benefits
Due to City's General Fund

10,172
TOTAL LIABILITIES

460,242
613,661

$

DEFERRED INFLOWS OF RESOURCES
Unavailable revenue
FUND BALANCES
Restricted for transportation projects
Deficit
TOTAL FUND BALANCES
TOTAL LIABILITIES, DEFERRED INFLOWS
OF RESOURCES AND FUND BALANCES $

49,430
49,430

2,871,933

49,430

1,832,545
(4)
(4)

613,657

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

5

413,405

(49,430)
(49,430)

1,832,545

$

5,117,883

$

49,430

Prop 1B
TSSSDRA
Fund

Prop 1B
PTMISEA
Fund

$
$

$

-

-

Total
$

2,047,042
3,846,213

112,285

$

112,285

$

5,893,255

$

55,871
4,544

$

51,870
112,285

612,523
4,544
10,172
561,542
1,188,781

98,459

3,019,822

(98,459)
(98,459)

1,832,545
(147,893)
1,684,652

$

112,285

$

5,893,255
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES
AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES
For the Year Ended June 30, 2016

Transit
Fund
REVENUES
Local Transportation Funds:
Transit
Streets and roads
State Transit Assistance
Interest revenues
Intergovernmental revenue

$

Bicycle and
Pedestrian
Facilities
Fund

Transportation
Fund

398,327
$

198,908

429,043

TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES
Purchased transit
Bicycle and pedestrian
Streets and roads:
Administration and Engineering
Maintenance
Construction
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

827,370

613,661
$

613,661

OTHER FINANCING USES
Transfers out
TOTAL OTHER FINANCING USES
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES
Fund balance, beginning of the year

370,574
710,491
662,571
1,743,636

49,430

49,430

(288,589)
(288,589)
213,709

(1,791,147)

(213,713)

3,623,692

FUND BALANCES, END OF THE YEAR $

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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16,082
26,088
241,078

(4) $

1,832,545

(49,430)

$

(49,430)

Prop 1B
TSSSDRA
Fund

Prop 1B
PTMISEA
Fund

Total

$

$

40,145
40,145

398,327
198,908
429,043
16,082
66,233
1,108,593

613,661
49,430

42,927
42,927

$

98,459
98,459

370,574
710,491
803,957
2,548,113

(288,589)
(288,589)
(2,782)

(98,459)

2,782
$

-

(1,728,109)
3,412,761

$

(98,459) $

1,684,652
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
June 30, 2016
NOTE A – ORGANIZATION
The City of Rocklin (the City) receives funds under the provisions of the Transportation Development Act (TDA)
from the Placer County Local Transportation Fund (LTF) under Article 8, Section 99400(a) and 99400(c) and
Article 3, Section 99234, and the State Transit Assistance Fund under Article 4, Section 6731(b). The funds
represent amounts needed to meet the transportation needs of the City not otherwise met. The STAF Funds are to be
used for public transit purposes only.
NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES
Basis of Presentation: The financial statements of the Transportation Development Act Funds of the City of Rocklin
(the Funds) have been prepared in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to
governmental units. The Governmental Accounting Standards Board is the accepted standard-setting body for
establishing governmental accounting and financial reporting principles.
Reporting Entity: The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of operations of
only those transactions recorded in the Funds. The Funds are included in the financial statements of the City.
Fund Accounting: The accounts of the City are organized on the basis of funds. A fund is an accounting entity with
a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a specific
governmental activity.
The City utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the
Funds. Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally
restricted to expenditures for specific purposes. The following funds are used by the City to account for its TDA
and Proposition 1B funds:
SB 325 Sales Tax Funds:
Transit Fund: The Transit Fund is used to account for the payments to Placer County to provide transit
services within the City’s jurisdiction.
Transportation Fund: The Transportation Fund accounts for the expenditure of Local Transportation Funds
that have been allocated for the purpose of street and road infrastructure improvements.
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Fund: The Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Fund accounts for the
expenditure of Local Transportation Funds which have been allocated for the purpose of bicycle and
pedestrian facilities.
Prop 1B Funds:
PTMISEA and TSSSDRA Funds: The Prop 1B Funds account for revenues received through Proposition
1B for street programs.
Basis of Accounting: The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its
measurement focus. A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e.,
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets.
The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds. Under the modified accrual basis of
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and
available. “Measurable” means the amount of the transaction can be determined and “available” means collectible
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (Continued)
June 30, 2016
NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued)
generally 60 days for the Transit and Transportation Funds. TDA Funds are recognized when all eligibility
requirements have been met and the amounts are received within 60 days for the Transit and Transportation Funds,
and 60 days for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Prop 1B Funds. Revenues that do not meet this
availability period are recorded as deferred inflows of resources. Expenditures are recorded when the related fund
liability is incurred.
When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is the City’s policy to use restricted
resources first, then unrestricted resources as they are needed.
Fund Balance: Restrictions of fund balance represent amounts that can be spent only for the specific purposes
stipulated by constitution, external resource providers or through enabling legislation. The restrictions of fund
balance are according to the provisions of the Transportation Development Act and the purpose of each restriction is
indicated by the account title on the face of the balance sheets.
NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS
The Funds’ cash is held in the City of Rocklin’s investment pool. The City maintains an investment pool and
allocates interest to the various funds based upon the average daily cash balances. Investments held in the City’s
investment pool are available on demand to the Funds and are stated at cost, which approximates fair value. The
City’s investment policy, interest rate risk and credit risk may be found in the notes to the City’s basic financial
statements.
NOTE D – FARE REVENUE RATIO
Transit operators are required to maintain a fare revenue to operating expenses ratio in order to be eligible for TDA
funding. Since the City contracts with Placer County Transit for its transit services, no fare revenues are recorded in
the City of Rocklin’s Transit Fund financial statements. A fare revenue ratio is calculated for Placer County in the
Placer County Transit audited financial statements.
NOTE E – TRANSFERS
In 2016, the City transferred $288,589 from the Transportation Fund to the City’s General Fund for street and road
projects.
NOTE

F

–

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION
ENHANCEMENT ACCOUNT (PTMISEA)

IMPROVEMENT

AND

SERVICE

In November 2006, California Voters passed a bond measure enacting the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006. Of the $19.925 billion of state general obligation bonds authorized, $4
billion was set aside by the State as instructed by statute as the PTMISEA. These funds are available to the
California Department of Transportation for intercity rail projects and to transit operators in California for
rehabilitation, safety or modernization improvements; capital service enhancements or expansions; new capital
projects; bus rapid transit improvements; or for rolling stock procurement, rehabilitation or replacement.
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (Continued)
June 30, 2016
NOTE

F

–

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION
ENHANCEMENT ACCOUNT (PTMISEA) (Continued)

IMPROVEMENT

AND

SERVICE

During the year ended June 30, 2016, the City received no money from the State PTMISEA account through the
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency for the Rocklin Front Street Park-and-Ride Lot Expansion Project.
As of June 30, 2016, funds received and expended were verified in the course of the audit as follows:
Receivable balance at June 30, 2015
Transfer of expenses to be paid by other funding sources
Expenses incurred

$

80,543
(66,717)
98,459

Receivable balance at June 30, 2016

$

112,285

NOTE G – TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA)
As approved by the voters in the November 2006 general elections, Proposition 1B enacts the Highway Safety,
Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 to authorize $19.925 billion of state general
obligation bonds for specified purposes, including grants for transit system safety, security and disaster response
projects. CalOES has been charged with administering the Prop 1B Transit System Safety, Security & Disaster
Response Account (TSSSDRA).
During the year ended June 30, 2016, the City received $40,145 from the State TSSSDRA account through the
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency for the Rocklin Multi-Modal Passenger Shelters/Bus Stop Safety &
Security Improvements Project. As of June 30, 2016, funds received and expended were verified in the course of
the audit as follows:

Receivable balance at June 30, 2015
TSSSDRA received
Expenses incurred

$

Receivable balance at June 30, 2016
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40,145
(40,145)
$
-

550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95825
Telephone: (916) 564-8727
FAX: (916) 564-8728

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING AND
ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS, THE TRANSPORTATION
DEVELOPMENT ACT AND THE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION MODERNIZATION IMPROVEMENT AND
SERVICE ENHANCEMENT ACCOUNT (PTMISEA) AND TRANSIT SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND
DISASTER RESPONSE ACCOUNT (TSSSDRA) GUIDELINES

To the City Council
City of Rocklin, California
We have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and the
standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller
General of the United States, the financial statements of the Transportation Development Act funds allocated to the
City of Rocklin (the City), as of and for the year ended June 30, 2016, and the related notes to the financial
statements, which collectively comprise the Fund’s basic financial statements, and have issued our report thereon
dated March 23, 2017.
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting
In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements, we considered the City’s internal control over
financial reporting (internal control) to determine the audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances for
the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion
on the effectiveness of the City’s internal control. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of
the City’s internal control.
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct
misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. A significant deficiency is a deficiency, or a
combination of deficiencies, in internal control that is less severe than a material weakness, yet important enough to
merit attention by those charged with governance.
Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph of this section and
was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be material weaknesses or significant
deficiencies. Given these limitations, during our audit we did not identify any deficiencies in internal control that
we consider to be a material weakness. However, material weaknesses may exist that have not been identified.
Compliance and Other Matters (including PTMISEA and TSSSDRA)
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City’s financial statements are free of material
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial
statement amounts. Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds
allocated and received by the City were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations
of the TDA and Sections 6666 and 6667 of the California Code of Regulations. We also tested the receipt and
appropriate expenditures of bond funds, as presented in Note F and Note G of the financial statements, in
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To the City Council
City of Rocklin, California
accordance with the PTMISEA and TSSSDRA statutes and guidelines. However, providing an opinion on
compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an
opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be
reported under Government Auditing Standards, the TDA or the PTMISEA and TSSSDRA.
Purpose of this Report
The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of our testing of internal control and compliance and the
results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity’s internal control or on
compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, the TDA, PTMISEA and TSSSDRA in considering the entity’s internal control and compliance.
Accordingly, this communication is not suitable for any other purpose.

March 23, 2017
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Accepting a Report on the Costs of
Abatement and Setting a Public Hearing on Delinquent Nuisance Abatement Charges (Weed Abatement)
Submitted by: Mary Rister Finance Officer

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Administrative Services

Reso. No. 2017-

Staff Recommendation: Approve a resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Accepting a
Report on the Costs of Abatement and Setting a Public Hearing on Delinquent Nuisance Abatement
Charges (Weed Abatement).

BACKGROUND: Each year, the City notifies land owners of vacant lots that they must maintain their
property to minimize fire risk. If the properties are not properly abated by the land owners, the City has
the right, under State law, to abate the properties and seek reimbursements for these costs.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• Rocklin Municipal Code section 8.12.010 and California Government Code Section 39501
provides: “The legislative body may compel the owner, lessee, or occupant of buildings, grounds,
or lots to remove dirt, rubbish, weeds, and rank growths from buildings or grounds and adjacent
sidewalks. If he defaults, after notice prescribed by the legislative body, it may authorize the
removal or destruction of the dirt, rubbish, weeds, and rank growths at his expense by a city
officer. The legislative body may prescribe a procedure for the removal or destruction and make
the expense a lien upon the buildings or grounds.”
• California Government Code Sections 39502 through 39588 set forth the requirements for
notice, including a public hearing for this weed abatement process.
• On March 11, 2016, Rocklin entered into a multi-year Contractors Services Agreement for weed
abatement services with Scott and Sons Weed Control.
• On April 26, 2016, Council approved Resolution No. 2016-91, which identified parcels requiring
abatement, ordered that such abatement be completed by June 1, 2016, and set a public hearing
for May 10, 2016, to hear any protests. This resolution also indicated the City may perform
abatement on properties that were not properly abated by the owners and indicated that City
would bill the responsible land owner for any costs incurred by the City.

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 2
•
•
•
•
•
•

In accordance with California Government Code Section 39567.1, land owners of affected parcels
were notified by mail of the public hearing and abatement requirements.
On May 10, 2016, Council held a public hearing and ordered the nuisance be abated.
Scott and Sons Weed Control performed abatement on properties that had not been abated by
the owners and billed the City for its costs.
The City then billed the property owners for fees associated with abating their land and the City
sent second notices on those properties that did not respond to the first invoice.
Government Code section 39574 et seq. require the Council to receive and consider a report on
the costs of abatement prior to setting a public hearing to consider imposing a lien on the
parcels.
If the City intends to impose property tax liens on parcels with unpaid weed abatement charges,
State law indicates that the City hold a public hearing and notify affected parties.

Conclusions:
• If the City wants to obtain reimbursement of weed abatement cost from land owners through tax
liens on the property tax bills, it would need to notice land owners and hold a public hearing.
Recommendations:
• Approve the attached resolution which includes a list of delinquent parcels and the costs of
abatement attributed to each parcel and sets a public hearing for June 13, 2017, to consider the
imposition of 2017-2018 property tax liens for parcels with unpaid weed abatement charges.
Alternatives:
• Attempt to collect on the unpaid invoices through some other means such as sending them to a
Collection Agency.
• Consider having the City absorb these costs.
Fiscal Impact: Placement of property tax liens on the tax rolls would result in the City being reimbursed
$ 7,608.70 in weed abatement fees.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

T:\ADMIN\FINANCE RESO & STAFF RPTS\DEBBY - SR & RESO'S 2017\SETTING HEARING - WEEDS\SR ACCEPTING A REPORT ON THE COSTS OF ABATEMENT AND SETTING A PUBLIC HEARING ON DELINQUENT
NUISANCE ABATEMENT CHARGES .DOC 05/12/2017

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN ACCEPTING THE REPORT ON
THE COSTS OF ABATEMENT AND SETTING A PUBLIC HEARING ON
DELINQUENT NUISANCE ABATEMENT CHARGES (WEED ABATEMENT)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1. Pursuant to Rocklin Municipal Code section 8.12.010 and California
Government Code section 39560 et seq., the City may abatement nuisances and
consider the imposition of said abatement costs, subject to notice and public hearing
requirements.
Section 2. The City Manager prepared and hereby submits to the City Council a
report of past due abatement of nuisance costs against parcels located within Rocklin
that have remained unpaid for five months, said report to include identification of the
property and the owner, and an itemized record of the delinquent costs.
Section 3. The City Council hereby accepts the report on the costs of abatement,
as set forth in the list of costs for each parcel attached hereto as Exhibit A and sets a
public hearing to be held on June 13, 2017, at the Rocklin City Hall building, located at
3970 Rocklin Road, on or after the hour of 6:00 P.M., to consider the imposition of liens
on certain parcels of property within the City of Rocklin for costs related to abatement
of nuisance at the public expense during the summer of 2016.
Section 4. Notice of the hearing shall be mailed to each affected owner of record
as shown on the report by certified, return receipt mail to the address of the owners as
shown on the last equalized assessment roll of the County of Placer or as otherwise
known to the City at least ten (10) days prior to the hearing. This resolution shall be
posted near the Council Chambers at least three (3) days prior to the public hearing.
Section 5.
cost of the work.

Any interested person may appear at the hearing and protest the

Section 6. The City Council may, after such hearing, and after considering any
objections or protests of landowners liable to be liened for delinquent costs, adopt a
resolution establishing a lien of delinquent costs, plus City and County lien processing
fees, on the secured property tax roll for those properties with past due abatement of
nuisance costs with work performed during the summer of 2016.

Section 7. Notice of the Public Hearing shall be posted in one public place within
the City and published once in the Placer Herald, a newspaper of general circulation
circulated in the City of Rocklin, not less than ten (10) days before the hearing.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd, day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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Exhibit A
Delinquent Weed Abatement Charges

APN
010-191-026
045-011-017
045-031-003
045-031-005
045-031-047
371-040-024
045-390-020
454-040-008
374-230-009
010-121-006
045-190-008
046-214-003
045-101-059
374-200-007

NAME
Attia, Gilles & Cynthia D Tr
Burton, Richard E & Shawn
Coker, Irene Anne Trustee
Coker, Irene Anne Trustee
Coker, Irene Anne Trustee
Dinglasan, Ulysses & Marisa
GCRP LLC
Garbuzov, Vladimir
JK Barnhart Inc
Moore, Marvin
Rawat, Kiran
Staples, Diana B Trustee
Yassa, Nadine H
Zayed, Issam
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AMT DUE
$ 475.00
$ 799.00
$ 261.67
$ 685.67
$ 351.67
$ 449.00
$ 779.00
$ 1,110.00
$ 734.00
$ 203.00
$ 285.00
$ 380.00
$ 724.70
$ 371.00

CITY ADMIN
FEE
$
71.25
$ 119.85
$
39.25
$ 102.85
$
52.75
$
67.35
$ 116.85
$ 166.50
$ 110.10
$
30.45
$
42.75
$
57.00
$ 108.71
$
55.65

COUNTY
COLLECTION
FEE
$
5.46
$
9.19
$
3.01
$
7.89
$
4.04
$
5.16
$
8.96
$
12.77
$
8.44
$
2.33
$
3.28
$
4.37
$
8.33
$
4.27

TOTAL LIEN
AMOUNT
$ 551.71
$ 928.04
$ 303.93
$ 796.40
$ 408.46
$ 521.51
$ 904.81
$ 1,289.27
$ 852.54
$ 235.78
$ 331.03
$ 441.37
$ 841.74
$ 430.92

$ 7,608.70

$ 1,141.31

$

$ 8,837.51

87.50

City Council Report

BACK TO AGENDA

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Approving and Authorizing the City Manager
to Execute a Consultant Services Agreement (Dennis Batchelder Group)
Submitted by: Michael Green, Human Resources Manager
Kim Sarkovich, Assistant City Manager/CFO

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Administrative Services

Reso. No. 2017-

Staff Recommendation:
Approve the resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin approving and authorizing the City
Manager to Execute a Consultant Services Agreement (Dennis Batchelder Group).
_____________________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND:
The City has four labor contracts, three of which (Fire, Police, and Public Safety Management) will expire
on December 31, 2017, and one (AFSCME) that will expire on June 30, 2018. In the past, the City has
used a consultant to serve as the City of Rocklin’s principal representative and chief negotiator in labor
negotiations with the City’s bargaining units. The City’s former consultant closed his business to pursue
other opportunities. In March, 2017, the City interviewed three firms to represent the City of Rocklin as
the chief negotiator in labor negotiations. Based on experience, qualifications, cost, and understanding
of the City’s labor contracts, the Dennis Batchelder Group was selected to be the chief negotiator for the
City of Rocklin.
RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approving the resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin approving and
authorizing the City Manager to execute a consultant services agreement.
Fiscal Impact:
The cost of the chief negotiator to negotiate four contracts is anticipated to have a cost not to exceed
$100,000 which will be included in the 2017/18 professional services budget for Human Resources.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_________________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE
CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A
CONSULTANT SERVICES AGREEMENT
(Dennis Batchelder Group)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves and
authorizes the City Manager to execute a Consultant Services Agreement, in the form
attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and by this reference incorporated herein.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
d:\legal\administration\consultant services agr
REV. 4/27/17

EXHIBIT 1
CONSULTANT SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT is made at Rocklin, California, as of May 23, 2017, by and
between the City of Rocklin, a municipal corporation (“City”), and Dennis Batchelder
Group (“Consultant”), who agree as follows:
1.
Services.
Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this
Agreement, Consultant shall provide the services described in Exhibit A. Consultant shall
provide said services at the time, place, and in the manner specified in Exhibit A.
2.
Payment.
City shall pay Consultant for services rendered pursuant to
this Agreement at the time and in the amount set forth in Exhibit B. The payment
specified in Exhibit B shall be the only payment made to Consultant for services
rendered pursuant to this Agreement. Consultant shall submit all billings for said
services to City in the manner specified in Exhibit B; or, if no manner be specified in
Exhibit B, then according to the usual and customary procedures which Consultant uses
for billing clients similar to City.
3.
Facilities, Equipment and Other Materials, and Obligations of City.
Except as set forth in Exhibit C, Consultant shall, at its sole cost and expense, furnish all
facilities, equipment, and other materials which may be required for furnishing services
pursuant to this Agreement. City shall furnish Consultant only those facilities,
equipment, and other materials, and shall perform those obligations listed in Exhibit C
according to the terms and conditions set forth in Exhibit C.
4.
General Provisions. The general provisions set forth in Exhibit D are
part of this Agreement. Any inconsistency between said general provision and any
other terms or conditions of this Agreement shall be controlled by the other term or
condition insofar as it is inconsistent with the general provisions.
5.
Exhibits.
All exhibits referred to herein are attached hereto and by
this reference incorporated herein.
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6.
Time for Performance.
Time is of the essence, and, subject to City’s
compliance with Exhibit C and to the provisions of paragraph 3 of Exhibit D, failure of
Consultant to perform any services within the time limits set forth in Exhibit A shall
constitute material breach of this contract.
Executed as of the day first above stated:
CITY OF ROCKLIN
A Municipal Corporation

By:

_____________________________
Ricky A. Horst
City Manager

CONSULTANT
By:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Steven Rudolph
City Attorney
ATTEST:
______________________________
Barbara Ivanusich
City Clerk
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_____________________________
Dennis Batchelder Group

EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF SERVICES
Consultant shall act as the City of Rocklin’s principal representative and chief negotiator
in labor negotiations with City bargaining unit(s).
A.

Consultant will act as principal representative and chief negotiator as follows:
1. Lead collective bargaining negotiations understanding the stated goals and
outcomes of the City as well as the "economics" of any desired agreement
and other issues which have arisen as a result of the current or prior
collective bargaining agreements.
2. Work diligently to maintain a positive environment and have an open
discussion of the City's goals, objectives, and realities.
3. Meet and confer as is reasonably necessary until agreement is reached in
conformance with the guidelines established by the City, or until the City
Council has determined, after consultation with Consultant, that agreement
is not reasonably possible. Consultant shall act as the City’s representative at
any and all impasse proceedings which may be conducted. Consultant shall
meet with the City Council as often as is reasonably necessary during the
meet and confer process to review the City’s position and obtain further
instructions.
4. Conduct research, assist with negotiations proposals and counter proposals,
assist in arbitration preparation if necessary, assist in the revision and
development of management policies concerning subjects within the scope
of representation.
5. Ensure that all tentative agreements are appropriately maintained and made
part of the final agreement after review and approval of the Assistant City
Manager/CFO, City Manager and City Attorney.
6. Ensure that all proper language is incorporated into the final tentative
agreement, and ultimately the collective bargaining agreement.
7. Assist in the production of a final collective bargaining agreement for review
and action by the City Council.
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8. Strive to achieve all objectives outlined by the City Manager including the
efficient and timely conclusion of labor negotiations.
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EXHIBIT B
PAYMENT FOR SERVICES RENDERED
Consultant will bill the City for services rendered pursuant to Exhibit A at the rate of
$95.00 per hour or portion thereof (e.g., a meeting of less than 60 minutes shall be
billed at $95.00). All expenses shall be borne by the Consultant. Travel time for City
consulting services shall not be a billable expense.
Consultant will submit a detailed statement each month noting the day(s) and number
of hours spent on the activities set forth in the Scope of Services in Exhibit A above.
The total amount of this agreement shall not exceed $100,000.00.
The City shall remit payment to Consultant no later than thirty (30) days after receipt of
invoice.
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EXHIBIT C
FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT, AND OTHER
MATERIALS, AND OBLIGATIONS OF CITY
City will provide administrative and clerical support to Consultant. The Assistant City
Manager /CFO will serve as the primary liaison with Consultant.
City will coordinate the scheduling of meetings, and provide support staff for all
negotiation sessions. City will ensure a note taker is available at each session, and that
the note taker takes and prepares notes of each meeting for Consultant's review. City
will provide supporting data for meetings as requested by Consultant.
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EXHIBIT D
GENERAL PROVISIONS
1.
Independent Contractor. At all times during the term of this Agreement,
Consultant shall be an independent contractor and shall not be an employee of the City.
City shall have the right to control Consultant only insofar as the results of Consultant's
services rendered pursuant to this Agreement. City shall not have the right to control
the means by which Consultant accomplishes services rendered pursuant to this
Agreement.
2.
Licenses, Permits, Etc. Consultant represents and warrants to City that it
has all licenses, permits, qualifications, and approvals of whatsoever nature which are
legally required for Consultant to practice its profession. Consultant represents and
warrants to City that Consultant shall, at its sole cost and expense, keep in effect or
obtain at all times during the term of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, and
approvals which are legally required for Consultant to practice its profession at the time
the services are performed.
3.
Time. Consultant shall devote such time to the performance of services
pursuant to this Agreement as may be reasonably necessary for the satisfactory
performance of Consultant's obligations pursuant to this Agreement. Neither party
shall be considered in default of this Agreement to the extent performance is prevented
or delayed by any cause, present or future, which is beyond the reasonable control of
the party.
4.

Insurance.

A.
Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of this Agreement
insurance against claims for injuries to persons or damage to property which may arise
from or in connection with the performance of work under this Agreement and the
results of that work by Consultant, its agents, representatives, employees, or
subcontractors. All coverage available to the Consultant as named insured shall be
made available to the City, its officers, employees and volunteers as additional insured.
Consultant shall provide to City the full policy limits of Consultant’s insurance, with
coverage at least as broad as, and limits no less than, the following:
1.
General Liability. Consultant shall maintain in full force and effect
a policy of commercial general liability insurance (ISO occurrence form CG0001) with
limits no less than the following: one million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence for
bodily injury, personal injury, and property damage. If a general aggregate limit is used,
either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to this agreement, or the
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general aggregate limit shall be $1,000,0000. (The occurrence form of policy is required
whenever it is available.)
2.
Worker’s Compensation and Employer’s Liability Insurance.
Consultant shall fully comply with the law of California concerning worker’s
compensation. Said compliance shall include, but not be limited to, maintaining in full
force and effect one or more policies of insurance insuring against any liability
Consultant may have for worker’s compensation. Consultant shall also maintain in full
force and effect a policy of employer’s liability insurance with limits no less than the
following: one million dollars ($1,000,000) each accident; one million dollars
($1,000,000) policy limit bodily injury by disease; one million dollars ($1,000,000) each
employee bodily injury by disease.
The Workers Compensation Insurance requirement does not apply as the consultant
has no employees.
3.
Automobile. Consultant shall maintain in full force and effect a
policy of commercial automobile liability insurance (ISO Form CA0001 Code 1 (any auto)
or Code 8, 9 if no automobiles owned), with limits no less than the following: one
million dollars ($1,000,000) per accident for bodily injury and property damage.
4.
Errors and Omissions. Consultant shall maintain in full force and
effect a policy of errors and omissions insurance covering the services to be provided
under this agreement with limits no less than the following: one million dollars
($1,000,000) each occurrence, one million dollars ($1,000,000) policy aggregate.
B.
The general liability and automobile policies are to contain, or be
endorsed to contain, the following provisions:
1.
The City, its officers, employees and volunteers shall be added as
insureds with respect to liability arising out of automobiles owned, leased, hired or
borrowed by or on behalf of Consultant, and with respect to liability arising out of work
or operations performed by or on behalf of the Consultant including materials, parts or
equipment furnished in connection with such work or operations. Coverage shall not
extend to any indemnity coverage for the active negligence of the additional insured in
any case where an agreement to indemnify the additional insured would be invalid
under subdivision (b) of section 2782 of the Civil Code.
2.
For any claims related to work or operations performed by or on
behalf of Consultant, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as
respects the City, its officers, employees, and volunteers. Any insurance or selfinsurance maintained by the City, its officers, employees, or volunteers shall be excess
of the Consultant's insurance and shall not contribute with it.
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3.
The insurance coverage shall not be assigned, reduced, amended,
cancelled, terminated, or not renewed by either party except after thirty (30) days
written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, to City.
C.
The insurance company or companies providing Consultant the
coverages required by this Agreement shall be admitted in the State of California and
have a current A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A:VIII or equivalent acceptable to City.
D.
Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to and
approved by the City. At the option of City, either: the insurer shall reduce or eliminate
such deductibles or self-insured retentions as respects the City, its officers, employees
and volunteers; or the Consultant shall procure a financial guarantee satisfactory to City
guaranteeing payment of losses and related investigations, claim administration and
defense expenses.
E.
The insurance shall be maintained from the time the work first
commences until completion of the work under this Agreement if an occurrence policy
form is used. If a claims made policy form is used, the following requirements apply:
1.
The “Retro Date” must be shown, and must be before the date of
the contract or the beginning of contract work.
2.
Insurance must be maintained and evidence of insurance must be
provided for at least five (5) years after completion of the contract of work.
3.
If coverage is cancelled or non-renewed, and not replaced with
another claims made policy form with a “Retro Date” prior to the contract effective
date, the Consultant must purchase “extended reporting” coverage for a minimum of
five (5) years after completion of contract work.
4.
A copy of the claims reporting requirements must be submitted
to the City for review.
F.
If Consultant, for any reason, fails to maintain insurance coverage which
is required under this Agreement, the failure shall be deemed a material breach of
contract. City, at its sole option, may terminate this Agreement and obtain damages
from Consultant resulting from the breach. Alternatively, City may purchase the
required insurance coverage, and without further notice to Consultant, City may deduct
from the sums due to Consultant any premium costs advanced by City for the
insurance.
G.
Consultant shall include all subcontractors as insureds under its policies
or shall furnish separate certificates and endorsements for each subcontractor. All
coverages for subcontractors shall be subject to all of the requirements stated herein.
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H.
Consultant shall furnish City with original certificates and amendatory
endorsements effecting coverage required by this Agreement. The certificates and
endorsements should be on forms provided by the City, or on other than the City’s
forms, provided those endorsements or certifications conform to the requirements. All
certificates and endorsements are to be received and approved by the City before work
commences. The City reserves the right to require complete, certified copies of all
required insurance policies, including endorsements effecting the coverage required by
this Agreement at any time.
Consultant shall replace certificates of insurance for policies expiring prior to
completion of the work under the Agreement, and shall continue to furnish certificates
for five years beyond the Agreement terminate date, when the Consultant has a claims
made form of insurance.
I.
The worker’s compensation and employee’s liability insurance are to
contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:
1.
The insurance company waives any right of subrogation against
the City, its officers, employees, and volunteers, which might arise by reason of any
payment by the insurance company in connection with work performed by Consultant
under this Agreement.
2.
The insurance coverage shall not be assigned, reduced, amended,
cancelled, terminated, or not renewed by either party except after thirty (30) days
written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, to City.
5.
Indemnity. Consultant agrees to and shall defend, indemnify and hold
harmless City, its officers, employees, agents and volunteers from and against all claims,
damages, losses and expenses, including attorney’s fees and litigation costs and
expenses, arising out of the performance of the work described herein, caused in whole
or in part by any negligent act or omission of Consultant, any subcontractor of
Consultant, anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them or anyone for whose
acts any of them may be liable, except where caused by the active negligence, sole
negligence or willful misconduct of City. This indemnification and duty to defend and
hold harmless the City shall survive completion of the work and term of this Agreement
and shall be for the full period of time allowed by law. Lack of insurance coverage does
not negate Consultant’s obligation under this paragraph or this Agreement.
6.
Consultant Not Agent. Except as City may specify in writing, Consultant
shall have no authority, express or implied, to act on behalf of City in any capacity
whatsoever as an agent. Consultant shall have no authority, express or implied,
pursuant to this Agreement to bind City to any obligation whatsoever.
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7.
Assignment Prohibited. Consultant may assign its rights and obligations
under this Agreement only upon the prior written approval of City, said approval to be
in the sole discretion of City.
8.

Personnel: Qualifications and Conflicts of Interest.

A.
Consultant shall assign only competent personnel to perform services
under this Agreement. If City, in its sole discretion, at any time during the term of this
Agreement, desires the removal of any person or persons assigned by Consultant to this
Agreement, Consultant shall remove the person immediately upon receiving notice
from City. No personnel shall be assigned to this Agreement who, due to a financial
conflict of interest, is disqualified from performing services under this Agreement.
B.
Prior to commencing work under this Agreement, all personnel assigned
to the Agreement shall determine whether, by virtue of the work to be performed, they
are “consultants” as defined by the Political Reform Act (Cal. Gov. Code §81000, et
seq.). They shall then notify the City Clerk in writing of their determination and shall
complete and file all required disclosure statements.
9.
Standard of Performance. Consultant shall perform all services required
pursuant to this Agreement in the manner and according to the standards observed by
a competent practitioner of the profession in which Consultant is engaged in the
geographical area in which Consultant practices its profession. All products of
whatsoever nature which Consultant delivers to City pursuant to this Agreement shall
be prepared in a substantial first class and workmanlike manner and conform to the
standards or quality normally observed by a person practicing in Consultant's
profession.
10.
City Representative. The City Manager is the representative of the City
and will administer this Agreement for the City.
11.

Termination.

A.
City shall have the right to terminate this Agreement at any time by
giving notice in writing of such termination to Consultant. In the event City shall give
notice of termination, Consultant shall immediately cease rendering service upon
receipt of such written notice, pursuant to this Agreement.
In the event City shall terminate this Agreement:
1.
Consultant shall deliver copies of all writings prepared by it
pursuant to this Agreement. The term “writings” shall be construed to mean and
include: handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostating, photographing, and every
other means of recording upon any tangible thing any form of communication or
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representation, including letters, words, pictures, sounds, or symbols, or combinations
thereof.
2.
City shall have full ownership and control of all such writings
delivered by Consultant pursuant to this Agreement.
3.
City shall pay Consultant the reasonable value of services
rendered by Consultant to the date of termination pursuant to this Agreement not to
exceed the amount documented by Consultant and approved by City as work
accomplished to date; provided, however, that in no event shall any payment
hereunder exceed One Hundred Thousand dollars ($100,000.00) and further provided,
however, City shall not in any manner be liable for lost profits which might have been
made by Consultant had Consultant completed the services required by this
Agreement. In this regard, Consultant shall furnish to City such financial information as
in the judgment of the City Manager is necessary to determine the reasonable value of
the services rendered by Consultant. The foregoing is cumulative and does not affect
any right or remedy which City may have in law or equity.
B.
Consultant may terminate its services under this Agreement upon thirty
(30) working days written notice to the City, without liability for damages, if it is not
compensated according to the provisions of the Agreement or upon any other material
breach of the Agreement by City.
12.
Non-Discrimination. Consultant shall not discriminate in its employment
practices because of of race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, physical
disability, mental disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex,
gender, gender identity, gender expression, age, or sexual orientation in contravention
of the California Fair Employment and Housing Act, Government Code section 12900 et
seq.
13.
Ownership of Information. All professional and technical information
developed under this Agreement and all work sheets, reports, and related data shall
become the property of City, and Consultant agrees to deliver reproducible copies of
such documents to City on completion of the services hereunder. The City agrees to
indemnify and hold Consultant harmless from any claim arising out of reuse of the
information for other than this project.
14.
Waiver. One or more waivers by one party of any major or minor breach
or default of any provision, term, condition, or covenant of this Agreement shall not
operate as a waiver of any subsequent breach or default by the other party.
15.
Entirety of Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement
of City and Consultant with respect to the subject matter hereof, and no other
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agreement, statement, or promise made by any party, or to any employee, officer or
agent of any party which is not contained in this Agreement shall be binding or valid.
If the services of any attorney are required by any
16.
Attorney's Fees.
party to secure the performance of this Agreement or otherwise upon the breach or
default of another party, or if any judicial remedy or arbitration is necessary to enforce
or interpret any provisions of this Agreement or the rights and duties of any person in
relation to this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable
attorney's fees, costs and other expenses, in addition to any other relief to which such
party may be entitled. Prevailing party includes (a) a party who dismisses an action in
exchange for sums allegedly due; (b) the party that receives performance from the other
party of an alleged breach of covenant or a desired remedy, if it is substantially equal to
the relief sought in an action; or (c) the party determined to be prevailing by a court of
law.
Whenever provision is made in this Agreement for the payment of attorney’s
fees, such fees shall be payable whether the legal services are rendered by a salaried
employee for the party or by independent counsel and shall include such fees as are
incurred in connection with any pretrial proceeding, trial or appeal of the action.
Any award of damages following judicial remedy or arbitration as a result of the
breach of this Agreement or any of its provisions shall include an award of prejudgment
interest from the date of the breach at the maximum amount of interest allowed by
law.
17.
Counterparts. Where Consultant is a general partnership, the partners
may execute this Agreement in two or more counterparts which shall, in the aggregate,
be signed by all the parties; each counterpart shall be deemed an original instrument as
against any party who assigned it.
18.
Governing Law. This Agreement is executed and intended to be
performed in the State of California, and the laws of that State shall govern its
interpretation and effect.
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NOTICE TO CONSULTANT
OF DISCLOSURE OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA POLITICAL REFORM ACT
(Dennis Batchelder Group)
The Political Reform Act (“PRA”) (Government Code §81000, et seq.) provides that “no public
official at any level of state or local government shall make, participate in making, or in any way
attempt to use his official position to influence a governmental decision in which he knows or
has reason to know he has a financial interest.” (Government Code §87100.) In addition, the
Act requires every public official to disclose those economic interests that could foreseeably be
affected by the exercise of his or her duties.
The term “public official” includes consultants. (Government Code §82048.) The PRA
regulations (2 CCR 18700.3) defines consultants to include an individual who makes certain
described governmental decisions, or, who serves in a staff capacity with the agency and in
that capacity performs the same or substantially all of the same duties for the agency that
would otherwise be performed by an individual holding a position specified in the agency’s
Conflict of Interest Code. A copy of Regulation 18700.3 is attached for your reference.
It is not the business or firm providing services to the City that is considered the consultant.
The individuals working for the firm who provide the services are considered the consultants.
These individuals must file Statements of Economic Interest based on their personal financial
interests and are subject to disqualification and other laws affecting public officials.
Because not all consultants participate in making decisions on behalf of the City in a manner
covered by the Political Reform Act, the City does not amend its Conflict of Interest Code each
time a consultant is hired. Instead, consultants are included generically in the City’s Conflict of
Interest Code as designated employees.
Under the law, it is the responsibility of each individual who will be providing services under
the agreement to file an Assuming Office Statement, an Annual Statement, and a Leaving
Office Statement if he/she determines the work being done under contract with the City
qualifies the individual as a “consultant” within the meaning of the law.
Prior to commencing work under this agreement, you must notify the Rocklin City Clerk of your
determination and request and file the appropriate forms, if necessary. Please complete and
sign the form below and return to the City Clerk.
Attachment
legal\administration\conflict of interest notice to consultant

DETERMINATION OF DISCLOSURE OBLIGATIONS UNDER
CALIFORNIA POLITICAL REFORM ACT
(Dennis Batchelder Group)

I have read this Notice to Consultant of Disclosure Obligations under the California Political
Reform Act and have determined that (check one):

By virtue of the work that I will perform under this Consultant Services
Agreement, I am a public official within the meaning of the Political Reform Act.
Enclosed is my Assuming Office Statement (Form 700).
Under this Consultant Services Agreement, I will not be performing the duties of
a public official/consultant within the meaning of the Political Reform Act.

Dated:

(Name of Consultant)
By:

(Signature)
(Type Name)
(Address)
(Address)

CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
TITLE 2. ADMINISTRATION
DIVISION 6. FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
CHAPTER 7. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
§18700.3.
(a)

Consultant, Public Official Who Manages Investments: Definitions.

For purposes of Government Code 82019 and 82048, “Consultant” means an individual who,
pursuant to a contract with a state or local government agency:
(1) Makes a governmental decision whether to:
(A) Approve a rate, rule, or regulation;
(B) Adopt or enforce a law:
(C) Issue, deny, suspend, or revoke any permit, license, application, certificate, approval, order,
or similar authorization or entitlement;
(D) Authorize the agency to enter into, modify, or renew a contract provided it is the type of
contract that requires agency approval;
(E) Grant agency approval to a contract that requires agency approval and to which the agency
is a party, or to the specifications for such a contract;
(F) Grant agency approval to a plan, design, report, study, or similar item;
(G) Adopt, or grant agency approval of, policies, standards, or guidelines for the agency, or for
any subdivision thereof; or
(2) Serves in a staff capacity with the agency and in that capacity participates in making a
governmental decision as defined in Regulation 18704(a) and (b) or performs the same or
substantially all the same duties for the agency that would otherwise be performed by an
individual holding a position specified in the agency’s Conflict of Interest Code under Section
87302.

(b)

For purposes of Section 87200, the following definitions apply:
(1) “Other public officials who manage public investments” means:
(A) Members of boards and commissions, including pension and retirement boards or
commissions, or of committees thereof, who exercise responsibility for the management
of public investments;
(B) High-level officers and employees of public agencies who exercise primary responsibility
for the management of public investments, such as chief or principal investment officers or
chief financial managers. This category shall not include officers and employees who work
under the supervision of the chief or principal investment officers or the chief financial
managers; and
(C) Individuals who, pursuant to a contract with a state or local government agency, perform
the same or substantially all the same functions that would otherwise be performed by the
public officials described in subdivision (b)(I)(B).

(c)

“Public investments” means the investment of public moneys in real estate, securities, or other
economic interests for the production of revenue or other financial return.

(d)

“Public moneys” means all moneys belonging to, received by, or held by, the state, or any city,
county, town, district, or public agency therein, or by an officer thereof acting in his or her
official capacity, and includes the proceeds of all bonds and other evidences of indebtedness,
trust funds held by public pension and retirement systems, deferred compensation funds held
for investment by public agencies, and public moneys held by a financial institution under a
trust indenture to which a public agency is a party.

(e)

“Management of public investments” means the following nonministerial functions: directing
the investment of public moneys; formulating or approving investment policies; approving or
establishing guidelines for asset allocations; or approving investment transactions.

BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________
Subject: Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Setting a Public Hearing on Delinquent
Refuse Collection Charges
Submitted by: Mary Rister

Finance Officer

Department: Administrative Services

Date: May 23, 2017
Reso. No. 2017-

Staff Recommendation: Approve the attached resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin
Setting a Public Hearing on Delinquent Refuse Collection Charges.

BACKGROUND: Each year, the City works to assist our refuse collection services contractor with the
collection of delinquent collection fees. If the fees are not paid, the City has the right, under State law,
to impose liens on the property through the County property tax bills. To begin this process, the City
must first schedule a public hearing and notify land owners of the hearing.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• Rocklin Municipal Code section 13.08.110(C) and California Government Code sections 25831
and 38790.1 provide that any refuse collection fees, “that remain unpaid for a period of 60 or
more days after the date upon which they were billed may be collected thereafter by the
county.” This Section further provides the guidelines for billing the property owners through
property tax liens.
• On May 10, 2009, the City entered into a Franchise Agreement with Recology Auburn Placer.
This agreement specifies that the City shall assist with the collection of unpaid bills for services
provided to customers on accounts that are more than 180 days delinquent.
• The City typically has assisted Recology Auburn Placer with the collection of unpaid bills by asking
the County to add these bills as levies on the property tax rolls as allowed by State law and as
required by contract.
• If the City intends to impose property tax liens on parcels with unpaid refuse collection charges,
Sate law dictates that the City first holds a public hearing and notifies affected parties.
Conclusions:
• If the City intends to assist Recology Auburn Placer through the placement of tax liens on the
property tax bills, it would need to notice land owners and hold a public hearing.

City Council Report
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Recommendations: Approve the attached resolution which sets a public hearing for June 13, 2017, to
consider the imposition of 2017-2018 property tax liens for parcels with delinquent refuse collection
charges in excess of 180 days.
Alternatives:
• Attempt to assist Recology Auburn Placer in delinquency collects through some other means.
Fiscal Impact: The City charges a fee of 15% of delinquent charges for parcels that require the processing
of a property tax lien. The exact amount of the City fees associated with City collection efforts will be
known on June 13, 2017.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
SETTING A PUBLIC HEARING ON
DELINQUENT REFUSE COLLECTION CHARGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Rocklin has awarded to Recology
Auburn Placer a franchise for the collection of solid waste within the City of Rocklin
under Rocklin Municipal Code Chapter 13.08; pursuant to California Government Code
sections 25831 and 38790.1; and
WHEREAS, under the terms of the franchise agreement, the City may at the
request of Recology Auburn Placer, assist in collecting delinquent garbage bills in
accordance with Government Code sections 25831 and 38790.1;
WHEREAS, Recology Auburn Placer has requested the City to conduct
proceedings under Government Code sections 25831 and 38790.1 to place liens against
those properties delinquent in their solid waste collection fees; and
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined to grant the request;
The City Counsel of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1. The City Manager is directed to prepare and submit to the City
Council a report of Recology Auburn Placer collection charges against the owner of
parcels located in the City of Rocklin that have remained unpaid for at least 180 days,
said report to include identification of the property and the owner, and an itemized
record of the delinquent charge.
Section 2. The City Council hereby sets a public hearing to be held on June 13,
2017, at the Rocklin City Hall building, located at 3970 Rocklin Road, on or after the hour
of 6:00 P.M., to consider the imposition of liens on certain parcels of property within the
City of Rocklin because of delinquent refuse collection charges for parcels that have
remained unpaid for at least 180 days.
Section 3. Notice of the hearing shall be mailed to each affected owner of
record as shown on the report by certified, return receipt mail to the address of the
owners as shown on the last equalized assessment roll of the County of Placer or as
otherwise known to the City at least ten (10) days prior to the hearing.

Section 4. Any interested person may appear at the hearing and protest the
delinquent charges.
Section 5. The City Council may, after the hearing, and after considering any
objections or protests of landowners liable to be liened for delinquent fees, adopt a
resolution establishing a lien on the property tax roll on those properties for which
services were rendered to the owner thereof for collection of refuse plus City and
County lien processing fees.
Section 6. Notice of the Public Hearing shall be posted in one public place
within the City and published once in the Placer Herald, a newspaper of general
circulation circulated in the City of Rocklin, not less than ten (10) days before the
hearing.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd, day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the Lighting Maintenance
District No. 1 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.
Submitted by: Mary Rister Finance Officer

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Administrative Services

Reso. Nos. 2017- , 2017- , 2017-

Staff Recommendation: Approve resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the
Lighting Maintenance District No. 1 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.

BACKGROUND: In accordance with the California Streets and Highway Code Part 2, known as the
Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972, the City of Rocklin established the Lighting Maintenance District No.
1 (the District). The District was formed for the purposes of maintaining street lights and safety lighting
located within the District.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• California Streets and Highway Code Part 2, known as the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972
(the Act), identifies the process required to annually levy and collect assessments to meet the
needs of the District.
• The Act requires an annual Engineer’s Report to be prepared each year assessments are to be
levied and collected. The report is to contain plans and specifications regarding improvements to
be maintained, an estimated cost for maintaining the improvements, a diagram of the proposed
assessment area and an assessment of the estimated costs.
• Upon completion, the Engineer’s Report shall be submitted to the Legislative Body for approval
or modification and approval.
• Once the Legislative Body has approved the Engineer’s Report, a Resolution of Intent to levy and
collect assessments for the district shall be approved and a time set for a public hearing
regarding the levy of the proposed assessment.
• For areas within the district created before the 1996/1997 tax year, Proposition 218 requires any
modification of assessment rates or methodologies to be brought to the voters. The maximum
allowable tax for these areas has not changed since the 1996/1997 tax year.
• Budgeted expenses for the District will equal budgeted tax revenue in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.

City Council Report
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•

The attached report shows that based on the budgeted needs of the District and depending on
location, the District’s assessment for fiscal year 2017/2018 will be between $11.04 and $125.14
for a single family residential parcel.

Conclusions: Pursuant the Act, in order for the City to levy and collect assessments for the 2017/2018
fiscal year to pay for the cost of maintaining street lights and safety lighting for the District, it is
necessary for the City Council to request the preparation of an Engineer’s Report, approve or modify and
approve the completed Engineer’s Report, declare an intent to levy and collect assessments, and set
June 13th, 2017, as the date for a public hearing regarding these assessments.
Recommendations: Approve the resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the
Lighting Maintenance District No. 1 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.
Alternatives: Fund the 2017/2018 fiscal year operating needs of the District through the use of General
Funds or other appropriate funds.
Fiscal Impact: It is proposed that the assessments for 2017/2018 fiscal year be set at maximum tax of
approximately $250,151.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
ORDERING THE PREPARATION OF THE ENGINEER’S REPORT FOR
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to Division 15, Part 2, of the Streets and Highways
Code of the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and Lighting Act of
1972" ("the Act"), the City Council of the City of Rocklin has formed a maintenance
district that is known and designated as:
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1 (hereinafter referred to as the
"Maintenance District"); and
WHEREAS, at this time, the City Council of the City of Rocklin desires to take
proceedings for the annual levy of the assessments as required following the formation
of said Maintenance District; and
WHEREAS, these proceedings for the annual levy of assessments shall relate to
the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018; and
WHEREAS, there has been submitted, at this time as Exhibit A, to the City Council
of the City of Rocklin for its consideration a map showing the boundaries of the area
affected by the annual levy of the assessment for the above-referenced fiscal year. No
new improvements or substantial changes to existing improvements are proposed; and
WHEREAS, the Act requires a written report consisting of the following:
1. Plans and specifications of the improvements to be maintained;
2. An estimate of the costs for maintaining the improvements for the ensuing
fiscal year;
3. A diagram of the area proposed to be assessed; and
4. An assessment of the estimated costs for the maintenance work for said
fiscal year.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2
A map entitled “Lighting Maintenance District No.1” as submitted
to the City Council, showing the boundaries of the proposed area to be assessed is
hereby approved and adopted by this City Council, and a copy shall be on file in the
office of the City Clerk and open for public inspection. The proposed parcels and
properties within said area are those to be assessed to pay certain of the costs and
expenses for said maintenance work.
Section 3.
The proposed maintenance work within the area proposed to be
assessed shall be for certain street lighting and traffic signalization improvements, as
said maintenance work shall be set in the Engineer's Report to be prepared for this City
Council for consideration.
Section 4.
That the City Engineer is hereby ordered to prepare a "Report"
relating to said annual assessment and levy in accordance with the provisions of Chapter
1, Article 4, commencing with Section 22565, of the Act.
Section 5.
Upon completion, said "Report" shall be filed with the City Clerk
who shall then submit the same to the City Council for its consideration pursuant to
Section 22623 and 22624 of the Act.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING THE ENGINEER’S REPORT
FOR THE LEVY OF THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT FOR
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Division 15, Part 2, of the Streets
and Highways Code of the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and
Lighting Act of 1972" ("the Act"), the City Council did, by previous resolution, order the
preparation of an Engineer's Report consisting of plans and specifications, estimate of
cost, a diagram of the Maintenance District, and assessment spread relating to
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1 (hereinafter referred to as the "Maintenance
District"); and
WHEREAS, said "Report" has been presented to this City Council as required by
the Act and as previously directed by resolution; and
WHEREAS, this City Council has now examined and reviewed the "Report", as
presented, and is satisfied with each and all of the items and documents as set forth
therein and is satisfied that the assessments, on a preliminary basis, have been spread
in accordance with the benefits received from the maintenance to be performed as set
forth in said "Report".
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

That the above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2.

That the "Report", as presented, consisting of the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Plans and Specifications;
Estimate of Cost;
Diagram of the Maintenance District; and
Assessment of the Estimated Cost

is hereby approved and is ordered to be filed in the office of the City Clerk as a
permanent record and to remain open for public inspection.
Section 3.
That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this
Resolution and the minutes of this meeting shall so reflect the presentation of the
Engineer's Report attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference herein.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY AND COLLECT
ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1
AND SETTING A TIME AND PLACE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING THEREON

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to Division 15, Part 2 of the Streets and Highways Code of
the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972" ("the
Act"), the City Council of the City of Rocklin has formed a Maintenance District that is
known and designated as:
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 1 (hereinafter referred to as the
"Maintenance District"); and
WHEREAS, there has been presented and approved by the City Council of the
City of Rocklin the Engineer's Report on the levy of the annual assessment for fiscal year
2017-2018, as required by the Act.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2.
The public interest and convenience requires, and it is the
intention of this City Council to levy and collect annual assessments for the continual
maintenance of street lighting and traffic signals for fiscal year 2017-2018, all to serve
and benefit the Maintenance District as said area is shown and delineated on a map
approved by this City Council and which is on file in the office of the City Clerk, and open
to public inspection. The map so referenced is hereby incorporated herein.
Section 3.
The proposed maintenance work within the area to be assessed
shall be for certain existing street lighting and traffic signal improvements. No new
improvements or substantial changes to existing improvements are proposed.
Section 4.
Reference is made to the Engineer's Report on file with the City
Clerk and open to public inspection for a full and detailed description of the boundaries
of the assessment District and the zones therein, and the proposed assessments upon
assessable lots and parcels of land within the District.

Section 5.
Neither the amount of the proposed assessment nor the
approved methodologies for calculating the assessment for each parcel is proposed to
be increased from the 2016-2017 fiscal year.
Section 6.
Any lots or parcels of land owned by a federal or state
governmental agency or other local agency shall not be subject to assessment.
Section 7.
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT TUESDAY, JUNE 13, 2017, AT THE HOUR OF 6:00
O'CLOCK P.M., IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF ROCKLIN, 3970
ROCKLIN ROAD, ROCKLIN, CALIFORNIA, BEING THE REGULAR MEETING PLACE OF SAID
CITY COUNCIL, IS THE TIME AND PLACE FIXED BY THIS CITY COUNCIL FOR THE PUBLIC
HEARING FOR THE HEARING OF PROTESTS OR OBJECTIONS IN REFERENCE TO THE LEVY
OF THE PROPOSED ASSESSMENT, AND ANY OTHER MATTERS CONTAINED IN THIS
RESOLUTION. ANY PERSON WHO WISHES TO OBJECT TO THE LEVY OF ASSESSMENTS
FOR STREET LIGHTING MAY APPEAR.
The City Clerk is hereby directed to publish a Notice of Public
Section 8.
Hearing in the Placer Herald, a newspaper of general circulation in said City, not less
than ten (10) days before the date of said public hearing.
Section 9.
For any and all information relating to the proceedings, protest
procedure, any documentation and/or information of a procedural or technical nature,
your attention is directed to the below listed person and the local agency or department
so designated:
Mary Rister
Finance Officer
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: (916) 625-5024
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
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____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 2 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.
Submitted by: Mary Rister Finance Officer

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Administrative Services

Reso. Nos. 2017- , 2017- , 2017-

Staff Recommendation: Approve resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 2 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.

BACKGROUND: In accordance with the California Streets and Highway Code Part 2, known as the
Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972, the City of Rocklin established the Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 2 (the District). The District was formed for the purposes of maintaining street
lights, safety lighting, and all costs related to the maintenance of roadway landscaping located within
the District.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• California Streets and Highway Code Part 2, known as the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972
(the Act), identifies the process required to annually levy and collect assessments to meet the
needs of the District.
• The Act requires an annual Engineer’s Report to be prepared each year assessments are to be
levied and collected. The report is to contain plans and specifications regarding improvements to
be maintained, an estimated cost for maintaining the improvements, a diagram of the proposed
assessment area and an assessment of the estimated costs.
• Upon completion, the Engineer’s Report shall be submitted to the Legislative Body for approval
or modification and approval.
• Once the Legislative Body has approved the Engineer’s Report, a Resolution of Intent to levy and
collect assessments for the district shall be approved and a time set for a public hearing
regarding the levy of the proposed assessment.
• For areas within the district created before the 1996/1997 tax year, Proposition 218 requires any
modification of assessment rates or methodologies to be brought to the voters. The maximum
allowable tax for these areas has not changed since the 1996/1997 tax year.
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•
•

The maximum tax for areas annexed into the District after the 1996/1997 tax year are based on a
base year rate equivalent to the first year’s actual energy and maintenance costs, increased by an
annual 4% inflationary factor.
The attached report shows that based on the budgeted needs of the District and depending on
location, the District’s assessment for fiscal year 2017/2018 will be between $5 and $420.83 for a
single family residential parcel.

Conclusions: Pursuant to the Act, in order for the City to levy and collect assessments for the 2017/2018
fiscal year to pay for the cost of maintaining street lights, safety lighting, and maintenance of roadway
landscaping for the District, it is necessary for the City Council to request the preparation of an
Engineer’s Report, approve or modify and approve the completed Engineer’s Report, declare an intent
to levy and collect assessments, and set June 13th, 2017, as the date for a public hearing regarding these
assessments.
Recommendations: Approve resolutions required for the levy and collection of assessments for the
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 2 in the 2017/2018 fiscal year.
Alternatives: Fund the 2017/2018 fiscal year operating needs of the District through the use of General
Funds or other appropriate funds.
Fiscal Impact: It is proposed that the assessments for 2017/2018 fiscal year be set at approximately
$1,977,100. Based on the District’s budget this level of funding will address the Districts 2017/2018 fiscal
year operational needs.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
ORDERING THE PREPARATION OF THE ENGINEER’S REPORT FOR
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to Division 15, Part 2, of the Streets and Highways
Code of the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and Lighting Act of
1972" ("the Act"), the City Council of the City of Rocklin has formed a maintenance
district that is known and designated as:
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2 (hereinafter
referred to as the "Maintenance District"); and
WHEREAS, at this time, the City Council of the City of Rocklin desires to take
proceedings for the annual levy of the assessments as required following the formation
of said Maintenance District; and
WHEREAS, these proceedings for the annual levy of assessments shall relate to
the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2017 and ending June 30, 2018; and
WHEREAS, there has been submitted, at this time as Exhibit A, to the City Council
of the City of Rocklin for its consideration a map showing the boundaries of the area
affected by the annual levy of the assessment for the above-referenced fiscal year. No
new improvements or substantial changes to existing improvements are proposed; and
WHEREAS, the Act requires a written report consisting of the following:
1. Plans and specifications of the improvements to be maintained;
2. An estimate of the costs for maintaining the improvements for the ensuing
fiscal year;
3. A diagram of the area proposed to be assessed; and
4. An assessment of the estimated costs for the maintenance work for said
fiscal year.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2.
A map entitled "Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance
District No. 2" as submitted to the City Council, showing the boundaries of the proposed
area to be assessed is hereby approved and adopted by this City Council, and a copy

shall be on file in the office of the City Clerk and open for public inspection. The
proposed parcels and properties within said area are those to be assessed to pay certain
costs and expenses for said maintenance work.
Section 3.
The proposed maintenance work within the area proposed to be
assessed shall be for certain street lighting improvements and landscape maintenance,
as said maintenance work shall be set in the Engineer's Report to be prepared for the
City Council for consideration.
That the City Engineer is hereby ordered to prepare a "Report"
Section 4.
relating to said annual assessment and levy in accordance with the provisions of Chapter
1, Article 4, commencing with Section 22565, of the Act.
Section 5.
Upon completion, said "Report" shall be filed with the City Clerk
who shall then submit the same to the City Council for its consideration pursuant to
Section 22623 and 22624 of the Act.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING THE ENGINEER'S REPORT
FOR THE LEVY OF THE ANNUAL ASSESSMENT FOR
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of Division 15, Part 2, of the Streets and
Highways Code of the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and Lighting
Act of 1972" ("the Act"), the City Council did, by previous resolution, order the
preparation of an Engineer's Report consisting of plans and specifications, estimate of
cost, a diagram of the Maintenance District, and assessment spread relating to
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2 (hereinafter referred to as
the "Maintenance District"); and
WHEREAS, said "Report" has been presented to this City Council as required by
the Act and as previously directed by resolution; and
WHEREAS, this City Council has now carefully examined and reviewed the
"Report", as presented, and is satisfied with each and all of the items and documents as
set forth therein and is satisfied that the assessments, on a preliminary basis, have been
spread in accordance with the benefits received from the maintenance to be performed
as set forth in said "Report".
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

That the above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2.

That the "Report", as presented, consisting of the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Plans and Specifications;
Estimate of Cost;
Diagrams of the Maintenance District; and
Assessment of the Estimated Cost

is hereby approved and is ordered to be filed in the office of the City Clerk as a
permanent record and to remain open for public inspection.
Section 3.
That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this
Resolution and the minutes of this meeting shall so reflect the presentation of the
Engineer's Report, attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference herein.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk

T:\Admin\Finance RESO & STAFF RPTS\DEBBY - SR & RESO'S 2017\SETTING HEARING - LLMD#2\RESO B LLMD#2 Approve Engineer's
Report for Levy of the Annual Assessment.doc/ ds/05/12/2017
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO LEVY AND COLLECT
ANNUAL ASSESSMENTS FOR
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2
AND SETTING A TIME AND PLACE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING THEREON

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, pursuant to Division 15, Part 2 of the Streets and Highways Code of
the State of California, being known as the "Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972" ("the
Act"), the City Council of the City of Rocklin has formed a maintenance district that is
known and designated as:
LANDSCAPING AND LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DISTRICT NO. 2 (hereinafter
referred to as the "Maintenance District"); and
WHEREAS, there has been presented and approved by the City Council of the
City of Rocklin the Engineer's Report on the levy of the annual assessment for fiscal year
2017-2018, as required by the Act.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The above recitals are all true and correct.

Section 2.
The public interest and convenience requires, and it is the
intention of this City Council to levy and collect annual assessments for the continual
maintenance of street lighting and landscaping for fiscal year 2017-2018, all to serve and
benefit the Maintenance District as said area is shown and delineated on a map
approved by this City Council and which is on file in the office of the City Clerk, and open
to public inspection. The map so referenced is hereby incorporated herein.
The proposed maintenance work within the area to be assessed
Section 3.
shall be for certain existing street lighting and landscaping improvements. No new
improvements or substantial changes to existing improvements are proposed.
Section 4.
Reference is made to the Engineer's Report on file with the City
Clerk and open to public inspection for a full and detailed description of the
improvements, the boundaries of the Maintenance District and the zones therein, and
the proposed assessments upon assessable lots and parcels of land within the District.

Section 5.
It is proposed that the approved methodologies for calculating the
assessment for each parcel remain unchanged from the 2016-2017 fiscal year.
Any lots or parcels of land owned by a federal or state
Section 6.
governmental agency or other local agency shall not be subject to assessment.
Section 7.
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT TUESDAY, JUNE 13, 2017, AT OR AFTER THE
HOUR OF 6:00 O'CLOCK P.M., IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF
ROCKLIN, 3970 ROCKLIN ROAD, ROCKLIN, CALIFORNIA, BEING THE REGULAR MEETING
PLACE OF SAID CITY COUNCIL, IS THE TIME AND PLACE FIXED BY THIS CITY COUNCIL
FOR PUBLIC HEARING, FOR THE HEARING OF PROTESTS OR OBJECTIONS IN REFERENCE
TO THE LEVY OF THE PROPOSED ASSESSMENT, AND ANY OTHER MATTERS CONTAINED
IN THIS RESOLUTION. ANY PERSON WHO WISHED TO OBJECT TO THE LEVY OF
ASSESSMENTS FOR STREET LIGHTING AND LANDSCAPING MAY APPEAR.
Section 8.
The City Clerk is hereby directed to publish a Notice of Public
Hearing in the Placer Herald, a newspaper of general circulation in said City, not less
than ten (10) days before the date of said public hearing.
Section 9.
For any and all information relating to the proceedings, protest
procedure, any documentation and/or information of a procedural or technical nature,
your attention is directed to the below listed person and the local agency or department
so designated:
Mary Rister
Finance Officer
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: (916) 625-5024
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
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____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
T:\Admin\Finance RESO & STAFF RPTS\DEBBY - SR & RESO'S 2017\SETTING HEARING - LLMD#2\RESO C LLMD#2 Declare Intention to
Levy & Collect Annual Assessments.doc/ds 05/12/2017
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________
Subject: Resolution of Intention to Order the Vacation of a Public Street - Yankee Hill Road
Submitted by: Marc Mondell, Director
Dave Palmer, City Engineer-Presenter

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Economic &Community Development
•

Staff Recommendation: It is recommended that the City Council approve the attached
Resolution of Intention to Order the Vacation of a Public Street (Yankee Hill Road) setting the
public hearing for July 11, 2017.

BACKGROUND: Yankee Hill Road north of the Westbound Union Pacific Railroad line has not been used
for public access for many years. The City Council ordered summary vacations of portions of the
northerly sections of the roadway in 1986 and 2003 pursuant to Resolutions 86-150 and 2003-127. This
last remainder of roadway lies between the Eastbound and Westbound tracks of Union Pacific Railroad.
PG&E has requested the abandonment of the roadway in order to expand their gas facility substation
located at the end of Independence Place in the Yankee Hill Estates Subdivision. Please see attached
map/diagram depicting the portion of Yankee Hill Road proposed to be abandoned.
After the roadway abandonment, PG & E will need to obtain an agreement with the underlying property
owner for any work that PG&E requests within the old road right of way. At this time it is unresolved if
the City or private parties own the underlying property. The neighboring property owner and PG& E
have requested that the City abandon the public roadway while the underlying property ownership is
addressed among the parties. A determination on who owns the underlying property does not need to
be resolved before the City moves forward with the public roadway abandonment.
A portion of the roadway adjacent to Independence Place will be retained in order to provide access to
an undeveloped parcel west of Yankee Hill Estates. The City will also reserve a public utility easement as
there are several utilities located within the old roadway area.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
•

The 40 ft wide section of Yankee Hill Road is not developed with a standard roadway surface and
has not been used as a roadway since the early 1990’s.

City Council Report
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•

The City has previously abandoned sections of Yankee Hill Road from Argonaut Avenue to the
Eastbound UPRR railroad tracks.

•

Pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code sections 8300 et seq., a City may vacate a
public street following a noticed, public hearing.

•

Staff recommends that the City Council set July 11, 2017 for the public hearing to vacate the
portion of Yankee Hill Road described in Exhibit A

•

Notice of the public hearing regarding vacating the portion of Yankee Hill Road is to be published
in the newspaper for two consecutive weeks and posted on the section of the roadway proposed
for abandonment for at least two weeks prior to the public hearing.

Conclusions:
•
•

Yankee Hill Road is no longer used as a public roadway and there are no anticipated future needs
for use as a public roadway.
The portion of Yankee Hill Road should be considered for abandonment at a public hearing
pursuant to the streets and roadways vacation law of Streets & Highways section 8300 et seq.

Recommendations:
• Staff recommends approving the Resolution of Intention to Order the Vacation of a Public Street
(Yankee Hill Road) setting the public hearing for July 11, 2017 to consider vacating a portion of
Yankee Hill Road as a public roadway and directing staff to provide the required public notices.
Fiscal Impact: The processing of the documents and public notices which is included in City Clerk and
Engineering budgets.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO.
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ROCKLIN OF INTENTION TO ORDER
THE VACATION OF A PUBLIC STREET AND
SETTING A PUBLIC HEARING THEREON
(Yankee Hill Road)

The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.
Pursuant to the Public Streets, Highways and Service Easements
Vacation Law (Sts. & Hy. Code §8300 et seq.), the City Council of the City of Rocklin does
hereby declare its intent to vacate that public street, as shown and described in Exhibit
A, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein, subject to the following
reservation and exception:
a.
A public utility easement shall be retained along with all other
existing public and private easements.
A public hearing on this matter shall be held at 6:00 p.m. on July
Section 2.
11, 2017, at the Rocklin City Council Chambers, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, California.
The City Clerk shall cause a notice of the date, hour and place of
Section 3.
the hearing on this Resolution of Intention to be published at least once a week for two
successive weeks in the Placer Herald, a newspaper of general circulation within the
City of Rocklin, and shall mail, by certified mail, a copy of this Resolution of Intention to
all public bodies and public utility companies who have requested notice of vacation
proceedings under Streets and Highways Code section 8346.
Section 4.
Not less than two weeks before the date set for public hearing,
the City Clerk shall cause notice of the intended vacation to be posted along the street
proposed to be vacated. The notices shall refer to the passage of this Resolution, the
day, hour and place set for hearing and shall described the street proposed to be
vacated. Notices shall be posted not more than 300 feet apart, or as otherwise
provided in Streets and Highways Code section 8323, and at least three notices shall be
posted.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23 day of May, 2017, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers

NOES:

Councilmembers

ABSENT:

Councilmembers

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers

____________________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:

______________________________
City Clerk

d:\legal\engineering\street-easement\vacate public street hrg
Rev. 02/09/89
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City Council Report

BACK TO AGENDA

___________________________________________________

Subject: Subdivision Landscape Agreement, Infrastructure Warranty Agreement and Notice of
Completion- West Oaks Blvd
Submitted by: Marc Mondell, Director
Dave Palmer, City Engineer-Presenter

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Economic & Community Development
•

Staff Recommendation: It is recommended that the City Council of the City Of Rocklin
approve the attached resolutions authorizing the City Manager to execute a Subdivision
Landscape Agreement, an Infrastructure Warranty Agreement and accepting the Public
Works known as West Oaks Blvd (South) Approving a Notice of Completion Thereof,
accepting the Roadway Dedication and Authorizing and Directing the Execution and
Recordation of Said Notice and Dedication on behalf of the City (Sunset Ranchos Investors,
LLC)

BACKGROUND: The major roadways within Whitney Ranch, including West Oaks Boulevard, were
irrevocably offered for dedication in fee to the Public with the Whitney Ranch Large Lot Subdivision map
recorded in Book Z of Maps Page 94. At the time of the map recordation, these dedications were
rejected until such time when the roadway improvements were completed.
A section of West Oaks Blvd from its previous terminus at the border of Stanford Ranch to Painted Pony
Lane (West Oaks Blvd South) has now been completed and the City can now accept the improvements
and acquire the right of way. The landscaping along this section of roadway has not yet been completed
and therefore, prior to the roadway acceptance, the developer has provided the attached Subdivision
Landscape Agreement to guarantee those landscape improvements. Also, in order to provide the
required warranty for the City to maintain these improvements, the attached Infrastructure Warranty
Agreement is required.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC, the developer of Whitney Ranch, has completed construction
of West Oaks Blvd (South). The City can now accept the improvements and the dedication in
fee for the road right of way.

City Council Report
June 25, 2013]
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•

The attached Subdivision Landscape Agreement and Infrastructure Warranty Agreement will
guarantee the landscaping installation and provide the required warranty for the roadway
improvements.

Conclusions:
• In order for the City to accept this section of West Oaks Blvd, a Subdivision Landscape
Agreement is required to guarantee those landscape improvements not yet constructed and
an Infrastructure Warranty Agreement is required to warranty those improvements that have
been constructed and will be maintained by the City.
Recommendations:
• It is recommended that the City Council of the City Of Rocklin approve and authorize the City
Manager to execute a Subdivision Landscape Agreement and Infrastructure Warranty
Agreement with Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC, with the approval and authorization of
recording the Notice of Completion and acceptance of the Dedication of West Oaks Blvd
(South).
Fiscal Impact: The City will assume maintenance of those items covered by the Infrastructure Warranty
Agreement and future maintenance of the Landscape improvements included in the Subdivision
Landscape Agreement.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING EXECUTION
OF A SUBDIVISION LANDSCAPING AGREEMENT
For “West Oaks Blvd (South)”
(Whitney Ranch Large Lot Subdivision)
SD-2006-07A
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby finds as follows:

A. Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC has received approval from City, and has
recorded, the large lot subdivision map titled “Whitney Ranch Large Lot
Subdivision”, recorded in Placer County Book of Maps Book Z, Page 94, upon
which principal offered for dedication to the City several rights-of-way, including
West Oaks Boulevard.
B. That certain subdivision landscaping improvements which were made conditions
of the tentative subdivision map have not been completed and accepted, and
Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC has executed and provided security for a
subdivision landscaping agreement obligating Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC to
complete the landscaping improvements within a specified period of time.
Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC requests the City Council to accept the subdivision
landscaping agreement in satisfaction of the tentative map condition.
C. Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC is willing to execute this Agreement as a condition
of the City issuing a Notice of Completion for the Landscape improvements for
the portion of West Oaks Boulevard known as “West Oaks Blvd (South)”.
Section 2.
The subdivision landscaping agreement attached hereto as
Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein is hereby approved and accepted,
and the City Manager is authorized and directed to execute the agreement on behalf of
the City.
Section 3.
The City Clerk is directed to record the subdivision landscaping
agreement referred to in this Resolution, in the office of the Placer County Recorder
when fully executed and notarized.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23 day of May, 2017, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
WEST\276360316.4
356249-000001

ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:

ATTEST:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

_______________________________
City Clerk
d:/legal/engineering/subdivision improvement/subdivis landscape agr 09/07/04
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Recording Requested by
and Return to:
City Clerk
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA 95677

Subdivision Name: Whitney Ranch
Landscape Improvements: West Oaks Blvd (South)
Project No.: SD-2006-07A
Principal: Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC
Effective Date: May 23, 2017
SUBDIVISION LANDSCAPING AGREEMENT
This Subdivision Landscaping Agreement is entered into by and between the City
of Rocklin, hereinafter called "City," and Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC hereinafter
called "Principal," on the 23rd day of May, 2017.
RECITALS
1.
Principal has received approval from City, and has recorded, the large lot
subdivision map titled “Whitney Ranch Large Lot Subdivision”, recorded in Placer
County Book of Maps Book Z, Page 94, upon which principal offered for
dedication to the City several rights-of-way, including West Oaks Boulevard.
2.
Principal has not completed construction of the Landscape improvements
for the portion of West Oaks Boulevard known as “West Oaks Blvd (South)” as
required by Chapter 16.28 of the City of Rocklin Municipal Code.
3.
Principal is willing to execute this Agreement as a condition of the City
issuing a Notice of Completion for improvements for the portion of West Oaks
Boulevard known as “West Oaks Blvd (South)”.
4.
The authority for this Agreement is set forth in the Subdivision Map Act
("the Map Act") (Government Code section 66410 et seq.) and Title 16 of the
Rocklin Municipal Code ("Title 16").
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AGREEMENT
5.
Improvements.
Principal agrees to complete all the works of
landscaping improvement ("the improvements") required for the subdivision as shown
on the final landscaping plans for West Oaks Blvd (South) submitted to and approved by
the City Engineer and on file in the office of the City Engineer, in accordance with the
requirements of the Map Act, Title 16, and the Standard Specifications of City in effect
at the time of the installation of the improvements. Such work will be completed within
(12) twelve months of the date of this Agreement.
6.
Acceptance of Improvements upon Completion. Upon satisfactory
completion of the improvements in accordance with the approved landscaping plans,
the Standard Specifications and the conditions of approval of the tentative subdivision
map, City agrees to accept for maintenance the improvements and any off-site
easements accepted by City, subject to the provisions of Paragraph 8 hereof.
7.
Notice Regarding Construction. Principal shall notify the City Engineer 48
hours prior to commencement of construction of the improvements.
8.
Warranty. Principal agrees to remedy any defects in the improvements
arising from faulty or defective design or construction of said improvements occurring
within twelve (12) months after acceptance thereof has been given in writing by the City
Council.
9.
Indemnity and Hold Harmless. Principal agrees to and shall defend,
indemnify and hold harmless City, its officers, employees, agents and volunteers from
and against all claims, damages, losses and expenses, including attorneys fees and
litigation costs and expenses, arising out of the performance of the work on the
improvements described herein, caused in whole or in part by any negligent act or
omission of Principal, any subcontractor of Principal, anyone directly or indirectly
employed by any of them or anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable, except
where caused by the active negligence, sole negligence or willful misconduct of City;
provided that, any claims relating to defects in the improvements shall be limited to the
time periods for the warranties in Section 8 hereof. Lack of insurance coverage does not
negate Principal’s obligation under this paragraph or this Agreement.
10.
Delay. If the construction of the improvements shall be delayed without
fault of Principal, the time for completion thereof shall be extended by City for such
period of time as City may deem reasonable.
11.
Security. Principal shall furnish to City security to ensure the faithful
performance of all duties and obligations of Principal herein contained. Such
improvement security shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. Such security
Page 2 of Exhibit A
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shall be either a corporate surety bond, a letter of credit or other instrument of credit
issued by a banking institution subject to regulation by the State or Federal government
and pledging that the funds necessary to carry out this Agreement are on deposit and
guaranteed for payment, or a cash deposit made either directly with the City or
deposited with a recognized escrow agent for the benefit of the City. Such security shall
be in the following amounts for the following purposes:
(a)
Performance:
The amount of TWO HUNDRED FIFTY SIX
THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THIRTY NINE DOLLARS ($256,339.00), which is equal to
100% of the estimated cost of the improvements, securing performance of this
Agreement.
(b)
Payment of Labor and Materials: The amount of TWO HUNDRED
FIFTY SIX THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THIRTY NINE DOLLARS ($256,339.00), which is
equal to 100% of the estimated cost of the improvements, securing payment to the
contractor of improvements, to his subcontractors, and to persons furnishing labor,
materials, or equipment to them.
(c)
Warranty: The amount of FIFTY ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED
SIXTY EIGHT DOLLARS ($51,268.00), which is equal to 20% of the estimated cost of the
improvements, to guarantee and warrant the improvements, for the period set forth in
Section 8 following the completion and acceptance of the improvements against any
defects in the improvement design, the work, or the labor done, or defects in materials
furnished. And to guarantee the maintenance of the improvements for a period of
twelve (12) months following the completion and acceptance of the improvements.
This security need not be furnished prior to completion of the improvements, but must
be provided prior to their acceptance.
12.
Irrevocability of Security. The improvement security furnished pursuant
to Paragraph 11 shall be irrevocable, shall not be limited as to time (except as to the
warranty and maintenance periods specified in Paragraph 8 and 11), and shall provide
that it shall be released, in whole or in part, only upon the written approval of the City
Engineer or his delegate.
13.
Actions. At City's option, any action by any party to this Agreement, or
any action concerning the security furnished pursuant to Paragraph 11, shall be brought
in the appropriate court of competent jurisdiction within the County of Placer,
notwithstanding any other provision of law which may provide that such action may be
brought in some other location.
14.
Inspection; Release of Security For Faithful Performance. Principal may,
from time to time, request the City Engineer to inspect the improvements as they
progress. The City Engineer may, at his option, if he finds the work to be in accordance
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with the Standard Specifications, accept so much of that work as is completed, and
authorize a release pro tanto of the security provided pursuant to Paragraph 11(a);
provided, however, that in no event shall he authorize the release of more than eighty
(80%) of the improvement security until all the work has been completed and accepted.
15.
Release of Remaining Security For Faithful Performance: Warranty. At
the conclusion of the construction of the improvements, and upon written acceptance
of them by the City Council and approval of a Notice of Completion, the City Engineer
shall authorize the release of the security provided pursuant to Paragraph 11(a) upon
the furnishing of the warranty security as required by Paragraph 11(c).
16.
Release of Security Where Other Agency Approval Required.
Notwithstanding paragraphs 14 and 15, where any portion of the improvements is
subject to approval by another agency, no release of security equal to the value of those
improvements shall be made until the work is completed to the satisfaction of such
other agency. Such other agency shall have two (2) months after completion of the
performance of the obligation in which to register satisfaction or dissatisfaction. If at
the end of that period it has not registered satisfaction or dissatisfaction, it shall be
conclusively deemed that the performance of the obligation was done to its satisfaction.
17.
Release of Labor and Materials Security. Ninety (90) days after a notice
of completion is filed with respect to the improvements, the City Engineer may
authorize the release of the security given to secure payment for labor and materials as
provided in Paragraph 11(b) of this agreement, in the event that no claims have been
filed against said security. In the event that claims or actions are filed against the
security, the City Engineer may release so much of such security as is in excess of the
total of the claims made against it.
18.

Insurance.

A.
Principal shall procure and maintain until the City has accepted
the improvements in accordance with Section 6 insurance against claims for injuries to
persons or damage to property which may arise from or in connection with the
performance of work under this Agreement and the results of that work by Principal, its
agents, representatives, employees, or subcontractors. Coverage shall be at least as
broad as, and shall maintain limits no less than, the following:
1.
General Liability. Principal shall maintain in full force and
effect a policy of commercial general liability insurance (ISO occurrence form CG0001)
with limits no less than the following: one million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence
for bodily injury, personal injury, and property damage. If a general aggregate limit is
used, either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to this agreement, or the
Page 4 of Exhibit A
to Reso. No.

Rev. 9/7/04
WEST\276360316.4
356249-000001

general aggregate limit shall be twice the required occurrence limit. (The occurrence
form of policy is required whenever it is available.)
2.
Worker’s Compensation and Employer’s Liability
Insurance. Principal shall fully comply with the law of California concerning worker’s
compensation. Said compliance shall include, but not be limited to, maintaining in full
force and effect one or more policies of insurance insuring against any liability Principal
may have for worker’s compensation. Principal shall also maintain in full force and
effect a policy of employer’s liability insurance with limits no less than the following:
one million dollars ($1,000,000) each accident; one million dollars ($1,000,000) policy
limit bodily injury by disease; one million dollars ($1,000,000) each employee bodily
injury by disease.
3.
Automobile. Principal shall maintain in full force and
effect a policy of commercial automobile liability insurance (ISO Form CA0001 Code 1
(any auto) or Code 8, 9 if no automobiles owned), with limits no less than the following:
one million dollars ($1,000,000) per accident for bodily injury and property damage.
B.
The general liability and automobile policies are to contain, or be
endorsed to contain, the following provisions:
1.
The City, its officers, employees and volunteers shall be
added as insureds with respect to liability arising out of automobiles owned, leased,
hired or borrowed by or on behalf of Principal, and with respect to liability arising out of
construction and installation of the improvements by or on behalf of the Principal
including materials, parts or equipment furnished in connection with such work or
operations. Coverage shall not extend to any indemnity coverage for the active
negligence of the additional insured in any case where an agreement to indemnify the
additional insured would be invalid under subdivision (b) of section 2782 of the Civil
Code.
2.
For any claims related to work or operations performed by
or on behalf of Principal, the Principal’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance
as respects the City, its officers, employees, and volunteers. Any insurance or selfinsurance maintained by the City, its officers, employees, or volunteers shall be excess
of the Principal's insurance and shall not contribute with it.
3.
The insurance coverage shall not be assigned, reduced,
amended, cancelled, terminated, or not renewed by either party except after thirty (30)
days written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, to City.

Page 5 of Exhibit A
to Reso. No.

Rev. 9/7/04
WEST\276360316.4
356249-000001

C.
The insurance company or companies providing Principal the
coverages required by this Agreement shall be admitted in the State of California and
have a current A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A:VIII or equivalent acceptable to City.
D.
Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to
and approved by the City. At the option of City, either: the insurer shall reduce or
eliminate such deductibles or self-insured retentions as respects the City, its officers,
employees and volunteers; or the Principal shall procure a financial guarantee
satisfactory to City guaranteeing payment of losses and related investigations, claim
administration and defense expenses.
E.
The insurance shall be maintained from the time the work first
commences until completion of the work under this Agreement if an occurrence policy
form is used. If a claims made policy form is used, the following requirements apply:
1.
The “Retro Date” must be shown, and must be before the
date of the contract or the beginning of contract work.
2.
Insurance must be maintained and evidence of insurance
must be provided for at least five (5) years after completion of the contract of work.
3.
If coverage is cancelled or non-renewed, and not replaced
with another claims made policy form with a “Retro Date” prior to the contract effective
date, the Principal must purchase “extended reporting” coverage for a minimum of five
(5) years after completion of contract work.
4.
A copy of the claims reporting requirements must be
submitted to the City for review.
F.
If Principal, for any reason, fails to maintain insurance coverage
which is required under this Agreement, the failure shall be deemed a material breach
of contract. City, at its sole option, may terminate this Agreement and obtain damages
from Principal resulting from the breach. Alternatively, City may purchase the required
insurance coverage, and without further notice to Principal, City may deduct from the
sums due to Principal any premium costs advanced by City for the insurance.
G.
Principal shall include all subcontractors as insureds under its
policies or shall furnish separate certificates and endorsements for each subcontractor.
All coverages for subcontractors shall be subject to all of the requirements stated
herein.
H.
Principal shall furnish City with original certificates and
amendatory endorsements effecting coverage required by this Agreement. The
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certificates and endorsements should be on forms provided by the City, or on other
than the City’s forms, provided those endorsements or certifications conform to the
requirements. All certificates and endorsements are to be received and approved by
the City before work commences. The City reserves the right to require complete,
certified copies of all required insurance policies, including endorsements effecting the
coverage required by this Agreement at any time.
Principal shall replace certificates of insurance for policies expiring prior
to completion of the work under the Agreement, and shall continue to furnish
certificates for five years beyond the Agreement terminate date, when the Principal has
a claims made form of insurance.
I.
The worker’s compensation and employee’s liability insurance are
to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:
1.
The insurance company waives any right of subrogation
against the City, its officers, employees, and volunteers, which might arise by reason of
any payment by the insurance company in connection with work performed by Principal
under this Agreement.
2.
The insurance coverage shall not be assigned, reduced,
amended, cancelled, terminated, or not renewed by either party except after thirty (30)
days written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, to City.
19.
Failure of Performance. In the event Principal fails to perform one or
more of the conditions herein, City shall have recourse to the security given to
guarantee the performance of such acts. City shall have recourse against so much of the
security as is necessary to discharge the responsibility of Principal hereunder. City shall
have recourse against Principal for any and all amounts necessary to complete the
obligations of Principal in the event the security therefore is insufficient to pay such
amounts. All administrative costs incurred by the City, in addition to the costs of the
improvements, shall be a proper charge against the security and/or Principal.
20.
Attorney's Fees. If the services of any attorney are required by any party
to secure the performance of this Agreement or otherwise upon the breach or default
of another party, or if any judicial remedy or arbitration is necessary to enforce or
interpret any provisions of this Agreement or the rights and duties of any person in
relation to this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable
attorney's fees, costs and other expenses, in addition to any other relief to which such
party may be entitled. Prevailing party includes (a) a party who dismisses an action in
exchange for sums allegedly due; (b) the party that receives performance from the other
party of an alleged breach of covenant or a desired remedy, if it is substantially equal to
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the relief sought in an action; or (c) the party determined to be prevailing by a court of
law.
Whenever provision is made in this Agreement for the payment of attorney's
fees, such fees shall be payable whether the legal services are rendered by a salaried
employee for the party or by independent counsel and shall include such fees as are
incurred in connection with any pretrial proceeding, trial or appeal of the action.
Any award of damages following judicial remedy or arbitration as a result of the
breach of this Agreement or any of its provisions shall include an award of prejudgment
interest from the date of the breach at the maximum amount of interest allowed by law.
21.
Agreement Binding on Successors, Etc. This Agreement shall be binding
upon all the heirs, successors, and assigns of either party, and the same shall be
recorded in the office of the Recorder of Placer County upon its execution, and shall be
a covenant running with the land and equitable servitude upon the parcel or parcels of
real property subdivided by the map.
22.
Subdivision Map Act Controlling. To the extent any provision of this
Agreement conflicts with any provision of the Map Act, the applicable provision of such
Act shall control, and no action taken pursuant to this Agreement which conflicts with
any provision of the Map Act shall relieve the person taking such action from
compliance with the provisions of the Map Act.
23.
Waiver. Failure by a party to insist upon the strict performance of any of
the provisions of this Agreement by the other party, or the failure by a party to exercise
its rights upon the default of the other party shall not constitute a waiver of such party's
right to insist and demand strict compliance by the other party with the terms of this
Agreement thereafter.
WHEREFORE, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the day and in
the year first above written.
CITY OF ROCKLIN
By:_____________________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
PRINCIPAL

(See next page for signatures)
_______________________________________________
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By:_____________________________________________
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Steven P. Rudolph
City Attorney
ATTEST:
_____________________________
City Clerk
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PRINCIPAL
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company
By: Whitney Ranch Venture, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company
Its sole Member
By:

Institutional Housing Partners III L.P.,
a California limited partnership
Its Manager
By:

IHP Capital Partners,
a California corporation
Its General Partner
By:
Its: _____________________________

By:
Its: _____________________________
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the
individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California )
County of ____________ )
On
this
______
day
of
________________,
20___,
before
me
___________________________________________________________, notary public,
(Notary Name and Title)
personally appeared ______________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
who
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s)
is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they
executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
My Commission Expires:
Notary Public in and for said county and state
(SEAL)
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the
individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California )
County of ____________ )
On
this
______
day
of
________________,
20___,
before
me
___________________________________________________________, notary public,
(Notary Name and Title)
personally appeared ______________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
who
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s)
is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they
executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
My Commission Expires:
Notary Public in and for said county and state
(SEAL)
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EXHIBIT B
WHITNEY RANCH LARGE LOT SUBDIVISION
WEST OAKS BOULEVARD (SOUTH)
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City Council Report

___________________________________________________
Subject: Notice of Completion-Whitney Ranch Phase II-D Units 52BC, 55AB &56 (SD-2006-07)
Submitted by: Marc Mondell, Director
Dave Palmer, City Engineer-Presenter

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Economic & Community Development
•

Staff Recommendation: It is recommended that the City Council of the City of Rocklin approve
the attached resolution accepting the Public Work known as Whitney Ranch Phase II-D Units
52BC, 55AB and 56, approving a Notice of Completion Thereof, and Authorizing and Directing the
Execution and Recordation of Said Notice on behalf of the City (Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC.)

BACKGROUND: On September 13, 2016, the City Council approved the Final Map for Whitney Ranch
Phase II-D Units 52BC, 55AB and 56 (reso.2016-207) and authorized the execution of a Subdivision
Improvement Agreement and Subdivision Landscape Agreement. These agreements required the
developer, Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC, to construct certain roadway and landscaping improvements
that are specified to be dedicated to the City.
The agreements allow the filing of notices of completion once all improvement requirements have been
met. Landscape improvements have not yet been completed and a separate Notice of Completion will
be brought to the City Council for approval at a later date.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• This project is located on the East side of the extension of West Oaks Blvd South of Painted Pony
Lane.
•

The project consists of 182 residential parcels and 5 lettered lots.

•

The developer for the project has completed all the necessary improvements as set forth in the
subdivision improvement agreement.

Conclusions:
• In order to accept these improvements and release the developer from its obligation, a notice of
completion is required.

City Council Report
June 25, 2013]
Page 2

Recommendations:
• It is recommended that the City Council of the City of Rocklin approve and authorize the
recordation of the attached notice of completion.
Fiscal Impact: The streets and Open Space lots have been dedicated to the City and will be maintained
by the City. Maintenance costs for the Open Space lots will be funded through CFD no. 5.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ROCKLIN ACCEPTING THE PUBLIC WORK KNOWN
AS WHITNEY RANCH PHASE II-D UNITS 52BC, 55AB & 56 (SD 2006-07),
APPROVING THE NOTICE OF COMPLETION THEREOF, AND AUTHORIZING AND
DIRECTING THE EXECUTION AND RECORDATION OF
SAID NOTICE ON BEHALF OF THE CITY
(SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS, LLC.)

BACK TO AGENDA

The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.
The attached Notice of Completion relative to that public work
known as Whitney Ranch Phase II-D Units 52BC, 55AB & 56 (SD 2006-07) is hereby
approved and the public work accepted.
Section 2.
The City Engineer is authorized and directed to execute said
Notice on behalf of the City of Rocklin.
Section 3.
The City Clerk is authorized and directed to record said Notice in
the Office of the Placer County Recorder when fully executed and notarized and within
ten (10) days of Council approval.
vote:

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following roll call

AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
___________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
__________________________
City Clerk
d:\legal\engineering\public works\notice completion (rev. 031908)

Recording Requested by and Return to:
No Fee Per Gov’t Code §27383
City Clerk
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA 95677

NOTICE OF COMPLETION
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the public work known as Whitney Ranch Phase II-D Units 52BC,
55AB & 56 is complete. The location of said project is indicated on the attached map, marked
as Exhibit A. The Developer and Owner on said project was Sunset Ranchos Investors, LLC, a
Delaware Limited Liability Company. The surety on said project was International Fidelity
Insurance Co. The date of completion was May 1, 2017.
I, Dave Palmer, being first duly sworn, depose and say: I am the City Engineer of the City of
Rocklin, a general law city in the State of California, owner of the property described in the
above Notice. I am duly authorized to make this verification for and on behalf of the City of
Rocklin. I have read the Notice of Completion, and know its contents and the facts stated
therein are true.
City of Rocklin
ATTEST:
________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk

______________________________________________
City Engineer - City of Rocklin – Owner of the Public
Work Improvements Within the Street Right-of-Way

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
is true and correct.
Date:
Rocklin, California

Attachment to
Reso. No. 2017-

Signature:__________________________________
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EXHIBIT "A"

FINAL MAP
WHITNEY RANCH PHASE 2D - UNIT 52BC, 55AB & 56

BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Resolution Authorizing Amendment No. 4 to Professional Services Agreement with PSOMAS for
Construction Management Services for the construction of the Highway 65/Whitney Ranch
Parkway Interchange Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway Extension.
Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute Amendment No. 5 to the Professional
Services Agreement with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. for Engineering Design Services for the
Highway 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway
Extension.
Submitted by: Rick Forstall, Director
Justin Nartker, Deputy Director (Presenter)

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Public Services
Staff Recommendation: It is recommended that the City Council of the City of Rocklin approve the
following:
• Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute Amendment No. 4 to the Professional
Services Agreement with PSOMAS for Construction Management for the Highway 65/Whitney
Ranch Parkway Interchange Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway Extension.
• Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute Amendment No. 5 to the Professional
Services Agreement with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. for Engineering Design Services for the
Highway 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway
Extension.

BACKGROUND:
The State Route 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Project has been a multi-year project and part
of the City’s five Year Capital Investment Plan as well as the City’s Strategic Plan. The City Council
awarded the project construction on May 27, 2014, Reso. 2014-103, with the Notice of Completion
approved on March 28, 2017. This project consisted of the construction of a partial interchange and
included extending Whitney Ranch Parkway from the current location at the intersection of Wildcat
Boulevard to meet the new interchange. Work included construction of the northbound diagonal on/off
ramps, three-lane overcrossing, and southbound loop on-ramp.

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 2
As a result of extra design requirements and project management, additional charges were incurred by
PSOMAS and Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. The attached resolutions represent the project balancing
cost for both, PSOMAS in the amount of $3,902.91 and Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. in the amount of
$19,727.04.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• This project consisted of the construction of a partial interchange and included extending
Whitney Ranch Parkway from the current location at the intersection of Wildcat Boulevard to
meet the new interchange.
• Engineering design and project management costs increased due to the following:
o Change in project scope to include the installation of a waterline.
o Due to a delay in receiving permits/approval from the various environmental agencies the
project was put on hold for approximately 6 months.
o Additional work requested by Caltrans to provide source inspection of freeway signs, light
poles, etc.
o Issues related to the initial waterline installation requiring additional design and project
management.
o Dispute resolution with the Project Contractor.
• PSOMAS
o Additional work requested by Caltrans requiring additional project management etc.,
waterline installation issues, resulted in Council approval of Amendment Nos. 1-3.
o This is a Balancing Amendment for $3,902.91 for a final total of $1,564,572.48.
o Included in this amendment is project closeout, completion of Caltrans paperwork, and
additional dispute resolution support.
• Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.
o Project delays, additional work requested by Caltrans to provide source inspection of
freeway signs, light poles, etc., waterline installation, redesign, and coordination resulted
in Council approval of Amendment Nos. 1-4.
o This is a Balancing Amendment for $19,727.04 for a total amount of $1,051,461.04.
o Included in this amendment is project closeout, completion of red-line plans (as-builts).
• This project was completed on January 30, 2017.
Fiscal Impact: This project is funded out of Traffic Circulation Funds (302), SPRTA (240) and
reimbursement from PCWA (240).

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven P. Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AND
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AMENDMENT NO. 4 TO THE
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR SR 65/WHITNEY RANCH PARKWAY
INTERCHANGE PHASE 1 AND WHITNEY RANCH PARKWAY
(PSOMAS, INC.)

BACK TO AGENDA

The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves and authorizes
the City Manager to execute Amendment No. 4 to the Professional Services agreement
with PSOMAS, Inc. for the SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Phase 1 and
Whitney Ranch Parkway to provide additional services for additional design, plan
revisions and construction support services attached hereto as Exhibit A and
incorporated herein by this reference.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017 by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk

EXHIBIT 1
AMENDMENT NO. 4
TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF ROCKLIN AND PSOMAS
RESOLUTION NO. 2014-14
DATED FEBRUARY 11, 2014
THIS AMENDMENT is entered into as of _______, 2017, by and between the City
of Rocklin, a municipal corporation (“City”), and PSOMAS, Inc. (“Consultant”), who agree
as follows:
RECITALS
1.
City and Consultant entered into an agreement on February 11, 2014, for
providing the construction management services for the Phase 1 of the SR 65/Whitney
Ranch parkway Interchange Phase 1(the “Professional Services Agreement”).
2.
The Consultant will perform additional services to include project
closeout and completion of completion of Caltrans paperwork and additional dispute
resolution support.
AGREEMENT
3.
Exhibit A of the Professional Services Agreement is hereby amended to
include the additional work as described in Exhibit A of this Amendment No. , attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
4.
Exhibit B of the Consultant Services Agreement is hereby amended to
increase the contract price by $3,902.91 as described in Exhibit B of this Amendment 4,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
5.
Performance of the additional work and payment therefore shall be
subject to all terms and conditions of the Agreement.
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Executed as of the day first above stated:

CITY OF ROCKLIN
A Municipal Corporation

By:

_____________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager

PSOMAS, Inc.
By:
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Steven P. Rudolph
City Attorney

ATTEST:

______________________________
Barbara Ivanusich
City Clerk
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_____________________________

EXHIBIT A
Scope of Services
PSOMAS, Inc. will provide construction management support for project closeout,
completion of Caltrans paperwork and dispute resolution support.
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EXHIBIT B
Payment for Services Rendered
Amendment No. 4 is for an amount not to exceed $3,902.91. This brings the total
contract amount to $1,564,572.48.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AND
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AMENDMENT NO. 5 TO THE
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR SR 65/WHITNEY RANCH PARKWAY
INTERCHANGE PHASE 1 AND WHITNEY RANCH PARKWAY
(MARK THOMAS & COMPANY, INC.)

BACK TO AGENDA

The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves and authorizes
the City Manager to execute Amendment No. 5 to the Professional Services agreement
with Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. for the SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange
Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway to provide additional services for additional design,
plan revisions and construction support services attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and
incorporated herein by this reference.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk

EXHIBIT 1
AMENDMENT NO. 5
TO PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF ROCKLIN AND MARK THOMAS & COMPANY, INC.
RESOLUTION NO 2012-26
DATED FEBRUARY 28, 2012
THIS AMENDMENT is entered into as of _______, 2017, by and between the City
of Rocklin, a municipal corporation (“City”), and Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.
(“Consultant”), who agree as follows:
RECITALS
1.
City and Consultant entered into an agreement on February 28, 2012, for
preparation of design services for the Hwy 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange
Phase 1 and Whitney Ranch Parkway project (the “Professional Services Agreement”).
2.
The Consultant will perform additional services to include project
closeout and completion of final plan drawings.
AGREEMENT
3.
Exhibit A of the Professional Services Agreement is hereby amended to
include the additional work as described in Exhibit A of this Amendment No. 5, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
4.
Exhibit B of the Professional Services Agreement is hereby amended to
increase the contract price by $19,727.04 as described in Exhibit B of the Amendment
No. 5, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
5.
Performance of the additional work and payment therefore shall be
subject to all terms and conditions of the Agreement.
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Executed as of the day first above stated:

CITY OF ROCKLIN
A Municipal Corporation

By:

_____________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager

Mark Thomas & Company, Inc.
By:
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Steven P. Rudolph
City Attorney

ATTEST:

______________________________
Barbara Ivanusich
City Clerk

Page 2 of Exhibit 1
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_____________________________

EXHIBIT A

Scope of Services
Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. will prepare record drawings for City records. The record
drawings will be completed in AutoCAD 2013 and shall be based upon a marked up set
of plans to be provided by the contractor and City construction manager. Mark Thomas
& Company, Inc. will provide one electronic copy and one set of plans for the completed
Record Drawings.
Deliverables
• Record Drawings 1 copy – Full Size, electronic
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EXHIBIT B

The additional cost shall not exceed an amount of $19,727.04 for a total contract amount of
$1,051,461.04.
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BACK TO AGENDA

Subject:

Rocklin Gateway
Design Review, DR2016-0010
General Development Plan, PDG2016-0005
Rezone, Z2017-0003
Development Agreement, DA2017-0001
Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit, TRE2017-0001

Date:

May 23, 2017

Submitted by:

Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Director
Bret Finning, Manager Planning Services
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner

Department:

Economic and Community Development Department

On May 9, 2017 City Council considered the proposed Rocklin Gateway apartment project. Only
one person spoke during the public hearing expressing concern about project parking and
increased traffic on Midas Avenue. During deliberations the City Council expressed concern
with the following:
1. Configuration of the proposed Pacific Street median improvements and loss of existing
landscaping.
2. Right turn movements out of the project on to Midas Avenue increasing traffic on that
street.
3. The exterior appearance of the buildings fronting on Midas Avenue and Pacific Street.
4. Adequacy of on-site parking.
At the conclusion of deliberations the City Council voted to continue the Rocklin Gateway
project to May 23, 2017 to allow the applicant to work with staff to try and address the noted
issues.
Subsequently, to address those concerns the project has been modified as follows, see also
Attachment A for specific condition language:

1. The Pacific Street median improvements have been revised to require only minor
modifications to the existing median improvements that will preserve the landscaping
and allow left turn movements into both the Rocklin Gateway and United Rental sites
from east bound Pacific Street. Left turn movements out of the Rocklin Gateway site
and existing left turn movements from west bound Pacific Street would be eliminated.*
2. The project entrance on Midas Avenue will be designed to provide for right turn
movements into the project only (no exits onto Midas from this driveway).*
3. The facades of the buildings fronting on Pacific Street and Midas Avenue are required to
be enhanced to provide for greater interest and character through minor exterior
modifications to be approved by the Architectural Review Committee prior to issuance
of building permits for those structures.
4. Review and approval of modifications to the final design of the corner “pavilion” as
suggested by the Planning Commission would be reviewed and approved by the
Architectural Review Committee.
5. The developer shall contribute one half the estimated cost for the construction of the
new City parking area across Midas Avenue from the project site in exchange for which
the Rocklin Gateway project would have the exclusive right to use half of the parking
spaces developed.
6. Due to the above noted revisions, the language in the General Development Plan,
inserted by the Planning Commission relative to construction of the City parking area
across Midas Avenue is no longer necessary and has been deleted from the draft
ordinance.
•
Note: KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., the project traffic consultant, has reviewed the
proposed access changes and provided a memo, available from the Planning Division,
documenting that the revisions will not change the findings, conclusions, or mitigation
measures contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project.
Recommendation
The proposed changes described above have been incorporated into the draft approval
documents. The applicant and staff believe that these proposed revisions address the concerns
raised at the City Council meeting on May 9th, therefore staff recommends that the City Council
approved the project as revised.
Move to continue to the next regular meeting for adoption a RESOLUTION OF THE CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, DA2017-0001,
and TRE2017-0001)
Move to introduce an ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN REPEALING
THE ZL ROCKLIN MIXED USE GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, ORDINANCE 930, AND

ESTABLISHING THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND REZONING AN
AREA FROM PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – MIXED USE (PD-MU) TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
RESIDENTIAL – 33 DWELLINGS PER ACRE (PD-33), WAIVE THE FULL READING OF THE
ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Rocklin
Gateway / PDG2016-0005 and Z2017-0003)
Move to introduce an ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING
AN AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF
ROCKLIN; ZL ROCKLIN, LLC; AND CATALYST HOUSING GROUP, LLC, RELATIVE TO THE
DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY PROJECT, WAIVE THE FULL READING OF
THE ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Rocklin
Gateway / DA2017-0001)
Move to continue to the next regular meeting for adoption a RESOLUTION OF THE CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A DESIGN REVIEW AND OAK TREE
PRESERVATION PLAN PERMIT (Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0005 and TRE2017-0001)

______________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

__________________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

Prepared by Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager
Attachments
A.
B.

Excerpts from draft project resolutions and ordinances highlighting proposed revisions.
City Council Staff Report dated May 9, 2017 and attachments.

ATTACHMENT A
EXCERPTS FROM DRAFT PROJECT RESOLUTIONS AND ORDINANCES HIGHLIGHTING
PROPOSED REVISIONS.
Additions are underlined and strike outs are to be deleted.

EXCEPRT DRAFT
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A DESIGN REVIEW AND AN OAK TREE PRESERVATION
PERMIT
(Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0010 and TRE2017-0001)
4.

Improvements/Improvement Plans
b.

All on-site standard improvements, including but not limited to:
vi.

The project entrance on Midas Avenue shall be clearly marked to prohibit
right turns out onto Midas Avenue through the use of painted striping,
and signage, as generally indicated on Exhibit B, to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

a. The following off-site improvements:
i)

17.

Special

The applicant shall reconfigure the existing median in Pacific Street to
provide a dedicated left turn lane into the project and the adjacent
United Rental site as generally indicated in Exhibit B. Said turn lane shall
be designed to prohibit left turn movements out of the project site on to
Pacific Street to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. (ENGINEERING,
PUBLIC SERVICES)

a. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the last residential building on
the site, the corner “pavilion” feature (located near Midas Avenue and Pacific Street)
shall be returned to the Planning Commission Architectural Review Committee for
approval of a modified final design. The corner “pavilion” shall be redesigned
consistent with the suggestions of the Planning Commission to better complement
the development, surrounding area, and provide an interesting gateway element
and feature to enhance the corner.
(PLANNING)
d.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any residential building fronting on
Pacific Street or Midas Avenue, the developer shall obtain the approval of the

Architectural Review Committee for minor exterior modification of these
building facades to enhance and provide for greater interest and character.
(PLANNING)

EXCERPT DRAFT
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AN AMENDED AND
RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF ROCKLIN, AND ZL
ROCKLIN, LLC, RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY PROJECT
(Rocklin Gateway / DA2017-0001)
Satisfaction of On-Site Parking Requirements
City recognizes the value to the surrounding downtown area and the addition to the
city’s housing provided by the Project. The Project includes a total of 271 parking spaces
available for use by the tenants. This total consists of 167 standard stalls, 27 compact
stalls, 7 ADA-accessible stalls, and 70 stalls of tandem parking. While this is below the
City’s standard parking requirements of the Municipal Code, this parking allocation
meets the requirements of the General Development Plan, which requires the following:
•
•

Attached studio and 1-bedroom residential units: 1.0 space per unit.
Attached residential units with 2 or more bedrooms: 1.5 spaces per unit.

The project includes 102 1-bedroom units and 102 2-bedroom units, requiring 255 total
parking spaces under the General Development Plan. The project exceeds this
requirement by 16 spaces.
Furthermore, Section 65915 of the Government Code empowers local jurisdictions to
provide incentives or concessions for the production of lower income affordable
housing units. Among these concessions, this Section allows for a reduction in site
development standards, including the ratio of vehicular parking spaces, for affordable
housing projects. Due to the fact that 20% of the units within this Project are designated
for affordable housing, the City finds that this deviation in required parking is acceptable
and consistent with and supported by Section 65915 of the Government Code.
City further acknowledges that it plans to develop approximately 76 public parking
spaces on an extension of Railroad Avenue, across Midas Avenue from the Rocklin
Gateway site. In exchange for the right for residents of the Project to have exclusive use
of one half of the new parking spaces developed on Railroad Avenue, the Developer
agrees to pay to the City one half of the estimated cost for construction of the parking
improvements, $250,000.00. Developer shall pay said monies to the City at such time
as the parking improvements are developed or prior to issuance of a building permit for
the last residential building to be built on the site whichever occurs first.
City further acknowledges that, if the City elects to proceed with its plans to develop a
public parking lot across Midas Avenue, the residents of the Project shall have the same

opportunities to use such public parking as residents of the City would have generally,
including the opportunity, it offered by the City, to participate in any long tem parking
program for the lot (such as, the opportunity to obtain monthly parking passes for such
lot, if offered by the city).
D.

De Minimis Street Improvements/No Prevailing Wage Determination

The Developer agrees to install certain median improvements along Pacific Street
to provide for left turn access to restore two way access to and from the Property and
improve traffic flow within the City’s roadway network. These improvements generally
consist of modification removal of a portion of the existing raised concrete medians,
restoration of the affected roadway structural section, relocation of the quarry District
sign, and restriping , and installation of appropriate signage two way left turn in the
median along Pacific Street adjacent to the Property. The modifications will be designed
to preserve the existing landscaping and allow left turn movements into both the
Rocklin Gateway and United Rental sites from east bound Pacific Street. Left turn
movements out of the Rocklin Gateway site and existing left turn movements from west
bound Pacific Street would be eliminated. The Developer shall employ its best efforts,
subject to compliance with all applicable laws, to complete the design and construction
of such improvements in a timely, efficient and expeditious manner but in no case shall
occupancy of any residential building in the Project be granted unless and until said
improvements are completed.
The City finds that the installation of these median improvements and turning pocket
along Pacific Street, although in part benefitting the Project by providing restoring
access to the Project, does not trigger prevailing wages on the part of Developer due to
the relatively de minimis contribution by the City in the context of the overall cost of the
Project. The estimated cost of these improvements is approximately $250,000 and the
estimated cost of the Project, including the land acquisition cost, cost of construction
and cost of planning, financing and project management related thereto and in support
thereof, is approximately $40,000,000. Accordingly, the relative contribution to the
Project by the City, even if all of the benefits thereof were attributed to the Project and
none to the City’s general road network, represents approximately 0.625% of the overall
project cost. In consideration of this relatively small percentage contribution by the City
to the overall project cost, the City finds that Developer is not required to comply with
the prevailing wage laws in connection with its development of the Project, unless
otherwise required by law or due to any other factors unrelated to the City’s installation
of these de minimis median improvements. The City’s finding and determination is in
compliance with and based on California Labor Code section 1720(c)(3) which states: “If
the state or a political subdivision reimburses a private developer for costs that would
normally be borne by the public, or provides directly or indirectly a public subsidy to a
private development project that is de minimis in the context of the project, an
otherwise private development project shall not thereby become subject to the
requirements of [prevailing wages]”, and on past precedent where the State

Department of Industrial Relations has held that public contributions of less than 1.64%
of total project costs were de minimis in the context of interpreting this Code section
exemption.
EXCERPT DRAFT
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AN ORDINANCE
REPEALING THE ZL ROCKLIN MIXED USE GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, ORDINANCE 930,
AND ESTABLISHING THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND REZONING
AN AREA FROM PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – MIXED USE (PD-MU) TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
RESIDENTIAL – 33 DWELLINGS PER ACRE (PD-33)
(Rocklin Gateway / PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003)
7.

Special.

Due to the special parking ratios applicable to this General Development Plan, the City shall make every
effort to develop municipal parking lots and on-street parking in the immediate vicinity in order to
provide for greater parking options.

ATTACHMENT B

City Council Report

______________________________________________
Subject:

Rocklin Gateway
Design Review, DR2016-0010
General Development Plan, PDG2016-0005
Rezone, Z2017-0003
Development Agreement, DA2017-0001
Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit, TRE2017-0001

Date:

May 9, 2017

Submitted by:

Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Director
Bret Finning, Manager Planning Services
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner

Department:

Economic and Community Development Department

Recommendation
The Planning Commission and staff recommend that the City Council:
MOVE TO CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION A RESOLUTION OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, DA2017-0001,
and TRE2017-0001)
MOVE TO INTRODUCE AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
REPEALING THE ZL ROCKLIN MIXED USE GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, ORDINANCE 930, AND
ESTABLISHING THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND REZONING AN
AREA FROM PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – MIXED USE (PD-MU) TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
RESIDENTIAL – 33 DWELLINGS PER ACRE (PD-33), WAIVE THE FULL READING OF THE
ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Rocklin
Gateway / PDG2016-0005 and Z2017-0003)
MOVE TO INTRODUCE AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING AN AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE
CITY OF ROCKLIN; ZL ROCKLIN, LLC; AND CATALYST HOUSING GROUP, LLC, RELATIVE TO THE
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DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY PROJECT, WAIVE THE FULL READING OF
THE ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Rocklin
Gateway / DA2017-0001)
MOVE TO CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION A RESOLUTION OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A DESIGN REVIEW AND OAK TREE
PRESERVATION PLAN PERMIT (Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0005 and TRE2017-0001)
Proposal/Application Request
This application is a request for approval of the following entitlements:
•
•
•
•
•

A Design Review to approve the site design, architecture, and landscaping for a multi-family
development.
A General Development Plan to rescind the existing General Development, Ordinance 930,
and establish a new Rocklin Gateway General Development Plan.
A Rezone to change the property zoning to Planned Development Residential – 33 dwellings
per acre (PD-33).
An Oak Tree Preservation Permit to allow the removal of approximately 21 oak trees.
Amend the ZL Rocklin Development Agreement to reflect the revised project design.

Project Ownership and Location
The applicant is Catalyst Rocklin, LLC. The property owner is ZL Rocklin, LLC. The subject
property is approximately 7 acres in size and is generally located on the northern intersection of
Pacific Street and Midas Avenue. See Figure 1. APNs 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and 010040-040.
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Figure 1.

Project Location

Project Description
The owner of the property has indicated that the approved ZL Rocklin project is no longer
economically feasible. Therefore, a new project (Rocklin Gateway) has been proposed to modify
the original approvals. While the new project layout is mostly consistent with the size and scale
of the previously-approved ZL Rocklin Project, there are some key differences, the most
significant of which is the elimination of the non-residential component from the project
design.
The new Rocklin Gateway project proposes the construction of a multi-family apartment
complex consisting of 204 multi-family residential units on an approximately 7.0-acre site in the
City of Rocklin. The design would consist of eight (8) three-story garden style walk-up
apartment buildings and one leasing office/clubhouse, collectively totaling approximately
162,182 square feet (see Figure 2). Of the 204 units, 50 percent would be one-bedroom and 50
percent would be two-bedroom. The target demographic would be locally-employed
professionals, young couples/families, and students.
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The project would also include a shaded tenant area, rain gardens, community lounge, and
passive courtyard. It would also incorporate leftover stone from local mining operations into
decorative features.
Figure 2.

Proposed Site Plan

Access to the project would be from Pacific Street and Midas Avenue. The project site is vacant
and it is anticipated that the site development will include clearing and grading of the site,
trenching and digging for underground utilities and infrastructure, and ultimately the
construction of new roadways, driveways, buildings, and landscaping.
The project would be financed in part with State Low Income Housing Tax Credits and taxexempt bonds. Twenty percent of Rocklin Gateway’s units would be affordable, consistent with
the City’s Housing Element. These units would be distributed throughout the entire property,
and would remain affordable for a period of 55 years. See Affordable Housing Requirement
section below for further details.
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Resolution of Intent
On September 27, 2016 the City Council approved a Resolution of Intent (ROI) to initiate an
amendment of the ZL Rocklin General Development Plan to remove the requirement to
construct non-residential development, increase the maximum allowed residential density
within the Plan area, and modify development standards as necessary. This document found
that the proposed Rocklin Gateway project was substantially similar to the approved ZL Rocklin
project, which was no longer feasible for development.
By approving the ROI, the City did not grant any rights for the proposed project modifications,
which was still required to go through the standard entitlement process. However, it provide
the applicant the ability to proceed “at risk” to submit grading, utility, and foundation plans
prior to approval of modified entitlements. The ROI has been included as Attachment 1.
TEFRA Hearing
On February 28, 2017 the City Council approved a resolution authorizing issuance of tax-exempt
revenue bonds by the California Public Finance Authority (CalPFA) in one or more series in a
maximum aggregate principal amount of $45,000,000 for the purpose of financing the
construction of the project.
The City had been requested to conduct a public hearing as required by the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA) to approve the issuance of the Bonds for purposes of federal
and state law. The Bonds are limited obligations of the California Public Finance Authority
(CalPFA) payable solely by the Borrower, and will not be direct obligations of CalPFA, the City or
any member of CalPFA. The source of repayment of the Bonds will be limited to payments
made by the Borrower to CalPFA. Neither the City, the County, nor the State is liable in any way
for repayment of the Bonds. The Resolution approving the issuance of the bonds is included as
Attachment 2.
Planning Commission Hearing and Action
On April 18, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the proposed
Rocklin Gateway project. Staff presented an overview of the project and recommended
approval to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission had several questions for staff
and the applicant regarding parking and design. Following these questions, there was a
presentation from the applicant. The public hearing was opened and there were no comments
or questions from any members of the public.
During deliberation, the Planning Commission discussed the following:

City Council Report
Rocklin Gateway
May 9, 2017
Page 6

•

•
•
•
•

Tandem parking is a new feature that has not been utilized in Rocklin before. However,
it was generally found to be a creative solution to provide additional parking. Concerns
were raised regarding the possible use of the tandem spaces for storage of oversized
vehicles; RV’s and trailers rather than parking two normal vehicles.
Concern that the parking plan to assign all units one parking space and allow tenants to
lease a second parking space as available, would not result in enough parking being
made available for guest parking.
Due to the project’s reduced parking standard, there would be an urgency to develop
the proposed City parking lot on the south side of Midas Avenue as quickly as possible if
the project were to be approved.
Architecture does not provide dramatic articulation or differences between buildings.
Concern that the corner “pavilion” feature did not provide for sufficient architectural
interest or provide for an adequate “gateway” feature at this intersection. As designed,
the pavilion is not the “landmark element” it should be.

Following deliberations and consultation with the applicant and staff, a majority of the Planning
Commission noted that they could support the project subject to some modifications. It was
requested that a condition of approval be added to prohibit the use of the tandem spaces for
anything other than the parking of two vehicles. It was requested that, if the project is
approved by the City Council, some urgency be applied to the construction of the residential
parking lot on the south side of Midas Avenue in order to provide additional opportunity
parking.
The most significant concern centered on the corner “pavilion”. The Commission stated that it
does not match the intent of the corner to provide for a gateway feature and requested that
this element be required come back to them for a final approval.
With those modifications the Planning Commission voted 4-0 (Commissioner Sloan absent) to
recommend the City Council approve the project mitigated negative declaration, General
Development Plan Amendment (with modifications), rezone, and Development Agreement.
Commissioner Whitmore stated that he was unable to support the project architecture;
therefore the Planning Commission voted 3-1, to recommend that the City Council approve the
proposed Design Review entitlement, subject to the conditions of approval as modified by the
Commission.
Project Modifications
Subsequent to the Planning Commission meeting, staff has incorporated the Planning
Commission’s modifications into the General Development Plan to ensure that tandem parking
spaces are used for parking, not storage and that a minimum of 10 percent of total parking shall
be reserved for visitor parking.
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A condition was added to the Design Review resolution to require that the “pavilion” corner
feature be brought back to the Planning Commission for final design approval prior to
construction.
Background and Site Characteristics
The project site is an undeveloped parcel that fronts on Pacific Street, and Midas Avenue. The
Union Pacific Railroad tracks abut the property on the westerly side. A light Industrial facility is
located to the north of the project site. When that facility was constructed, a six-foot tall
masonry wall was required to be constructed along the shared boundary to screen the storage
yard from the project site. The site slopes slightly from Pacific Street down toward the Union
Pacific Railroad tracks. There are 23 oak trees located on or immediately adjacent to the project
site. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk have been installed along the Pacific Street and Midas Avenue
frontages.
The Pacific Gas and Electric Company has easements along the westerly portion of the site to
accommodate a major electric transmission line that parallels the railroad tracks. The line runs
underground through the downtown area and surfaces on the project site where it converts to
overhead line.
The project site was included in the corporate boundaries of the City of Rocklin when the City
incorporated in 1893. A lumber yard operated on the site for several years, but was closed in
the early 1990’s. The structures related to the lumber yard were later demolished and the site
has been vacant since.
On June 24, 2008 the City Council approved the ZL Rocklin Project. The project included a
General Plan Amendment from Retail Commercial (RC) to Mixed Use (MU); a Rezone from
Planned Development Commercial (PD-C) to Planned Development Mixed Use (PD-MU); a
General Development Plan (PDG) to establish land uses and development standards for the PDMU zone, a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 140 residential condominium units and several
commercial (office and/or retail) condominium units; a Design Review to approve the proposed
site layout, landscaping, and the architectural design of proposed structures; a Tree
Preservation Plan Permit to allow the removal of oak trees, a Conditional Use Permit to allow
outdoor seating, display, and music; and a Development Agreement to provide for transfer of
right-of-way, a land use conversion fee, formation of a community facilities district for City
services, limitation on payment of impact fees, and affordable housing.
The approved PDG established development standards for the site, as well as permitted,
conditionally permitted, and prohibited uses to provide a combination of residential and nonresidential land uses. The approved site design included ground floor commercial uses oriented
toward the street and residential uses located above street level and elsewhere on the site, at a
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maximum residential density of 24 dwelling units per acre. The project approved a layout of
seven buildings with a combined floor area of approximately 166,483 square feet, which
included 14,847 square feet of commercial space, a community recreation building, and 140
residential units.
The PDG also established project-specific design guidelines to regulate design, materials, and
colors of buildings, and established parking standards unique to the plan area. Parking within
the site was allowed at a ratio of 3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area for commercial,
office, and civic uses, 1 space per unit for studio and 1-bedroom residential units, and 1.5
spaces per unit for residential units with 2 or more bedrooms. These parking ratios were
reduced from those required within the Municipal Code specifically to create walkable
neighborhoods and to encourage pedestrian movement.
A Development Agreement was also approved as part of the project which extended the life of
most of the project entitlements to 10 years.
Environmental Determination
Consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act an Initial Study
was prepared to determine the Rocklin Gateway project’s potential impacts on the
environment. The study found that the project could have significant impacts with regard to
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazardous Materials, and Noise; however, it was also
able to identify mitigation measures that would reduce each of these potential impacts to a less
than significant level. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of environmental
impacts was prepared for the project.
The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was released to the public and public
notice was given to initiate a 20-day review period from March 29, 2017 to April 18, 2017 for
the general public. No comments were received.
General Plan Compliance
In 2008, the General Plan land use designation of the project site was changed from Retail
Commercial to Mixed Use. According to the General Plan, the Mixed Use designation allows a
population density of 10 to 40 dwelling units per acre. The land use description states that no
individual parcel which has a Mixed Use land use designation is required to build a specific ratio
of residential to non-residential. Mixed Use designated parcels may be all residential, all nonresidential, or a mix of residential and non-residential uses. At a proposed density of 32.7
dwelling units per acre, the proposed project falls within the density range allowed by the
General Plan.
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General Development Plan and Rezone
The project was zoned Planned Development Mixed Use as part of the ZL Rocklin approval in
2008. This approval included adoption of the ZL Rocklin General Development Plan, which
established allowed uses and development standards for the site. As part of the proposed
project, the ZL Rocklin General Development Plan would be superseded by the Rocklin Gateway
General Development Plan. This is needed to create the new zone district; Planned
Development, 33 units/acre (PD-33); and establish allowable uses and development standards
for the zone district. The PD-33 district is consistent with the Mixed Use General Plan
designation described above. As part of this project, the site will be rezoned to the PD-33
zoning district.
The uses and development standards proposed are consistent with the current General Plan
designation. The primary uses permitted by right in the PD-33 zone would be apartments,
townhouses, and condominiums for residential use. The district would also allow accessory use
and buildings, live/work units, and property management/leasing office space.
Development Agreement
The City and ZL Rocklin entered into a Development Agreement as part of the original project
(ZL Rocklin / DA-2008-02). This agreement specified certain requirements for construction and
utilization of the project site that need to be updated to reflect the revised project. The Rocklin
Gateway project proposes to amend and modify the previously-approved Development
Agreement for the ZL Rocklin project. The revised Agreement would supersede and replace, in
its entirety, the original Development Agreement.
As a part of the amended Development Agreement, the City has agreed to contribute a
minimum of $250,000 and a maximum of $350,000 from the Low Mod Income Housing Asset
Fund to the developer, depending on various factors discussed in the Affordable Housing
Requirement section below.
Design Review
The project site is located directly outside of and adjacent to the Quarry District. As such, the
Rocklin Gateway project has been designed to acknowledge the style and character of the
nearby district, while also providing a transition to a more contemporary style.
The project is comprised of eight three-story garden style walk-up apartment buildings. The
buildings are sited tightly to easements along Pacific Street and Midas Avenue. Additional
buildings are clustered together to form a central courtyard. The buildings are clad with board
and batten that reference the adjacent Quarry District and the nearby residential buildings
located within it. The color palette consists of reddish tones for the board and batten on the
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first and second floors and light tan for the stucco portions on the third floors. In addition,
some of the street-facing portions of the buildings would utilize “greenscreen” planting walls,
which will utilize a trellis system with live plants. See Figure 3 for a rendering along Pacific
Street showing these materials.
Figure 3.

Rendering: Approach along Pacific Street

At the corner of Pacific and Midas, an outdoor pavilion features a Petanque court (similar to
bocce ball) and gathering space with a shade canopy. The exposed wood and steel structure
references Rocklin’s mining and rail past. A feature trestle structure highlights the entry to the
site and creates a recognizable icon for the project. See Figures 4 & 5.
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Figure 4.

Figure 5.

Rendering: Corner of Midas Avenue and Pacific Street

Rendering: View from Pavilion toward Pacific and Midas Corner
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Affordable Housing Requirement
As previously discussed, a portion of the Rocklin Gateway project would be made affordable to
provide for workforce housing. To satisfy its affordable housing obligation, the developer
intends to apply for and obtain tax-exempt bond financing and low-income housing tax credits
from the California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) and the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (CTCAC), respectively, as part of its planned Project capitalization. If the
project developer obtains such allocations for bond financing and tax credits from these two
State agencies, acceptance and use of these allocations as part of the Project’s overall
capitalization would require the Project to make 20% of the units affordable to households at a
maximum income level of 50% of Area Median Income (AMI) for Placer County, adjusted for
household size, as published and updated annually by the U. S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) for a term of 55 years from Project completion. If the Project
obtains and elects to utilize such bond and tax credit allocations, the provision of these
affordable units at 50% AMI will be assured by Developer’s entry into a Tax-Exempt Bond
Regulatory Agreement and a Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program Regulatory Agreement
related thereto. As discussed in the Development Agreement section of this report, the City
would contribute $350,000 from the Low Mod Income Housing Asset Fund to the developer,
assuming that 20% of the units would be constructed at 50% AMI.
The process for obtaining such bond financing and tax credits is competitive, uncertain and
subject to ever-changing economic and regulatory forces. The project may not be awarded the
desired allocations of bond financing and tax credits and/or the developer may deem such
financing options to be insufficient for successful capitalization of the Project. In such event, to
satisfy its affordable housing obligations, the developer would alternatively commit to the City
to provide 20% of the units as affordable to households at a maximum income level of 80% of
AMI for such 55 year term. In such event, the provision of these affordable units at 80% AMI
would be assured by Developer’s entry into an Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement with
the City. In this case, the City would contribute $250,000 from the Low Mod Income Housing
Asset Fund.
The financial incentives which would be provided by the City for construction of the affordable
units are consistent with incentives for similar affordable projects which have been developed
in the past. Funding of $350,000 for 50% AMI would result in an approximately $8,750 in
incentives per unit. Funding of $250,000 for 80% AMI would result in approximately $6,250 in
incentives per unit. In most cases, these per-unit incentives are significantly lower than prior
contributions for similar affordable projects (Attachment 3).
Because this funding is not allocated as part of the current budget, at the time it is determined
which amount and income bracket the project will be pursuing, an amendment will be required
to the City’s budget to allocate the funds from the Low Mod account.
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Development of this Project under either of the foregoing approaches will significantly enhance
the surrounding area, bringing greater residential density to support existing and future
commercial ventures in the area and providing much needed housing opportunities for the
workers and residents of the City of Rocklin.
Traffic
Roadways providing access to the project site will be Pacific Street and Midas Avenue. Pacific
Street is a four lane street that runs from Rocklin’s border with the City of Roseville to the
border with the Town of Loomis providing access to commercial and residential areas. Midas
Avenue is a two lane street providing access to residential areas.
Access to the site would be provided at two locations. One driveway would provide full access
on Pacific Street near the site’s easterly boundary. The existing raised median on Pacific Street
would be replaced by a striped Two-Way Left-Turn (TWLT) land to allow this access. The TWLT
lane would extend roughly 250 feet and facilitate full access to both the proposed project and
to the existing driveways in the area. The second location is a right-turn-only access driveway
on Midas Avenue just east of the Union Pacific Railroad crossing. On Midas Avenue, the existing
centerline median would be extended slightly to fully block left turns at the project driveway. A
short right-turn deceleration lane for inbound traffic would also be provided. The developer
would be responsible for all of these improvements.
As mentioned, the project site was previously approved as a 140-unit multi-family apartment
and 15,000 square foot retail project known as the ZL Rocklin project, but development of that
project never occurred. According to the traffic study, the previously approved ZL Rocklin
project would have generated approximately 179 more daily trips that that of the proposed
Rocklin Gateway apartment project. Based on the determination of the CEQA document, the
proposed project is not anticipated to generate a significant impact to traffic.
For a more detailed discussion regarding traffic, please see the IS/MND prepared for the
project.
Parking
The project includes a total of 271 parking spaces available for use by the tenants. This total
consists of 167 standard stalls, 27 compact stalls, 7 ADA stalls, and 70 stalls of tandem parking.
The tandem parking stalls would all be located along the northwestern property line near the
railroad tracks. Each tandem space would be assigned to an individual two-bedroom unit.
The proposed parking allocation is consistent with the standards of the current ZL Rocklin
General Development Plan, which are not proposed to be changed, requires the following:
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•
•

Attached studio and one-bedroom residential units: 1.0 space per unit
Attached residential units with two or more bedrooms: 1.5 spaces per unit

The project proposes 102 one-bedroom units and 102 two-bedroom units, therefore requiring
255 total parking spaces based on this previously-approved requirement. The project therefore
exceeds this ZL Rocklin requirement by 16 spaces.
The parking requirement is somewhat less than the RMC would typically require, however the
reduced parking standard applicable in the ZL Rocklin general development plan were
established consistent with the requirements of Section 65915 of the Government Code which
states that local jurisdictions may provide incentives or concessions for the production of lower
income housing units. Among these concessions, the bill allows for a reduction in site
development standards, including the ratio of vehicular parking spaces, for affordable housing
projects. Due to the fact that 20% of the units have been designated for affordable housing, the
deviation in required parking is acceptable.
Although the project will provide fewer parking spaces than would normally be required of a
project of this type, the available parking is anticipated to be adequate for the needs of the
residents. Visitor parking will largely be provided via existing on street parking in the downtown
area. In addition, the City is also moving forward with design and construction of a new public
parking lot across Midas Avenue from the project site. This parking lot would be open to the
public and would also serve as a trailhead for the City’s trail system. While the construction of
this parking lot is not tied to the proposed project, it is anticipated that it would be available to
accommodate any overflow and guest parking from the proposed apartment complex.
The project also includes covered bicycle parking at each building’s stairwell. Additional bicycle
storage is located on the north end of the site.
Oak Tree Preservation Permit
The project site includes a total of twenty-three (23) native oak trees. Fifteen (15) trees are
recommended for removal by the project arborist as being dead, dying, or a hazard; and six (6)
of the native oak trees are proposed for removal as a part of the development of the Rocklin
Gateway project. Two (2) of the oaks have been included on the Tree Protection Plan to be
retained on site.
The project has been conditioned to mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site
consistent with the requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code Section 17.77.080.B).
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Recommendation
Planning Commission and staff recommend action on the Rocklin Gateway project as proposed
and conditioned.

______________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

__________________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

Prepared by Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner
Attachments
Attachment 1 - Resolution of Intent
Attachment 2 – Resolution Approving Revenue Bonds (TEFRA)
Attachment 3 – Summary of Funding to Affordable Housing Projects

City of Rocklin
Summary of Funding to Affordable Housing Projects
Funding

Obj

Prj

Borrower

Prj Name

Loan Date

Description

2007- Present

Down Payment Assistance of $8-25K to
condo purchasers

Units
Amount
~180 units
as of
up to $2,500,000
6/30/11

City Contribution Per Unit

20% Set Aside
1215 various
Low Mod

Multiple, individual Condo Purchasers

20% Set Aside
1230
Low Mod

70801

SUNSET ST. HOUSING PARTNERS

12/19/08

Apartment Purchase & Remodel. 80
<60% income, 22 <50%, 2 Mgr units.

104 units

$575,000

80 units @ ~$7,200 each

20% Set Aside
1230
Low Mod

72051

SHANNON BAY

1/12/10

Apartment Rehab. Seniors ≥55. 33 units
<60% income, 16 units 50% very low
income, 1 unit mgr

50 units

$500,000

50 units @ ~$10,000 each

20% Set Aside
1230
Low Mod

72052

PLACER WEST

Placer West

12/22/09

Apartment Purchase & Rehab. Seniors
≥55. 38 units <60% income, 5 units
<50% income, 1 unit mgr

44 units

$500,000

44 units @ ~$11,300 each

20% Set Aside
1230
Low Mod

72053

STAMAS CORP

Villa Serena

Senior Apartment Construction <60%
income, Senior ≥55 yrs

356 units

$550,000

166 units

$550,000

20% Set Aside
1230
Low Mod

72054

CAHA COLLEGE MANOR

Apartment aqcuistion and Rehabilitation.
30 units <50% income, 1 <60% income,
1 manager unit

32 Units

$450,000

1230

72055

156 units

1230

72056

Construction of Multi-family Housing.
154 units Seniors ≥55 years. 138 <60%
income, 16 <50% income, 2 mgr units

20% Set Aside
Low Mod

20% Set
Aside Low
Mod
% Income:

TBD

TBD

Vicara

College Manor

1/18/02
12/18/03
11/13/07
9/2/08
2/24/09

WHITNEY RANCH

CATALYST HOUSING

2/24/09

Rocklin Gateway

TBD

Construction of Multi-family Housing.
40 units <80% income
OR
40 units <50% income

$200,000

522 units @ ~$4,800 each

32 units @ ~$20,300 each

$2,100,000
$1,730,000

204 units

36 units @ ~$69,400 each

$250,000
$350,000

156 units @ ~$24,550 each

40 units @ ~$6,250 each
OR
40 units @ ~$8,750 each

means % of median income for the area
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RESOLUTION NO. CC-2017BACK TO AGENDA
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
(DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001, and TRE2017-0001)

WHEREAS, the City of Rocklin's Environmental Coordinator prepared an Initial Study on
the Rocklin Gateway project (DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001, and
TRE2017-0001) (the "Project") which identified potentially significant effects of the Project; and
WHEREAS, revisions to and/or conditions placed on the Project, were made or agreed to
by the applicant before the mitigated negative declaration was released for public review, were
determined by the environmental coordinator to avoid or reduce the potentially significant
effects to a level that is clearly less than significant and that there was, therefore, no substantial
evidence that the Project, as revised and conditioned, would have a significant effect on the
environment; and
WHEREAS, the Initial Study and mitigated negative declaration of environmental
impacts were then prepared, properly noticed, and circulated for public review.
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin has recommend that the City
Council approve the mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Rocklin as follows:
Section 1.
Based on the Initial Study, the revisions and conditions incorporated into
the Project, the required mitigation measures, and information received during the public
review process, the City Council of the City of Rocklin finds that there is no substantial evidence
that the Project, as revised and conditioned, may have a significant effect on the environment.
Section 2.
the City Council.

The mitigated negative declaration reflects the independent judgment of

Section 3.
All feasible mitigation measures identified in the City of Rocklin General
Plan Environmental Impact Reports which are applicable to this Project have been adopted and
undertaken by the City of Rocklin and all other public agencies with authority to mitigate the
project impacts or will be undertaken as required by this project.
Section 4.
The statements of overriding considerations adopted by the City Council
when approving the City of Rocklin General Plan Update are hereby readopted for the purposes
of this mitigated negative declaration and the significant identified impacts of this project
related to aesthetics, air quality, traffic circulation, noise, cultural and paleontological
resources, biological resources, and climate change and greenhouse gases.

Section 5.
A mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts and
Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared in connection with the Project, attached hereto and
incorporated by this reference, are recommended for approval for the Project.
Section 6.
The Project Initial Study is attached as Attachment 1 and is incorporated
by reference. All other documents, studies, and other materials that constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the City Council has based its decision are located in the office of the
Rocklin Economic and Community Development Director, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, California
95677. The custodian of these documents and other materials is the Rocklin Economic and
Community Development Director.
Section 7.
Upon approval of the Project by the City Council, the environmental
coordinator shall file a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of Placer County and, if
the project requires a discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of
Planning and Research, pursuant to the provisions of section 21152(a) of the Public Resources
Code and the State EIR Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of __________, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

_____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CITY OF ROCKLIN
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
(916) 625-5160

ATTACHMENT 1
INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001, and TRE2017-0001
North corner of Pacific Street and Midas Avenue in the City of Rocklin
APN’s 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and 010-040-040
March 30, 2017
PREPARED BY:
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager, (916) 625-5162
CONTACT INFORMATION:
This Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Rocklin, as Lead Agency, under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any questions regarding this document should
be addressed to David Mohlenbrok at the City of Rocklin Economic and Community
Development Department, Planning Division, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, California 95677
(916) 625-5160.

APPLICANT/OWNER:
The applicant is Daniel Nethercott with Catalyst Rocklin, LLC and the
property owner is ZL Rocklin, LLC.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of an Initial Study
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 for the purpose of
providing decision-makers and the public with information regarding environmental effects of
proposed projects; identifying means of avoiding environmental damage; and disclosing to the
public the reasons behind a project’s approval even if it leads to environmental damage. The
City of Rocklin has determined the proposed project is subject to CEQA and no exemptions
apply. Therefore, preparation of an initial study is required.
An initial study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the lead agency, in consultation with
other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there is
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the
initial study concludes that the project, with mitigation, may have a significant effect on the
environment, an environmental impact report should be prepared; otherwise the lead agency
may adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration.
This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et
seq.), and the City of Rocklin CEQA Guidelines (1981, amended July 31, 2002).
This Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental
impacts of the Rocklin Gateway project. The document relies on a combination of a previous
environmental document and site-specific studies to address in detail the effects or impacts
associated with the proposed project. In particular, this Initial Study assesses the extent to
which the impacts of the proposed project have already been addressed in the certified Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Rocklin General Plan, as adopted by the Rocklin City
Council on October 9, 2012 (the “General Plan EIR”).

B. Document Format
This Initial Study is organized into five sections as follows:
Section 1, Introduction: provides an overview of the project and the CEQA environmental
documentation process.
Section 2, Summary Information and Determination: Required summary information, listing of
environmental factors potentially affected, and lead agency determination.
Section 3, Project Description: provides a description of the project location, project
background, and project components.
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Section 4, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: provides a detailed discussion of the
environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this project as indicated by the
screening from the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist.
Section 5, References: provides a list of reference materials used during the preparation of this
Initial Study. The reference materials are available for review during normal business hours at
the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and can also be found
on the City’s website under Planning Department, Current Environmental Documents.

C. CEQA Process
To begin the CEQA process, the lead agency identifies a proposed project. The lead agency then
prepares an initial study to identify the preliminary environmental impacts of the proposed
project. This document has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze the possible environmental impacts of the project
so that the public and the City of Rocklin decision-making bodies (Planning Commission, and/or
City Council) can take these impacts into account when considering action on the required
entitlements.
During the project approval process, persons and/or agencies may address either the
Environmental Services staff or the City Council regarding the project. Public notification of
agenda items for the City Council is posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting. The Council
agenda can be obtained by contacting the Office of the City Clerk at City Hall, 3970 Rocklin
Road, Rocklin, CA 95667or via the internet at http://www.rocklin.ca.us.
Within five days of project approval, the City will file a Notice of Determination with the County
Clerk. The Notice of Determination will be posted by the County Clerk within 24 hours of
receipt. This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the approval under
CEQA. The ability to challenge the approval in court may be limited to those persons who
objected to the approval of the project, and to issues that were presented to the lead agency
by any person, either orally or in writing, during the public comment period.
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SECTION 2.

INITIAL STUDY SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

A. Summary Information
Project Title:
Rocklin Gateway
Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Rocklin, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Contact Person and Phone Number:
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager, 916-625-5162
Project Location:
The project site is generally located on the northern corner of Pacific Street and Midas Avenue,
in the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and
010-040-040.
Project Sponsor’s Name:
The applicant is Daniel Nethercott of Catalyst Rocklin, LLC and the property owner is ZL Rocklin,
LLC.
Current General Plan Designation: Mixed Use (MU)
Proposed General Plan Designation: Mixed Use (MU)
Current Zoning: Planned Development-Mixed Use (PD-MU)
Proposed Zoning: Planned Development Residential – 33 Dwellings Per Acre (PD-33)
Description of the Project:
The Rocklin Gateway project proposes the construction of a multi-family apartment complex
consisting of 204 multi-family residential units on an approximately 7.0 +/- acre site in the City
of Rocklin. This project will require Design Review, General Development Plan, Rezone,
Development Agreement, and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements. A project was
previously approved on this site as a 140-unit multi-family apartment and 15,000 square foot
retail project, but development of that project never occurred. For more detail please refer to
the Project Description set forth in Section 3 of this Initial Study.
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Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The proposed project site is vacant and is bound by Pacific Street to the southwest, Midas
Avenue to the southeast, Union Pacific Railroad to the northwest, and light industrial uses to
the northeast. To the west of the railroad are single-family residences and vacant land that is
designated for retail commercial development. To the south and east of Pacific Street and
Midas Avenue are single-family residences and retail commercial uses.
Other Actions Which May Be Required for Project Implementation (e.g., Permits, Financing
Approval, or Participation Agreement):
• Rocklin Engineering Division approval of Improvement Plans
• Rocklin Building Inspections Division issuance of Building Permits
• Placer County Water Agency construction of water facilities
• South Placer Municipal Utility District construction of sewer facilities

B. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
Those factors checked below involve impacts that are “Potentially Significant”:
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Sig.
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X

Agriculture Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources
None After Mitigation

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Utilities/Service Systems

Rocklin Gateway
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C. Determination:
On the basis of this Initial Study:
I find that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
X

I find that as originally submitted, the proposed project could have a significant
effect on the environment; however, revisions in the project have been made by
or agreed to by the project proponent which will avoid these effects or mitigate
these effects to a point where clearly no significant effect will occur. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached Environmental
Checklist. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, to analyze the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

__________________________________________ ________________________
Marc Mondell
Date
Director of Economic and Community Development
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SECTION 3.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Project Location
The project site is generally located on the north corner of Pacific Street and Midas Avenue in
the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and 010040-040 (Please see Attachment A, Vicinity Map).
The City of Rocklin is located approximately 25 miles northeast of Sacramento, and is within the
County of Placer. Surrounding jurisdictions include: unincorporated Placer County to the north
and northeast, the City of Lincoln to the northwest, the Town of Loomis to the east and
southeast, and the City of Roseville to the south and southwest.

B. Description
The Rocklin Gateway project proposes the construction of a high density residential
development consisting of 204 multi-family units on a 7.0 +/- acre site in the City of Rocklin. The
204 units will consist of eight three-story garden style walk-up apartment buildings and one
leasing office, collectively totaling 162,182 +/- gross square feet. The project will also include an
outdoor pavilion area, a tot lot/outdoor gathering area and 271 parking stalls. This project will
require the following entitlements from the City of Rocklin: a Design Review for the site design,
landscaping, architectural designs, colors and materials; a General Development Plan
Amendment to modify land uses and development standards for the previously approved ZL
Rocklin General Development Plan (PDG-2007-01) to establish the PD-33 zoning district; a
Rezone to PD-33, a Development Agreement amendment to modify the previously-approve ZL
Rocklin DA, an Oak Tree Preservation Plan to address the preservation, removal and mitigation
of oak trees on the project site.
Access to the project would be from Pacific Street and Midas Avenue, and the existing
landscape median on Pacific Street will have to be modified to accommodate access into the
project site. To accommodate potential overflow and guest parking for this project and to
provide additional parking for the downtown Rocklin area, as a separate project the City will be
developing a surface parking lot across Midas Avenue and off of Railroad Avenue; once design
plans for that parking lot are complete, that project will undergo its own CEQA analysis. The
project site is vacant and it is anticipated that site development will involve clearing and grading
of the site, trenching and digging for underground utilities and infrastructure, and ultimately
the construction of new roadways, driveways, buildings, and landscaping.
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SECTION 4. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. Explanation of CEQA Streamlining and Tiering Utilized in this Initial Study
This Initial Study will evaluate this project in light of the previously approved General Plan EIR,
which is hereby incorporated by reference. This document is available for review during normal
business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and
can also be found on the City’s website under Planning Department, Publications and Maps.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a means of streamlining analysis for qualifying
projects. Under Section 15183, effects are not considered “peculiar to the project or the parcel”
if they are addressed and mitigated by uniformly applied development policies and standards
adopted by the City to substantially mitigate that effect (unless new information shows that the
policy or standard will not mitigate the effect). Policies and standards have been adopted by
the City to address and mitigate certain impacts of development that lend themselves to
uniform mitigation measures. These policies and standards include those found in the Oak Tree
Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code, Chapter 17.77), the Flood Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code, Chapter 15.16), the Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 15.28), the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30), and the Goals and Policies of the Rocklin General Plan. Where
applicable, the Initial Study will state how these policies and standards apply to the project.
Where the policies and standards will substantially mitigate the effects of the proposed project,
the Initial Study concludes that these effects are “not peculiar to the project or the parcel” and
thus need not be revisited in the text of the environmental document for the proposed project.
This Initial Study has also been prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15063 and
15168. Section 15063 sets forth the general rules for preparing Initial Studies. One of the
identified functions of an Initial Study is for a lead agency to “[d]etermine, pursuant to a
program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process, which of a project’s effects were
adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative declaration… The lead agency shall then
ascertain which effects, if any, should be analyzed in a later EIR or negative declaration.” (CEQA
Guidelines, section 15063, subd. (b)(1)(C).). Here, the City has used this initial study to
determine the extent to which the General Plan EIR has “adequately examined” the effects of
the proposed project.
Section 15168 sets forth the legal requirements for preparing “program EIRs” and for reliance
upon program EIRs in connection with “[s]ubsequent activities” within the approved program.
(See Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego
Redevelopment Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 614-617.) The General Plan EIR was a
program EIR with respect to its analysis of impacts associated with eventual buildout of future
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anticipated development identified by the General Plan. Subdivision (c) of section 15168
provides as follows:
(c)

Use with Later Activities. Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in light
of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must
be prepared.
(1)

If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR,
a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a
Negative Declaration.

(2)

If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or
no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and
no new environmental document would be required.

(3)

An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives
developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions on the project.

(4)

Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency
should use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of
the site and the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were covered in the program EIR.

Consistent with these principles, this Initial Study serves the function of a “written checklist or
similar device” documenting the extent to which the environmental effects of the proposed
project “were covered in the program EIR” for the General Plan. As stated below, the City has
concluded that the impacts of the proposed project are “within the scope” of the analysis in the
General Plan EIR. Stated another way, these “environmental effects of the [site-specific project]
were covered in the program EIR.” Where particular impacts were not thoroughly analyzed in
prior documents, site-specific studies were prepared for the project with respect to impacts
that were not “adequately examined” in the General Plan EIR, or were not “within the scope” of
the prior analysis. These studies are hereby incorporated by reference and are available for
review during normal business hours at the Rocklin Economic and Community Development
Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677 and can also be found on the City’s website
under Planning Department, Current Environmental Documents. The specific studies are listed
in Section 5, References.
The Initial Study is a public document to be used by the City decision-makers to determine
whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the City as lead agency,
finds substantial evidence that any effects of the project were not “adequately examined” in
the General Plan EIR or were not “within the scope” of the analysis in that document AND that
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these effects may have a significant effect on the environment if not mitigated, the City would
be required to prepare an EIR with respect to such potentially significant effects. On the other
hand, if the City finds that these unaddressed project impacts are not significant, a negative
declaration would be appropriate. If in the course of analysis, the City identified potentially
significant impacts that could be reduced to less than significant levels through mitigation
measures to which the applicant agrees, the impact would be considered to be reduced to a
less than significant level, and adoption of a mitigated negative declaration would be
appropriate.

B. Significant Cumulative Impacts; Statement of Overriding Considerations
The Rocklin City Council has previously identified the following cumulative significant impacts as
unavoidable consequences of urbanization contemplated in the Rocklin General Plan, despite
the implementation of all available and feasible mitigation measures, and on that basis has
adopted a statement of overriding considerations for each cumulative impact:
1.

Air Quality:

Development in the City and the Sacramento Valley Air Basin as a whole will result in the
following: violations of air quality standards as a result of short-term emissions from
construction projects, increases in criteria air pollutants from operational air pollutants and
exposure to toxic air contaminants, the generation of odors and a cumulative contribution to
regional air quality impacts.
2.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare:

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in substantial
degradation of the existing visual character, the creation of new sources of substantial light and
glare and cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual character and
creation of light and glare.
3.

Traffic and Circulation:

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in impacts to
segments and intersections of the state/interstate highway system.
4.

Noise

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in impacts associated
with exposure to surface transportation and stationary noise sources, and cumulative
transportation noise impacts within the Planning area.
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5.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in cumulative
impacts to historic character.
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6.

Biological Resources

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in the loss of native
oak and heritage trees, the loss of oak woodland habitat, and cumulative impacts to biological
resources.
7.

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in the generation of
greenhouse gas emissions.

C. Mitigation Measures Required and Considered
It is the policy and a requirement of the City of Rocklin that all public agencies with authority to
mitigate significant effects shall undertake or require the undertaking of all feasible mitigation
measures specified in the prior environmental impact reports relevant to a significant effect
which the project will have on the environment. Project review is limited to effects upon the
environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project which were not addressed as
significant effects in the General Plan EIR or which substantial new information shows will be
more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. This Initial Study anticipates that
feasible mitigation measures previously identified in the General Plan has been, or will be,
implemented as set forth in that document, and evaluates this Project accordingly.

D. Evaluation of Environmental Checklist:
1) A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources cited in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information
sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g.,
the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer is explained where it is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
2) All answers take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site
elements, cumulative as well as project-level impacts, indirect as well as direct impacts, and
construction as well as operational impacts.
3) If a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether
the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence
that an effect may be significant.
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4) Answers of “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” describe the mitigation
measures agreed to by the applicant and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level. Mitigation measures and supporting explanation from earlier EIRs or
Negative Declaration may be cross-referenced and incorporated by reference.
5) Earlier analyses may be used where an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or negative declaration, and the City intends to use tiering. All prior EIRs and Negative
Declarations and certifying resolutions are available for review at the Rocklin Economic and
Community Development Department. In this case, a brief discussion will identify the
following:
a) Which effects are within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and whether such effects are addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis; and
b) For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” the
mitigation measures which are incorporated or refined from the earlier document and
the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Initial Study Page 14
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

E. Environmental Checklist

Aesthetics

I.

AESTHETICS

Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact for which
General Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X
X

X

X

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The development of a 204 unit multi-family subdivision on a 7.0 +/- acre site will change the
existing visual nature or character of the project site and area. The development of the project
site would create new sources of light and glare typical of urban development. As discussed
below, impacts to scenic vistas or viewsheds would not be anticipated.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to the visual character of the Planning Area as a result of
the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. When previously
undeveloped land becomes developed, aesthetic impacts include changes to scenic character
and new sources of light and glare (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.3-1 through 4.3-18). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the
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General Plan in the Land Use and the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Elements, and
include policies that encourage the use of design standards for unique areas and the protection
of natural resources, including open space areas, natural resource areas, hilltops, waterways
and oak trees, from the encroachment of incompatible land use.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite the goals and policies addressing visual character,
views, and light and glare, significant aesthetic impacts will occur as a result of development
under the General Plan and further, that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than
significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General
Plan will change and degrade the existing visual character, will create new sources of light and
glare and will contribute to cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual
character and creation of light and glare. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding
consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these cumulative impacts,
which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for aesthetic/visual impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Scenic Vista - No Impact. While vacant or mostly vacant areas have a natural aesthetic
quality, there are no designated scenic vistas within the City of Rocklin or Planning Area.
Alteration of mostly vacant areas of the project site through the construction of 204 multifamily residential units would change the visual quality of the project site and surrounding area.
However, since there are no designated scenic vistas, no impact would occur in this regard.
b. Visual Quality – Less than Significant. The construction of 204 multi-family residential units
is consistent with the type of development contemplated and analyzed for this area of Rocklin
within the Rocklin General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR analysis included the development of
this area with mixed uses adjacent to light industrial, retail commercial, and medium density
residential development. The building structures that are anticipated are of consistent height
and scale with the land use designations of the site and the surrounding development and
anticipated future development. Existing buildings in the area include one- and two-story single
family residential buildings and single and multi-story commercial and light industrial buildings.
These buildings and the anticipated future development of buildings within the nearby and
adjacent retail commercial, light industrial and mixed use land use designations are collectively
all of similar size and scale to the proposed project.
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All development in the Rocklin Planning Area is subject to existing City development standards
set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. In addition, one of the entitlements required for this
project is Design Review so the project is subject to the City’s Design Review Guidelines.
Together, the Zoning Ordinance and Design Review Guidelines help to ensure that development
form, character, height, and massing are consistent with the City’s vision for the character of
the community.
The change in the aesthetics of the visual nature or character of the site and the surroundings is
consistent with the surrounding development and the future nearby development that is
anticipated by the City’s General Plan. As noted above, the General Plan EIR concluded that
development under the General Plan will result in significant unavoidable aesthetic impacts and
a Statement of Overriding Consideration was adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to
these cumulative impacts. The project does not result in a change to the finding because the
site would be developed with typical urban uses that are consistent and compatible with
surrounding existing and anticipated future development and the proposed project is
consistent with the Mixed Use land use designation that was assumed in the General Plan EIR
analysis. Therefore, the visual impact would be less than significant.
c. Scenic Highway – No Impact. The proposed project is not located adjacent to or within the
proximity of a state listed scenic highway (Interstate 80 is not a state listed scenic highway). The
project site does not contain scenic resources. There are eight trees on the site that would be
removed as a result of the project, but because they are part of an urban rather than a natural
or rural setting, these trees are not considered a scenic resource. Therefore, the proposed
project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway and there would be no
impact.
d. Light and Glare – Less than Significant. There are no specific features within the proposed
project that would create unusual light and glare. Project homes and streets would have
external lighting which would result in increased sources of light and glare being introduced to
the project area. However, implementation of existing City Design Review Guidelines and the
General Plan policies addressing light and glare would also ensure that no unusual daytime
glare or nighttime lighting is produced. As a part of the design and development review process
for this project, the City will require that lighting standards and fixtures be of a design and size
that is compatible with the building and with adjacent areas and be complementary to the
architectural style of the buildings. Adverse glare onto adjacent properties is prohibited and
more, smaller scale parking lot lights instead of fewer, overly tall and large parking lot lights
should be installed. The use of bollard lighting, decorative pole and fixtures is strongly
encouraged and out light fixtures mounted on building walls should relate to the height of
pedestrians and not exceed 8 to 10 feet. Adherence to the design and development review
process standards will minimize light and glare impacts to a less than significant level.
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The General Plan EIR acknowledged that impacts associated with increased light and glare
would not be eliminated entirely, and the overall level of light and glare in the Planning Area
would increase in general as urban development occurs and that increase cannot be fully
mitigated. As noted above, the General Plan EIR concluded that development under the
General Plan will result in significant unavoidable aesthetic impacts and a Statement of
Overriding Consideration was adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these cumulative
impacts. The project does not result in a change to the finding because the site would be
developed with typical urban uses that are consistent and compatible with surrounding existing
and anticipated future development and the proposed project is consistent with the Mixed Use
land use designation that was assumed in the General Plan EIR analysis.
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II.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to nonforest use?

X

e)

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

X

Impact for which
General Plan EIR
is Sufficient

Agricultural Resources
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
There are no agricultural or forestry impacts for the project or project site due to a lack of these
resources on the project site, as further discussed below.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b., and c. Farmland, Williamson Act, Cumulative Loss of Farmland - No Impact. The
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) land classifications system monitors and
documents land use changes that specifically affect California’s agricultural land and is
administered by the California Department of Conservation (CDC). The FMMP land classification
system is cited by the State CEQA Guidelines as the preferred information source for
determining the agricultural significance of a property (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). The
CDC, Division of Land Resource Protection, Placer County Important Farmland Map of 2014
designates the project site as urban and built-up land. This category is not considered
Important Farmland under the definition in CEQA of “Agricultural Land” that is afforded
consideration as to its potential significance (See CEQA Section 21060.1[a]), nor is it considered
prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; therefore the
proposed project would not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use. Also, the project site
contains no parcels that are under a Williamson Act contract. Because the project would not
convert important farmland to non-agricultural uses, would not conflict with existing
agricultural or forestry use zoning or Williamson Act contracts, or involve other changes that
could result in the conversion of important farmlands to non-agricultural uses, there would be
no agricultural use impacts.
d. and e. Conversion of Forest Land – No Impact. The project site contains no parcels that are
considered forestry lands or timberland. The project would not conflict with existing forestry
use zoning or involve other changes that could result in the conversion of forest lands to nonforest uses, and there would be no impact on forestry resources.
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III.

AIR QUALITY

Where available, the
significance criteria
established by the
applicable air quality
management or air
pollution control district
may be relied upon to
make the following
determination. Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of applicable
air quality plan?

X

b)

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

X

c)

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
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds
for
ozone
precursors)?

X

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial
pollutant
concentrations?

X

e)

Create objectionable odors
affecting
a
substantial
number of people?

X

No
Impact

Impact for which
General Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Air Quality
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
In the short-term, air quality impacts from the proposed project will result from construction
related activities associated with grading and excavation to prepare the site for the installation
of utilities and above ground structures and improvements.
In the long term, air quality impacts from the proposed project will result from vehicle trip
generation to and from the project site and the resultant mobile source emissions of air
pollutants (primarily carbon monoxide and ozone precursor emissions).
As discussed below, a multi-family residential development of this type would not be expected
to create objectionable odors.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to regional air quality as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included 8-hour ozone
attainment, short-term construction emissions, operational air pollutants, increases in criteria
pollutants, odors, and regional air quality impacts. (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft
EIR, 2011, pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-43). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are
incorporated into the General Plan in the Land Use, the Open Space, Conservation, and
Recreation, and the Circulation Elements, and include policies that encourage a mixture of land
uses, provisions for non-automotive modes of transportation, consultation with the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and the incorporation of stationary and mobile
source control measures.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant air quality
impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these
impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR
found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan and other development within the Sacramento
Valley Air Basin (SVAB) as a whole will result in the following: violations of air quality standards
as a result of short-term emissions from construction projects, increases in criteria air
pollutants from operational air pollutants and exposure to toxic air contaminants, the
generation of odors and a cumulative contribution to regional air quality impacts. Findings of
fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in
regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for air quality impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to
the future development. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Raney Planning and Management, Inc., a California consulting firm with recognized
expertise in air quality, prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis report for the
proposed project. The report, dated October 2016, is available for review during normal
business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA and
is incorporated into this Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has
reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Raney Planning and Management, Inc. has
a professional reputation that makes its conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in
good faith. Based on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts
the conclusions in the Raney Planning and Management, Inc. report, which is summarized
below.
The analysis was prepared to estimate the criteria pollutant emissions from project
construction and operation. The proposed Rocklin Gateway project’s short-term constructionrelated and long-term operational emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod modeling
program. CalEEMod estimates the emissions that result from various land uses, and includes
considerations for trip generation rates, vehicle mix, average trip length by trip type, and
average speed. Where project-specific data was available, that data was input into the
CalEEMod model (i.e., construction phases and timing).
Construction Emissions
During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily
operate on the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from
construction equipment, vegetation clearing and earth movement activities, construction
workers’ commute, and construction material hauling for the entire construction period. The
aforementioned activities would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment
that would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants. Project construction activities also
represent a source of fugitive dust, which includes particulate matter (PM) emissions. As
construction of the proposed project would generate air pollutant emissions intermittently
within the site and the vicinity of the site, until all construction has been completed,
construction is a potential concern because the proposed project is in a non-attainment area
for ozone and PM.
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The project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations for construction,
including, but not limited to, the following, which would be noted with City-approved
construction plans:


Rule 202 related to visible emissions; Rule 218 related to architectural coatings; Rule
228 related to fugitive dust, and Regulation 3 related to open burning.

The analysis found that the overall project’s maximum daily emissions from construction
operations would be as follows:
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
Reactive
Nitrous
Organic Gases
Oxides
(ROG)
(NOx)
Maximum Daily Emissions
Placer County Air Pollution Control
District (PCAPCD) Significance
Thresholds
Exceedance of PCAPCD Threshold

30.85
82

52.00
82

Inhalable
Particulate
Matter
(PM10)
20.99
82

NO

NO

NO

As shown, the project’s short-term construction-related emissions are not anticipated to
exceed the PCAPCD’s significance thresholds for emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10, which
means the proposed project would have less than significant construction-related impacts to air
quality.
Operational Emissions
Operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10 and CO would be generated by the proposed project
from both mobile and stationary sources. Day-to-day activities such as vehicle trips to and from
the project site would make up the majority of the mobile emissions. Emissions would occur
from stationary sources such as natural gas combustion from heating mechanisms, landscape
maintenance equipment exhaust, and consumer products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products,
spray paint, etc.). The modeling performed for the project takes these factors into
consideration.
The project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations, such as those listed
previously for construction, as well as the following for operations:


Rule 225 related to wood-burning appliances, and Rule 246 related to water heaters.
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The analysis found that the overall project’s maximum operational emissions on a daily basis
would be as follows:
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
ROG
Maximum Daily Emissions
10.62
Placer County Air Pollution Control District
55
(PCAPCD) Significance Thresholds
Exceedance of PCAPCD Threshold

NO

NOx
13.72
55

PM10
7.82
82

NO

NO

As shown, the project’s operational emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 would be below the
applicable PCAPCD thresholds of significance. Accordingly, the project’s operational emissions
would not contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status of ozone and PM, operations of
the project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation and operationally-related impacts would be considered less than significant.
Cumulative Air Quality
Due to the dispersive nature and regional sourcing of air pollutants, air pollution is largely a
cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants, including ozone and PM, is
a result of past and present development, and, thus, cumulative impacts related to these
pollutants could be considered cumulatively significant.
The project is part of a pattern of urbanization occurring in the greater Sacramento ozone
nonattainment area. The growth and combined vehicle usage, and business activity within the
nonattainment area from the project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects within Rocklin and surrounding areas, could either delay attainment of the
standards or require the adoption of additional controls on existing and future air pollution
sources to offset emission increases. Thus, the project could cumulatively contribute to regional
air quality health effects through emissions of criteria and mobile source air pollutants.
The PCAPCD recommends using the region’s existing attainment plans as a basis for analysis of
cumulative emissions. If a project would interfere with an adopted attainment plan, the project
would inhibit the future attainment of AAQS, and thus result in a cumulative impact. As
discussed above, the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for ozone precursors
and PM10 are based on attainment plans for the region. Thus, the PCAPCD concluded that if a
project’s ozone precursor and PM10 emissions would be less than the PCAPCD’s operational
project level thresholds, the project would not be expected to conflict with relevant attainment
plans, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.
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As shown in the Operational Emissions table above, the proposed project would not result in
emissions in exceedance of the applicable operational-level thresholds of significance for ozone
precursors (ROG and NOx)or PM10; therefore, impacts related to the cumulative emissions of
criteria pollutants for which the PCAPCD area is in non-attainment would be considered less
than significant.
The General Plan EIR identified a cumulative contribution to regional air quality impacts as a
significant and unavoidable impact, and the City of Rocklin adopted Findings of Fact and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in recognition of this impact. The project does not
result in a change to this finding because the site is being developed with a high density
residential land use that is consistent with the Mixed Use land use that was anticipated by and
analyzed within the General Plan EIR.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b. and c. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan,
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, and Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors) – Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project area is
located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and is under the jurisdiction of the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The SVAB is designated nonattainment for the
federal particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) and the State particulate matter 10
microns in diameter (PM10) standards, as well as for both the federal and State ozone
standards. The federal Clean Air Act requires areas designated as federal nonattainment to
prepare an air quality control plan referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP
contains the strategies and control measures for states to use to attain the national ambient air
quality standards (NAAQS). The SIP is periodically modified to reflect the latest emissions
inventories, planning documents, rules, and regulations of air basins as reported by the
agencies with jurisdiction over them. In compliance with regulations, the PCAPCD periodically
prepares and updates air quality plans that provide emission reduction strategies to achieve
attainment of the NAAQS, including control strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions via
regulations, incentive programs, public education, and partnerships with other agencies.
The current applicable air quality plan for the proposed project area is the Sacramento Regional
8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan),
adopted September 26, 2013. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) determined
the Plan to be adequate and made such findings effective August 25, 2014. On January 9, 2015,
the USEPA approved the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan.
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The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies would
provide the necessary future emission reductions to meet the CAA requirements, including the
NAAQS. It should be noted that in addition to strengthening the 8-hour ozone NAAQS, the
USEPA also strengthened the secondary 8-hour ozone NAAQS, making the secondary standard
identical to the primary standard. The SVAB remains classified as a severe nonattainment area
with an attainment deadline of 2027. On October 26, 2015 the USEPA released a final
implementation rule for the revised NAAQS for ozone to address the requirements for
reasonable further progress, modeling and attainment demonstrations, and reasonably
available control measures (RACM) and reasonably available control technology (RACT). With
the publication of the new NAAQS ozone rules, areas in nonattainment must update their
ozone attainment plans and submit new plans by 2020/2021.
General conformity requirements of the regional air quality plan include whether a project
would cause or contribute to new violations of any NAAQS, increase the frequency or severity
of an existing violation of any NAAQS, or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS. In order to
evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant emissions and support attainment goals for
those pollutants that the area is designated nonattainment, the PCAPCD has recently proposed
updates to the District’s recommended significance thresholds for emissions of PM10, and
ozone precursors – reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX).
The significance thresholds, expressed in pounds per day (lbs/day), listed in the table above are
the PCAPCD’s updated recommended thresholds of significance for use in the evaluation of air
quality impacts associated with proposed development projects. The City of Rocklin, as lead
agency, is considering a phased in approach of the newly proposed thresholds but for this
analysis is utilizing the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for CEQA evaluation
purposes. Thus, if a project’s emissions exceed the PCAPCD’s pollutant thresholds presented
above, the project could have a significant effect on air quality, the attainment of federal and
State AAQS, and could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan. Notably, the project’s construction and operational emissions would be below the
PCAPCD’s newly adopted thresholds (82 lbs./day for ROG, NOx and PM10 for construction
emissions, 55 lbs./day for ROG and NOx for project level and cumulative level operational
emissions and 82 lbs./day for PM10 for project level and cumulative level operational
emissions).
Through the combustion of fossil fuels, motor vehicle use produces significant amounts of
pollution. In fact, the PCAPCD cites motor vehicles as a primary source of pollution for
residential, commercial, and industrial development. Because motor vehicles emit air quality
pollutants during their operations, changing the amount of motor vehicle operations in an area
would change the amount of air pollutants being emitted in that area.
As shown in the Construction Emissions and Operational Emissions tables above, the project’s
construction and operational emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 would be below the applicable
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PCAPCD thresholds of significance. These thresholds take into account strategies for attaining
air quality standards. Accordingly, the project’s construction and operational emissions would
not contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status of ozone and PM, operations of the
project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation and construction-related and operationally-related impacts would be
considered less than significant.
d. Sensitive Receptors – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project involves the
development of residential uses; thus, the project would introduce sensitive receptors to the
area. The nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site are the residences located to
the west and southeast of the project site. Emissions of CO would result from the incomplete
combustion of carbon-containing fuels such as gasoline or wood and are particularly related to
traffic levels. The project site is already planned for urban development; thus traffic on the
surrounding roadways and intersections would not increase more than already anticipated for
the area due to project implementation. Accordingly, CO levels at nearby intersections would
not be expected to be higher than anticipated for the area. It should be noted that as older,
more polluting vehicles are retired and replaced with newer, cleaner vehicles, the overall rate
of emissions of CO for vehicle fleet throughout the State has been, and is expected to continue,
decreasing. Therefore, emissions of CO would likely decrease from current levels over the
lifetime of the project.
Per PCAPCD guidance, if a project will degrade an intersection in the project vicinity from an
acceptable Level of Service (LOS) (e.g., LOS A, B, C, or D) to an unacceptable LOS (e.g., LOS E or
F), or if the project will substantially worsen an already existing LOS F, then the project has the
potential to cause a potential a CO intersection hotspot. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report for
Rocklin Gateway (KD Anderson & Associates, February 15, 2017) examined Level of Service
(LOS) for six study intersections affected by the project. The analysis showed that all six study
intersections would not be degraded to an unacceptable LOS by the project; therefore the
project would not generate localized concentrations of CO that would exceed standards.
In addition to the CO emissions discussed above, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are also a
category of environmental concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommendations
for siting new sensitive land uses near sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC
emissions, including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers,
and rail yards. CARB has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from diesel-fueled engines
as a TAC. High volume freeways/roadways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting
heavy and constant diesel traffic were identified as having the highest associated health risks
from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a function of both the concentration of emissions and
the duration of exposure. Health-related risks associated with DPM in particular are primarily
associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer.
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Due to the residential nature of the project, relatively few vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project would be expected to be composed of heavy-duty diesel-fueled trucks and
their associated emissions. The project does not involve long-term operation of any stationary
diesel engine or other on-site stationary source of TACs. In addition, emissions of DPM resulting
from construction equipment and vehicles are minimal and temporary, affecting a specific
receptor for a period of weeks or perhaps months, and would be regulated through compliance
with PCAPCD’s rules and regulations.
For freeways and roads with high traffic volumes, Table 4-1 of the CARB Handbook
recommends “Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads
with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.” The shortest distance
between the project and Interstate 80 (I-80) is approximately 3,750 feet; therefore the project
would not be within 500 feet of I-80 and would not be impacted by elevated concentrations of
TAC emissions from freeway sources. Thus, the proposed project would not result in the
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and the impact will be
less than significant.
e. Odors – Less Than Significant Impact. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather
than a health hazard. Due to the subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of variables
that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of odor sources,
quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact do not exist.
Certain land uses such as wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, confined animal facilities,
composting operations, food manufacturing plants, refineries, and chemical plants have the
potential to generate considerable odors. The proposed project does not involve such land uses
nor is it located near any such land uses. Although less common, emissions of DPM from heavyduty diesel truck traffic could result in objectionable odors. While the proposed project would
increase the total amount of vehicle trips in the area, the increase in area vehicle activity would
not necessarily create an increase in heavy-duty diesel truck traffic, because the traffic increase
would be a result of increased residential land uses. Residential land uses are not typically
associated with heavy-duty diesel truck traffic, and thus the increase in daily trips attributable
to residential land uses would mainly involve single passenger vehicles that are not typically
considered to be sources of objectionable odors.
In addition, PCAPCD Rule 205, Nuisance, addresses the exposure of “nuisance or annoyance” air
contaminant discharges, including odors, and provides enforcement of odor control. Rule 205 is
complaint-based, where if public complaints are sufficient to cause the odor source to be a
public nuisance, then the PCAPCD is required to investigate the identified source as well as
determine an acceptable solution for the source of the complaint, which could include
operational modifications to correct the nuisance condition. Thus, although not anticipated, if
odor or air quality complaints are made upon the future development under the proposed
project, the PCAPCD would be required to ensure that such complaints are addressed and
mitigated, as necessary.
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Because the proposed project does not include the development of odor-generating land uses
or development in proximity to odor-generating land uses, and because the increase in project
area traffic would be largely through increased use of single passenger vehicles rather than
heavy-duty diesel trucks, the proposed project would not be anticipated to create
objectionable odors in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less
than significant impact related to objectionable odors.
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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?

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

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

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

X

X

Biological Resources
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project will modify habitats through the removal of native and other plant
material; the project site does contain oak trees, some of which will be removed with
implementation of the project. Impacts to wetlands/waters of the U.S., and special status
animal and plant species are not anticipated to occur due to their lack of presence or potential
presence on the project site.
Prior Environmental Analysis
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to the biological resources of the Planning Area as a result
of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts
included special-status species, species of concern, non-listed species, biological communities
and migratory wildlife corridors (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.10-1 through 4.10-47). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into
the General Plan in the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, and include policies
that encourage the protection and conservation of biological resources and require compliance
with rules and regulations protecting biological resources, including the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals, policies and rules and regulations
protecting biological resources, significant biological resources impacts will occur as a result of
development under the General Plan and further, that these impacts cannot be reduced to a
less than significant level. Specifically the General Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin
General Plan will impact sensitive biological communities, will result in the loss of native oak
and heritage trees, will result in the loss of oak woodland habitat and will contribute to
cumulative impacts to biological resources. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding
considerations were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were
found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for biological resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
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Significance Conclusions:
a. Effect on Protected Species – Less Than Significant With Mitigation. The Rocklin General
Plan Draft EIR does not identify the project site as a location that contains sensitive biological
resources and the project site is not known to be inhabited by any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive or special-status species by any local, state or federal agency. The site is
located in a partly developed, suburban environment and as such it provides habitat to rodents,
small mammals, and birds and bats, typical of a suburban area. Tree-nesting raptor species
forage and nest in a variety of habitats throughout Placer County and the mature trees on the
project site do provide suitable nesting habitat.
To address the potential impacts to nesting raptors and migratory birds, the following
mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
IV.-1 The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential nesting habitat for
raptors and migratory birds to avoid the nesting season (February - August).
If grading/construction activities occur during the nesting season for raptors and migratory
birds (February-August), the City and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by
the City to conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation of
grading/construction activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable nesting habitat within
500 feet of project activity and shall be valid for one construction season. Prior to the start of
grading/construction activities, documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of
Rocklin Building Department and if the survey results are negative, no further mitigation is
required and necessary structure removal may proceed. If there is a break in
grading/construction activities of more than 14 days, then subsequent surveys shall be
conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts shall be avoided by the
establishment of appropriate buffers. The biologist shall consult with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area
(CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the potential to adversely affect an active
nest.
If grading/construction activities are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding season
(September- January), a survey is not required and no further studies are necessary.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce impacts to nesting raptors, migratory birds and bat species to a less than
significant level.
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b. and c. Riparian Habitat and Wetlands – Less Than Significant Impact. The United States Fish
and Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Inventory database does not identify any wetlands on
the project site. The project site is a generally flat, open field with scattered trees and does not
contain any riparian habitat or wetlands which are subject to the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction.
A less than significant impact to riparian habitat and wetlands is anticipated.
d. Fish and Wildlife Movement – Less than Significant Impact. The majority of the surrounding
area is developed in an urban fashion, including residential uses to the east and west,
commercial uses to the south, and light industrial uses to the north of the project. Due to the
proximity of local roadways to the site (Pacific Street and Midas Avenue), the amount of
surrounding development and the lack of established wildlife corridors and perennial water
courses on the project site, the proposed project is not anticipated to 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 wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, a
less than significant impact is anticipated.
e. Local Policies/Ordinances – Less than Significant with Mitigation. The City of Rocklin
regulates the removal of and construction within the dripline of native oak trees with a trunk
diameter of 6 inches or more at 4.5 feet above ground level under the Oak Tree Preservation
Ordinance and the Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines. Seven oak species and five hybrids
between these species are defined as “native oaks” by the City. Per the City’s oak tree
ordinance, the diameter at breast height (DBH) of a multiple trunk tree is the measurement of
the largest trunk only, and heritage trees are defined as native oak trees with a trunk diameter
of 24 inches or more.
The City of Rocklin commissioned the firm of Phytosphere Research to evaluate, characterize,
and make recommendations on the City’s urban forest, and from that effort, a 2006 report
titled “Planning for the Future of Rocklin’s Urban Forest” was produced. One of the findings of
this report was that the City’s overall tree canopy cover has increased from 11% in 1952 to 18%
in 2003 (a 63% increase) due to the protection of existing oaks and growth of both new and
existing trees. This finding supports the City’s on-going practice of requiring mitigation for oak
tree removal through its Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance as being an effective way to maintain
or even increase urban forest canopy.
There are a total of twenty-three (23) native oak trees within the boundaries of the project site.
Fifteen (15) trees are recommended for removal by the project arborist as being dead, dying, or
a hazard, and eight (8) of the native oak trees are proposed for removal as a part of the
development of the Rocklin Gateway project.

Initial Study Page 34
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

To ensure compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to compensate for
the removal of the oak trees on the project site, the following mitigation measure, agreed to by
the applicant, is being applied to the project:
IV.-3

Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant shall:

a)
Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not scheduled for removal
will be protected from construction activities in compliance with the pertinent sections of the
City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
b)
Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with the
requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code Section
17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be calculated using the formula provided in the Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance and to that end the project arborist shall provide the following
information:
•
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be removed because they are
sick or dying, and
The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height (TDBH) of all surveyed oak
trees on the site in each of these categories.

The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will comply with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and reduce impacts
related to oak tree removal to a less than significant level.
There are no facts or circumstances presented by the proposed project which create conflicts
with other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
f. Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan – No Impact The project

would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation
Plan because the site is not subject to any such plan; therefore there is no impact related to a
conflict with a habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan.
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Cultural Resources

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project could affect known or unknown/undiscovered historical, archaeological,
and/or paleontological resources or sites as development occurs.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to historical, cultural and paleontological resources within
the Planning area as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the
General Plan. These impacts included potential destruction or damage to any historical,
cultural, and paleontological resources (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011,
pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-21). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated
into the General Plan in the Land Use and Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Elements,
and include goals and policies that encourage the preservation and protection of historical,
cultural and paleontological resources and the proper treatment and handling of such
resources when they are discovered.
The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant cultural
resources impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will contribute to cumulative impacts
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to historic character. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding considerations were
adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Historically significant structures and sites as well as the potential for the discovery of unknown
archaeological or paleontological resources as a result of development activities are discussed
in the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan to encourage the preservation of historically significant known and unknown areas.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for cultural resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Historic Resources – No Impact. CEQA Statutes Section 21084.1 identifies historic resources
as those listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, based on a
range of criteria, including association with events or patterns of events that have made
significant contributions to broad patterns of historical development in the United States or
California, including local, regional, or specific cultural patterns (California Register Criterion 1),
structures which are directly associated with important persons in the history of the state or
country (Criterion 2), which embody the distinctive characteristics of type, period, or other
aesthetic importance (Criterion 3), or which have the potential to reveal important information
about the prehistory or history of the state or the nation (such as archaeological sites)
(Criterion 4).
In addition to meeting at least one of the above criteria, the structure must typically be over 50
years old (a state guideline rather than a statutory requirement) and have retained historic
integrity sufficient to be clearly evident as a historic resource through a combination of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association with historic patterns.
The definition of “integrity” in this context is based on criteria established by the National
Register of Historic Places.
The project site does not contain any historic resources as defined in §15064.5 therefore no
impacts to historic resources are anticipated.
b. and c. Archaeological Resources and Paleontological Resources – Less Than Significant With
Mitigation. The project site may contain unknown/undiscovered cultural resources.
Initial Study Page 37
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

To address the potential of impacts to known cultural resources and the potential discovery of
unknown cultural resources, the following mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
V.-1 If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, charcoal,
animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted
and a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services Manager and the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall
determine whether the resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique paleontological resource) and
shall develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to
the resource if it cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological
considerations, the location of the find, and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation
of the find is consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the project. Specific
measures for significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are not
necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival research,
subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary would be determined
according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent with CEQA guidelines for
preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be no
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2)
of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, has occurred. If any
human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the
County Coroner shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety
Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall also be notified. If the remains are Native
American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will
inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the landowner
appropriate disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply
with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce impacts to known and unknown/ undiscovered cultural resources to a less
than significant level.
d. Human Remains – Less Than Significant With Mitigation. No evidence of human remains is
known to exist at the project site. However, in the event that during construction activities,
human remains of Native American origin are discovered on the site during project demolition,
it would be necessary to comply with state laws relating to the disposition of Native American
burials, which fall under the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
Initial Study Page 38
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

(Public Resources Code Section 5097). In addition, State law (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
and the Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5) requires that the Mitigation Measure V.-1 be
implemented should human remains be discovered; implementation of Mitigation Measure V.1 will reduce impacts regarding the discovery of human remains to a less than significant level.
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X

Geology and Soils
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
Branches of the Foothill Fault system, which are not included on the Alquist-Priolo maps, pass
through or near the City of Rocklin and could pose a seismic hazard to the area including
ground shaking, seismic ground failure, and landslides. Construction of the proposed project
will involve clearing and grading of the site, which could render the site susceptible to a
temporary increase in erosion from the grading and construction activities.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts of local soils and geology on development that would occur as a result of
the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts
included seismic hazards such as groundshaking and liquefaction, erosion, soil stability, and
wastewater conflicts (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011 pages 4.6-1 through
4.6-27). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan can result
in geological impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through
the application of development standards contained in the City’s Improvement Standards and
Standard Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of General Plan goals
and policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding geologic hazards and compliance with
local, state and federal standards related to geologic conditions.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for geology and soils impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan will
be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City ordinances, rules and regulations.
In addition, the project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s Grading and Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance. Chapter 15.28 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, Grading and Erosion
Sediment Control, regulates grading activity on all property within the City of Rocklin to
safeguard life, limb, health, property, and public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses
with nutrients, sediments, or other earthen materials generated or caused by surface runoff on
or across the permit area; to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board; and to ensure
that the intended use of a graded site is consistent with the City of Rocklin General Plan,
provisions of the California Building Standards Code as adopted by the City relating to grading
activities, City of Rocklin improvement standards, and any applicable specific plans or other
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land use entitlements. This chapter (15.28) also establishes rules and regulations to control
grading and erosion control activities, including fills and embankments; establishes the
administrative procedure for issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans and
inspection of grading construction and erosion control plans for all graded sites.
Also, a geotechnical report, prepared by a qualified engineer, will be required with the
submittal of project improvement plans. The report will provide site-specific recommendations
for the construction of all features of the building foundations and structures to ensure that
their design is compatible with the soils and geology of the project site.
Significance Conclusions:
a., i. and ii. Fault Rupture, Ground Shaking – Less than Significant Impact. The City of Rocklin is
located in an area known to be subject to seismic hazards, but it is not near any designated
Alquist-Priolo active earthquake faults. The Foothill Fault System has been identified in previous
environmental studies as potentially posing a seismic hazard to the area; however, the Foothill
Fault system is located near Folsom Lake, and not within the boundaries of the City of Rocklin.
There are, however, two known and five inferred inactive faults within the City of Rocklin.
Existing building code requirements are considered adequate to reduce potential seismic
hazards related to the construction and operation of the proposed project to a less than
significant level.
a., iii. and iv. Liquefaction, Landslides – Less than Significant Impact. The site does not contain
significant grade differences and therefore, does not possess the slope/geological conditions
that involve landslide hazards. The potential for liquefaction due to earthquakes and
groundshaking is considered minimal due to the site specific characteristics that exist in Rocklin;
Rocklin is located over a stable granite bedrock formation and much of the area is covered by
volcanic mud (not unconsolidated soils which have liquefaction tendencies). Application of
seismic safety and construction and design standards contained in the City’s Improvement
Standards and Standard Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code would reduce risks
associated with seismic hazards such as liquefaction. Compliance with these, and state and
federal standards related to geologic conditions would reduce the potential impact from
liquefaction to a less than significant level.
b. Soil Erosion – Less Than Significant Impact. Standard erosion control measures are required
by Chapter 15.28 of the Municipal Code, including revegetation and slope standards. The
project proponent will be required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan through
the application of the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications as a part of
the City’s development review process. The erosion and sediment control plan are reviewed
against the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual and the Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual. The erosion and sediment control
plan includes the implementation of Best Management Practices/Best Available Technology
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(BMPs/BATs) to control construction site runoff. The project will also be required to comply
with the City’s Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code, Chapter 15.28), and the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30). The application of standard erosion control measures to the
proposed project, as well as compliance with the above noted Ordinances, would reduce
potential erosion-related impacts to a less than significant level for on-site grading.
c. and d. Unstable and Expansive Soil – Less Than Significant Impact. A geotechnical report,
prepared by a qualified engineer, will be required with the submittal of the project
improvement plans. The report will be required to provide site-specific recommendations for
the construction of all features of the building foundations and structures to ensure that their
design is compatible with the soils and geology of the project site. Through the preparation of
such a report and implementation of its recommendations as required by City policy during the
development review process, impacts associated with unstable soil or geologic conditions
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
e. Inadequate Soils for Disposal - No Impact. Sewer service is available to the project site and
the proposed project will be served by public sewer. Septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems would not be necessary; therefore there are no impacts associated with the
disposal of wastewater.
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VII.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact for
which
General Plan
EIR is
Sufficient

X

X

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
An individual project, even a very large project, does not in itself generate enough greenhouse
gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change. Global climate change is
therefore by definition a cumulative impact. A project contributes to this potential cumulative
impact through its cumulative incremental contribution combined with the emissions of all
other sources of greenhouse gases (GHG).
Area- and mobile-source emissions of greenhouse gases would be generated by the
construction and operation of the proposed project. Individual projects can contribute to
greenhouse gas emission reductions by incorporating features that reduce vehicle emissions
and maximize energy-efficiency.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur related to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions
as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These
impacts included consistency with greenhouse gas reduction measure, climate change
environmental effects on the City and generation of greenhouse gas emissions (City of Rocklin
General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-25). Mitigation measures to
address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the Land Use and Circulation
Elements, and include goals and policies that encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation and promote mixed use and infill development.
The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant greenhouse
gas emission impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
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that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in the generation of
greenhouse gas emissions which are cumulatively considerable. Findings of fact and a
statement of overriding considerations were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to
this impact, which was found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Generation of greenhouse gas emissions as a result of development activities are discussed in
the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan that encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation and promote mixed use and
infill development.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for greenhouse gas emissions impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan,
will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and
standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the
General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Raney Planning and Management, Inc., a California consulting firm with recognized
expertise in air quality, prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis report for the
proposed project. This analysis was prepared to estimate the project’s greenhouse gas
emissions from construction activities, motor vehicle trips, and utility use. Their report, dated
October 2016, is available for review during normal business hours at the City of Rocklin
Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA and is incorporated into this Mitigated
Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation and is also
aware that Raney Planning and Management, Inc. has a professional reputation that makes its
conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the
analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Raney Planning
and Management, Inc. report, which is summarized below.
Greenhouse Gas Setting
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
because they capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere,
similar to a greenhouse. The accumulation of GHG emissions has been implicated as a driving
force for Global Climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across
regulatory authorities and the scientific community, but in general can be described as the
changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural fluctuations and the impact of human
activities that alter the composition of the global atmosphere.
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Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) contributing to global climate change are attributable in
large part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility,
transportation, residential and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emission
of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, city
and virtually every individual on Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative
to global emissions, but could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to
a significant cumulative macro-scale impact
The major concern is that increases in GHG emissions are causing Global Climate Change.
Global Climate Change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by
wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Although there is disagreement as to
the speed of global warming and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, the
vast majority of the scientific community now agrees that there is a direct link between
increased GHG emissions and long term global temperature increases. Potential global warming
impacts in California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, more drought years,
impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity. In
California, GHGs are defined to include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide
(N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), nitrogen trifluoride (NF3), and
hydrofluorocarbons. To account for the warming potential of GHGs, GHG emissions are
quantified and reported as CO2 equivalents (CO2e).
An individual project, even a very large project, does not in itself generate enough greenhouse
gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change. Global climate change is
therefore by definition a cumulative impact. A project contributes to this potential cumulative
impact through its cumulative incremental contribution combined with the emissions of all
other sources of greenhouse gases (GHG). In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be
determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064 (h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination, the incremental impacts of the
project must be compared to with the effects of past, current and probable future projects. To
gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and probable future projects
to make this determination is a difficult, if not impossible, task.
Regulatory Framework
In September 2006, then Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels
by the year 2020. AB 32 delegated the authority for its implementation to the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) and directs CARB to enforce the statewide cap. In accordance with AB
32, CARB prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) for California, which was
approved in 2008. The Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to reduce California’s GHG
Initial Study Page 46
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

emissions. Based on the reduction goals called for in the 2008 Scoping Plan, a 29 percent
reduction in GHG levels relative to a Business As Usual (BAU) scenario would be required to
meet 1990 levels by 2020. The BAU condition is project and site specific and varies. The BAU
scenario is based on what could or would occur on a particular site in the year 2020 without
implementation of a proposed project or consideration of any State regulation emission
reductions or voluntary GHG reduction measures. The CARB, per the 2008 Scoping Plan,
explicitly recommends that local governments utilize a 15 percent GHG reduction below
“today’s” levels by 2020 to ensure that community emissions match the State’s reduction
target, where today’s levels would be considered 2010 BAU levels.
In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised to account for the economic
downturn and State regulation emission reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon Fuel Standard
[LCFS], and Renewable Portfolio Standard [RPS]). Accordingly, the Scoping Plan emission
reduction target from BAU levels required to meet 1990 levels by 2020 was modified from 29
percent to 21.7 percent where the BAU level is based on 2010 levels singularly, or 16 percent
where the BAU level is based on 2010 levels and includes State regulation emission reductions
noted above. The amended Scoping Plan was re-approved August 24, 2011.
The Scoping Plan must be updated every five years. The First Update to the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan Update) was approved by CARB on May 22, 2014 and builds upon
the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. The Scoping Plan Update
highlights the State’s progress towards the 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the
original Scoping Plan and evaluates how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction
strategies with other State policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy,
transportation and land use. According to the Scoping Plan Update, the State is on track to
meet the 2020 GHG goal and has created a framework for ongoing climate action that could be
built upon to maintain and continue economic sector-specific reductions beyond 2020, on the
path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, as required by AB 32.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b.) Generate Greenhouse Gas and Conflict with Greenhouse Gas Plan – Less Than
Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would cumulatively contribute to
increases of GHG emissions. Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development
would be primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO2) and, to a lesser extent,
other GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) associated with mobile
sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity and natural gas), water usage, wastewater generation,
and the generation of solid waste. Because the proposed project involves increased vehicle use
in the area, the GHG emissions related to increased vehicle use in the area must be analyzed.
The common unit of measurement for GHG is expressed in terms of annual metric tons of CO2
equivalents (MT CO2e), based on the global warming potential of the individual pollutants.
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Previously, the City of Rocklin relied on methodology included in the California Air Resources
Board’s original Climate Change Scoping Plan for the analysis of potential impacts related to
GHG emissions. The original Scoping Plan recommended an analysis methodology based on
project-specific reductions in GHG emissions compared to a Business-As-Usual (BAU) scenario.
The BAU scenarios were based off of GHG emissions projections for anticipated growth without
the inclusion of measures that would reduce GHG emissions, such as improvements in vehicle
fuel efficiency, energy efficiency, and the increased use of renewable energy sources for energy
supply. However, on November 30, 2015, the California Supreme Court issued a decision in the
Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Newhall Ranch)
case, in which the court ruled that analysis based on BAU scenarios was insufficient to support
conclusions that proposed projects would have less-than-significant impacts. In response to the
Newhall Ranch Ruling, the City of Rocklin is relying on the proposed new guidance from the
PCAPCD to determine the significance of proposed projects in regards to GHG emissions.
The proposed thresholds begin with a screening emission level of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr. Any
project below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold is judged by the PCAPCD as having a less than
significant impact on GHG emissions within the District and thus would not conflict with any
state or regional GHG emissions reduction goals. Projects that would result in emissions above
the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold would not necessarily result in substantial impacts, if certain
efficiency thresholds are met. The efficiency thresholds, which are based on service populations
and square footage, are presented in the PCAPCD GHG Operational Thresholds of Significance
table below.
PCAPCD GHG OPERATIONAL THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Efficiency Thresholds
Residential (MT CO2e/capita)
Non-Residential (MT CO2e/1,000 sf)
Urban
Rural
Urban
Rural
4.5
5.5
26.5
27.3
Source: Placer County Air Pollution Control District. CEQA Thresholds. Accessible at
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/air/landuseceqa/ceqathresholds. Accessed October
2016.
Projects that fall below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold or meet the efficiency thresholds are
considered to be in keeping with statewide GHG emissions reduction targets, which would
ensure that the proposed project would not inhibit the State’s achievement of GHG emissions
reductions. Thus, projects which involve emissions below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold or
below the efficiency thresholds presented in the PCAPCD GHG Operational Thresholds of
Significance table above are considered to result in less-than-significant impacts in regards GHG
emissions within the District and would not conflict with any state or regional GHG emissions
reduction goals. Finally, the PCAPCD has also established a Bright Line Cap, which shall be the
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maximum limit for any proposed project. The Bright Line Cap is 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for all types
of projects.
Short-term emissions of GHG associated with construction of the proposed project are
estimated to be 464.39 MTCO2e, which is below the 1,100 MTCO2e/year threshold.
Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not typically expected
to generate a significant contribution to global climate change. Due to the size of the proposed
project, the project’s estimated construction-related GHG contribution to global climate change
would be considered negligible on the overall global emissions scale.
The long-term operational GHG emissions estimate for the proposed project incorporates the
project’s potential area source and vehicle emissions, emissions associated with utility and
water usage, and the generation of wastewater and solid waste. The annual GHG emissions
associated with the proposed project by year 2020 would be 1,945.37 MTCO2e/year which is
higher than the 1,100 MTCO2e significance threshold. The efficiency of the proposed project
must therefore be evaluated to determine if there will be a GHG impact. The proposed project
consists of 204 units and the Housing Element of the General Plan estimates approximately
2.73 persons per household, therefore 557 residents are anticipated for the project (204 units x
2.73 residents per unit = 557 residents). The efficiency rate for the project would be 3.49
MTCO2e/capita (1,945.37 MTCO2e divided by 557 residents = 3.49 MTCO2e/capita) which is
below the 4.5 MTCO2e/capita threshold. The proposed project would therefore not hinder the
State’s ability to reach the GHG reduction target nor conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation related to GHG reduction and the impact of the proposed project on global climate
change is considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
This Initial Study evaluates a “subsequent activity” that was already evaluated by the General
Plan EIR, and the proposed project is actually a similar intensity use than which was evaluated
by that EIR. The General Plan EIR identified the generation of greenhouse gas emissions as a
significant and unavoidable impact, and the City of Rocklin adopted Findings of Fact and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in recognition of this impact. The project does not
result in a change to this finding because the development and operation of the proposed
project will generate greenhouse gas emissions. The project-specific GHG study confirms that a
project of this type falls within the prior General Plan EIR analysis. While the proposed project
would cumulatively contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact of generation of
greenhouse gas emissions as recognized in the General Plan EIR, the proposed project itself will
not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change;
project-specific impacts related to GHG emission and global climate change would be less than
significant as a result of the level of the project’s emissions being lower than the PCACPD’s 4.5
MTCO2e/capita significance threshold and through the application of General Plan policies and
mitigation measures that encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation and
promote mixed use and infill development.
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VIII.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

X

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment.

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

f)

X

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

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

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

X

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, compliance with the mitigation measures incorporated into the General
Plan goals and policies and applicable City Code and compliance with applicable Federal, State
and local laws and regulations would reduce impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials to a less-than-significant level.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated human health and hazards impacts that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included wildland fire
hazards, transportation, use and disposal of hazardous materials, and emergency response and
evacuation plans (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011 pages 4.7-1 through 4.730). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the Rocklin General Plan can
introduce a variety of human health and hazards impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level through the application of development standards in the Rocklin
Municipal Code, the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in
minimizing or avoiding hazardous conditions, and compliance with local, state and federal
standards related to hazards and hazardous materials.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, Chapter 2.32 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code which requires the preparation and maintenance of an emergency operations
plan, preventative measures in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications,
compliance with local, state and federal standards related to hazards and hazardous materials
and goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Open Space, Conservation and
Recreation Elements requiring coordination with emergency management agencies, annexation
into fee districts for fire prevention/suppression and medical response, incorporation of fuel
modification/fire hazard reduction planning, and requirements for site-specific hazard
investigations and risk analysis.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for human health and hazards impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan
and the City’s Improvement Standards, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly
applied development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to
ensure consistency with the General Plan and compliance with the Rocklin Municipal Code and
other City rules and regulations.
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In addition, Chapter 2.32 of the Rocklin Municipal Code requires the development of
emergency procedures in the City through the Emergency Operations Plan. The Emergency
Operations Plan provides a framework to guide the City’s efforts to mitigate and prepare for,
respond to, and recover from major emergencies or disasters. To implement the Emergency
Operations Plan, the City has established a Disaster Council, which is responsible for reviewing
and recommending emergency operations plans for adoption by the City Council. The Disaster
Council plans for the protection of persons and property in the event of fires, floods, storms,
epidemic, riot, earthquake and other disasters.
Project Level Analysis:
The firm of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., a California consulting firm with recognized
expertise in Environmental Site Assessments, prepared a Phase II Environmental Site
Assessment report for the proposed project. Their report, dated December 13, 2016, is
available for review during normal business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department,
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA and is incorporated into this Mitigated Negative Declaration by
this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Youngdahl
Consulting Group, Inc. has a professional reputation that makes its conclusions presumptively
credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the analysis and these other
considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.
report, which is summarized below. This analysis was prepared to address the following
environmental concerns:
•
•
•
•
•

Two former Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanup (SLIC) sites locates on the subject
property until the mid-1990’s;
A listing of an aviation fuel release on the subject property;
A railroad spur that was located on the subject property trending north-south in the
middle of the property;
A current SLIC site located adjacent to the northern boundary of the subject property
with known groundwater and soil contamination; and
A historical Underground Storage Tank (UST) located on the subject property with no
documentation of tank removal or if the tank was filled.

Multiple soil samples were taken throughout the project site and were analyzed for CAM17
metals, chlorinated pesticides, and bulk asbestos. All samples were below regulatory thresholds
for asbestos, chlorinated pesticides and all CAM17 metals except for lead and arsenic. Tittle 22
of the California Code of Regulations provides the Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC)
and the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) for characterizing hazardous waste.
Concentrations exceeding the TTLC are considered hazardous waste. The STLC is meant to
simulate the conditions that may be present in a landfill where water passing through the
surface may dissolve soluble materials and transport them into groundwater. A target analyte
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that exceeds ten times the STLC but not the TTLC may be subject to a Waste Extraction Test
(WET) to check for soluble chemicals above the STLC. Lead concentrations in all samples were
below the TTLC, and below the STLC when WET tests were conducted. Arsenic is naturally
occurring in soils and the USEPA does not require site mitigation for concentrations at or below
naturally occurring background levels regardless of whether that level is in exceedance of other
regulatory thresholds. Naturally occurring arsenic values have not been studied for the project
site however studies in the San Francisco Bay area and Southern California estimate
concentrations to be 11 mg/kg and 12 mg/kg respectively. A statistical analysis of the arsenic
concentrations in the samples found the mean value of arsenic concentrations to be 4.07 mg/kg
which falls below both estimated background levels.
Significance Conclusion:
a. and b. Transport, Use or Disposal of Hazardous Materials, Release of Hazardous Materials –
Less than Significant With Mitigation. Construction, operation and maintenance activities
would use hazardous materials, including fuels (gasoline and diesel), oils and lubricants; paints
and paint thinners; glues; cleaners (which could include solvents and corrosives in addition to
soaps and detergents), and fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and yard/landscaping equipment.
While these products noted above may contain known hazardous materials, the volume of
material would not create a significant hazard to the public through routine transport, use, or
disposal and would not result in a reasonably foreseeable upset and accident condition
involving the release of hazardous materials. Compliance with various Federal, State, and local
laws and regulations (including but not limited to Titles 8 and 22 of the Code of California
Regulations, Uniform Fire Code, and Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code)
addressing hazardous materials management and environmental protection would be required
to ensure that there is not a significant hazardous materials impact associated with the
construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project.
As discussed above, the project site has been identified as a former spill site that could have
potential residual contamination. Soil samples from the project site were taken and tested for
CAM17 metals, chlorinated pesticides, and bulk asbestos. Concentration levels for all
contaminants were found to be within acceptable levels. Although most of the project site will
be capped by development, contamination of soil in the project site is not homogeneous;
therefore the possibility of soil contamination above acceptable levels still exists.
To address the potential impacts from hazardous materials in project site soil, the following
mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
VIII.-1 After completion of finish grading but prior to issuance of building permits, any soil
surfaces derived from soils that were present prior to grading and that will be remain exposed
after installation of foundations, walkways, access and parking lot paving shall be tested for
heavy metals by a professional environmental site assessment firm to verify that concentrations
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are not present above current residential environmental screening levels. A report of the test
results shall be prepared and provided to the City’s Environmental Services Division. If
concentrations of heavy metals in exposed soils are found to be above current residential
environmental screening levels, a site management/remediation plan addressing contaminants
shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed by the Placer County Department of
Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services Division. Any recommendations
made within the site management/remediation plan shall be implemented to the satisfaction of
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services
Division prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce impacts related to hazardous materials on the project site to a less than
significant level.
c. Hazardous Emissions Near Schools – Less Than Significant Impact. There is one school within
one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) of the project site. The closest school is Holy Cross Lutheran
Preschool and Kindergarten on Grove Street which is approximately 720 feet away and the next
closest school is Springview Middle School on 5th street which is approximately 1,590 feet away.
Although residential projects of this nature would not typically emit any significant amounts of
hazardous materials, substances, or waste or be involved in the transportation of hazardous
materials, substances, or waste. Further, there are existing rules and regulations, as indicated
above, that address hazardous materials management and environmental protection.
Therefore, the impact related to hazardous emissions or hazardous materials within one
quarter mile of a school is less than significant.
d. Hazardous Site List – Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not on the list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
Government Code 65962.5 is known as the Cortese List. The Cortese database identifies public
drinking water wells with detectable levels of contamination, hazardous substance sites
selected for remedial action, sites with known toxic material identified through the abandoned
site assessment program, sites with Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) having a reportable
release and all solid waste disposal facilities from which there is known migration. The
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and State Water Resources
Control Board GeoTracker database were searched on December 1, 2016 and no open
hazardous sites were identified on the project site.
e. and f. Public Airport Hazards and Private Airport Hazards – No Impact. The project is not
located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport; therefore there is no public or private airport hazard impact.
g. Emergency Response Plan – Less than Significant Impact. The City’s existing street system,
particularly arterial and collector streets, function as emergency evacuation routes. The
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project’s design and layout will not impair or physically interfere with the street system
emergency evacuation route or impede an emergency evacuation plan. Additionally, the
proposed project is reviewed by the Rocklin Fire Department and has been designed with
adequate emergency access for use by the Rocklin Fire Department. Therefore a less than
significant impact on emergency routes/plans would be anticipated.
h. Wildland Fires – No Impact. The project site is located in a mostly developed commercial and
residential area, surrounded by suburban development. The proposed project would not
expose people or structures to the risk of wildland fire; therefore there is no impact.
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IX.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

X

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

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

X

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

X

g)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary of Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

X

h)

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

X

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Hydrology and Water Quality
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(cont’d.)
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project would involve grading activities that would remove vegetation and
expose soil to wind and water erosion and potentially impact water quality. Waterways in the
Rocklin area have the potential to flood and expose people or structures to flooding. Additional
impervious surfaces would be created with the development of the proposed project.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated hydrology and water quality impacts that would occur as a result of the future
urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included water
quality, ground water quality and supply, drainage, flooding, risks of seiche, tsunami and
mudflow (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-37). The
analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan can result in hydrology
and water quality impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level
through the application of development standards contained in the City’s Improvement
Standards and Standard Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of
General Plan goals and policies related to hydrology, flooding and water quality, and
compliance with local, state, and federal water quality standards and floodplain development
requirements.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, flood prevention and
drainage requirements in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications, the
City’s Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance, the Stormwater Runoff Pollution
Control Ordinance, the State Water Resources Control Board General Construction Activity
Storm Water Permit requirements, and goals and policies in the General Plan Open Space,
Conservation and Recreation and Safety Elements requiring the protection of new and existing
development from flood and drainage hazards, the prevention of storm drainage run-off in
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excess of pre-development levels, the development and application of erosion control plans
and best management practices, the annexation of new development into existing drainage
maintenance districts where warranted, and consultation with the Placer County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District and other appropriate entities.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR as well as relevant standards from
the City’s Improvement Standards for hydrology and water quality impacts will be applied to
the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards and/or as
conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan and
compliance with the Rocklin Municipal Code and other City rules and regulations.
The project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s Grading and Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance. Chapter 15.28 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, Grading and Erosion Sediment
Control, regulates grading activity on all property within the City of Rocklin to safeguard life,
limb, health, property, and public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses with nutrients,
sediments, or other earthen materials generated or caused by surface runoff on or across the
permit area; to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit
issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board; and to ensure that the intended
use of a graded site is consistent with the City of Rocklin General Plan, provisions of the
California Building Standards Code as adopted by the City relating to grading activities, City of
Rocklin improvement standards, and any applicable specific plans or other land use
entitlements. This chapter (15.28) also establishes rules and regulations to control grading and
erosion control activities, including fills and embankments; establishes the administrative
procedure for issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans and inspection of grading
construction and erosion control plans for all graded sites. Chapter 8.30 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code, Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance, prohibits the discharge of any
materials or pollutants that cause or contribute to a violation of applicable water quality
standards, other than stormwater, into the municipal storm drain system or watercourse.
Discharges from specified activities that do not cause or contribute to the violation of plan
standards, such as landscape irrigation, lawn watering, and flows from fire suppression
activities, are exempt from this prohibition.
In addition, the project would be required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan
through the application of the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications that
are a part of the City’s development review process.
Significance Conclusions:
a., c., d., e. and f. Water Quality Standards and Drainage – Less than Significant Impact. Storm
water runoff from the project site will be collected in stormwater drainage pipes and then
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directed through water quality treatment devices/areas as Best Management Practices (BMP)
and/or Low Impact Development (LID) features and then into the City’s storm drain system. The
purpose of the BMP/LID features is to ensure that potential pollutants are filtered out before
they enter the storm drain system. The City’s storm drain system maintains the necessary
capacity to support development on the proposed project site. Therefore, violations of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements are not anticipated.
To address the potential for polluted water runoff during project construction, the project
would be required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan through the application of
the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications as a part of the City’s
development review process. The erosion and sediment control plan are reviewed against the
Placer County Stormwater Management Manual and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual. The erosion and sediment control plan
includes the implementation of Best Management Practices/Best Available Technology
(BMPs/BATs) to control construction site runoff. The project will also be required to comply
with the City’s Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code, Chapter 15.28), and the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30), which includes the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or a
river.
The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area because the City’s policies of requiring new developments to detain on-site drainage such
that the rate of runoff flow is maintained at pre-development levels (unless the Placer County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s Flood Control Manual requires otherwise) and
to coordinate with other projects’ master plans to ensure no adverse cumulative effects will be
applied. Per the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Dry Creek
Watershed Flood Control Plan, onsite stormwater detention is generally not recommended
anywhere in the Dry Creek watershed because it has been determined that on-site detention
would be detrimental to the overall watershed, unless existing downstream drainage facilities
cannot handle post-construction runoff from the project site. Substantial erosion, siltation or
flooding, on- or off-site, and exceedance of the capacity of existing or planned drainage systems
would not be anticipated to occur.
Therefore, impacts related to water quality, water quality standards and drainage would be less
than significant.
b. Groundwater Supplies – Less than significant. The project will use domestic water from the
Placer County Water Agency and not use wells or groundwater; therefore existing groundwater
resources will not be depleted. The project site itself is not a substantial recharge area because
of its smaller size and distance from creeks and drainages. Therefore, there is a less than
significant groundwater supply impact.
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g., h., i. and j. Flooding, Inundation by Tsunami, Seiche, or Mudflow – Less Than Significant
Impact. According to FEMA flood maps (Map Panel 06061CO414F, effective date June 8, 1998)
the developable portion of the project site is located in flood zone X, which indicates that the
project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area and outside of the 500-year flood
hazard area. The project site is not located within the potential inundation area of any dam or
levee failure, nor is the project site located sufficiently near any significant bodies of water or
steep hillsides to be at risk from inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore the
proposed project will not expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury, or
death as a result of flooding nor will the project be subject to inundation by tsunami, seiche or
mudflow and a less than significant impact would be anticipated
X.
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Land Use and Planning

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
Approval of the project would allow the construction and occupation of a 204-unit multi-family
apartment project on a 7.0 +/- acre site. The project site is designated Mixed Use (MU) on the
General Plan land use map and is zoned Planned Development – Mixed Use (PD-MU). The
project requires Design Review, General Development Plan, Rezone, Development Agreement,
and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements to allow for a multi-family residential project as
is being proposed. As discussed below, land use impacts are not anticipated.
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Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on land use as a result of the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included dividing an established community
and potential conflicts with established land uses within and adjacent to the City (City of Rocklin
General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.1-1 through 4.1-38). The analysis found that while
development and buildout of the General Plan can result in land use impacts, these impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level through the application of General Plan goals
and policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding land use impacts.
These goals and policies include, but are not limited to goals and policies in the General Plan
Land Use Element requiring buffering of land uses, reviewing development proposals for
compatibility issues, establishing and maintaining development standards and encouraging
communication between adjacent jurisdictions.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to land use incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Division of Community – No Impact. The proposed project site is currently vacant and the
entire project is within the City of Rocklin. The proposed project would construct 204 multifamily residences at this location, which would not physically divide an established community.
Therefore there is no division of community impact.
b. Plan Conflict – Less than Significant Impact. The project site is designated Mixed Use (MU)
on the General Plan land use map and is zoned Planned Development – Mixed Use (PD-MU).
The project requires Design Review, General Development Plan, Rezone, Development
Agreement, and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements to allow for a multi-family
apartment project as is being proposed. The proposed project is consistent with the site’s land
use designation and would be compatible with the existing development of light industrial,
retail commercial and residential uses in the project vicinity. The project includes a General
Development Plan which would establish allowable land uses and development standards for
the PD-33 zoning district. As part of the project, the site would be rezoned to PD-33. The uses
and development standards proposed are consistent with the current MU General Plan
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designation. Therefore, the development of the project would not conflict with land use
designations and would have a less than significant impact related to conflicts with land use
plans, policies or regulations.
c. Habitat Plan Conflict - No Impact. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural
community conservation plans which apply to the project site, and there would be no impact
on such plans.
XI.
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, no impact is anticipated because the project site does not contain known
mineral resources.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Mineral Resources – No Impact. The Rocklin General Plan and associated EIR analyzed
the potential for “productive resources” such as, but not limited to, granite and gravel (City of
Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-5 and 4.6-17). The City of
Rocklin has no mineral resources as classified by the State Geologist. The City has no known or
suspected mineral resources that would be of value to the region and to residents of the state.
The project site is not delineated in the Rocklin General Plan or any other plans as a mineral
resource recovery site. Mineral resources of the project site have not changed with the passage
of time since the General Plan EIR was adopted. Based on this discussion, the project is not
anticipated to have a mineral resources impact.
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, development of the proposed project will result in an increase in shortterm noise impacts from construction activities. Compliance with the mitigation measures
incorporated into the General Plan goals and policies, and the City of Rocklin Construction
Noise Guidelines would reduce noise related impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts of noise associated with the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included construction noise, traffic noise,
operational noise, groundborne vibration, and overall increased in noise resulting from
implementation of the General Plan Update (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR,
2011, pages 4.5-1 through 4.5-48).
Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the
Noise Element, which includes policies that require acoustical analyses to determine noise
compatibility between land uses, application of stationary and mobile noise source sound
limits/design standards, restriction of development of noise-sensitive land uses unless effective
noise mitigations are incorporated into projects, and mitigation of noise levels to ensure that
the noise level design standards of the Noise Element are not exceeded.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant noise impacts
will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these impacts
cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR found that
buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of applicable noise standards, will result in exposure to surface
transportation noise sources and stationary noise sources in excess of applicable noise
standards and will contribute to cumulative transportation noise impacts within the Planning
Area. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin
City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts associated with noise incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan,
will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and
standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the
General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of JC Brennan & Associates, Inc., a California consulting firm with recognized expertise
in noise, prepared an environmental noise assessment of the Rocklin Gateway project. Their
report, dated November 1, 2016 is available for review during normal business hours at the City
of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated into this
Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation
and is also aware that JC Brennan & Associates has a professional reputation that makes its
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conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the
analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the JC Brennan &
Associates report, which is summarized below.
Background Information on Noise
Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as
(airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be
classified as a more specific group of sounds. Perceptions of sounds and noise are highly
subjective from person to person. The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many
factors, including sound pressure level and frequency content. However, within the usual range
of environmental noise levels, perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be
approximated by A-weighted sound levels. There is a strong correlation between A-weighted
sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way the human ear perceives sound and for this
reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of environmental noise
assessment.
Measuring sound directly would require a very large and awkward range of numbers, so to
avoid this, the decibel (dB) scale was devised. The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In
other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the
standard logarithmic scale is A-weighted, an increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a
doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 dBA sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and
twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical
tool is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq). The Leq is the foundation of the composite
noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to noise. The
day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a
+10 dB weighting applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m.) hours.
The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise
exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a
24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment.
The City of Rocklin General Plan includes criteria for stationary (non-transportation) and
transportation noise sources. Because the proposed project is located within close proximity to
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and Pacific Street and Midas Avenue, this analysis focuses on
whether railroad or roadway noise levels would exceed City of Rocklin exterior or interior noise
level standards at the residences of the project. For transportation noise sources, the maximum
allowable exterior noise level standard for outdoor activity areas is 60 dB Ldn and the maximum
allowable interior noise level standard is 45 dB Ldn.
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Noise Sources
As noted above, the noise source concerns for this project are associated with the adjacent
roadways and the UPRR tracks. Noise impacts associated with these noise sources were
evaluated and compared to noise level performance criteria for transportation noise sources
contained within the City of Rocklin General Plan Noise Element.
Traffic Noise
To determine traffic noise levels on the project site, JC Brennan and Associates, Inc. prepared
an environmental noise assessment of the Rocklin Gateway project. Noise measurements were
taken at four locations on the project site. The table below shows the predicted future traffic
noise levels at the building facades closest to the adjacent roadways and UPRR tracks, and the
outdoor activity areas of the proposed project site.
PREDICTED FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
Location

Distance (ft)

Pacific Street – East of Midas Avenue (ADT 26,200)
1st Floor Façade
80
nd rd
2 /3 Floor Facade
80
Courtyards (Outdoor Activity Area)
350
East Midas Avenue – Northwest of Pacific Street (ADT 14,200)
1st Floor Façade
50
nd rd
2 /3 Floor Facade
50
Courtyards (Outdoor Activity Area)
340
UPRR Tracks
1st Floor Façade
245
2nd/3rd Floor Façade
245
Courtyards (Outdoor Activity Area)
400
Sources: J.C. Brennan & Associates, Inc., 2016

Noise Levels, Ldn
(dB)
66
69
47
60
63
37
65
73
56

It should be noted that the City of Rocklin 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard applies
specifically to outdoor use areas or “outdoor activity” areas, which in the project’s case is an
internal courtyard area. In addition to outdoor activity areas, noise levels are predicted at the
building facades located closest to each of the project-area roadways. These building façade
noise levels are used for predicting interior noise levels and are not subject to the City’s exterior
noise level standard. For example, the 2nd/3rd floor facades of the units along Pacific Street
would be exposed to exterior noise levels of 69 dB Ldn. This is not an exceedance of the City’s
60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard as no outdoor use occurs at this location.
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The estimated noise level at the first floor facades closest to the UPRR tracks includes shielding
from the property line sound wall. The data in the table above indicates that future traffic noise
levels at outdoor activity areas of the proposed project site are predicted to comply with the
City of Rocklin 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard. Some of the building facades are
predicted to have an exterior noise level above 60 dB however the 60 dB Ldn exterior noise
standard is not exceeded because no outdoor activity occurs at these locations. Therefore, no
additional exterior traffic noise reduction measures would be required.
Interior Traffic Noise Levels
Standard construction practices, consistent with the Uniform Building Code typically provides
an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of approximately 25 dB, assuming that air
conditioning is included for each unit, which allows residents to close windows for the required
acoustical isolation. Therefore, as long as exterior noise levels at the building facades do not
exceed 70 dB Ldn, the interior noise levels will typically comply with the interior noise level
standard of 45 dB Ldn.
Based upon an exterior noise exposure of up to 69 dB Ldn, interior noise levels of up to 44 dB
Ldn are predicted along Pacific Street. Based upon an exterior noise exposure of up to 63 dB
Ldn, interior noise levels of up to 38 dB Ldn are predicted along Midas Avenue. These noise
levels comply with the City of Rocklin 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standard.
Based upon an exterior noise exposure of up to 73 dB Ldn interior noise levels of up to 48 dB
Ldn are predicted from railroad operations, and interior noise reduction measures would be
required.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b., c., and d. Exposure to Noise, Increase in Noise – Less than Significant With Mitigation.
The primary goal for the City of Rocklin General Plan with respect to noise is: “To protect City
residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise”. To implement
that goal, the City has adopted Noise Compatibility Guidelines prepared by the State Office of
Noise Control. The objective of the Noise Compatibility Guidelines is to assure that
consideration is given to the sensitivity to noise of a proposed land use in relation to the noise
environment in which it is proposed to be located.
Potential noise impacts can be categorized into short-term construction noise impacts and
long-term or permanent noise impacts. The City has adopted standard conditions for project
approvals which address short-term impacts. These include limiting traffic speeds to 25 mph
and keeping equipment in clean and tuned condition. The proposed project would be subject to
these standard conditions. The proposed project would also be subject to the City of Rocklin
Construction Noise Guidelines, including restricting construction-related noise generating
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activities within or near residential areas to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, and
between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends to the satisfaction of the City Engineer or
Building Official. Therefore, impacts associated with increases in the ambient noise
environment during construction would be less than significant.
As noted above, based upon the measured and predicted noise levels at the residences, the
building facades closest to the UPRR tracks would be exposed to a maximum exterior noise
level of 73 dB Ldn. This exterior noise level equates to interior noise levels of up to 48 dB Ldn,
which exceeds the City’s 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standard. Therefore, noise reduction
measures will be required.
To address the potential interior noise level impacts, the following mitigation measures, agreed
to by the applicant, are being applied to the project:
XII.-1 All second or third floor windows or glass doors in the first row of units closest to the UP
railroad line and with a view of the UP railroad line shall be fitted with Sound Transmission Class
(STC) rating 35 minimum rated assemblies, and units in the second row and beyond shall be
fitted with Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 27 minimum rated assemblies.
XII.-2 Mechanical ventilation penetrations for bath fans shall not face towards the UP railroad
line or Pacific Street. Where feasible these vents shall be routed towards the opposite side of the
building to minimize sound intrusion to sensitive areas of the building. Where vents must face
towards the UP railroad line or Pacific Street, the duct work shall be increased in length and
make as many “S” turns as feasible prior to exiting the dwelling. Flexible duct work is the
preferred ducting for this noise mitigation. Where the vents exit the building, a spring loaded
flap with a gasket shall be installed to reduce sound entering the duct work when the vent is not
in use.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measures; implementation of the above
measures will reduce interior noise level impacts to a less than significant level.
e. and f. Public and Private Airport Noise – No Impact. The City of Rocklin, including the project
site, is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport, and is
therefore not subject to obtrusive aircraft noise related to airport operations. Therefore, there
is no airport related noise impact.
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project will result in the construction of 204 multi-family residential units on a
vacant site, which would not induce substantial population growth or displace substantial
numbers of people.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated population and housing impacts that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included population
growth and availability of housing opportunities (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR,
2011, pages 4.11-1 through 4.11-13). The analysis found that while development and buildout
of the General Plan can result in population and housing impacts, implementation of the
General Plan would not contribute to a significant generation of growth that would
substantially exceed any established growth projections nor would it displace substantial
numbers of housing units or people. Moreover, the project will not construct off-site
infrastructure that would induce substantial development, unplanned or otherwise. As such,
population and housing impacts were determined to be less than significant.
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Significance Conclusions:
a. Population Growth – Less than Significant Impact. The project site is currently designated on
the City’s General Plan land use map as Planned Development – Mixed Use (PD-MU). The
addition of 204 multi-family residences is not considered to induce substantial population
growth in this area, nor does the project represent a significant addition to a City that is
projected to have approximately 29,283 dwelling units at the buildout of the General Plan (the
proposed project’s 204 units equates to 0.007 percent of the anticipated 29,283 citywide
dwelling units). In addition, the project does not include any extension of roads or other
infrastructure other than what is necessary to provide access and services to the project site.
Finally, the current General Plan and Housing Element anticipate 140 residential units and
15,000+/- square feet of retail commercial uses via the previously approved ZL Rocklin project;
the proposed project’s increase of 64 units and reduction of commercial uses is not considered
to be significant. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant population growth
impact.
b. and c. Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People – Less Than Significant
Impact. The project site is currently vacant and the project includes the construction of 204
residential units which represents an increase in housing. The displacement of substantial
numbers of existing housing or people necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere will not occur and the impact would be less than significant.

Initial Study Page 70
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

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 of the public
services:
1.

Fire protection?

X

2.

Police protection?

X

3.

Schools?

X

4.

Other public facilities?

X

Public Services

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project would create a need for the provision of new and/or expanded public
services or facilities, but compliance with General Plan goals and policies and payment of
necessary fees, including participation in any applicable financing district, would reduce the
impact to a less than significant level.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on the demand for fire and police protection and school and recreation
facilities as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General
Plan. These impacts included increased demand for fire, police and school services, provision of
adequate fire flow, and increased demand for parks and recreation (City of Rocklin General Plan
Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.12-1 through 4.12-45). The analysis found that while
development and buildout of the General Plan can result in public services and facilities
impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance
with state and local standards related to the provision of public services and facilities and
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through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in minimizing or
avoiding impacts to public services and facilities.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to the California Fire Code, the
California Health and Safety Code, Chapters 8.12 and 8.20 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, and
goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Public Services and Facilities
Elements requiring studies of infrastructure and public facility needs, proportional share
participation in the financial costs of public services and facilities, coordination of private
development projects with public facilities and services needed to serve the project,
maintaining inter-jurisdictional cooperation and coordination and requiring certain types of
development that may generate higher demand or special needs to mitigate the
demands/needs.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to public services incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will
be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for the project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
California Fire Code, the California Health and Safety Code, Chapters 8.12 and 8.20 of the
Rocklin Municipal Code, and goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Public
Services and Facilities Elements require studies of infrastructure and public facility needs,
proportional share participation in the financial costs of public services and facilities,
coordination of private development projects with public facilities and services needed to serve
the project, maintaining inter-jurisdictional cooperation and coordination and requirements for
certain types of development that may generate higher demand or special needs to mitigate
the demands/needs.
Significance Conclusions:
a., 1. Fire Protection – Less than Significant Impact. The development of this project site has
been anticipated in the planning, staffing, equipping and location of fire stations within the City
of Rocklin; the closest fire station to the project site is Fire Station # 1 on Rocklin Road, which is
approximately 0.56 road miles away. Development of the proposed project could increase the
need for fire protection services. The City collects construction taxes for use in acquiring capital
facilities such as fire suppression equipment. Operation and maintenance funding for fire
suppression is provided through financing districts and from general fund sources. The
proposed project would pay construction taxes, participate in any applicable financing districts
and contribute to the general fund through property and sales taxes. Participation in these
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funding mechanisms would ensure fire protection service to the site and reduce fire protection
impacts to less than significant.
a., 2. Police Protection – Less than Significant Impact. The development of this project site has
been anticipated in the planning, staffing, and equipping of the police station within the City of
Rocklin. Development of the proposed project could increase the need for police patrol and
police services to the site. Funding for police services is primarily from the general fund, and is
provided for as part of the City’s budget process. The proposed project would pay construction
taxes, participate in any applicable financing districts and contribute to the general fund
through property and sales taxes. Participation in these funding mechanisms would ensure
police protection services to the site and reduce police protection impacts to less than
significant.
a., 3. and 4. Schools and Other Public Facilities – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed
project will be required to pay applicable school impact fees in effect at the time of building
permit issuance to finance school facilities. The assessment of developer fees is regulated
through the State Government Code. Proposition 1A/Senate Bill 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of
1998) establishes the base amount that developers can be assessed per square foot of
residential and non-residential development. If a district meets certain standards, the base
adjustment can be adjusted upward of a certain amount. Under SB 50, payment of the
identified fees by a developer is deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on
schools resulting from new development. Participation in these funding mechanisms, as
applicable, will reduce school impacts to a less than significant level as a matter of state law.
The need for other public facilities would not be created by this project and the impact is
anticipated to be less than significant.
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XV.

RECREATION

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

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

X

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Recreation

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project, the development and occupation of a 204-unit multi-family residential
project would be anticipated to increase the use of, and demand for, recreational facilities but
not in a way that results in a significant impact.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on the demand for recreation facilities as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included increased
demand for parks and recreation (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.12-30 through 4.12-45). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the
General Plan can result in recreation facilities impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would
assist in minimizing or avoiding impacts to recreation facilities. The General Plan has
established a parkland standard of five acres per 1,000 population, and has adopted goals and
policies to insure that this standard is met. These goals and policies call for the provision of new
park and recreational facilities as needed by new development through parkland dedication
and the payment of park and recreation fees. These programs and practices are recognized in
the General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, which mitigates these
impacts to a less than significant level.
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Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to recreation incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Increase Park Usage and Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities – Less
than Significant. The proposed residential project includes private recreational facilities and is
not anticipated to significantly increase the use of, and demand for, public recreational
facilities. The City of Rocklin provides parkland dedication and/or collection of park fees to
mitigate for the increased recreational impacts of new residential developments at the time
that a parcel or subdivision map is recorded. Although the proposed project includes a small
recreational areas, the residents of the proposed project would likely utilize City recreational
facilities but the use is anticipated to be minimal and is not anticipated to significantly increase
the use of existing facilities to the extent that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated, nor is the minimal use anticipated to require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would have less than significant
impacts regarding the increase in use of recreational facilities.
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XVI.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially
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Less Than
Significant
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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,
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit)?

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

Result in
access?

emergency

X

f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

X

inadequate

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Transportation/Traffic
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, the proposed project is anticipated to cause increases in traffic because an
undeveloped site will become developed, but not to a degree that would significantly affect
level of service (LOS) standards.
Prior Environmental Review:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on transportation that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included signalized
intersections in Rocklin, Loomis, Roseville, Lincoln and Placer County, state/interstate highway
segments and intersections, transit service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and conflicts with
at-grade railways (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.4-1 through 4.498).
Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the
Circulation Element, and include policies that require the monitoring of traffic on City streets to
determine improvements needed to maintain an acceptable level of service, updating the City’s
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and traffic impact fees, providing for inflationary
adjustments to the City’s traffic impact fees, maintaining a minimum level of service (LOS) of
“C” for all signalized intersections during the PM peak period on an average weekday,
maintaining street design standards, and interconnecting traffic signals and consideration of the
use of roundabouts where financially feasible and warranted to provide flexibility in controlling
traffic movements at intersections.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant transportation
impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these
impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR
found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in increased traffic volumes at
state/interstate highway intersections and impacts to state/interstate highway segments.
Findings of fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City
Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable policies and standards, including the mitigation measures addressing impacts of
urban development under the General Plan on utility and service systems incorporated as goals
and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied
development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for the project to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
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Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized
expertise in transportation, prepared a traffic impact analysis of the proposed project. Their
report, dated February 15, 2017, is available for review during normal business hours at the City
of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated into this
Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation
and is also aware that KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. has a professional reputation that makes
its conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the
analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the KD Anderson &
Associates, Inc. report, which is summarized below.
Daily Trip Generation
The project site was previously approved as a 140-unit multi-family apartment and 15,000
square foot retail project, but development of that project never occurred. An estimate of the
proposed project’s daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation has been made based on trip
generation rates derived from the City of Rocklin Travel Demand Model and the Institute of
Traffic Engineers (ITE) 9th Edition Trip Generation Manual. Because development of the project
site has been assumed in previous city-wide traffic analyses such as the General Plan Update
(2011), the table and discussion below compare and evaluate the relative impact of the
proposed project based on the difference in the site’s previously approved development
project and actual daily trip generation of the Rocklin Gateway project. The project site was
designated as a Mixed Use land use when the General Plan Update traffic analysis was
completed. The table below identifies the trip generation estimates for the proposed project.
As shown, the previously approved mixed-use project have generated approximately 179 more
daily trips that the proposed Rocklin Gateway apartment project.
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON
PM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit
Daily Trips
Land Use Category
Quantity
Inbound
Outbound
Total
Previously Approved Project(*)
Retail
15 ksf
644
29
31
60
Apartments
140 du
992
62
33
95
Gross Total
1,636
91
64
155
Less Pass-by Retail and
131
14
12
26
Internal Trips
Net New External Trips
1,505
77
52
129
Proposed Project
Multi-Family Residences
204 du
1,326
82
44
126
Net Difference
<149>
5
<8>
<3>
(*) Source: Traffic Impact Analysis for Mixed-Use Development Pacific Street @ Midas Avenue, Kimley Horn, 1/14/08
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The above comparison is provided for informational purposes only; the analysis below that
addresses intersection Level of Service (LOS) considers the trip generation that would be
yielded by the proposed residential project (1,326 daily trips).
Current Background Traffic Conditions
Roadways providing access to the project site will be Pacific Street and Midas. Pacific Street is a
four lane street that runs from Rocklin’s border with the City of Roseville to the border with the
Town of Loomis providing access to commercial and residential areas. Midas Avenue is a two
lane street providing access to residential areas.
New traffic counts were made for the City of Rocklin in April 2016, when Rocklin schools were
in session, and data from 2014 was used at the Pacific Street/Americana Drive intersection for
this study. Intersection turning movement counts were made at study intersections (Midas
Avenue/5th Street, Pacific Street/Midas Avenue, Pacific Street/Rocklin Road and Pacific
Street/Americana Way/Sierra Meadows Drive) during the two hour periods of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; the highest hourly traffic volume period within the two hour
window was identified as the peak hour.
The table below identifies current intersection Levels of Service (LOS) at the four study
locations. As shown, the overall LOS at each intersection is LOS C or greater for both AM and
PM peak hours, which meets the City’s minimum LOS C standard.
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Intersection
th

Midas Avenue/5 Street
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Sierra Meadows Drive
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Control
All Way Stop
Signal
Signal
Signal

Time Period
AM Peak Hour (7:00-9:00 AM) PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
C
23.3
C
15.5
A
0.486
A
0.537
A
0.378
A
0.492
A

0.311

-

A

0.392

-
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Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions and Levels of Service
Project trips were superimposed onto the current background traffic volumes to create the
“Existing Plus Project” condition, which is reflected in the table below.
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Intersection

th

Midas Avenue/5 Street
Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
Westbound right turn
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue
Pacific Street/Project Access
(overall)
Southbound left + right turn
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Sierra Meadows Drive
th

Midas Avenue/5 Street
Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
Westbound right turn
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue
Pacific Street/Project Access
(overall)
Southbound left + right turn
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Sierra Meadows Drive

Control

Existing
Volume/
Capacity

Average
Delay
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
All Way Stop
C
23.3
WB Stop

LOS

LOS

Existing Plus Project
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)

C

-

24.0

A
A

0.486
0.378

-

(A)
A
A
A

0.501
0.398

(0.2)
9.9
-

SB Stop

-

-

-

(A)
B

-

(0.8)
12.0

Signal

A

0.311

-

A

0.319

-

15.5

C

-

15.9
(0.1)
12.0
-

-

Signal
Signal

PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
All Way Stop
C
WB Stop

A
A

0.537
0.492

-

(A)
B
A
A

SB Stop

-

-

-

(A)
C

0.551
0.522
-

Signal

A

0.392

-

A

0.399

Signal
Signal

(0.7)
17.6

As shown, because the amount of traffic associated with the project is relatively small, the
addition of project traffic would not appreciably increase the length of delays occurring at study
intersections, and the project does not result in any change to the AM or PM peak hours Level
of Service at any location. Levels of Service at each intersection will remain LOS A or C, which
are within the adopted minimum standard (i.e., LOS C or better).
Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Project
The traffic impacts of the proposed project have also been considered within the context of
future traffic conditions in this area of Rocklin assuming other approved but as yet
unconstructed projects under an “Existing Plus Approved Projects (EPAP)” condition, which is
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reflected in the table below. The other approved but as yet unconstructed (or partially
constructed) projects include: Avalon Subdivision, Brighton Subdivision, Garnet Creek, Granite
and Dominguez Subdivision, Los Cerros Subdivision, Grove Street Subdivision, Croftwood Unit 1
Subdivision, Rocklin 60 Subdivision, Granite Terrace, Granite Marketplace, Rocklin Crossings,
Rocklin Commons, the Center at Secret Ravine, Parklands Subdivision, Clover Valley, Winding
Lane Estates, Rocklin Audi and Sierra Gateway Apartments
EXISTING PLUS APPROVED PROJECTS (EPAP) PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Existing Plus Approved Projects
EPAP Plus Project
Intersection
Control
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
th
Midas Avenue/5 Street
All Way Stop
E
35.6
E
37.0
Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
WB Stop
(A)
(0.1)
Westbound right turn
B
10.3
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Signal
A
0.509
A
0.523
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue
Signal
A
0.437
A
0.456
Pacific Street/Project Access
(0.8)
(overall)
SB Stop
(A)
13.5
Southbound left + right turn
B
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Signal
A
0.364
A
0.372
Sierra Meadows Drive
PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
th
Midas Avenue/5 Street
All Way Stop
C
18.5
C
19.1
Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
WB Stop
(A)
(0.1)
Westbound right turn
B
12.4
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Signal
A
0.597
B
0.611
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue
Signal
A
0.549
A
0.578
Pacific Street/Project Access
(overall)
SB Stop
(A)
(0.76)
Southbound left + right turn
C
19.8
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Signal
A
0.451
A
0.459
Sierra Meadows Drive
Bold indicates conditions in excess of adopted minimum LOS standard

As shown above, with one exception, the City of Rocklin’s minimum LOS C standard will be
maintained at study intersections. The Midas Avenue/5th Street intersection is projected to
operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour with and without the project, and LOS E exceeds the
minimum LOS C standard. Because conditions are forecast to exceed the minimum standard
with and without the project, the significance of the project’s impact is based on its incremental
change in intersection traffic volume. If an un-signalized intersection is already operating at an
unsatisfactory Level of Service (i.e., LOS D or worse), then the addition of more than 5% of the
total traffic at the intersection would be a significant project impact. In this case, the project
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adds 18 vehicles to a location that is expected to carry 1,220 vehicles in the AM peak hour.
Project trips represent 1.5% of the background volume, which is less than the 5% increment
accepted by the City of Rocklin, and as a result, the project’s impact is not considered to be
significant.
The City of Rocklin traffic impact fee program includes improvements to the Midas Avenue/5th
Street intersection, and when deem warranted by the City, an applicable solution would be
identified through a public process.
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Future (Cumulative Year 2030) Traffic Conditions
Information from the General Plan EIR has been employed to identify long term traffic
conditions in the project vicinity. The table below compares cumulative AM and PM peak hour
Levels of Service at study area intersections with and without the proposed project.
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Cumulative Base
Cumulative with Project
Intersection
Control
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
th
Midas Avenue/5 Street
All Way Stop
E
38.3
E
38.7
Signal
B
0.665
B
0.672
Roundabout
A
6.8
A
6.9
Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
WB Stop
(A)
(0.1)
Westbound right turn
B
10.8
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Roundabout
C
16.9
C
17.3
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue

Pacific Street/Project Access
(overall)
Southbound left + right turn
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Sierra Meadows Drive
th

Midas Avenue/5 Street

Midas Avenue/ Project Access
(overall)
Westbound right turn
Rocklin Road/Pacific Street
Pacific Street/Midas Avenue

Signal
Modify SB
Approach

B

0.588

-

-

A

0.597

-

-

SB Stop

-

-

-

(A)
C

-

(0.8)
21.1

Signal

A

0.504

-

A

0.512

-

53.4
7.1

F
A
A

0.542
-

53.5
7.2

22.9
-

(A)
B
C
D

0.829

(0.0)
14.3
23.6
-

C

0.716

-

(A)
F

-

(1.4)
93.3

-

C

0.757

-

PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
All Way Stop
F
Signal
A
0.538
Roundabout
A
WB Stop
Roundabout
Signal
Modify SB
Approach

C
D

0.800

B
0.690
Pacific Street/Project Access
(overall)
Signal
Southbound left + right turn
Pacific Street/Americana Way/
Signal
C
0.749
Sierra Meadows Drive
Bold indicates conditions in excess of adopted minimum LOS standard

As shown, two intersections are projected to operate with Levels of Service that do not satisfy
the City of Rocklin’s minimum LOS C standard with and without the project. The Midas
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Avenue/5th Street intersection is projected to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour and LOS F
in the PM peak hour with its current configuration. The Rocklin General Plan EIR did not address
this intersection, however the intersection could be upgraded to yield LOS B with the
installation of a traffic signal or LOS A with the installation of a roundabout if projected volumes
do occur in the future. The City of Rocklin traffic impact fee program includes improvements to
this intersection, and when deemed warranted by the City, an applicable solution would be
identified through a public process. This analysis presents Levels of Service assuming,
alternatively, a traffic signal or roundabout is installed. However, as noted above, no decision
has been made as the design that may ultimately be chosen by the City would be in response to
actual conditions.
Because the LOS E and F condition at the Midas Avenue/5th Street intersection exceeds the
City’s LOS C standard with and without the project, the significance of the project’s impact is
based on its incremental change in intersection traffic volume. If an un-signalized intersection is
already operating at an unsatisfactory Level of Service (i.e., LOS D or worse), then the addition
of more than 5% of the total traffic at the intersection would be a significant project impact. In
this case, the project’s PM trips (16) represent only 0.9% of the total intersection volume
without the project (1,669). As this is less than the 5.0% increment permitted under City
guidelines, the project’s impact is not significant and no mitigation is required.
The Midas Avenue/Pacific Street intersection is projected to operate at LOS D in the PM peak
hour with and without the project, which exceeds the City’s LOS minimum. The General Plan
EIR did not identify mitigation for this intersection, however it would be possible to achieve LOS
C by reconfiguring the intersection to allow left turns to also be made from the through lane on
the southbound Midas Avenue approach (i.e., left turn lane and combined left + through lane).
Because the LOS D condition at the Pacific Street/Midas Avenue intersection exceeds the City’s
LOS C standard with and without the project, the significance of the project’s impact is based
on its incremental change in intersection traffic volume. If an un-signalized intersection is
already operating at an unsatisfactory Level of Service (i.e., LOS D or worse), then the addition
of more than 5% of the total traffic at the intersection would be a significant project impact. In
this case, the project’s PM trips (84) represent only 2.5% of the total intersection volume
without the project (3,421). As this is less than the 5.0% increment permitted under City
guidelines, the project’s impact is not significant and no mitigation is required.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Conflict with Performance of Circulation System – Less than Significant Impact. As
evidenced by the summary of the traffic impact analysis, capacity or level of service impacts
from the proposed project are not anticipated. Because the above analysis has verified that the
proposed project will not result in any significant traffic impacts more severe than those
disclosed in the General Plan EIR, the City finds pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15168,
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subdivision (C) (4), that these cumulative “environmental effects of the [site-specific project]
were covered in the program EIR.”
Senate Bill 743 (SB-743), signed by Governor Brown on September 27, 2013, created a process
to change the way transportation impacts are analyzed under CEQA by moving away from the
more traditional traffic flow and delay metric of Level of Service (LOS) to an alternative metric
known as Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT). VMT is a transportation performance metric that is
used as an input to air quality and noise analyses. VMT not only addresses the number of trips
generated by a given land use, but also the length of those trips. By doing so, the placement of
a given land use in proximity to complementary land uses, and available transit, walking and
bicycling facilities are all considered. VMT can also be used to quantify the effects of proposed
changes to a roadway network, transportation demand strategies, and investments in non-auto
travel modes. VMT may be expressed in absolute numbers of as “per capita” rations, such as
VMT per person, household, dwelling unit, employee, or service population (persons plus
employees). For information and comparison purposes (not analysis purposes), the proposed
Rocklin Gateway project is projected to generate approximately 1,357 Vehicle Miles of Travel
on a daily basis.
The project will be conditioned to contribute its fair share to the cost of circulation
improvements via the existing citywide traffic impact mitigation (TIM) fee program that would
be applied as a uniformly applied development policy and standard. The traffic impact
mitigation fee program is one of the various methods that the City of Rocklin uses for financing
improvements identified in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The CIP, which is overseen
by the City’s Public Services Department, is updated periodically to respond to changing
conditions and to assure that growth in the City and surrounding jurisdictions does not degrade
the level of service on the City’s roadways. The roadway improvements that are identified in
the CIP in response to anticipated growth in population and development in the City are
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element. The traffic impact fee program collects funds
from new development in the City to finance a portion of the roadway improvements that
result from traffic generated by the new development. Fees are calculated on a citywide basis,
differentiated by type of development in relationship to their relative traffic impacts. The intent
of the fee is to provide an equitable means of ensuring that future development contributes
their fair share of roadway improvements, so that the City’s General Plan Circulation policies
and quality of life can be maintained.
South Placer Regional Transportation Authority
The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) was formed through the
establishment of a joint powers authority including the cities of Rocklin, Roseville and Lincoln,
Placer County and the Placer County Transportation and Planning Agency in January 2002.
SPRTA was formed for the implementation of fees to fund specialized regional transportation
projects including planning, design, administration, environmental compliance, and
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construction costs. Regional transportation projects included in the SPRTA include Douglas
Boulevard/Interstate 80 Interchange, Placer Parkway, Lincoln Bypass, Sierra College Boulevard
Widening, State Route 65 Widening, Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 Interchange, Auburn Folsom
Boulevard Widening, and Transit Projects. Similar to other members of SPRTA, the City of
Rocklin has adopted a SPRTA fee for all development, and the proposed project would be
subject to payment of such a fee.
Highway 65 Interchange Improvement Fee
The cities of Rocklin and Roseville and Placer County have established the “Bizz Johnson”
Highway Interchange Joint Powers Authority that has adopted an interchange traffic fee on all
new development within Rocklin, Roseville and affected portions of Placer County. The purpose
of the fee is to finance four interchanges on State Route 65 to reduce the impact of increased
traffic from local development; the proposed project would be subject to payment of such a
fee.
The development of the proposed project and the resulting addition of 204 multi-family
residences would not result in project-specific significant effects as demonstrated by the
summary of the project’s traffic impact analysis presented above. Payment of traffic impact
fees as described above will reduce traffic impacts from the proposed project to a less than
significant level.
b. Conflict with Congestion Management Program – No Impact. The City of Rocklin does not
have an applicable congestion management program that has been established by a county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; therefore there is no
conflict with an applicable congestion management program impact.
c. Air Traffic Levels – No Impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to have any impacts
on air traffic because it is not located near an airport or within a flight path. In addition, the
proposed project will not result in a change in location of planned development that results in
substantial safety risks. Therefore, there is no change in air traffic patterns impact.
d. and e. Hazards and Emergency Access – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project
is evaluated by the City’s Engineering Services Manager to assess such items as hazards due to a
design feature or incompatible uses. In addition, the proposed project is evaluated by
representatives of the City of Rocklin’s Fire and Police Departments to ensure that adequate
emergency access is provided. Through these reviews and any required changes, there will be a
less than significant hazard or emergency access impact.
f. Alternative Modes of Transportation – Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Rocklin
seeks to promote the use of public transit through development conditions requiring park-andride lots, and bus turnouts. Bike lanes are typically required along arterial and collector streets.
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In the vicinity of the project there are existing Class II bike facilities along Pacific Street and
Grove Street. The proposed project does not conflict with these bike lane locations or with
other policies or programs promoting alternative transportation. The proposed project is
evaluated by City staff to assess potential conflicts with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and whether proposed projects would
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. Through these reviews and any required
changes, there will be a less than significant alternative modes of transportation impact.
XVII.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, 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:
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California Register of Historical
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historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

X

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 for in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code section 5024.1
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

X

No
Impact

Impact for
which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Tribal Cultural Resources

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION
Project Impacts:
The project site does not contain any resources that are listed with the California Register of
Historical Resources or that have been determined by the lead agency to have significance to a
Initial Study Page 87
Reso. No.

Rocklin Gateway
DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001
and TRE2017-0001

California Native American Tribe. Therefore no impacts to tribal cultural resources are
anticipated.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to historical, cultural and paleontological resources within
the Planning area as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the
General Plan. These impacts included potential destruction or damage to any historical,
cultural, and paleontological resources (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011,
pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-21). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated
into the General Plan in the Land Use and Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Elements,
and include goals and policies that encourage the preservation and protection of historical,
cultural and paleontological resources and the proper treatment and handling of such
resources when they are discovered.
The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant cultural
resources impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will contribute to cumulative impacts
to historic character. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding considerations were
adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Historically significant structures and sites as well as the potential for the discovery of unknown
archaeological or paleontological resources as a result of development activities are discussed
in the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan to encourage the preservation of historically significant known and unknown areas.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for cultural resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Tribal Cultural Resources –Less Than Significant Impact. Per Assembly Bill 52 (AB-52,
Gatto 2014), as of July 1, 2015 Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3 require
public agencies to consult with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Native
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American tribes for the purpose of mitigating impacts to tribal cultural resources; that
consultation process is described in part below:
Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision
by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal
notification to the designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and
culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested notice, which
shall be accomplished by means of at least one written notification that includes a brief
description of the proposed project and its location, the lead agency contact
information, and a notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to
request consultation pursuant to this section (Public Resources Code Section 21080.1
(d))
As of the writing of this document, the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC), the Ione Band
of Miwok Indians (IBMI) and the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians (TMDCI) are the only
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area that have requested
notification. Consistent with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1 (d) and per AB-52,
the City of Rocklin provided formal notification of the Rocklin Gateway project and the
opportunity to consult on it to the designated contacts of the UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI in a letter
received by those organizations on September 12, 2016. The UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI had 30 days
to request consultation on the project pursuant to AB-52 and the IBMI and TMDCI did not
respond prior to October 12, 2016, the end of the 30-day period. The UAIC contacted the City
via e-mail on September 27, 2016 to request AB-52 consultation and the City of Rocklin
responded on October 12, 2016 and offered several potential meeting dates and times. The
UAIC did not respond to the suggested dates and times and the City again provided a series of
potential meeting dates and times on two other occasions, November 8, 2016 and December
20, 2016. Per PRC Section 21082.3 (4) (d) (2), the California Native American tribe has
requested consultation pursuant to Section 21080.3.1 and has failed to provide comments to
the lead agency, or otherwise failed to engage in the consultation process. As such, the City of
Rocklin has complied with AB-52 and may proceed with the CEQA process for this project per
PRC Section 21082.3 (d) (3). Given that the IBMI and TMDCI did not submit a formal request for
consultation on the proposed project within the required 30 day period, the UAIC failed to
engage in the consultation process, and that no other tribes have submitted a formal request to
receive notification from the City of Rocklin pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1, the project is
not anticipated to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural
Resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. Therefore, the project’s impact on
tribal cultural resources is considered less than significant.
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XVIII.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed development and occupation of a 204-unit multi-family residential subdivision
will increase the need for utility and service systems, but not to an extent that will impact the
ability of the utility and service providers to adequately provide such services.
Prior Environmental Review:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on utilities and service systems that would occur as a result of the future
urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included
increased generation of wastewater flow, provision of adequate wastewater treatment,
increased demand for solid waste disposal, and increased demand for energy and
communication services (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.13-1
through 4.13-34). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan
can result in utilities and service system impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in
minimizing or avoiding impacts to utilities and service systems.
These goals and policies include, but are not limited to, requiring studies of infrastructure
needs, proportional share participation in the financial costs of public services and facilities,
coordination of private development projects with public facilities and services needed to serve
the project and encouraging energy conservation in new developments.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable policies and standards, including the mitigation measures addressing impacts of
urban development under the General Plan on utility and service systems incorporated as goals
and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied
development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b. and e. Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements, Exceed Wastewater Treatment
Facility, Wastewater Capacity– Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is
located within the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) service area for sewer.
SPMUD has provided a letter regarding the proposed project indicating that the project is
within their service area and eligible for service, provided that their condition requirements and
standard specifications are met. SPMUD has a System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan,
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which is periodically updated, to provide sewer to projects located within their service
boundary. The plan includes future expansion as necessary. SPMUD collects participation fees
to finance the maintenance and expansion of its facilities. The proposed project is responsible
for complying with all requirements of SPMUD, including compliance with wastewater
treatment standards established by the Central Valley Water Quality Control Board. The South
Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) was created by the City of Roseville, Placer County and
SPMUD to provide regional wastewater and recycled water facilities in southwestern Placer
County. The regional facilities overseen by the SPWA include the Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove
Wastewater Treatment Plants, both of which receive flows from SPMUD (and likewise from
Rocklin). To project future regional wastewater needs, the SPWA prepared the South Placer
Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation (Evaluation) in June 2007. The
Evaluation indicates that as of June 2004, flows to both the wastewater treatment plants were
below design flows. Both wastewater treatment plants are permitted discharges under the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Specifically, the Dry Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is permitted to discharge an average dry weather flow
not to exceed 18 mgd, while the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant is permitted to
discharge an average dry weather flow not to exceed 12 mgd. According to SPMUD, in 2016 the
Dry Creek WWTP had an average dry weather inflow of 8.2 mgd, with SPMUD’s portion being
1.8 mgd, and the Pleasant Grove WWTP had an average dry weather inflow of 7.0 mgd, with
SPMUD’s portion being 1.9 mgd. Consequently, both plants are well within their operating
capacities and there remains adequate capacity to accommodate the projected wastewater
flows from this project. Therefore, a less than significant wastewater treatment impact is
anticipated.
c. New Stormwater Facilities – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be
conditioned to require connection into the City’s storm drain system, with Best Management
Practices and/or Low Impact Development features located within the project’s drainage
system at a point prior to where the project site runoff will enter the City’s storm drain system.
Other than on-site improvements, new drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities
would not be required as a result of this project. Therefore, a less than significant stormwater
facility impact is anticipated.
d. Water Supplies – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) service area. The PCWA has a Master Plan, which is
periodically updated, to provide water to projects located within their service boundary. The
plan includes future expansion as necessary, and includes the option of constructing additional
treatment plants. The PCWA collects hook-up fees to finance the maintenance and expansion
of its facilities.
The PCWA service area is divided into five zones that provide treated and raw water to Colfax,
Auburn, Loomis, Rocklin, Lincoln, small portion of Roseville, unincorporated areas of western
Placer County, and a small community in Martis Valley near Truckee. The proposed project is
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located in Zone 1, which is the largest of the five zones. Zone 1 provides water service to
Auburn, Bowman, Ophir, Newcastle, Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin, Lincoln, and portions of Granite
Bay.
PCWA has planned for growth in the City of Rocklin and sized the water supply infrastructure to
meet this growth (PCWA 2006). PCWA has provided a letter regarding the proposed project
indicating that the project is within their service area and eligible for service upon execution of
a facilities agreement and payment of all required fees and charges. The project site would be
served by the Foothill WTP, which treats water diverted from the American River Pump Station
near Auburn, and the proposed project’s estimated maximum daily water treatment demands
would not exceed the plant’s permitted capacity. Because the proposed project would be
served by a water treatment plant that has adequate capacity to meet the project’s projected
demand and would not require the construction of a new water treatment plant, the proposed
project’s water supply and treatment facility impacts would be considered less than significant.
f. Landfill Capacity – Less than Significant Impact. The Western Regional landfill, which serves
the Rocklin area, has a total capacity of 36 million cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 29
million cubic yards. The estimated closure date for the landfill is approximately 2036.
Development of the project site with urban land uses was included in the lifespan and capacity
calculations of the landfill, and a less than significant landfill capacity impact would be
anticipated.
g. Solid Waste Regulations – Less than Significant Impact. Federal and State regulations
regarding solid waste consist of the Federal Environmental Protection Agency regulations and
the California Integrated Waste Management Act regulating waste reduction. These regulations
primarily affect local agencies and other agencies such as the Landfill Authority. The proposed
project will comply with all Federal, State, and local regulations regarding trash and waste and
other nuisance-related issues as may be applicable. Recology would provide garbage collection
services to the project site, provided their access requirements are met. Therefore, the project
would comply with solid waste regulations and the impact would be less than significant.
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XIX.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

a)

Does the project have the potential
to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce
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indirectly?

X

Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The preceding analysis demonstrates that these effects will not occur as a consequence of the
project. The construction and operation of the Rocklin Gateway project would be consistent
with the Rocklin General Plan and the Rocklin General Plan EIR.
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Significance Conclusions:
a.
a. Degradation of Environment Quality – Less than Significant with Mitigation. The
proposed project site is mostly surrounded by developed land. Based on the project location
and non-unique biological and cultural resources site characteristics as discussed above, the
proposed project does not have the potential to: 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, rare or threatened species. Through the application of the recommended
mitigation measures and the City’s uniformly applied development policies and standards, the
project would have less than significant biological and cultural resources impacts as related to
the Mandatory Findings of Significance checklist questions.
b.
b. Cumulatively Considerable Impacts – Less than Significant. Development in the
South Placer region as a whole will contribute to regional air pollutant emissions, thereby
delaying attainment of Federal and State air quality standards, regardless of development
activity in the City of Rocklin and application of mitigation measures. As a result of this potential
degradation of the quality of the environment, the General Plan EIR, which assumed the
development of the proposed project site, determined that there would be significant and
unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts. Development of the proposed project represents
conversion of the same mostly vacant land area that was analyzed in the General Plan EIR, but
the proposed project represents less vehicle trip generation and associated air quality and
greenhouse gas emission impacts than that which was analyzed in the General Plan EIR. In
addition, the project-specific air quality analysis discussed above demonstrated that the
proposed project would have a less than significant cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions impact. Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts.
Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will alter viewsheds as mixed
urban development occurs on vacant land. In addition, new development will also generate
new sources of light and glare; as a result, the General Plan EIR determined that there would be
significant and unavoidable cumulative aesthetic impacts. Development of the proposed
project represents conversion of the same vacant land area that was analyzed in the General
Plan EIR. Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts.
Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in cumulative, longterm impacts on biological resources (vegetation and wildlife), due to the introduction of
domestic landscaping, homes, paved surfaces, and the relatively constant presence of people
and pets, all of which negatively impact vegetation and wildlife habitat. As a result, the General
Plan EIR, which assumed the development of the proposed project site, determined that there
would be significant and unavoidable cumulative biological resource impacts, both at a projectspecific Rocklin General Plan buildout level as it relates to biological resources solely within the
City of Rocklin, as well as in the context of a cumulative contribution from Rocklin General Plan
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buildout as it relates to biological resources in the region. Development of the proposed project
represents conversion of the same vacant land area that was analyzed in the General Plan EIR.
Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts.
Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in significant noise
impacts as a result of the introduction of new noise sources and additional traffic and people.
As a result, the General Plan EIR, which assumed the development of the proposed project site,
determined that there would be significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impacts.
Development of the proposed project represents conversion of the same vacant land area that
was analyzed in the General Plan EIR, but the proposed project represents less vehicle trip
generation than that which was analyzed in the General Plan EIR. In addition, the projectspecific noise analysis discussed above demonstrated that the proposed project would have a
less than significant cumulative noise impact. Therefore, the project would have less than
significant impacts.
Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in significant
transportation/traffic impacts as a result of the creation of additional housing, employment and
purchasing opportunities which generate vehicle trips. As a result, the General Plan EIR, which
assumed the development of the proposed project site, determined that there would be
significant and unavoidable cumulative transportation/traffic impacts. Development of the
proposed project represents conversion of the same vacant land area that was analyzed in the
General Plan EIR, but the proposed project represents less vehicle trip generation than that
which was analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the project would have less than
significant impacts.
The approval of the proposed project would not result in any new impacts that are limited, but
cumulatively considerable, that are not already disclosed in the previously prepared
environmental documents cited in this report. Therefore, the project would have less than
significant impacts.
c. Adverse Effects to Humans – Less than Significant. Because the development of the
proposed project represents conversion of the same vacant land area that was analyzed in the
General Plan EIR, the proposed project would not have environmental effects that would cause
substantial adverse effect on human beings, either directly or indirectly beyond those that were
previously identified in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the project would have less than
significant impacts.
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ROCKLIN GATEWAY
(DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001 and TRE2017-0001)
Project Name and Description
The Rocklin Gateway project proposes the construction of a multi-family development
consisting of 204 multi-family residential units on an approximately 7.0 +/- acre site in the City
of Rocklin. This project will require Design Review, General Development Plan, Rezone,
Development Agreement, and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements. For more detail
please refer to the Project Description set forth in Section 3 of this Initial Study.
Project Location
The project site is generally located on the northern corner of Pacific Street and Midas Avenue,
in the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and
010-040-040.
Project Proponent’s Name
The applicant is Daniel Nethercott of Catalyst Rocklin, LLC and the property owner is ZL Rocklin,
LLC.
Basis for Mitigated Negative Declaration Determination
The City of Rocklin finds that as originally submitted the proposed project could have a
significant effect on the environment. However, revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent, which will avoid these effects or mitigate these effects to a
point where clearly no significant effect will occur. Therefore a MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION has been prepared. The Initial Study supporting the finding stated above and
describing the mitigation measures including in the project is incorporated herein by this
reference. This determination is based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary
of Resources Section 15064 – Determining the Significance of the Environmental Effects Caused
by a Project, Section 15065 – Mandatory Findings of Significance, and 15070 – Decision to
Prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the mitigation measures
described in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for this Project.
Date Circulated for Review:

March 30, 2017

Date Adopted:
Signature:
Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Department Director
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Rocklin Gateway
(DR2016-0010, PDG2016-0005 Z2017-0003, DA2017-0001 and TRE2017-0001)
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., as
amended by Chapter 1232) requires all lead agencies before approving a proposed project to adopt
a reporting and monitoring program for adopted or required changes to mitigate or avoid
significant environmental effects. The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure
compliance during project implementation as required by AB 3180 (Cortese) effective on January 1,
1989 and Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. This law requires the lead agency responsible for
the certification of an environmental impact report or adoption of a mitigated negative declaration
to prepare and approve a program to both monitor all mitigation measures and prepare and
approve a report on the progress of the implementation of those measures.
The responsibility for monitoring assignments is based upon the expertise or authority of the
person(s) assigned to monitor the specific activity. The City of Rocklin Community Development
Director or his designee shall monitor to assure compliance and timely monitoring and reporting of
all aspects of the mitigation monitoring program.
The Mitigation Monitoring Plan identifies the mitigation measures associated with the project and
identifies the monitoring activities required to ensure their implementation through the use of a
table format. The columns identify Mitigation Measure, Implementation and Monitoring
responsibilities. Implementation responsibility is when the project through the development stages
is checked to ensure that the measures are included prior to the actual construction of the project
such as: Final Map (FM), Improvement Plans (IP), and Building Permits (BP). Monitoring
responsibility identifies the department responsible for monitoring the mitigation implementation
such as: Economic and Community Development (ECDD), Public Services (PS), Community Facilities
(CFD), Police (PD), and Fire Departments (FD).
The following table presents the Mitigation Monitoring Plan with the Mitigation Measures,
Implementation, and Monitoring responsibilities. After the table is a general Mitigation Monitoring
Report Form, which will be used as the principal reporting form for this, monitoring program. Each
mitigation measure will be listed on the form and provided to the responsible department.
Revisions in the project plans and/or proposal have been made and/or agreed to by the applicant
prior to this Negative Declaration being released for public review which will avoid the effects or
mitigate those effects to a point where clearly no significant effects will occur. There is no
substantial evidence before the City of Rocklin that the project as revised may have a significant
effect on the environment, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15070. These mitigation measures
are as follows:
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Biological Resources:
To address the potential impacts to nesting raptors and migratory birds, the following
mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
IV.-1 The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential nesting habitat for
raptors and migratory birds to avoid the nesting season (February - August).
If grading/construction activities occur during the nesting season for raptors and migratory
birds (February-August), the City and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by
the City to conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation of
grading/construction activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable nesting habitat within
500 feet of project activity and shall be valid for one construction season. Prior to the start of
grading/construction activities, documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of
Rocklin Building Department and if the survey results are negative, no further mitigation is
required and necessary structure removal may proceed. If there is a break in
grading/construction activities of more than 14 days, then subsequent surveys shall be
conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts shall be avoided by the
establishment of appropriate buffers. The biologist shall consult with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area
(CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the potential to adversely affect an active
nest.
If grading/construction activities are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding season
(September- January), a survey is not required and no further studies are necessary.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to the start of grading or construction activities to occur within the nesting season, the
applicant shall submit documentation of a survey for nesting raptors and migratory birds to the
City’s Public Services and Economic and Community Development Departments. If the survey
results are negative, no further mitigation is required. If the survey results are positive, the
biologist shall consult with the City and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as
detailed above.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Public Services Department
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Biological Resources:
To ensure compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to compensate for
the removal of the oak trees on the project site, the following mitigation measure, agreed to by
the applicant, is being applied to the project:
IV.-3

Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant shall:

b)
Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not scheduled for removal
will be protected from construction activities in compliance with the pertinent sections of the
City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
b)
Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with the
requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code Section
17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be calculated using the formula provided in the Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance and to that end the project arborist shall provide the following
information:
•
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be removed because they are
sick or dying, and
The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height (TDBH) of all surveyed oak
trees on the site in each of these categories.

IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to any grading or construction activity, the applicant/developer shall prepare, subject to
approval by the City’s Community Development Director, an oak tree mitigation plan which
incorporates the steps noted above, including payment of necessary fees into the City’s Oak
Tree Mitigation Fund.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Cultural Resources:
To address the potential of impacts to known cultural resources and the potential discovery of
unknown cultural resources, the following mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
V.-1 If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, charcoal,
animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted
and a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services Manager and the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall
determine whether the resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique paleontological resource) and
shall develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to
the resource if it cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological
considerations, the location of the find, and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation
of the find is consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the project. Specific
measures for significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are not
necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival research,
subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary would be determined
according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent with CEQA guidelines for
preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be no
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2)
of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, has occurred. If any
human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the
County Coroner shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety
Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall also be notified. If the remains are Native
American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will
inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the landowner
appropriate disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply
with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
IMPLEMENTATION:
If evidence of undocumented cultural resources is discovered during grading or construction
operations, ground disturbance in the area shall be halted and a qualified professional
archaeologist, the City’s Environmental Services Manager and the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. Other procedures as specifically noted in
the mitigation measure shall also be followed and complied with.
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RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Public Services Department (Environmental Services Manager)
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
Native American Heritage Commission
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Hazardous Materials:
To address the potential impacts from hazardous materials in project site soil, the following
mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
VIII.-1 After completion of finish grading but prior to issuance of building permits, any soil
surfaces derived from soils that were present prior to grading and that will be remain exposed
after installation of foundations, walkways, access and parking lot paving shall be tested for
heavy metals by a professional environmental site assessment firm to verify that concentrations
are not present above current residential environmental screening levels. A report of the test
results shall be prepared and provided to the City’s Environmental Services Division. If
concentrations of heavy metals in exposed soils are found to be above current residential
environmental screening levels, a site management/remediation plan addressing contaminants
shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed by the Placer County Department of
Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services Division. Any recommendations
made within the site management/remediation plan shall be implemented to the satisfaction of
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services
Division prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Upon completion of construction and prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy, the
applicant shall hire a professional environmental site assessment firm to test any exposed soil
surfaces derived from soils that were present prior to grading for heavy metals to verify that
concentrations are not present above current residential environmental screening levels. If
concentrations of heavy metals in exposed soils are found to be above current residential
environmental screening levels, a site management/remediation plan addressing contaminants
shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed by the Placer County Department of
Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services Division. Any recommendations
made within the site management/remediation plan shall be implemented to the satisfaction of
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health and the City’s Environmental Services
Division prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Public Services Department (Environmental Services Division)
Placer County Department of Environmental Health
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Noise:
To address the potential interior noise level impacts, the following mitigation measures, agreed
to by the applicant, are being applied to the project:
XII.-1 All second or third floor windows or glass doors in the first row of units closest to the UP
railroad line and with a view of the UP railroad line shall be fitted with Sound Transmission Class
(STC) rating 35 minimum rated assemblies, and units in the second row and beyond shall be
fitted with Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 27 minimum rated assemblies.
XII.-2 Mechanical ventilation penetrations for bath fans shall not face towards the UP railroad
line or Pacific Street. Where feasible these vents shall be routed towards the opposite side of the
building to minimize sound intrusion to sensitive areas of the building. Where vents must face
towards the UP railroad line or Pacific Street, the duct work shall be increased in length and
make as many “S” turns as feasible prior to exiting the dwelling. Flexible duct work is the
preferred ducting for this noise mitigation. Where the vents exit the building, a spring loaded
flap with a gasket shall be installed to reduce sound entering the duct work when the vent is not
in use.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to the approval of building plans and prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall demonstrate that the residential units in the first row of units closest to the
UPRR tracks and with a view of the UPRR tracks are provided with STC rating 35 or higher
assemblies for second and third floor windows and glass doors and that all of the residential
units in the second row and beyond are fitted with STC rating 27 or higher assemblies as
described in the above mitigation measure.
Prior to approval of building plans and prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall
demonstrate that mechanical ventilation penetrations for bath fans shall not face towards the
UP railroad line or Pacific Street. Where feasible these vents shall be routed towards the
opposite side of the building to minimize sound intrusion to sensitive areas of the building.
Where vents must face towards the UP railroad line or Pacific Street, the duct work shall be
increased in length and make as many “S” turns as feasible prior to exiting the dwelling. Flexible
duct work is the preferred ducting for this noise mitigation. Where the vents exit the building, a
spring loaded flap with a gasket shall be installed to reduce sound entering the duct work when
the vent is not in use.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
Public Services Department
Economic and Community Development Department
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MITIGATION MONITORING REPORT FORMS
Project Title:
Mitigation Measures:
Completion Date:

(Insert date or time period that mitigation measures were completed)

Responsible Person:
________________________________
(Insert name and title)
Monitoring/Reporting:
________________________________
Community Development Director
Effectiveness Comments:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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ATTACHMENT A – PROJECT VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENT B – PROJECT SITE PLAN

ORDINANCE NO.
BACK TO AGENDA

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AN
ORDINANCE REPEALING THE ZL ROCKLIN MIXED USE GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN,
ORDINANCE 930, AND ESTABLISHING THE ROCKLIN GATEWAY GENERAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND REZONING AN AREA FROM PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – MIXED USE (PD-MU)
TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT RESIDENTIAL – 33 DWELLINGS PER ACRE (PD-33)
(Rocklin Gateway / PDG2016-0005, Z2017-0003)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does ordain as follows:
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:

A. The proposed General Development Plan would rescind the existing ZL
Rocklin General Development Plan, Ordinance 930, and approve a new Rocklin Gateway
General Development Plan on an approximately 7.0 acre site (APNs: 010-010-016, -017,
-028, -029, and 010-040-040) to establish a Planned Development Residential – 33
dwellings per acre (PD-33) zone district consistent with the Mixed Use General Plan
designation for the property. The proposed General Development Pan would establish
land uses and development criteria for the new PD-33 zoning district, and amend the
City Zoning Map to reflect the new zoning, as indicated in Exhibits A and B of
Attachment 1.
B.
A mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts prepared for this
project has been approved via City Council Resolution No. ___________.
C. The proposed general development plan and zoning are consistent with and
implement the policies of the City of Rocklin's General Plan, including the Housing
Element.
D. The area is physically suited to the uses authorized in the proposed general
development plan and zoning.
E. The proposed general development plan and zoning are compatible with the
land uses existing and permitted on the properties in the vicinity.
F. The land uses, and their density and intensity, allowed in the proposed general
development plan and zoning are not likely to create serious health problems or create
nuisances on properties in the vicinity.
G. The City Council has considered the effect of the proposed general development
plan and zoning on the housing needs of the region and has balanced those needs

against the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and environmental
resources.
Section 2. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves the general
development plan and zoning in the form as shown on Exhibits A & B, attached hereto
and incorporated by reference herein.
Section 3. Within 15 days of the passage of this ordinance, the City Clerk shall cause
the full text of the ordinance, with the names of those City Council members voting for
and against the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald. In lieu of publishing the
full text of the ordinance, the City Clerk, if so directed by the City Attorney and within 15
days, shall cause a summary of the ordinance, prepared by the City Attorney and with
the names of the City Council members voting for and against the ordinance, to be
published in the Placer Herald, and shall post in the office of the City Clerk a certified
copy of the full text of the ordinance, along with the names of those City Council
members voting for and against the ordinance. The publication of a summary of the
ordinance in lieu of the full text of the ordinance is authorized only where the
requirements of Government Code section 36933(c)(1) are met.
INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin held on
____________________, 20___, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers
PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin
held on __________, 20__, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN: Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor
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ATTEST:
___________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
First Reading:
Second Reading:
Effective Date:
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EXHIBIT A
Z2017-0003
Area to be zoned Planned Development Residential 33 Dwellings per Acre (PD-33)
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EXHIBIT B
ROCKLIN GATEWAY (ZL ROCKLIN) GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
1.

PURPOSE.
The Rocklin Gateway project area, located at the northwesterly corner of Pacific Street and
Midas Avenue, is an infill high density, multi-family residential project. The General
Development Plan is intended to establish development standards, permitted,
conditionally permitted, and prohibited land uses, and encourage a creative and flexible
approach to the development of the 6.86-acre property with a high density residential
project in a manner that integrates development with the site and surrounding
development.
Residential uses shall include a mix of affordable and market-rate units and a range of sizes
and amenities to attract a diverse group of residents compatible with energizing the
downtown area. The design of the development shall create and maintain a viable and
interesting street presence and entry to the City of Rocklin.
This General Development Plan is established per the provisions of Rocklin Municipal Code
Chapter 17.60 PD Zone. Compatibility of this project with the surrounding development is
addressed by establishing design standards and limiting potential land uses to those
deemed to be compatible or potentially compatible with surrounding development.

2. ZONE BOUNDARIES / MAP.

Map indicating the area included in the Rocklin Gateway General Development Plan, PDG-2016-0005.
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3.

RELATIONSHIP TO THE ROCKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE.
All provisions and definitions of the Rocklin Municipal Code (R.M.C.) shall apply to this
project unless otherwise specified in this General Development Plan. Whenever there is a
conflict between Title 17 of the R.M.C. and this General Development Plan, the provisions
of the General Development Plan shall prevail.

4.

ZONING DISTRICT.
The following zoning district is designated in the Rocklin Gateway General Development
Plan:

PD-33 Planned Development – 33 dwellings per acre.
Purpose:
A. Provide for land use patterns and high density residential development that integrate
residential land uses with adjoining non-residential uses such that residents may easily
walk or bicycle to shopping, services, employment, and leisure activities.
B. Support development and redevelopment or revitalization of areas that are in decline or
economically underutilized.
C. Promote economic vitality and diversification of the local economy by allowing creative
development combinations that serve local needs and/or attract visitors to the
community.
D. Provide and promote transit oriented development and intensified land uses at
appropriate locations within the City of Rocklin.
5. USES APPLICABLE TO THE PD-33 ZONE.
The following identifies “Permitted” uses within the PD-33 zoning district. Uses not listed are
considered “Prohibited”, unless determined to be substantially compliant by the Economic
Development Director.
Permitted Uses
A. Apartments, townhouses, condominiums (for residential use, including cluster
developments)
B. Accessory buildings subject to regulations in R.M.C. Chapter 17.08.
C. Accessory uses subject to regulations in R.M.C. Chapter 17.08.
D. Live/Work Units (including artist lofts)
E. Leasing/Property Management Office Space
6.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS.
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a)

Minimum lot area
i.
ii.

b)

Minimum lot width
i.
ii.

c)

Street Side: 20 Feet
Interior Side: 10 Feet

Parking Lot Minimum Setbacks:
i.
ii.

e)

Corner Lots: 65 ft.
Interior Lots: 60 ft.

Minimum Structural Setbacks:
i.
ii.

d)

Corner Lots: 6,500 sq. ft.
Interior Lots: 6,000 sq. ft.

Street Side: 10 ft.
Interior Side: 5 ft.

Maximum Building Height
60 feet

f)

Special Requirements
i.

Enhanced architectural features for the building(s) located at the northeast corner
of the project site along Pacific Street and at the corner of Pacific Street and Midas
Avenue shall be incorporated to promote the visual impact of this project along
this major entry to the City.

ii. Parking shelters within the project must be located in a manner that does not
interfere with fire truck access to the buildings within the site.
g)

Maximum Residential Density
33 dwelling units/acre **.
** For the purposes of this code, residential density is calculated as the total number
of residential units divided by the net acreage of the site. Net acreage is the site
acreage located inside the parcel boundary, excluding dedicated public right-of-ways.
The minimum required residential density shall be the lower limit of the density range
set forth in the Rocklin General Plan for the Mixed Use designation

h)

Parking
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i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Attached studio and 1-bedroom residential units: 1.0 space per unit
Attached residential units with 2 bedrooms: 1.5 spaces per unit
Attached residential units with 3 or more bedrooms: 2.0 spaces per unit
Parking spaces may be any or a combination of uncovered, carport, or garage
parking spaces
v.
A “parking enforcement plan” that includes guarantees the following, to the
satisfaction of the Community Development Director:
•

Ensure that tandem parking spaces are utilized for residential parking
and not be permitted to be utilized for the parking of trailers, boats,
recreational vehicles, or any other oversized type of vehicle or storage of
other materials. Tandem parking spaces shall 9’x38’ minimum.

•

Ensure that a minimum of 10 percent of total project parking is reserved
for use as visitor parking and not used by project residents.
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RESOLUTION No. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A DESIGN REVIEW AND AN OAK TREE
PRESERVATION PERMIT
(Rocklin Gateway / DR2016-0010 and TRE2017-0001)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:

A.
The Design Review and Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit (DR2016-0010
and TRE2017-0001) approves the site design, landscaping and architectural designs,
colors and materials of a multi-family apartment project and the associated oak tree
removal on an approximately 7.0-acre site generally located at the northern intersection
of Pacific Street and Midas Avenue (APNs 010-010-016, -017, -028, -029, and 010-040040).
B.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been recommended for approval
for this project via Planning Commission Resolution No. ________.
C.
The design of the site is compatible with surrounding development,
natural features and constraints.
D.
The height, bulk, area, color scheme and materials of the buildings and
structures are compatible with surrounding development.
E.
The buildings and structures have been oriented with consideration given
to minimizing energy consumption and maximizing use of natural lighting.
F.
Adverse light and glare impacts upon adjoining properties have been
eliminated or reduced to a less than significant level by consideration and / or
modification of the location and height of light standards, orientation of exterior lighting
fixtures, and conditioning the project to use light fixtures that will direct light
downward.
G.
The landscaping design is compatible with surrounding development and
has been designed with provisions for minimizing water usage and maintenance needs.
H.
The design of the site and buildings or structures is consistent with the
goals, policies, and land use designations in the General Plan and with the zoning,
regulations, standards, and restrictions applicable to the property.

BACK TO AGENDA

Section 2.
The Design Review and Oak Tree Preservation Permit for the
Rocklin Gateway Apartments (DR2016-0010 and TRE2017-0001) as depicted in Exhibits
A and B attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein, are hereby
recommended for approval subject to the conditions listed below. Exhibits A & B shall
govern the design and construction of the project. Any condition directly addressing an
element incorporated into Exhibits A and B shall be controlling and shall modify Exhibits
A and B. All other plans, specifications, details, and information contained within
Exhibits A and B shall be specifically applicable to the project and shall be construed as if
directly stated within the conditions for approval. Unless otherwise expressly stated, the
applicant / developer shall be solely responsible for satisfying each condition prior a
final Building Permit Inspection or Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy as applicable.
The agency and / or City department(s) responsible for ensuring implementation of each
condition is indicated in parenthesis with each condition.
A.

Notice to Applicant of Fees & Exaction Appeal Period

The conditions of project approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication
requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to Government
Code §66020(d), these conditions constitute written notice of the amount of such fees,
and a description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions.
The applicant is hereby notified that the 90-day protest period, commencing from the
date of approval of the project, has begun. If the applicant fails to file a protest
regarding any of the fees, dedication requirements, reservation requirements or other
exaction contained in this notice, complying with all the requirements of Government
Code §66020, the applicant will be legally barred from later challenging such exactions.
B.
1.

Conditions

Utilities
a.

All utilities, including but not limited to water, sewer, telephone, gas,
electricity, and conduit for cable television shall be provided to the
project in compliance with all-applicable standards and requirements of
the applicable provider. (APPLICABLE UTILITY)

b.

Water meters and backflow devices shall be separated from the back of
the sidewalk and from each other to the satisfaction of PCWA. The layout
of above and at ground facilities shall assure ample room for the
placement of the facilities and adequate room for PCWA’s access and
maintenance. All public water facilities shall be placed within the public
right-of-way or public utility easement(s). (ENGINEERING, PCWA)
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b.

Solid Waste Disposal – The applicant shall install masonry trash
enclosures with solid metal gates to the satisfaction of the Economic and
Community Development Director. The location and design of trash
enclosures shall provide for a minimum clear width and gate opening of
11 feet, a minimum interior depth of 14 feet (to accommodate two trash
bins), and gates designed to clear adjacent curbing to the satisfaction of
Recology Auburn Placer. (RECOLOGY AUBURN PLACER, ENGINEERING,
BUILDING, PLANNING)

c.

Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the project shall be included in the
appropriate City financing districts, as needed, to most efficiently provide
for public maintenance of public landscaping, improvements such as
sound walls, and provision of new or enhanced services such as street
lighting to the satisfaction of the City Finance Officer (FINANCE,
ENGINEERING, PUBLIC WORKS)
It is anticipated that the following will be necessary:
De-Annexation from: Lighting & Landscaping District No. 1
Annexation into:
CFD No. 1 and CFD No. 5

2.

Schools
At the time of issuance of a Building Permit, the developer shall pay to the
Rocklin Unified School District all fees required under Education Code section
17620 and Government Code Section 65995. (ROCKLIN UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICT, BUILDING)

3.

4.

Fire
a.

Improvement plans shall show the location and size of fire hydrants and
water mains in conformance with the standards and requirements of the
Rocklin Fire Chief and PCWA. (PCWA, ENGINEERING, FIRE)

b.

Improvement plans shall reflect a looped water supply main to the
satisfaction of the Rocklin Fire Chief and PCWA. (PCWA, ENGINEERING,
FIRE)

Improvements/Improvement Plans
Prior to any grading, site improvements, or other construction activities
associated with this project improvement plans shall be prepared consistent
with the exhibits and conditions incorporated as a part of this entitlement, and
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in compliance with all applicable city standards, for the review and approval of
the City Engineer.
Improvement plans shall be valid for a period of two years from date of approval
by the City Engineer. If substantial work has not been commenced within that
time, or if the work is not diligently pursued to completion thereafter, the City
Engineer may require the improvement plans to be resubmitted and/or modified
to reflect changes in the standard specifications or other circumstances.
The project improvement plans shall include the following:
a.

A detailed grading and drainage plan prepared by a registered civil
engineer, in substantial compliance with the approved project exhibit(s)
and in accord with the City of Rocklin Post-Construction Manual. The
grading and drainage plan shall include the following:
1)

Stormwater Management
a.

Prior to issuance of improvement plans, to ensure
compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System MS4s General Permit and the
regulations and orders of the State Water Resources
Control Board, the applicant shall prepare and implement
a Stormwater Management Facility Operation and
Maintenance Plan. All specified treatment systems and
hydromodification controls shall be privately owned and
maintained. (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

b.

Prior to issuance of improvement plans, unless waived by
the City Engineer, the developer shall grant a Stormwater
Management Compliance Easement over the project site
to the City of Rocklin, in a form acceptable to the City
Attorney. The Stormwater Management Compliance
Easement shall be recorded with the County Clerk’s office
and a copy of the recorded document shall be provided to
the Environmental Services division. Said easement shall
provide for the following: (CITY ATTORNEY, BUILDING,
PUBLIC SERVICES)
i.
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Grant site access to City employees for the purpose
of performing operations and maintenance
inspections of the installed treatment system(s)
and hydromodification control(s) (if any).

2)

Page 5
of Reso. No. CC-2017-

ii.

Grant site access to City employees for the purpose
of performing operations and maintenance work
on the installed treatment system(s) and
hydromodification control(s) (if any) in the event
that that the Director of Public Services
determines, based upon the inspection results, that
said work is not being performed adequately and
has or will compromise the system’s ability to
function as required.

iii.

A statement that the City may, at its option, cause
the operational and maintenance responsibilities
set forth in the Stormwater Management Facility
Operation and Maintenance Plan to be performed
and place a special assessment against the project
site to recover the costs to the City in the event the
project is not operated and maintained in accord
with the approved Stormwater Management
Facility Operation and Maintenance Plan. (RMC
§8.30.150).

c.

All storm drainage inlets shall be stamped with City
Engineer approved wording indicating that dumping of
waste is prohibited and identifying that the inlets drain
into the creek system. (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

d.

Site design measures for detaining run off at predevelopment levels, including location and specifications
of on-site or off-site detention basins, if any. (BUILDING,
PUBLIC SERVICES)

e.

Individual lot drainage management areas including
individual drainage features, such as lined drainage swales.
(BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

f.

The developer shall prepare a Storm Water Pollutant
Protection Plan (SWPPP) for review and approval by the
State Regional Water Quality Control Board as part of the
project’s drainage improvement plans. (BUILDING, PUBLIC
SERVICES)

Prior to the commencement of grading operations, and if the
project site will not balance with respect to grading, the
contractor shall identify the site where any excess earthen

material shall be deposited. If the deposit site is within the City of
Rocklin, the contractor shall submit a report issued by a technical
engineer to verify that the exported materials are suitable for the
intended fill and show proof of all approved grading plans. Haul
routes to be used shall be specified. If the site requires importing
of earthen material, then prior to the commencement of grading
operations, the contractor shall identify the site where the
imported earthen material is coming from and the contractor
shall submit a report issued by a technical engineer to verify that
the imported materials are suitable for the intended fill and show
proof of all approved grading plans. Haul routes to be used shall
be specified. (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
3)

b.

If at any time during the course of grading or construction
activities evidence of the existence of old wells, septic systems or
other similar features is encountered, work shall be halted within
100 feet of the find and the City of Rocklin Engineer shall be
notified. The City Engineer shall make a determination as to the
nature of the feature (or features), the appropriate size for a
buffer around the feature beyond which work could continue on
the balance of the site, and which outside agencies, if any, should
be notified and involved in addressing and/or remediation of the
feature. At the discretion of the City Engineer and at the
applicant’s expense, a qualified consultant(s) shall be retained to
assess and characterize the feature and to determine appropriate
remediation, if any. Remediation of the feature including
obtaining any special permits and/or approvals as needed shall be
completed and documented to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer and any responsible agencies, such as but not limited to
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health, prior to
completion of grading/construction in the affected area.
(BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

All on-site standard improvements, including but not limited to:
i.
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Paving, curbs (including concrete curbs to contain all landscape
areas adjacent to vehicle parking areas or travel lanes), gutters,
sidewalks, drainage improvements, irrigation improvements
(main lines and distribution where located under paved areas),
utility improvements, parking lot lights, fire hydrants (where
necessary), retaining walls, fences, pilasters, enhanced pavement
treatments, trash enclosures, etc. (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

c.

ii.

All necessary easements for drainage, access, utilities, etc. shall be
shown and offered for dedication (or Irrevocable Offer of
Dedication provided) with the improvement plans. (BUILDING,
PUBLIC SERVICES)

iii.

To the extent possible underground facilities such as but not
limited to electrical, gas, water, drainage, and irrigation lines shall
be located outside of or to the edge of areas designated for
landscaping so as to minimize impacts to the viability of these
areas. (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

iv.

A detailed parking lot striping plan designed per City standards,
which indicates all parking spaces, aisles, entrances, and exits.
(BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES, PLANNING)

v.

A fence shall be installed along the length of the shared boundary
with the railroad consistent with the Design Packet. (BUILDING,
PLANNING)

vi.

The project entrance on Midas Avenue shall be clearly marked to
prohibit right turns out onto Midas Avenue through the use of
painted striping, and signage, as generally indicated on Exhibit B,
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The following off-site improvements:
i)

The applicant shall reconfigure the existing median in Pacific
Street to provide a dedicated left turn lane into the project and
the adjacent United Rental site as generally indicated in Exhibit B.
Said turn lane shall be designed to prohibit left turn movements
out of the project site on to Pacific Street to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer. (ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES)

d.

Improvement plans shall include landscape plans for changes and
modifications to landscaping in the public right-of-way (medians and back
of sidewalk) along Midas Avenue and Pacific Street. (BUILDING, PUBLIC
SERVICES)

e.

Prior to any grading or construction activities including issuance of
improvement plans, the developer shall submit a design-level soil
investigation for the review and approval of the City Engineer and Chief
Building Official that evaluates soil and rock conditions, particularly the
potential for expansive soils. The professional engineer that prepared the
soil investigation shall recommend appropriate roadway construction and
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foundation techniques and other best practices that are to be
implemented by the project during construction. These techniques and
practices shall address expansive soils or other geological concerns
requiring remediation, including but not limited to:
•
Recommendations for building pad and footing construction;
•
Use of soil stabilizers or other additives; and
•
Recommendations for surface drainage.
(BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
f.

Provisions for dust control, re-vegetation of disturbed areas, and erosion
control, in conformance with the requirements of the City of Rocklin,
including but not limited to the following (which shall be included in the
project notes on the improvement plans): (BUILDING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
i.

ii.

iii.
iv.
v.

vi.
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The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive
inventory (e.g., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the
heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that
will be used in aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction
project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the
inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the District prior to
the new equipment being utilized. At least three business days
prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the
project representative shall provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, name, and
phone number of the property owner, project manager, and onsite foreman.
During construction the contractor shall utilize existing power
sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., gasoline, biodiesel,
natural gas) generators to minimize the use of temporary diesel
power generators.
During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a
maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel powered equipment.
Traffic speeds on all unpaved road surfaces shall be posted at 15
mph or less.
All grading operations shall be suspended when fugitive dust
emissions exceed District Rule 228-Fugitive Dust limitations. The
prime contractor shall be responsible for having an individual who
is CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE).
This individual shall evaluate compliance with Rule 228 on a
weekly basis.
Fugitive dust emissions shall not exceed 40% opacity and shall not
go beyond the property boundary at any time. If lime or other
drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas, the

vii.

viii.
ix.

x.
xi.

xii.
xiii.
xiv.

xv.

xvi.

xvii.
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developer shall ensure such agents are controlled so as not to
exceed District Rule 228-Fugitive Dust limitations.
The prime contractor shall be responsible for keeping adjacent
public thoroughfares clean of silt, dirt, mud, and debris, and shall
“wet broom” the streets (or use another method to control dust
as approved by the individual jurisdiction) if silt, dirt mud or
debris is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares.
The prime contractor shall suspend all grading operations when
wind speeds (including instantaneous gusts) are excessive and
dust is impacting adjacent properties.
The contractor shall apply water or use other method to control
dust impacts offsite. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall
be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released
or tracked off-site.
All construction equipment shall be maintained in clean condition.
Chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative mats, or other appropriate
best management practices, in accordance with manufacturers’
specifications, shall be applied to all-inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours).
All exposed surfaces shall be revegetated as quickly as feasible.
If fill dirt is brought to or exported from the construction site,
tarps or soil stabilizers shall be placed on the dirt piles to minimize
dust problems.
Water shall be applied to control fugitive dust, as needed, to
prevent impacts offsite. Operational water trucks shall be onsite
to control fugitive dust. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall
be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released
or tracked off-site.
Processes that discharge 2 pounds per day or more of air
contaminants, as defined by California State Health and Safety
Code Section 39013, to the atmosphere may require a permit.
Developers / Contractors should contact the PCAPCD prior to
construction or use of equipment and obtain any necessary
permits.
In order to minimize wind driven dust during construction, the
prime contractor shall apply methods such as surface
stabilization, establishment of a vegetative cover, paving, (or use
another method to control dust as approved by the City).
Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed
Placer County APCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations.
Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity
limits are to be immediately notified by APCD to cease operations
and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours.

xviii.

xix.
g.

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited. All removed
vegetative material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an
appropriate recycling site, or if a site is not available, a licensed
disposal site.
Any diesel powered equipment used during project construction
shall be Air Resources Board (ARB) certified.

If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of
shell, charcoal, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil,
structure/building remains) is made during project-related construction
activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted and
a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services
Manager and the Native American Heritage Commission shall be notified
regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall determine whether the
resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique
paleontological resource) and shall develop specific measures to ensure
preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to the resource if it
cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological
considerations, the location of the find, and the extent to which
avoidance and/or preservation of the find is consistent or inconsistent
with the design and objectives of the project. Specific measures for
significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are not
necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation,
archival research, subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of
measure necessary would be determined according to evidence
indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent
with CEQA guidelines for preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to
archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human
remains, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human
remains, until compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1)
and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section
5097.98, has occurred. If any human remains are discovered, all work
shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the County Coroner
shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall also be
notified. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner will notify the
Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will inform a most
likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the
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landowner appropriate disposition of the remains and any grave goods,
and the landowner shall comply with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
(MITIGATION MEASURE V.-1)
h.

The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential
nesting habitat for raptors and migratory birds to avoid the nesting
season (February - August).
If grading/construction activities occur during the nesting season for
raptors and migratory birds (February-August), the City and/or contractor
shall hire a qualified biologist approved by the City to conduct preconstruction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation of
grading/construction activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable
nesting habitat within 500 feet of project activity and shall be valid for
one construction season. Prior to the start of grading/construction
activities, documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of
Rocklin Building Department and if the survey results are negative, no
further mitigation is required and necessary structure removal may
proceed. If there is a break in grading/construction activities of more
than 14 days, then subsequent surveys shall be conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts shall be
avoided by the establishment of appropriate buffers. The biologist shall
consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and
the City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area (CDFW
guidelines recommend implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring
of the nest by a qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the
potential to adversely affect an active nest.
If grading/construction activities are scheduled to occur during the nonbreeding season (September- January), a survey is not required and no
further studies are necessary. (ENGINEERING, PLANNING)
(MITIGATION MEASURE IV.-1)

5.

Improvements in the Public Right-of-Way
The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit for all improvements within
the public right-of-way. Applicant shall post a performance bond and labor and
materials payment bond (or other equivalent financial security) in the amount of
100% of the cost of the improvements to be constructed in the public right-ofway as improvement security to ensure the faithful performance of all duties and
obligations required of applicant in the construction of the improvements. Such
improvement security shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. Such
security shall be either a corporate surety bond, a letter of credit, or other
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instrument of credit issued by a banking institution subject to regulation by the
State or Federal government and pledging that the funds necessary to carry out
this Agreement are on deposit and guaranteed for payment, or a cash deposit
made either directly with the City or deposited with a recognized escrow agent
for the benefit of the City. (PUBLIC SERVICES)
6.

Oak Trees
Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant
shall:
a. Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not scheduled for
removal will be protected from construction activities in compliance with the
pertinent sections of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
(PLANNING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
b. Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with the
requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code Section 17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be calculated using the
formula provided in the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to that end the
project arborist shall provide the following information:
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be removed
because they are sick or dying, and
• The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height (TDBH) of all
surveyed oak trees on the site in each of these categories.
(MITIGATION MEASURE IV.-3)
7.

Landscaping
a.

Final landscape plans shall be provided by the developer and approved by
the Economic and Community Development Director. The landscape
plans shall comply with the following requirements (PLANNING):
i)

The landscaping plan shall be prepared by a landscape architect
and shall include:
(1)
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A legend of the common and botanical names of specific
plant materials to be used. The legend should indicate the
size of plant materials.

(a)

ii)

8.

Shrubs shall be a minimum five-(5) gallon and trees
a minimum of 15 gallon and meet the minimum
height specified by the American Standards for
Nursery Stock.

(2)

A section diagram of proposed tree staking.

(3)

An irrigation plan including an automatic irrigation system.
The plan shall include drip irrigation wherever possible.

(4)

Berming of landscape strips along the public right-of-way
and the installation of shrubs to screen the undercarriages
of vehicles as viewed from off-site.

(5)

Provision for the shading of the parking lot spaces by
shade trees planted at a minimum of one for every five
parking spaces.

(6)

Granite or moss rock boulders along the planting strips.

The plan shall be certified by the landscape architect that the
landscape plan meets the requirements of the Water
Conservation in Landscaping Act. Government Code §65591, et
seq.

b.

The parking lot lighting plan shall be designed to accommodate shade
trees and provide for illumination of the parking areas. Light standards
and underground utilities shall be located such that required parking lot
shade trees can still be planted. (ENGINEERING, BUILDING, PLANNING)

c.

All landscaping shall be installed and the landscape architect shall certify,
in writing, that the landscaping and irrigation system have been installed
in full compliance with the approved plans prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy. (PLANNING)

Landscaping Maintenance Agreement
Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the property owner shall enter
into an agreement with the City of Rocklin providing for the maintenance of
landscaping within the public right-of-way along Midas and Pacific. The
agreement shall indemnify the City against claims arising from developer’s
activities and shall be recorded and binding on successors in interest of the
developer. (ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
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9.

Lighting
a.

10.

11.

12.

All exterior lighting shall be designed and installed to avoid adverse glare
on adjacent properties. Cut-off shoebox type or decorative lighting
fixtures, or equivalent, shall be used and mounted such that all light is
projected directly toward the ground. Light poles shall be a maximum of
20’ in height as measured from grade to the top of the light. The lighting
design plan shall be approved by the Director of Economic and
Community Development for compliance with this condition. (PLANNING)

Screening of Mechanical Equipment
a.

All mechanical equipment, whether ground or roof mounted shall be
screened from view from all public rights of way to the satisfaction of the
Economic and Community Development Director. The design of the
screening shall be in harmony with the architectural design of the
building. (PLANNING)

b.

The appearance of large utility features such as double detector check
valves shall be minimized through the use of utility blankets or other
acceptable screening methods. The developer shall also demonstrate
that these facilities have been moved as far as possible from the public
right-of-way. (PLANNING)

Security
a.

Prior to building permit issuance the applicant shall prepare a security
plan for review by the Rocklin Police Department, and shall provide the
Rocklin Police Department with the name(s) and telephone number(s) of
a responsible party to contact. (POLICE)

b.

Prior to building / unit occupancy the property owner, or each tenant,
shall obtain and maintain at all times, an Alarm System Permit for each
security system installed and operated in the complex, if any, in accord
with the requirements of Chapter 9.44 of the Rocklin Municipal Code.
(POLICE)

Outdoor Storage
All incidental and miscellaneous outdoor storage areas shall be completely
screened from public view by a decorative masonry or concrete wall or approved
equal. All gates shall be solid and view obstructing, constructed of metal or
other durable and sturdy materials acceptable to the Economic and Community
Development Director. (PLANNING)
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13.

14.

15.

Maintenance
a.

The property owner shall remove within 72 hours all graffiti placed on
any fence, wall, existing building, paved area or structure on the property
consistent with the provisions of Rocklin Municipal Code Section 9.32.
Prior to removal of said graffiti, the property owner shall report the
graffiti vandalism to the Rocklin Police Department. (PLANNING, POLICE)

b.

The project, including but not limited to paving, landscaping, structures,
and improvements shall be maintained by the property owners, to the
standard of similarly situated properties in equivalent use zones, to the
satisfaction of the Economic and Community Development Director.
(PLANNING)

Parks
a.

Park Development Fees shall be paid as required by Rocklin Municipal
Code Chapter 17.71 and Chapter 16.28. (BUILDING)

b.

Community Park Fees shall be paid as required by City Council Resolution
99-82. (BUILDING)

Noise
a.

All “self-powered” construction equipment and stationary noise sources
(i.e. pumps, electrical generators, etc.) shall be equipped with noise
control devices (e.g., mufflers). (ENGINEERING, BUILDING)

b.

Equipment “warm-up” areas, water storage tanks, equipment storage
areas, and stationary noise-generating machinery (i.e. pumps, electrical
generators, etc.) shall be located away from existing residences and other
sensitive noise receptors to the extent feasible. (ENGINEERING,
BUILDING)

c.

All phases of project development shall be subject to the City of Rocklin
Construction Noise Guidelines, including restricting construction-related
noise generating activities within or near residential areas to between
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, and between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m. on weekends. The Economic and Community Development Director
may grant exceptions to the Construction Noise Guidelines if, in the
opinion of the Economic and Community Development Director, special
and unusual circumstances exist that make strict adherence to the
Construction Noise Guidelines infeasible. (ENGINEERING, BUILDING)
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d.

e.

16.

All second or third floor windows or glass doors in the first row of units
closest to the UP railroad line and with a view of the UP railroad line shall
be fitted with Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 35 minimum rated
assemblies, and units in the second row and beyond shall be fitted with
Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 27 minimum rated assemblies.
(ENGINEERING, BUILDING, PLANNING)
(MITIGATION MEASURE XII.-1)
Mechanical ventilation penetrations for bath fans shall not face towards
the UP railroad line or Pacific Street. Where feasible these vents shall be
routed towards the opposite side of the building to minimize sound
intrusion to sensitive areas of the building. Where vents must face
towards the UP railroad line or Pacific Street, the duct work shall be
increased in length and make as many “S” turns as feasible prior to
exiting the dwelling. Flexible duct work is the preferred ducting for this
noise mitigation. Where the vents exit the building, a spring loaded flap
with a gasket shall be installed to reduce sound entering the duct work
when the vent is not in use. (ENGINEERING, BUILDING, PLANNING)
(MITIGATION MEASURE XII.-2)

Monitoring
Prior to any grading on the property, the developer shall deposit with the City of
Rocklin the current fee to pay for the City’s time and material cost to administer
the Mitigation Monitoring Program. The Economic and Community Development
Director shall determine if and when additional deposits must be paid for
administering the Mitigation Monitoring Program, including additional deposits
on subsequent phases of construction. These amounts shall be paid prior to
construction for additional phases on this project. (ENGINEERING, PUBLIC
WORKS, BUILDING, PLANNING)

17.

Special
a.

Prior to issuance of building permits, the project site shall be merged into
a single parcel. (PLANNING)

b.

After completion of finish grading but prior to issuance of building
permits, any soil surfaces derived from soils that were present prior to
grading and that will be remain exposed after installation of foundations,
walkways, access and parking lot paving shall be tested for heavy metals
by a professional environmental site assessment firm to verify that
concentrations are not present above current residential environmental
screening levels. A report of the test results shall be prepared and
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provided to the City’s Environmental Services Division. If concentrations
of heavy metals in exposed soils are found to be above current residential
environmental screening levels, a site management/remediation plan
addressing contaminants shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed
by the Placer County Department of Environmental Health and the City’s
Environmental Services Division. Any recommendations made within the
site management/remediation plan shall be implemented to the
satisfaction of the Placer County Department of Environmental Health
and the City’s Environmental Services Division prior to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.
(MITIGATION MEASURE VIII.-1)
c. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the last residential
building on the site, the corner “pavilion” feature (located near Midas
Avenue and Pacific Street) shall be returned to the Design Review Committee
for approval of a modified final design. The corner “pavilion” shall be
redesigned consistent with the direction of the Planning Commission to
better complement the development, surrounding area, and provide an
interesting gateway element and feature to enhance the corner.
(PLANNING)
d.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any residential building
fronting on Pacific Street or Midas Avenue, the developer shall obtain the
approval of the Design Review Committee for minor exterior modification
of these building facades to enhance and provide for greater interest and
character.

(PLANNING)

18.

Indemnification and Duty to Defend
Within 30 days of approval of this entitlement by the City, the subdivider shall
execute an Indemnity Agreement, approved by the City Attorney’s Office, to
indemnify, defend, reimburse, and hold harmless the City of Rocklin and its
agents, officers and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
City of Rocklin to set aside, void or annul an approval of the entitlement by the
City’s planning commission or City Council, which action is brought within the
time period provided for in Section 66499.37 of the Government Code. The City
will promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, and
the City will cooperate in the defense of the claim, action or proceeding. Unless
waived by the City, no further processing, permitting, implementation, plan
checking or inspections related to the subdivision or parcel map shall be
performed by the City if the Indemnity Agreement has not been fully executed
within 30 days. (CITY ATTORNEY)
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19.

Validity
This entitlement shall expire two years from the date of approval unless prior to
that date a building permit has been issued or a time extension has been
granted. (PLANNING)
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vote:

PASSED AND ADOPTED this

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

day of

, 20

, by the following roll call

Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
Councilmember(s):
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:
_____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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Development Objectives

1.0

Proposed Development Breakdown
Rocklin Gateway consists of several parcels
comprising ±7 gross acres located at the
northeast corner of Paciﬁc Street and East
Midas Avenue in Rocklin, CA. The development
site is bordered by an active rail line to the north
and light industrial to the east. Rocklin’s Amtrak
station, less than a 10-minute walk from the site,
connects Rocklin to Roseville, Sacramento and
the greater Bay Area MSA. Paciﬁc Avenue is one
of Rocklin’s major thoroughfares, directly linking
the site to one of the region’s premier shopping
districts and employment centers, anchored by
the 1.3 million square foot Roseville Galleria. In
addition ot the Galleria, one mile to the north is
the Rocklin Commons and Crossings Shopping
Center, a 1 million square foot big box retail
center.
We envision Rocklin to be a walkable, semiurban, 3-story garden-style project with clean,
contemporary design. The target demographic
will be locally-employed professionals, young
couples/families, and students. The current
concept anticipates a leasing ofﬁce, shaded
tenant entertainment area, rain gardens,
community lounge, passive courtyard, and
incorporating local mining remnants into
features that will become public artwork.
Twenty percent of the units within the Rocklin
Gateway project would be affordable, consistent
with the City’s Housing Element. These affordable
units would be distributed throughout the entire
property.

Key Development Figures
204 Total Units
271 Parking Stalls
162,182 GSF
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32.74 Units per Acre, 50% 1 Bedroom - 50% 2 Bedroom
1.33 Parking Stalls per Unit

2

1.0

Development Objectives

Team Introduction
The Wolff Company (‘Wolff”) is a fully integrated middle market
real estate private equity ﬁrm focused primarily on the ownership,
acquisition, development and asset management of high- quality
multifamily properties. The company’s legacy dates back to
1949, when it was founded by Alvin J. Wolff, Sr. in Spokane,
Washington. Wolff initially developed, brokered, and managed
single-family lots and homes. In the 1960s, the focus shifted to
income property investments. Alvin J. (“Fritz”) Wolff Jr. acquired
the ﬁrm from his father in 1976 and focused its efforts on the
multifamily sector. In 1993, various operating entities were
brought together under a common holding company. During
the 1990’s the third generation of Wolff’s became increasingly
involved in the ﬁrm’s day-to-day business. The Wolff Company
moved its headquarters to Scottsdale, Arizona in 2001. Over
the last 15 years, The Wolff Company, under the ownership
and leadership of its 3rd generation, has managed, invested in,
acquired or developed more than 22,500 multifamily units.
As the ﬁrm’s capital sources shifted from its own balance sheet
and a three-generation pledge investor base to private fund
vehicles, the organization grew and evolved. In the early 2000’s,
Fritz H. Wolff became the CEO and repositioned the company as a
real estate private equity ﬁrm which continued to focus exclusively
on the multifamily segment. Despite its enduring success, The
Wolff Company maintains a hunger and focus reﬂective of the
high technology and ﬁnance industries from which it receives
a large portion of its investment capital. The Company invests
in stabilized Class-A and B assets, development, rehabilitation/
reposition, and adaptive re-use opportunities. Investments in
multifamily assets are made nationally, in core and non-core
markets, with a regional focus on the Western U.S. and the Boston
to D.C. corridor. Please note that for purposes of contracting
we will utilize the ﬁrm’s contracting enterprise Wolff Enterprises
II, LLC, a Washington limited liability company, but that prior
to closing, we will assign any purchase contract to a specialpurpose Delaware or Washington LLC that is owned by the Fund
associated with the development opportunity (i.e., WREP II/WREP
II A, L.P.).
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1.0

Team Introduction
Katerra was founded in January of 2015 by a collection of construction industry veterans and highly successful
Silicon Valley technologists to revolutionize the global building industry. From our headquarters in Scottsdale, Arizona
and oﬃces in Menlo Park, California; Seattle, Washington; Shanghai and Shenzhen, China; and Guadalajara, Mexico,
Katerra is on a mission to improve the economics, speed-to-market and build-quality of building construction projects.
We do so by ﬁrst delivering the highest level of client service and by leveraging the same advancements in information
technology, sourcing, manufacturing and supply chain management that revolutionized Silicon Valley.
When these capabilities come together on a project with Katerra’s comprehensive supply chain management and
precision logistics expertise, we are able to deliver projects faster, with superior quality, less waste and lower operating
costs than ever before.
Katerra Construction
Katerra Inc.’s vertically integrated, direct general contracting arm, Katerra Construction LLC, was launched in 2015
as part the company’s overall strategy to expand on an eﬃcient and client-focused contracting solution. Katerra
Construction has assembled a construction delivery team to drive innovation and time/cost eﬃciencies. This diverse
group of talented individuals have strategically been united so that the best aspects of all construction delivery types
will be utilized.
With a focus on multifamily marketplace and wood frame experience, the team integrates all of Katerra’s design,
supply chain management, logistics and manufacturing expertise as an extension of traditional site building methods.
Katerra Construction has intentionally sought after the best technical solutions and aggregated those solutions to
create the most eﬃcient construction processes.
We build every project with the entrepreneurial spirit and progressive culture that Katerra Construction was founded
on. This culture is a belief that the best experience possible starts with an understanding of the client’s vision. It’s a
client-centric delivery method that’s simple, focusing on strong relationships and eﬃcient communication is simply
part of our DNA.
Katerra Architecture
Katerra’s vision is to make leading-edge buildings and building features affordable and accessible to everyone in the
world. We apply tech-centric innovation to architectural design, product design and sourcing, procurement and supplychain, logistics, construction and customer service to create a modularized and vertically-integrated system that can
drastically reduce the time and costs of conventional building methods. The Design Oﬃce is led by Craig Curtis, FAIA,
most recently of Miller Hull where he has been a partner and design leader for nearly 30 years. Other key staff hail
from Seattle’s top design ﬁrms. Our ﬁrm is devoted to addressing the glaring ailments within our industry by pushing
the boundaries of technology to create beautiful buildings that optimize time and the planet’s resources.
DDG Landscape Architects, Inc.
DDG Landscape Architects, Inc. is a design studio based in Clayton, California providing Landscape Architecture, Urban
Design, and Environmental Design services to clients in California and Oregon. Established in 2013, we approach
projects with a design-oriented sensibility and a passion for the sustainable interface of regional context, ecologies, and
the built environment in which we live.

CAPITOL YARDS, SACRAMENTO
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Climate - Sun Path & Wind Rose
Rocklin, California
Latitude: +38.79083 (38°47’26.988”N)
Longitude: -121.23472 (121°14’04.992”W)
Rocklin gets roughly 22 inches of rain per year
and on average, there are 255 sunny days per
year in Rocklin, California. The July high is
around 97 degrees while the January low is
around 33 degrees.
Winds are predominantly from the east and
south.
The site has good solar exposure. The goal for
the project is to have all roofs solar ready.
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Site | Context Analysis

Streetscape
The site sits just north of the edge of the Quarry
District, described as a safe, walkable, and
inviting village. The buildings south of the site
in the Quarry District are typically one story,
residential with a few commercial developments.
Some of the houses have been converted into
storefronts and businesses.
To the north, the scale adjusts to light industrial
and commercial with parking facing Paciﬁc
Small, commercial mall at the corner of Midas Avenue and Paciﬁc Street.
Street and buildings set back from the street
edge. A small, commercial mall is located across
the site on East Midas Avenue.
Along Midas Avenue, buildings quickly become
residential off of Paciﬁc Street. The architectural
style is mostly ranch along Midas, while the
residential buildings along Paciﬁc in the Quarry
District are mostly craftsman.
A wide variety of architectural styles occur in the Restaurant and small commercial spaces along Paciﬁc Street at East Midas Avenue.
immediate vicinity of the site. Materials vary with
the majority of the buildings including stucco
and/or wood siding.

Restaurant and small commercial spaces along Paciﬁc Street at East Midas Avenue.

Mobile Park located along Paciﬁc Street across site.
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Quarry District signage along Paciﬁc Street.

Adjacent property, equipment rental business, along Paciﬁc Street.

Paciﬁc Street edge.

Residential properties along Paciﬁc at edge of Quarry District.

Paciﬁc Street edge.

Small businesses along Paciﬁc Street, outside of Quarry District.
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Technical Survey

PROPERTY LINE

The project site is comprised of multiple
parcels. A sewer easement along Paciﬁc Street,
a drainage easement along Midas, and a power
easement along the northwest edge of the site
limits the amount of buildable land.
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Design Guidelines
Just outside the edge of the Quarry District,
the Rocklin Gateway seeks to acknowledge the
style and character of the nearby district while
providing a transition to the existing fabric.
The Quarry District is comprised of rustic and
vernacular architecture with granite and exposed
wood elements that honor Rocklin’s mining and
rail heritage.
Materials included in the district are stucco,
wood siding, and stone masonry.
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4.0
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&

Architectural Site Plan
Rocklin Gateway is comprised of eight threestory garden style walk-up apartment buildings.
The buildings are sited tightly to easements
along Paciﬁc Street and Midas Avenue to create
a semi-urban edge. Additional apartment
buildings are clustered together to form a central
courtyard.

&
!$ ! #

!"

The apartment buildings are clad with board
and batten that reference thee adjacent Quarry
District and the nearby residential buildings
located within it. The color palette is earthy and
subdued.

!"

At the corner of Paciﬁc and Midas, an outdoor
pavilion features a Petanque court and gathering
space with a shade canopy. The exposed
wood and steel structure references Rocklin’s
mining and rail past. A feature trestle structure
highlights the entry to the site and creates a
recognizable icon for the project.

!"
%

# !

!$ ! #

&

The clubhouse and leasing ofﬁces located at the
heart of the project further reference Rocklin’s
mining and rail past with reclaimed wood siding
and a steel clad mail outdoor mail room.

!$ ! #
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!
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Rendering - Corner of Midas Avenue and Paciﬁc Street

Corner of Midas Avenue and Paciﬁc Street
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4.0

Design Concept

Rendering - Entry view from across Paciﬁc street

Entry view from across Paciﬁc Street
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Rendering - Interior view of Pavilion

View from Pavilion towards Paciﬁc and Midas Corner
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Rendering - Approach along Paciﬁc Street

Approach along Paciﬁc Street
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Design Concept

Elevation - Midas Avenue

Stucco
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Gabion walls
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Board and battern

Greenscreen planting walls

Design Concept

4.0

Salvaged granite boulders from Rocklin used at Corner of Midas and Paciﬁc

Reclaimed heavy timber fence

Granite boulders salvaged from Big Gun Quarry,
see inset photos above

Green screen fence

Midas Avenue Elevation
DESIGN PACKET
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Design Concept

Elevation - Paciﬁc Street

Steel and wood canopy structure
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Green screen fence
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Salvaged granite boulders

Reclaimed heavy timber
trestle structure

Steel grating gate

Design Concept

Board and battern

Stucco

Gabion walls

4.0

Greenscreen planting walls

Paciﬁc Street Elevation
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building A

Asphalt shingles

Metal louver
Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels
Vinyl windows

Green wall beyond

Building A - Front Elevation
DESIGN PACKET
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Design Concept

A
A
A

A

1

TYPICAL JAMB @ STUCCO, HEAD/SILL SIM.

Asphalt shingles
Metal louver
Stucco, sand ﬁnish

1

Board and batten

Fiber cement panels
Vinyl windows

Greenscreen

Building A - Rear Elevation, street facing
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building A

Asphalt shingles

Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels

Greenscreen on Midas and Paciﬁc
PFrontinf elevations only
Vinyl windows

Building A - Side Elevation
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Design Concept

A
A
A

A

Board and batten, Red maple,
Ref. material board

Building A - Rear Elevation @ Interior (non-street facing)
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building B

Asphalt shingles

Metal louver
Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels
Vinyl windows

Green wall beyond

Building B - Front Elevation
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B

B
B

Asphalt shingles

Metal louver
Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels
Vinyl windows

Gree screen

Building B - Rear Elevation, street facing
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building B

Asphalt shingles

Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten, Red maple
Fiber cement panels

Greenscreen on Midas and Paciﬁc
fronting elevations only
Vinyl windows

Building B - Side Elevation
DESIGN PACKET

Electrical Meter Bank (1 location per building)
with 5’-6’ tall fast growing evergreen shrubs,
see planting plan
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B

B
B

Asphalt shingles

Metal louver
Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten, Red maple
Fiber cement panels
Vinyl windows

Building B - Rear Elevation @ Interior (non-street facing)
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building C

Asphalt shingles

Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels

Vinyl windows

Building C - Side Elevatiion
DESIGN PACKET

Electrical Meter Bank (1 location per building)
with 5’-6’ tall fast growing evergreen shrubs,
see planting plan
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C

Building C - Front Elevatiion
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Design Concept

Elevations - Building C

Asphalt shingles

Stucco, sand ﬁnish
Board and batten
Fiber cement panels

Vinyl windows

Building C - Side Elevation
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C

Building C - Rear Elevation
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Design Concept

Renderings - Lightwell
The stairways feature a lightwell at the end
of the entry halls. The lightwell provides light
and air into what would otherwise be a dark,
uninviting entry sequence. The end of the
stairway is punctuated by a vertical green screen
wall comprised of varying vines depending on
orientation on the site.
Fire sprinkler riser and IDF closets are located
within the entry halls. Protected bike storage is
provided within each hall.

Glulam Stringer

DESIGN PACKET

Bike Storage

Greenscreen Planting Wall
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Greenscreen Planting Wall at Midas
and Paciﬁc fronting elevations only
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Lightwell Precedents - Greenscreen
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Design Concept

Material Board
With Rocklin Gateway, there is a focus on
durable, long lasting materials that reference
Rocklin’s mining and rail past. Board and
batten and stucco material selections reference
prevalent materials found in the adjacent Quarry
District.

Stucco, Sand Finish, Color Match
Valspar Paint® Rippling Stone
Third ﬂoors and stairways

GAF® Timberline Ultra HD® Shingles
Color: Slate

DESIGN PACKET

Board and Batten, Painted
Valspar Paint® Deeply Deanna or Red Maple
First and second ﬂoors

Dark Bronze Metal Louver

ROCKLIN GATEWAY 02/03/2017

Hardie® Reveal® Panel System, Painted,
Valspar Paint® Party Ice
Spandrel between second and ﬁrst ﬂoor

Painted Steel Gutters & Downspouts
Valspar Paint® Magpie

Alside®, Fairﬁeld 80, Vinyl Window,
White, window operation varies

Design Concept

4.0

Color Palette
The color palette is a modern twist on a
traditional scheme. The colors of the board
and batten are a saturated earth brown along
Midas Avenue and Paciﬁc Street. At the nonstreet facing buildings at the interior of the
site, a brighter reddish color blends well with
the California landscape. Bright white accents
between windows connect windows into larger
vertical elements. Accents on the railings
and unit doors re-balances the intensity of
the schemes. Overall the palette is a reﬁned
backdrop that will complement the accents of
weathered steel and reclaimed timber at the
clubhouse.

Valspar Paint®
Rippling Stone, V146-2
Stucco

Valspar Paint®
Party Ice, T551
Used at ﬁber cement panel spandrel panels between second and
ﬁrst floor windows

Valspar Paint®
Cadet Song, V138-6
Accents, including handrails, guardrails, and unit entry doors

Valspar Paint®
Deeply Deanna, T594
Board and batten at buildings along Paciﬁc and Midas

Valspar Paint®
Red Maple, V044-6
Board and batten at interior buildings

Valspar Paint®
Magpie, V119-3
Accents including louvers, handrails, guardrails, & unit entry doors

DESIGN PACKET
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Design Concept

Board and Batten

Stairways / Lightwell

Valspar Paint®
Deeply Deanna, T594
At buildings along Paciﬁc and Midas

Board and Batten, color varies
MDO Plywood with 1x wood trim at 12” on center

Valspar Paint®
Red Maple, V044-6
At buildings along natural play area

Greenscreen® Modular
Trellis System, Silver Finish

Glulam Stair Stringer

Use of board and batten. A similar articulation of exposed
structure at eaves will be incorporated at the ends of buildings.

Valspar Paint® Cadet Song
Guardrails and handrails

Stucco, Sand Finish, Color Match
Valspar Paint® Rippling Stone

Trash Enclosures

Steel Grating Gate
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Split Face Concrete Block, Slate Finish

Precast Concrete Treads

Design Concept
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Rendering - Leasing office and Courtyard
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Design Concept

1

2

Elevation - Leasing Office and Clubhouse
At the center of the project, the leasing office and
courtyard reflect the rich history and design accents
of the past. The accents weathered steel and
reclaimed timber at the leasing office and clubhouse
act as compliments to the residential buildings
material palette.

Mail

g
Leasin

Weathered Steel Panel
Canopy Open to Beyond

Leasing Oﬃce Beyond

Canopy Structure

1. Leasing oﬃce & Clubhouse - MailRoom (West)

Reclaimed Wood Siding
Exhaust Vent Hood
Aluminium Panel
Curtain wall system
Canopy Open to Beyond

Garage door

2. Leasing oﬃce & Clubhouse - West Elevation
DESIGN PACKET
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Design Concept

1

Elevation - Leasing Office and Clubhouse
Mail

g
Leasin

Reclaimed Wood Siding
Exhaust Vent Hood
Aluminium Panel
Curtain wall system
Fire Room Door
Fitness Room Store Front

1. Leasing oﬃce & Clubhouse - East Elevation
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Mail

g
Leasin

1

Exhaust Vent Hood
Reclaimed Wood Siding
Canopy Structue

Open to Beyond

Aluminium Store Front

1. Leasing oﬃce & Clubhouse - North Elevation
Mailroom

Reclaimed Wood Siding
Canopy Structue
Open to
Beyond

Aluminium Store Front

2. Leasing oﬃce & Clubhouse - South Elevation
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ROCKLIN GATEWAY 02/03/2017

46

Design Concept
Leasing Oﬃce / Clubhouse

Reclaimed Wood Siding

4.0

Historic Structures Precedents

Exposed Steel Structure for Canopy,
Painted, Valspar Paint® Magpie

California Granite Company, 2016

Wood siding at the California Granite Company
Rocklin, California, circa 1908

Weathered Steel Panels

Dark Bronze Aluminum Storefront

Reclaimed Heavy Timber

Reclaimed Heavy Timber
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Nearby Rail Trestle Bridge
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Granite workers with bridge crane hoisted
inside shed, circa 1900
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Rendered Landscape Plan
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The overall inspiration for the site and landscape
design is deeply rooted in place. The proximity
of historic stone quarries, the Rocklin Quarry
District, railroad trestles, and the history of
granite extraction for use in the state capitol
provides an inspiring narrative to be interpreted
and interwoven throughout the project. As such,
the project seeks to showcase the full lifecycle of
granite as a raw material, featuring natural ﬁeld
boulders, massive blocks cut and blasted out of
the earth bearing chiseled grooves and scars,
and rubble byproducts of the quarrying process
used as gabion wall ﬁll or decomposed granite
paving surfaces. Where possible, materials will
be sourced locally from Placer County if not
Rocklin or the project site itself.
Evergreen screening shrubs and a noise
attenuation wall are proposed as a visual and
sound mitigation strategy for the existing
railroad tracks to the west. Stormwater runoff
from impervious surfaces is collected and
treated in a system of connected bioswales.
Staggered screen planting is proposed along
the north edge adjacent to a light industrial
parcel. The Paciﬁc Street frontage provides
a showcase for different forms of granite
as a project identity piece at the edge of the
Quarry District. We propose locating specimen
boulders as sculptural seating opportunities,
low gabion walls inﬁlled with granite rubble,
and decomposed granite as a paving surface
material. An existing 15’ sewer easement will
be expanded to 16’ along Paciﬁc. The need to
accommodate sidewalk pedestrians and SPMUD
maintenance vehicle access will be consolidated
with a 12’ wide reinforced concrete promenade
spanning the length of the frontage within
the sewer easement, ﬂanked on both sides by
dramatic drifts of plantings, low gabion walls,
and groves of trees transforming a constraint
to development (the sewer easement) into a
striking landscape amenity.
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Paciﬁc Avenue Frontage - Enlarged Plan

Showcasing the lifecycle of granite along the
Paciﬁc Street frontage including raw quarried
granite sitting blocks, tidy gabion walls ﬁlled
with broken granite rubble, and ﬁnely textured
decomposed granite paving surfaces. A 12 foot
wide concrete multiuse path accommodates
pedestrians and SPMUD maintenance access.
The entire Paciﬁc frontage is fully immersed in
bold drifts of planting that abstract cultural and
indigenous California landscapes and create a
linear parklike experience for pedestrians and
passing vehicles on Paciﬁc Street.
Celebrating the life cycle of granite along the
Paciﬁc Street frontage including raw, natural
ﬁeld boulders, tidy gabion walls ﬁlled with
broken rubble, and ﬁnely textured decomposed
granite paving surfaces.
Serving as the main entry to the facility, the
amenity corner features a shade canopy inspired
by railroad trestles, draped in lush ﬂowering
vines, sheltering a Petenque court, social
gathering area and ﬁre pit. Sitting opportunities
are provided in the public realm adjacent to the
gate on large blocks of quarried granite. The
12 foot multiuse path terminates at the corner
of Paciﬁc and Midas, opening up as a plaza to
funnel pedestrian circulation to and from the
Quarry District and Amtrak station.
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Gabion Wall

MIdas Ave.

The site layout responds to an existing
procession of special textured intersections
along Paciﬁc Street within the Quarry District,
continuing this gesture at the pedestrian
scale by funneling circulation directly through
the site from the amenity corner entry point,
through a series of connected moments and
special gathering spaces en route to the interior
courtyard featuring an adventure play area,
picnic space, leasing oﬃce, and mail station.
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Landscape Precedents - Corner Amenity
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Landscape Precedents - Life cycle of Granite
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Landscape Precedents - Gabion Walls
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Natural Play Tot Lot - Enlarged Plan
The Nature/ Adventure Play Tot Lot seeks to
provide distinctive play opportunities that are
more focused on adventure, exploration, and
abstracted scenes in nature than a traditional
playground. Granite boulders, stepping stones,
logs, and dry creek beds become sculptural
play elements in lieu of traditional playground
equipment. It is the design intent to create
a tot lot that also serves the dual purpose
of providing a striking interior forest scene
or “garden room” as a visual amenity for
surrounding units and a pleasant place for
adults and parents to converse.
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Landscape Precedents - Nature Play Tot Lot
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Planting Legend
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4.0

Design Concept

Landscape Planting Plan
The landscape planting concept will provide a
richly textured mosaic composed of dramatic
drifts of ornamental grasses, perennials, shrubs,
and groundcovers inspired by nearby regional
landscapes and borrowed views. The intent is
to provide a consistent canvas that uniﬁes the
various site elements and is heavily represented
by regionally appropriate native and/or adapted
plants that are drought tolerant in the climate
and soil conditions of Rocklin. For a more
detailed description of planting and irrigation
strategies, please refer to sheet L500, L600, and
L700 in Set 3.

DESIGN PACKET

ROCKLIN GATEWAY 02/03/2017

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

4.0

Design Concept

Railroad Barrier

Green screen precedents
Green wall precedence. One 5 gallon vine, every 10-12 linear feet.
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4.0

Tree Protection Plan
The following plan was generated based upon
the October, 2016 Arborist Report completed
by the Davey Resource Group. The full Arborist
Report is included in Set 2.
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Planting Palette - Trees
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4.0

Planting Palette - Grasses, Shrubs, etc.

Muhlenbergia rigens
Deer Grass

Feijoa sellowiana
Pineapple Guava

Lavender and Carex

Ceanothus ‘Concha’
Concha Ceanothus

Hesperaloe parviﬂora
Red Yucca

Cercis occidentalis
Western Redbud

Lavendula ‘Otto Quast’, Chondropetalum tectorum, and Arbutus ‘Marina’

Arctostaphylos ‘Howard McMinn’
Howard McMinn Manzanita

Juncus patens ‘Elk Blue’
California Gray Rush
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Festuca idahoensis ‘Siskiyou Blue’
Siskiyou Blue Idaho Fescue

58

4.0

Design Concept

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.7

0.3

0.0

0.5

0.3

0.1

0.4

0.2

0.1

0.3

0.1

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.5

0.2

0.6

S2

S2
2.0

3.0

4.5

5.2

5.5

4.9

3.5

2.5

1.7

1.2

1.0

1.9

2.9

3.9

4.5

4.6

4.3

3.4

2.4

2.0

2.1

2.2

1.9

3.5

4.1

5.6

S2

0.6

0.7

0.9

1.2

1.7

2.4

3.4

4.9

5.5

5.2

4.6

3.0

2.1

1.5

1.2

0.9

1.0

1.3

1.7

2.6

3.8

4.7

5.6

5.0

4.3

2.9

1.9

1.5

1.3

1.1

1.2

1.5

1.9

2.5

0.8

1.9

1.6

1.5

1.5

1.7

2.2

3.3

4.3

4.6

4.5

3.9

2.9

1.9

1.5

1.3

1.1

1.2

1.4

1.7

2.4

3.4

4.3

4.6

4.5

3.7

2.7

1.8

1.4

1.2

1.2

1.3

1.6

2.4

3.2

3.8

0.6

0.5

0.3

0.1

0.1

2.2

1.0

0.8

0.2

0.1

2.9

0.9

0.5

0.2

5.7

1.7

0.4

0.3

S2
1.0

1.4

2.5

3.0

6.3

5.0

3.5

2.7

6.9

Lighting Plan - Photometric Study

0.8

1.1

1.5

2.3

2.9

3.0

3.1

3.0

2.7

2.1

1.8

1.9

2.1

2.3

3.2

4.1

5.0

5.2

4.7

3.7

2.5

1.9

1.6

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.9

2.6

2.9

3.0

3.0

2.9

2.3

1.6

1.3

1.1

1.0

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.9

2.7

2.9

3.0

2.9

2.9

2.2

1.5

1.1

0.9

0.9

1.3

1.9

2.7

3.9

4.7

0.8

1.1

1.7

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.9

1.7

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.9

2.6

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.2

2.8

2.1

1.5

1.3

1.2

1.1

1.2

1.4

1.8

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.6

1.2

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

1.4

1.7

1.6

1.7

1.7

1.7

1.6

1.1

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.9

1.8

2.7

3.5

5.1

0.1

S2
5.5

0.4

0.5

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.8

0.9

0.9

0.9

1.1

1.3

1.5

2.0

2.1

2.1

2.1

2.0

2.1

1.6

1.2

0.9

0.8

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.4

0.8

1.8

2.8

3.7

5.0

4.6

2.8

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.5

1.1

1.2

0.7

0.7

1.2

1.2

0.7

0.7

1.2

1.6

1.2

0.9

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.8

0.8

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.8

2.0

2.9

3.7

3.8

2.9

1.6

0.1

1.5

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.6

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.4

1.0

2.3

2.9

2.8

2.3

1.6

0.8

1.5

1.7

0.8

0.5

1.1

2.0

1.3

0.6

0.7

1.6

1.8

0.9

0.6

1.0

1.8

1.1

0.6

0.7

1.7

1.8

0.9

0.8

1.7

1.8

0.8

0.8

1.6

1.8

0.8

0.6

1.1

1.8

1.1

0.4

0.3

0.5

1.6

2.4

2.4

2.1

1.2

1.1

0.7

1.7

2.8

2.3

0.9

1.0

2.9

1.3

0.8

1.8

1.1

2.0

0.7

1.0

2.9

1.2

1.1

2.7

1.1

1.1

2.8

1.1

0.7

1.9

0.6

0.3

0.4

1.3

2.2

2.5

2.1

1.0

2.4

1.9

0.8

1.8

0.6

2.7

2.5
2.7

0.7

1.2

1.2

2.6
2.6

S3

0.9

0.8

2.1

S3

S3

0.6

1.8

2.2

1.0

1.0

2.2

2.0

0.8

0.6

1.6

2.4

1.1

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.6

0.3

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.5

0.7

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.6

0.8

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.9

0.8

1.9

0.7

0.6

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.7

1.6

1.8

1.4

2.3

1.4

0.5

0.3

0.6

1.4

2.2

2.0

1.4

0.5

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.6

1.3

1.4

1.9

2.6

1.3

0.5

0.3

0.9

1.7

2.4

2.4

0.7

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.9

2.8

2.4

2.8

1.4

0.5

0.4

1.3

2.2

2.6

2.6

0.8

1.2

0.5

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.8

1.6

1.7

0.8

0.4

0.6

1.8

2.5

2.8

1.9

0.4
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S3

S3
3.0

S3

S3

S3

2.9

S3
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S3

2.6
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S3

2.6

S1
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0.9
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2.7
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0.6

1.3

2.6

0.7

0.5

1.4

2.7

S4

S4
1.7

0.6

0.7

2.1
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0.3

0.6
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0.4 2.4
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0.7
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0.7

0.9
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1.0

S4

0.6

1.5

S3

S3

0.6

1.3

1.2

0.3

0.3

0.8

1.9

0.6

0.3

0.2

0.5

2.0

1.1

1.0

S4

0.6

0.3

0.3

1.0

1.0

1.3

0.4

0.2

0.4

2.4

1.1

1.8

1.1

0.4

0.4

1.2

2.2

2.6

2.5

0.5

1.2

0.6

0.6

0.5

0.3

0.5

1.5

2.5

2.7

2.7

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.5

S1

2.5

2.8

2.8

2.7

S3

S3

2.3

S4
1.8

1.8

1.4

S4

S4

S4

2.0

S3

S3
2.5

2.6

2.7

1.5

2.2

0.9

S3

2.7

S3

S4
2.0

1.4

0.5

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.6

1.6

1.7

1.2

2.6

1.0

0.8

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.6

1.3

1.9

2.4

S4

0.3

0.2

0.5

1.5

2.3

1.0

0.3

0.2

0.4

1.9

1.0

1.1

0.7

0.4

0.3

0.8

1.9

2.6

2.6

2.0

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.5

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.1

0.3

0.8

0.6

2.9

1.3

0.4

0.4

1.2

2.3

2.8

2.5

0.6

S4
1.3

S4
2.4

1.6

0.5

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.4

0.7

0.7

2.3

2.1

0.4

1.3

2.1

0.6

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.7

2.1

2.1

0.5

0.5

0.5

1.3

S3
2.6

S3

S4
2.7

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.4 0.7

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.3

1.5

2.8

1.3

0.4

0.4

1.3

2.4

1.1

0.6

0.4

0.6

1.6

2.5

2.6

2.3

0.3

2.6

2.3

0.3

0.3

S4
1.6

1.0

0.8

S1

0.4

1.3

0.9

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.9

2.6

S3
2.7

2.2

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.6

1.3

1.3

0.8

0.6

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.7

1.5

1.5

1.1

1.8

1.2

0.5

1.0

1.8

0.6

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.7

S4

S4

1.6

1.5

0.7

1.4

0.9

0.6

0.4

0.3

0.9

1.9

2.6

2.7

2.1

2.3

1.0

0.4

0.4

1.4

2.3

2.7

2.5

0.6

S4
1.9

S3

0.6

0.4

0.5

1.4

1.6

2.1

1.0

0.6

0.9

0.5

1.9

0.4

0.9

2.7

1.6

0.3

0.3

0.9

2.7

1.6

0.2
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1.5

1.5

0.7

0.4

0.8

1.9
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0.2

0.3

0.7

1.8
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0.6

0.1

0.1
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0.8
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0.7
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0.7
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0.4

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.9

2.2

2.1

1.5

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.4

0.9

1.8

2.6

2.7

0.9

0.6

0.1

2.6

1.1

0.6

0.4

1.0

1.3

2.5

1.4

2.8
2.8

0.7

0.5

1.7

2.1

0.7

0.5

1.5

2.6

1.4

0.8

0.8

0.4

0.6

0.8

0.6

0.6

1.1

2.3

1.7

2.7

1.6

1.6

2.7

1.1

0.2

0.4

1.0

0.8

1.7

1.9

2.8

2.4

0.8

0.8

1.7

1.0

1.3

1.2

1.0

0.5

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.6

0.9

0.9

0.5

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.4

0.7

1.2

S3 2.4

0.8

0.5

0.8

1.0

0.6

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.5

1.2

0.7

0.8

2.2

2.7

1.2

0.5

0.6

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.5

1.1

1.2

1.1

0.7

1.5

2.6

1.4

0.6

0.5

0.6

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.6

0.9

1.3
2.7
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1.0
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1.3
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2.1
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1.1

2.3
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0.4
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2.0

0.8
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1.0

0.8

0.5

0.4

0.5

1.4

1.2

0.5

0.5

1.2

2.1

2.2

1.9

0.3

2.7

1.0

0.4

0.6

1.5

2.4

2.5

2.2

0.4

1.8

1.5

0.6

0.4

1.0

2.0

2.7

2.6

1.8

0.4

2.3

0.7

0.4

1.5

2.5

3.0

2.7

0.6

2.7

0.6

2.0

2.5

S3
S1

1.8

2.3

0.4

1.7

2.8

1.8

0.7

0.9

1.9

0.4

1.3

2.6

0.4

1.5

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1
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1.5

0.6

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.5

1.0

1.4

1.5

0.6

0.6

1.5

2.6

0.8

0.7

1.2

1.3

0.7

0.5

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.6

0.7

0.7

0.5

0.8

1.8

2.7

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

2.8

2.4

0.4

2.8

2.2

0.3

S3
2.4

S1

2.8
0.5

0.1

0.3

3.4

S3

1.2

0.7

1.0

2.7

S3

1.2

0.6

0.8

1.0

0.7

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.4

1.1

2.1

2.7

2.8

1.5

2.2

1.0

0.8

1.9

2.9

1.6

0.7

0.7

0.8

0.7

0.6

1.7

2.4

2.7

2.4

0.5

S3
3.1

1.7

0.9

1.4

2.5

1.7

2.7

1.6

1.0

1.9

2.5

2.0

1.3

1.9

2.6

2.7

1.8

0.3

2.6

1.1

0.2

S3
S1

2.0

1.5

1.1

1.4

2.2

2.6

1.4

1.0

1.7

2.5

2.6

3.0
2.5

3.3

1.3

2.1

2.7

2.7

1.4

2.3

1.6

1.3

2.1

2.6

2.5

0.7

1.2

0.8

1.2

2.1

2.4

2.7

0.6

2.4

0.9

1.2

2.0

2.2

2.4

0.2

1.9

0.9

1.3

1.7

1.7

1.2

0.3

S1

3.4

S3
2.8

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.9

1.2

1.3

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.7

0.6

0.1

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

Schedule
Symbol

Label

Quantity

0.5

Description

Lamp

DSX0 LED 20C 700 40K T3S
MVOLT HS

DSX0 LED with 20 LEDs @700 mA,
4000K, Type 3 Short Optics with
HOUSE-SIDE SHIELD

LED

1

5

LED

DSX1 LED 60C 1000 40K T3M
MVOLT HS

DSX1 LED with 60 LEDs @ 1000 mA ,
4000K , TYPE 3 MEDIUM OPTICS WITH
HOUSE-SIDE SHIELD

52

88 309

39"DIA X 23-1/2"H. LED LUMINAIRE
CLEAR LENS

LED

30

99570

99570

LED 18,4W

S2

0.2

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

Number
Lamps

Catalog Number

10

S1

0.3

0.2
1.4

0.1

0.2
0.9

S3
2.7

0.3

0.9

3.1

S3
1.8

1.2

0.8

2.6

3.0

S4

N

2.8
3.0

S1
2.6

S3

S3

S4

0.9

0.4

0.6

S3
1.5

S3

1.3

2.7

S3

S4
1.1

S1

S4

1.3

2.3

1.2

S3

S4

S4

1.9

S4

S4

0.3

0.2

S3
0.5

2.2

0.2

S3

S4

2.8

0.2

S3
0.8

2.6

0.6

S3

0.1

1.7

0.5

1.8

0.9

0.6

2.0

S4

0.4

0.4

S4

2.7

0.1

1.2

1.7

S3

0.7

2.9

2.7

2.5

S4

2.8

S3

Lumens Per
Lamp

LLF

Wattage

4768.946

0.95

45

1

17404

0.95

209

1

2286.54

0.95

63.76

1

880.6979

0.95

22

S4

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Statistics

0.0

0.0

Avg

Max

Min

Offsite

0.1 fc

0.7 fc

0.0 fc

N/A

N/A

Onsite

Description

Symbol

1.3 fc

6.9 fc

0.1 fc

Max/Min

N/A

Avg/Min

N/A

0.0

SITE PLAN - PHOTOMETRICS

E1
DESIGN PACKET
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0.0
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0.5

0.2

0.6

S2

S2
2.0

3.0

4.5

5.2

5.5

4.9

3.5

2.5

1.7
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Design Concept

Lighting Precedents - Lighting
The following show the general style of the
ﬁxtures selected for Rocklin Gateway. The
goal was to provide adeequate lighting for both
safety and security while keeping a minimal
aesthetic to help blend into the landscape
during the day. Uplighting of trees will be added
to select trees in the natural play area and at the
corner amenity pavilion.
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Rocklin Gateway Apartments

Design Concept

PRELIMINARY UTILITY PLAN

Preliminary Utility Plan
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Rocklin Gateway Apartments

Design Concept

PRELIMINARY GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN
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Preliminary Grading | Drainage Plan
D

ROA
RAIL

TRA

CKS

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

80FT. POWER LINE EASEMENT

NEW 40FT. DRIVEWAY

RIGHT OF WAY

LEGEND:
TURF BLOCK & DEPRESSED
CURB ACCESS TO SEWER
TURF BLOCK & DEPRESSED
CURB ACCESS TO SEWER
MANHOLE

15FT. DRAIN EASEMENT

MID

EXISTING PAVEMENT
GRADE
PROPOSED PAVEMENT
GRADE
PROPOSED FLOWLINE
GRADE
PROPOSED CONCRETE
GRADE

ROCKLIN
GATEWAY

AS

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED CURB&GUTTER
PROPOSED POURED IN
PLACE CURB

AVE

EXISTING TREE TO
BE REMOVED
15FT. SEWER EASEMENT

.
TURF BLOCK & DEPRESSED
CURB ACCESS TO SEWER
TURF BLOCK & DEPRESSED
CURB ACCESS TO SEWER
MANHOLE

PROPOSED PARKING
STALLS

15FT. SEWER EASEMENT

35 FT.

PROPOSED NEW PAVING
FOR NEW PARKING

NEW 30FT. DRIVEWAY
RIGHT OF WAY
12 FT.

PROPOSED CONCRETE
SIDEWALK OR TRASH
ENCLOSURE APRON

REINFORCED SIDEWALK FOR
SEWER MANHOLE ACCESS

PACIFIC ST.

DESIGN PACKET

ROCKLIN GATEWAY 02/03/2017

F.F.=16.50

PROPOSED BUILDING
FINISHED FLOOR
ELEVATION

64

ORDINANCE NO.
BACK TO AGENDA

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING AN AMENDED
AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF ROCKLIN,
AND ZL ROCKLIN, LLC, RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS THE ROCKLIN
GATEWAY PROJECT
(Rocklin Gateway / DA2017-0001)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:
A. A Mitigated Negative Declaration of Environmental Impacts prepared for this
project has been recommended for approval via Planning Commission Resolution No.
____________.
B.
The amended Development Agreement is consistent with and
implements the policies of the City of Rocklin’s General Plan, including the Housing
Element;
C.
The amended Development Agreement is compatible with the land uses
and development regulations prescribed by the General Development Plan (PDG-20160005) for the site;
D.
The amended Development Agreement will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, and welfare of persons residing in the immediate area, nor be
detrimental or injurious to property or persons in the general neighborhood or to the
general welfare of residents of the city as a whole;
E.
The amended Development Agreement will not adversely affect the
orderly development of property or the preservation of property, on or off the project
site;
F.
The amended Development Agreement is consistent with the provisions
of Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5.
Section 2. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves the amended
and restated Development Agreement by and between the City of Rocklin, and ZL
Rocklin, LLC, and Catalyst Housing Group, LLC, Relative To The Development Known As
The Downtown Gateway Project, in the form as shown on Exhibit A, attached hereto
and incorporated by reference herein.
Section 3. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby directs the Mayor to sign
the Amended and Restated Development Agreement By and Between the City of
Rocklin, and ZL Rocklin, LLC, Relative To The Development Known As The Downtown

Gateway Project on behalf of the City of Rocklin and directs the City Clerk to record said
document with the Placer County Recorder.
Section 4. Within 15 days of the passage of this ordinance, the City Clerk shall cause
the full text of the ordinance, with the names of those City Council members voting for
and against the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald. In lieu of publishing the
full text of the ordinance, the City Clerk, if so directed by the City Attorney and within 15
days, shall cause a summary of the ordinance, prepared by the City Attorney and with
the names of the City Council members voting for and against the ordinance, to be
published in the Placer Herald, and shall post in the office of the City Clerk a certified
copy of the full text of the ordinance, along with the names of those City Council
members voting for and against the ordinance. The publication of a summary of the
ordinance in lieu of the full text of the ordinance is authorized only where the
requirements of Government Code section 36933(c)(1) are met.
INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin held
on ____________________, 20___, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Rocklin held on __________, 20__, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
___________________________
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City Clerk
First Reading:
Second Reading:
Effective Date:
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Exhibit A
RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND
WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:

City Clerk

City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA 95677
Attn: Barbara Ivanusich

(SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE)

AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN THE CITY OF ROCKLIN AND
ZL ROCKLIN, LLC RELATIVE TO
THE DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS THE
DOWNTOWN GATEWAY PROJECT
( ZL Rocklin, LLC / DA-2017-0xx)
This Amended and Restated Development Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered
into this ___nd day of _______, 2017, by and between ZL Rocklin, LLC, a Delaware
Limited Liability Company (“Developer”), and the City Of Rocklin, a Municipal
Corporation of the State of California (“City”), pursuant to the authority of Government
Code Section 65865, et seq.
RECITALS
A.
To strengthen the public planning process, encourage private
participation in comprehensive long-range planning, and reduce the economic risk of
development, the Legislature of the State of California adopted Government Code
§65864, et seq., which authorizes the City to enter into an agreement with any person
or business entity having a legal or equitable interest in real property within the City,
regarding the development of such property and establishing certain development
rights therein.
B.
City has adopted policies, ordinances, procedures and requirements
regarding its consideration of development agreements. This Agreement has been
processed, considered and executed in accordance with those City policies, ordinances,
procedures and requirements.
C.
Developer owns those certain parcels of land consisting of approximately
5.98+ (net) acres at the north corner of Midas Avenue and Pacific Street situated in the
City of Rocklin, as more particularly described in Attachment 1, attached hereto and by
this reference incorporated herein (“Property”).
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D.
The City and Developer entered into that certain agreement entitled
"Development Agreement By and Between The City of Rocklin and Rocklin Crossings
Relative to the Development Known as the Downtown Gateway Project (ZL Rocklin, LLC
/ DA-2008-02)", which was recorded in the Official Records of Placer County on January
29, 2009, as Document No. 2009-0006182-00 (the "Original Development Agreement").
Upon the Effective Date (as defined herein), this Agreement shall supersede and
replace, in its entirety, the Original Development Agreement.
E.
Developer has entered into a purchase and sale agreement to sell the
Property to Catalyst Housing Group, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Catalyst
Housing”), who intends to develop the Property consistent with the Amended Project
Approvals described below. Upon acquisition of the Property by Catalyst Housing or its
designee and assignment of this Development Agreement from Developer to Catalyst
Housing or its designee in accordance with the provisions of Section 10 below, Catalyst
Housing or such designee shall become the “Developer” and succeed to all rights,
obligations, title and interests of Developer under the Agreement.
F.
Developer desires to amend and replace the mixed-use project previously
approved by the City and vested for the Property by the Original Development
Agreement with a 100% residential community upon the Property containing
approximately 204 for-rent residential units. In connection with this change in use,
Developer has received, concurrent with the consideration of this Agreement, approval
of the following additional entitlements for the Property: a Mitigated Negative
Declaration of Environmental Impacts and adoption of the corresponding Mitigation
Monitoring Program; General Development Plan (GDP-2016-0005); Design Review (DR2016-0005); and Oak Tree Preservation Permit (TRE-2017-001) (the "Amended Project
Approvals"). The Amended Project Approvals amend, replace and supersede the prior
project approvals that had established commercial, business profession and residential
uses for the Property and establish residential uses for the Property (the "Project").
G.
To satisfy its affordable housing obligation, Developer intends to apply
for and obtain tax-exempt bond financing and low-income housing tax credits from the
California Debt Limit Allocation Committee ("CDLAC") and the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (“CTCAC”), respectively, as part of its planned Project
capitalization. If Developer obtains such allocations for bond financing and tax credits
from these two State agencies, acceptance and use of these allocations as part of the
Project’s overall capitalization will require the Project to provide 20% of the units
affordable to households at a maximum income level of 50% of Area Median Income
(“AMI”) for Placer County, adjusted for household size, as published and updated
annually by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) for a
term of 55 years from Project completion. If the Project obtains and elects to utilize
such bond and tax credit allocations, the provision of these affordable units at 50% AMI
will be assured by Developer’s entry into a Tax-Exempt Bond Regulatory Agreement (a
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“Bond Regulatory Agreement”) and a Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program
Regulatory Agreement (the “LIHTC Regulatory Agreement”) related thereto.
The process for obtaining such bond financing and tax credits is competitive,
uncertain and subject to ever changing economic and regulatory forces. The Project may
not be awarded the desired allocations of bond financing and tax credits and/or
Developer may deem such financing options to be insufficient for successful
capitalization of the Project. In such event, to satisfy its affordable housing obligations,
Developer will alternatively commit to the City to provide 20% of the units as affordable
to households at a maximum income level of 80% of AMI for such 55 year term. In such
event, the provision of these affordable units at 80% AMI will be assured by Developer’s
entry into an Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement with the City (the “Alternative
Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement”). Development of this Project under either
of the foregoing approaches will significantly enhance the surrounding area, bringing
greater residential density to support existing and future commercial ventures in the
area and providing much needed affordable housing opportunities for the workers and
residents of the City of Rocklin.
H.
Development of the Project in accordance with the Amended Project
Approvals and this Agreement will provide for the orderly development of the Property
consistent with the goals, policies and other provisions of the Rocklin General Plan. In
particular, and without limitation thereof, the project is compatible with General Plan
goal LU-72, which promotes infill and higher density development and the creation of
affordable housing in Mixed Use zones.
I.
City has determined that the development of the Project as provided in
the Amended Project Approvals and this Agreement is beneficial to the City, because
the Project will provide for the development of a key residential development and entry
to the City in furtherance of City’s Downtown Development vision and will otherwise
achieve the goals and objectives contained in the Rocklin General Plan.
J.
City acknowledges that development of the Project is a large-scale
undertaking, involving major investments by Developer. Developer is unwilling to incur
the required investment in development and construction of the Project without
assurance from the City of the continuity of the Amended Project Approvals and the
Developer’s vested right to develop the Project as contemplated by, and in accordance
with, the Amended Project Approvals. City, in turn, cannot be assured of realizing the
benefits of the Project without granting to Developer assurance of continuity of the
Amended Project Approvals and the Developer’s vested right to develop.
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K.
On ___________, 2017, the City Planning Commission, designated as the
City’s planning agency for purposes of development agreement review pursuant to
Government Code Section 65867, in a duly noticed and conducted public hearing,
considered this Agreement and recommended that the City Council approve this
Agreement.
L.
In adopting the ordinance approving this Agreement, the City Council of
City specifically finds as follows:
1.
The Agreement and the Amended Project Approvals are
consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs in the
Rocklin General Plan;
2.
The Agreement and the Amended Project Approvals are
compatible with the uses authorized within, and the regulations prescribed for,
the land use districts in which the Project is located;
3.
The Agreement and the Amended Project Approvals are in
conformity with the public convenience, general welfare and good land use
practices;
4.
The Agreement and the Amended Project Approvals will not be
detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of persons residing in the
general neighborhood of the Project or the City as a whole;
5.
The Agreement and the Amended Project Approvals will not
adversely affect the orderly development of Property or the preservation of
property values; and
6.
The Agreement is consistent with and is subject to the provisions
of Government Code Sections 65864 through 65869.5.
M.
City and Developer recognize that the terms and conditions of this
Agreement are to bind, and be legally enforceable by, each of them, and/or their
respective successors in interest.
AGREEMENT
SECTION 1 - DEFINITIONS
Unless the context requires a different meaning or otherwise defined elsewhere in this
Agreement, the terms and phrases used in this Agreement shall have the following
meanings:
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"Affordable Unit” means any residential unit which is provided and maintained as an
affordable rental housing unit under either a Bond Regulatory Agreement and LIHTC
Regulatory Agreement between Developer and CDLAC and CTCAC, respectively, or
under an Alternative Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement between the City and
Developer, as applicable.
“Alternative Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement” means that certain Affordable
Housing Regulatory Agreement to be entered into between Developer and the City if
the Project is not included for financing under a tax-exempt bond financing program and
the LIHTC Program.
“Amended Project Approvals” shall mean as defined in Recitals paragraph F, above.
“AMI” means Area Median Income for Placer County, adjusted for household size, as
published and updated annually by HUD.
"Assessment" shall have the meaning provided in Subdivision (b) of Section 2 of Article
XIII D of the California Constitution, and shall refer only to assessments adopted by the
City or its electorate.
“City Manager” shall mean the City Manager of the City of Rocklin.
“County” shall mean the County of Placer.
“Council” shall mean the City Council of the City of Rocklin.
“Developer” means and refers initially to ZL Rocklin, LLC, and then to Catalyst Housing,
or any designee thereof, upon the acquisition of the Property by Catalyst Housing or its
designee and assignment of this Agreement from ZL Rocklin, LLC to Catalyst Housing or
its designee in accordance with the provisions of Section 10 below.
“Developer Improvements” shall mean those improvements required of Developer
under this Agreement, the Amended Project Approvals and any Subsequent Approvals.
“Effective Date” shall mean the date the City ordinance authorizing execution of this
Agreement is effective, which date shall also be the date this Agreement takes effect, as
provided in Section 2.A.1.
“General Plan” shall mean the General Plan of the City of Rocklin.
"Impact Fee" shall have the meaning provided in Subdivision (b) of Government Code §
66000.
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“LIHTC Program” means the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program, as defined by
Section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code.
“LIHTC Regulatory Agreement” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital G above.
“Project” means the residential development of approximately 204 for-rent residential
units within the Property described in Recital F above.
“Subsequent Approvals” shall mean all approvals by City, whether discretionary or
ministerial, requested or agreed to by Developer, required under the Amended Project
Approvals, or this Agreement, or required by City laws, rules, regulations, or official
policies, which are necessary or desirable for development of the Project and which
occur on or after the Effective Date. Subsequent Approvals may include, but are not
limited to, tentative and final subdivision maps, improvement agreements and other
agreements relating to subdivision maps, conditional use permits, grading permits,
improvement plan approvals, encroachment permits, building permits, zoning
approvals, boundary adjustments, certificates of occupancy, certificates of compliance,
modifications to the current zoning and modifications to the Amended Project
Approvals.
"Tax" shall have the meaning provided in Subdivision (d) of Section 1 of Article XIII C of
the California Constitution, and shall refer only to taxes adopted by the City or its
electorate.
“Transferee” shall mean any person or entity to whom all or any portion of the Project is
transferred subject to the provisions of Section 10.
SECTION 2 - GENERAL PROVISIONS
A.

Term

1.
The term of this Agreement shall be five (5) years. The term shall
commence on the Effective Date (as defined in Section 1) and shall extend up to
and including the fifth (5th) anniversary of the Effective Date. Upon notice of
either party to the other, no later than 180 days prior to the fifth (5th)
anniversary of the Effective Date, the parties shall meet to negotiate in good
faith an extension of the term for up to an additional five years, if the Parties find
the extension to be of benefit to Developer and the public.
2.
If any litigation affecting the Project is filed challenging the
Amended Project Approvals, any Subsequent Approvals, or this Agreement,
including, but not limited to, any environmental determinations related to any of
the foregoing, or challenging the validity and binding nature of this Agreement,
the term of this Agreement shall be extended for the period of time such
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litigation is pending, and upon the conclusion of such litigation by dismissal or
entry of final judgment, Developer and City shall indicate the period of such
extension by amendment to this Agreement and record a notice of such effect.
SECTION 3 - DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT SITE
A.

Permitted Uses

The permitted uses of the Property, the maximum density and intensity of use,
the maximum height and size of proposed buildings, provisions for reservation or
dedication of land for public purposes, and location of public improvements, and
other terms and conditions of development applicable to the Property shall be
those set forth in the Amended Project Approvals and this Agreement.
B.

Vested Rights

1.
Amended Project Approvals. Subject to the provisions and
conditions of this Agreement, City agrees that City is granting, and grants
herewith, a fully vested entitlement and right to develop the Property in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement and the Amended
Project Approvals. Such uses shall be developed in accordance with the
Amended Project Approvals as such Amended Project Approvals provide on the
Effective Date of this Agreement. Developer’s vested right to proceed with the
development of the Property may be subject to Subsequent Approvals, provided
that any conditions, terms, restrictions and requirements for such Subsequent
Approvals shall not prevent development of the Property for the uses, or reduce
the density and intensity of development set forth in the Amended Project
Approvals, so long as Developer is not in default under this Agreement.
2.
Moratoria, Quotas, Restrictions or Other Growth Limitations.
Developer and City intend that, except as otherwise provided in this Agreement,
this Agreement shall vest the Amended Project Approvals against any and all
later-adopted resolutions, ordinances, and initiatives, whether adopted by the
City Council or voter initiative, that directly or indirectly limit the rate, timing, or
sequencing of development, or prevent or conflict with the permitted uses,
density and intensity of uses as set forth in the Amended Project Approvals.
Developer shall be subject to any growth limitation ordinance, resolution, rule,
regulation or policy which is adopted on a uniformly applied, City-wide or areawide basis and which directly concerns a public health or safety issue, in which
case City shall treat Developer in a uniform, equitable and proportionate manner
with all properties, public and private, which are impacted by that public health
or safety issue. By way of example only an ordinance which precluded the
issuance of a building permit because the district providing sewer service had
inadequate sewage treatment capacity to meet the demand therefor (either
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City-wide or in a designated sub-area of the City) would directly concern a public
health issue under the terms of this paragraph and would support a denial of a
building permit within the Property, so long as City were also denying City-wide
or area-wide all other requests for building permits which require sewage
treatment capacity; however, an attempt to limit the issuance of building
permits because of a general increase in traffic congestion levels in the City
would not directly concern a public health or safety issue under the terms of this
paragraph.
C.

Term of Amended Project Approvals

The term of all Amended Project Approvals shall be the longer of the term
therefor under the Rocklin Municipal Code, or as stated in the applicable
Amended Project Approval, or the remaining Term of this Agreement.
D.

Rules, Regulations and Official Policies

1.
Inconsistency. To the extent any future rules, ordinances,
regulations or policies applicable to development of the Property are
inconsistent with the permitted uses, density or intensity of use, rate or timing of
construction, maximum building height and size, or provisions for reservation
and dedication of land under the Amended Project Approvals and as provided in
this Agreement, the terms of the Amended Project Approvals and this
Agreement shall prevail, unless the parties mutually agree to alter this
Agreement. To the extent any future rules, ordinances, regulations or policies
applicable to development of the Property are not inconsistent with the
permitted uses, density and intensity of use, rate or timing of construction,
maximum building height and size, or provisions for reservation or dedication of
land under the Amended Project Approvals or under any other terms of this
Agreement, such rules, ordinances, taxes, regulations or policies shall be
applicable. Fees and assessments are addressed in and governed by section 3.F.
of this Agreement.
2.
Application of Changes. This section shall not preclude the
application to development of the Property of changes in City laws, regulations,
plans or policies, the terms of which are specifically mandated and required by
changes in State or federal laws or regulations. To the extent that such changes
in City laws, regulations, plans or policies prevent, delay or preclude compliance
with one or more provisions of this Agreement, City and Developer shall take
such action as may be required pursuant to Section 4.I. of this Agreement to
comply therewith.
3.
Authority of City. This section shall not be construed to limit the
authority or obligation of City to hold necessary public hearings, or to limit
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discretion of City or any of its officers or officials with regard to rules,
regulations, ordinances, laws and entitlements of use which require the exercise
of discretion by City or any of its officers or officials, provided that subsequent
discretionary actions shall not unreasonably prevent or delay development of
the Property for the uses and to the density and intensity of development as
provided by the Amended Project Approvals and this Agreement, in effect as of
the Effective Date of this Agreement.
E.

City Fees and Assessments

1.
Processing Fees and Charges. Developer shall pay those
processing, inspection, and plan checking fees and charges required by City
under then current regulations for processing applications and requests for
permits, approvals, and other actions; monitoring compliance with any permits
issued, approvals granted, or the performance of any conditions with respect
thereto; or any performance required of Developer hereunder.
2.
City-Wide Impact Fees, Taxes and Assessments. Development of
the Property and the Project under this Agreement shall be subject to all existing
and future City Impact Fees, Taxes and Assessments; provided that Developer’s
obligation to pay future Impact Fees, Taxes and Assessments is limited to those
Impact Fees, Taxes and Assessments adopted on a City-wide basis or that apply
uniformly to all properties within the City of Rocklin that are similarly situated to
the Property as set forth in the Amended Project Approvals.
3.
Participation in Existing City Services Financing Districts.
Developer acknowledges that, to mitigate the Project’s anticipated impacts on
the demands for City services, the Property shall be annexed into the existing
City of Rocklin Community Facilities District No. 1 and Community Facilities
District No. 5 and the existing City of Rocklin Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 2 (the “Services Districts”), which later annexation will
also involve the Property’s removal from City of Rocklin Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 1 (“LLD #1”). The Project’s inclusion and participation
in these Services Districts will provide City the funding for ongoing maintenance
and operation of public facilities and improvements required herein or in the
Project Approvals. Developer shall cooperate in the annexation of the Property
to the Services Districts and its removal from LLD #1 and consents herewith to
the levy of the special taxes or assessments consistent with the provisions of the
Services Districts. No building permit shall be issued until the annexation and
inclusion of the Property in the Services District. For purposes of Article XIIID of
the California Constitution, Developer acknowledges hereby that all the services
described herein to be provided by the Services District will provide a “special
benefit” to the Property, as defined by said Article, and that the foregoing
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support and consent shall apply as to any claim that any portion of the services
supported by the special tax does not provide special benefit to the Property.
4.
Participation in Fee Deferral Program. City acknowledges that
Developer and the City may mutually agree to include the Project for
participation in the City’s fee deferral program to defer some or all of the fees
otherwise payable at building permit for up to five (5) years, pursuant to a
separate agreement. City agrees not to unreasonably withhold its consent to a
fee deferral agreement that is in the City’s standard form for such fee deferrals.
SECTION 4 - PROCESSING OF PERMITS AND APPROVALS
A.

Subsequent Approvals; Application of Development Agreement

City shall accept for processing, review, and action any and all applications
submitted by Developer for Subsequent Approvals, necessary or convenient for
the exercise of Developer’s rights under the Amended Project Approvals for the
use and development of the Property. Upon approval, a Subsequent Approval
shall be deemed an Amended Project Approval under this Agreement.
B.

Application of Development Agreement to After – Acquired Real
Property

Should Developer need to acquire legal or equitable interest in certain parcels of
land to complete development of the Project, upon acquisition of legal or
equitable interest in any such parcel by Developer, that parcel shall be deemed
to be a portion of the Property subject to the Agreement.
C.

City Cooperation

The City agrees to cooperate with Developer in securing all permits which may
be required by City. In the event state or federal laws or regulations are enacted
after this Agreement has been executed, or the action of any governmental
jurisdiction prevents, delays, or precludes compliance with one or more
provisions of this Agreement, or requires changes in plans, maps, or permits
approved by City, the parties agree that the provisions of this Agreement shall be
modified, extended or suspended as may be necessary to comply with such State
and federal laws or regulations or the regulations of other governmental
jurisdictions. Each party agrees to extend to the other its prompt and
reasonable cooperation in so modifying this Agreement or approved plans.
SECTION 5 - IMPLEMENTATION
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A.

Timing of Projection Construction

Except as provided in this Agreement or the Amended Project Approvals,
Developer shall not be required to develop any portion of the Project or to
develop the Project in accordance with any time schedule except the
Developer’s schedule.
B.

Other Government Permits

Developer shall be responsible for applying for and obtaining approvals required
by other governmental agencies having jurisdiction over, or providing services to
the Project. To the extent possible, City shall reasonably cooperate with
Developer in obtaining all such approvals in as timely a manner as possible.
C.

Satisfaction of On-Site Parking Requirements

City recognizes the value to the surrounding downtown area and the addition to
the city’s housing provided by the Project. The Project includes a total of 271
parking spaces available for use by the tenants. This total consists of 167
standard stalls, 27 compact stalls, 7 ADA-accessible stalls, and 70 stalls of
tandem parking. While this is below the City’s standard parking requirements of
the Municipal Code, this parking allocation meets the requirements of the
General Development Plan, which requires the following:
•
•

Attached studio and 1-bedroom residential units: 1.0 space per unit.
Attached residential units with 2 or more bedrooms: 1.5 spaces per
unit.

The project includes 102 1-bedroom units and 102 2-bedroom units, requiring
255 total parking spaces under the General Development Plan. The project
exceeds this requirement by 16 spaces.
Furthermore, Section 65915 of the Government Code empowers local
jurisdictions to provide incentives or concessions for the production of lower
income affordable housing units. Among these concessions, this Section allows
for a reduction in site development standards, including the ratio of vehicular
parking spaces, for affordable housing projects. Due to the fact that 20% of the
units within this Project are designated for affordable housing, the City finds that
this deviation in required parking is acceptable and consistent with and
supported by Section 65915 of the Government Code.
City further acknowledges that it plans to develop approximately 76 public
parking spaces on an extension of Railroad Avenue, across Midas Avenue from
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the Rocklin Gateway site. In exchange for the right for residents of the Project to
have exclusive use of one half of the new parking spaces developed on Railroad
Avenue, the Developer agrees to pay to the City one half of the estimated cost
for construction of the parking improvements, $250,000.00. Developer shall
pay said monies to the City at such time as the parking improvements are
developed or prior to issuance of a building permit for the last residential
building to be built on the site whichever occurs first.
D.

Street Improvements

The Developer agrees to install certain median improvements along Pacific
Street to provide for left turn access to the Property and improve traffic flow
within the City’s roadway network. These improvements generally consist of
modification of the existing raised concrete medians, restoration of the affected
roadway structural section, restriping, and installation of appropriate signage in
the median along Pacific Street adjacent to the Property. The Developer shall
employ its best efforts, subject to compliance with all applicable laws, to
complete the design and construction of such improvements in a timely, efficient
and expeditious manner but in no case shall occupancy of any residential
building in the Project be granted unless and until said improvements are
completed.
E.

Requirement for Affordable Housing
1.
If the Project obtains allocations for tax-exempt bond
financing and low-income housing tax credits from CDLAC and CTCAC,
respectively, and Developer elects to accept and use such allocations as
part of its capitalization program for the Project, the Project’s affordable
housing obligation shall be deemed satisfied by its commitment
thereunder to maintain at least 20% of the dwelling units constructed in
the Project as affordable to households earning not more than 50% of
AMI for a period of 55 years and its entry into the corresponding Bond
Regulatory Agreement and LIHTC Regulatory Agreement related thereto.
In such event, if the Project obtains and uses such tax-exempt bond
financing and tax credit allocations, then prior to the issuance of the first
building permit for the Project, Developer shall provide the City with
copies of the approvals and documents that confirm the inclusion of the
Project in the tax-exempt bond financing program and LIHTC Program,
including copies of the fully executed Bond Regulatory Agreement and
LIHTC Regulatory Agreement confirming the Project’s foregoing
affordable housing commitment. In exchange for an affordable housing
obligation of at least 20% of the dwelling units constructed in the Project
not earning more than 50% of AMI for a period of 55 years, the City will
contribute $350,000 from the Low Mod Income Housing Asset Fund to
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the Developer. Alternatively, if the Project does not obtain and/or elects
not to utilize allocations for such tax-exempt bond financing and lowincome housing tax credits, then prior to the issuance of the first building
permit for the Project, Developer and the City shall enter into an
Alternative Affordable Housing Regulatory Agreement on terms and
conditions acceptable to both the City and the Developer that commits
Developer to maintain 20% of the dwelling units constructed in the
Project as affordable to households earning not more than 80% of AMI
for 55 years from the completion of the Project. In exchange for an
affordable housing obligation of at least 20% of the dwelling units
constructed in the Project not earning more than 80% of AMI for a period
of 55 years, the City would contribute $250,000 from the Low Mod
Income Housing Asset Fund to the Developer.
2.
The Developer shall determine the locations of the
Affordable Units within the Project, subject to and consistent with the
terms of the applicable Regulatory Agreement.
3.
If the Project is allocated and uses such tax-exempt bond
financing from CDLAC and low-income housing tax credits under the
LIHTC Program from CTCAC, then upon request of City, Developer shall
provide the City with copies of any and all notices, reports, or other such
documents or communications provided by Developer to any state or
federal housing agency in connection with its compliance with the
applicable Regulatory Agreement and/or participation in the tax-exempt
bond financing program or the LIHTC Program and shall make its records
related to such participation available to the City for inspection during
normal business hours. The City agrees to maintain the confidentiality of
all information obtained from its review of such records consistent with
the California Public Records Act.
4.
Developer shall be solely responsible for any and all costs,
expenses, damages or liabilities incurred or assigned to the City arising
from or related to any breach or default by Developer under any Bond
Regulatory Agreement and/or LIHTC Regulatory Agreement and/or
Developer participation in any tax-exempt bond financing program
and/or LIHTC Program.
5.
The above obligations shall fully satisfy the Project’s
affordable housing obligations. City agrees that no additional affordable
housing obligation will be imposed on Developer or the Project in
connection with development and operation of the Project consistent
with this Agreement and the Bond Regulatory Agreement, LIHTC
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Regulatory Agreement and/or Alternative Affordable Housing Regulatory
Agreement, as applicable.
SECTION 6 - AMENDMENT OF AGREEMENT
This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual consent of City and
Developer (and/or any successor owner of any portion of the Property, to the extent
subject to or affected by the proposed amendment), in accordance with the provisions
of the Development Agreement Statute. If the proposed amendment affects less than
the entire property, then such amendment need only be approved by the owner(s) in
fee of the portion(s) of the Property that is subject to or affected by such amendment.
If and when the parties find that clarifications, minor changes or minor adjustments are
necessary or appropriate to the implementation of this Agreement or development of
the Project, the clarification, minor change or minor adjustment shall be stated in a
written operating memorandum agreed to and approved by Developer and City
Manager acting on behalf of City. As used in this section, “minor” shall not include an
increase in the number of dwelling units otherwise allowed by the Project and
applicable rules, regulations, ordinances, and policies, or a reduction in the amount of
open space by more than one percent (1%). An operating memorandum under this
section, which is consistent with this Agreement, shall not constitute nor require an
amendment to this Agreement or prior public notice or hearing to be effective.
SECTION 7 - COOPERATION IN THE EVENT OF LEGAL ACTION
A.

Third Party Challenge

If any legal action or proceeding is instituted challenging the validity of any
provision of this Agreement, the Project, or Amended Project Approvals, the
parties shall cooperate in defending against such challenge. Developer, at
Developer’s expense, shall defend such action as the real party in interest and
assist City in its defense. To the extent that any such action challenges
Developer’s right to proceed with the Project under this Agreement, Developer
shall have the control of the defense of the action or proceeding and may utilize
legal counsel of its choice, subject to the approval of City, which approval shall
not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned, or delayed. Developer shall
reimburse City for reasonable expenses of City’s attorneys resulting from
representation of City in any such legal action or proceeding. In addition,
Developer shall indemnify City for any liability incurred by City as a result of any
such action or proceeding, including any award to opposing counsel of attorneys’
fees or costs.
B.

Cure, Reapproval

Page 14 of Exhibit A
to Ord. No.

If any litigation which results in a judgment wherein the courts order the City to
reconsider any matter pertaining to this Agreement or Amended Project
Approvals, the City and Developer agree that any reconsideration shall be
expeditiously performed to remedy any defects noted in such judgment. If such
remedy includes the need to readopt any or all of the Amended Project
Approvals, City agrees to expeditiously readopt any or all of the Amended
Project Approvals in a manner consistent with the requirements of the
judgment, and to the extent readoption is in harmony with the spirit and intent
of this Agreement, the Amended Project Approvals, and the public welfare.
SECTION 8 - DEFAULT; ANNUAL REVIEW; REMEDIES; TERMINATION
A.

Defaults

1.
Failure by City or Developer to perform any other material term
or provision of this Agreement shall constitute a default under this Agreement.
2.
The Party alleging the default shall give the other not less than
thirty (30) days’ written notice of the default. Any notice of default shall specify
the nature of the alleged default and, where appropriate, the manner in which
said default may be satisfactorily cured. If notice of default is given, the Parties
shall make reasonable efforts to agree to an action plan to cure the default
within the thirty (30) days or longer time as agreed.
3.
If any default is not cured within the time allowed, the party
alleging the default may institute legal action against the party in default or give
notice of intent to terminate the agreement pursuant to California Government
Code §65868 and regulations of City implementing said Government Code
section. Following any default by Developer and notice by City of intent to
terminate this Agreement, the matter shall be scheduled for consideration and
review by the Council within thirty (30) calendar days in the manner set forth in
Government Code §§65865, 65867 and 65868 and City regulations implementing
such sections. Developer shall have the right to offer written and oral evidence
at such public hearing. Following consideration of evidence presented at such
public hearing, either party alleging the default by the other party may give
written notice of termination of this Agreement to the other party.
4.
Failure or delay in giving notice of default shall not constitute a
waiver of any default. Any failure or delay by either party in asserting any of its
rights or remedies as to any default shall not operate as a waiver of any default
of its rights or remedies, and shall not deprive either party of its right to institute
and maintain any actions or proceedings which it may deem necessary to
protect, assert or enforce any such rights or remedies.
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5.
No party shall be in default of this Agreement for delays in
performance due to war, acts of terrorism, litigation, insurrection, strikes, flood,
earthquakes, fires, casualties, acts of God, governmental restrictions imposed or
mandated by governmental entities other than City, enactment of conflicting
state or federal laws or regulations, or similar basis beyond the reasonable
control of the party to be excused. Any action or proceeding addressing the
validity of this Agreement, any Project Approval, or any permit approval,
agreement or other entitlement related to the Project, or any action of a
governmental agency necessary or desirable to the development of the Project
shall create an excusable delay as to Developer or to City.
B.

Remedies

In addition to any other rights or remedies, either party may institute an
equitable action to cure, correct, or remedy any default, enforce any covenant or
agreement herein, enjoin any threatened or attempted violation thereof,
enforce by specific performance the obligations and rights of the parties hereto,
or to obtain any other remedies consistent with the foregoing and the purposes
of this Agreement. Prior to the initiation of any litigation hereunder, the parties
agree to pursue mediation to resolve any disputes.
C.

Annual Review

1.
On or about the first anniversary of the Effective Date, and on or
about each anniversary of this Agreement thereafter, City shall conduct a review
of the good-faith compliance by Developer with the terms of this Agreement
(the “Annual Review”). Said review shall be limited in scope to compliance with
the terms of this Agreement pursuant to Section 65865.1 of the Government
Code and the Rocklin Municipal Code, Chapter 17.92. The findings of the Annual
Review and compliance or non-compliance with this Agreement shall be made
available to Developer at the conclusion of the annual Review.
2.
City shall notify the Developer that the review will take place.
Upon not less than thirty (30) days’ written notice by the Community
Development Director of the City, Developer shall provide such information as
may be reasonably requested and deemed to be required by the Community
Development Director to ascertain compliance with this Agreement.
3.
Developer shall pay an annual review fee in the amount then
required by the City for such annual review.
4.
At the conclusion of the Annual Review, City shall make written
findings and determinations on the basis of substantial evidence in the record,
regarding whether Developer has complied in good faith with the terms of this
Agreement. If City finds and determines that Developer has not complied with
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such terms, and that such non-compliance amounts to a default if not cured,
then City shall deliver to Developer a notice of default and opportunity to cure,
in which case the parties shall proceed as provided in Section 8.A. If notice of
default is not sent within thirty (30) days after conclusion of the Annual Review,
Developer shall be deemed to be in compliance with this Agreement.
5.
City shall deliver to Developer, pursuant to subsection 13.C
herein, a copy of all staff reports and documents to be used or relied upon in
conducting the Annual Review at least ten (10) days before City’s Annual Review.
Developer shall be permitted to respond to City’s evaluation orally at a public
hearing before the City Council, by a written statement, or both.
6.
If City fails to conduct the Annual Review and Developer is not in
default with respect to its performance under this Agreement during the past
year as evidenced by the absence of any notice of default being delivered by City
to Developer, such failure shall be deemed an approval by the City and
Developer’s compliance with the terms of this Agreement for that Annual
Review period.
D.

Termination

This Agreement shall terminate under the following circumstances:
1.
Automatic Termination. This Agreement shall automatically
terminate upon the fifth (5th) anniversary of the Effective Date, unless extended
as provided in section 2.
2.
Termination Upon Developer Request. This Agreement may also
be terminated, at the election of the then property owner, with respect to any
legally subdivided parcel designated by the General Plan for residential use,
when receiving a certificate of occupancy or final inspection, whichever is
applicable, for a multi-family building within a legally subdivided parcel, by giving
written notice to City of its election to terminate the Agreement for such parcel,
provided that all improvements which are required to serve the parcel, as
determined by City, have been accepted by City. City shall cause any written
notice of termination approved pursuant to this subsection to be recorded
against the applicable parcel with the County Recorder.
E.

Effect of Termination

1.
If this Agreement is terminated following any event of default of
Developer or for any other reason, such termination shall not affect the validity
of any building or improvement within the Property which is completed as of the
date of termination, provided that such building or improvement has been
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constructed pursuant to a building permit issued by the City. Furthermore, no
termination of this Agreement shall prevent Developer from completing and
occupying any building or other improvement authorized pursuant to a valid
building permit previously issued by the City that is under construction at the
time of termination, provided that any such building or improvement is
completed in accordance with said building permit in effect at the time of such
termination.
2.
Termination of this Agreement shall not affect any of Developer’s
obligations to comply with City’s General Plan, the Amended Project Approvals,
any Subsequent Approvals, and all other zoning and subdivision regulations
applicable to the Project and the Property in connection with construction and
development pursuant to paragraph 8.V.1.
3.
Termination of this Agreement shall not affect any of Developer’s
obligations which have been expressly made conditions of Subsequent
Approvals, unless said obligations are conditioned on the existence of this
Agreement.
SECTION 9 - NOTICES
A.

Form of Notice

Any notice, demand or other communication (“Notice”) given under this
Agreement shall be in writing and given personally, or by registered or certified
mail (return receipt requested). If given by registered or certified mail, a notice
shall be deemed to have been given and received on actual receipt by the
addressee. If personally delivered, a notice shall be deemed to have been given
when delivered to the party to whom it is addressed. Any party may designate
any other address in substitution of the address contained hereby by like written
notice.
B.

Notice Addresses

Notices shall be given to the parties at their addresses set forth below:
If to City, to:

If to Developer, to:

City Manager
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677

ZL Rocklin, LLC
1050 University Dr. Ste. 210
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Attention: Michael Stoner

with a copy to:
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Director of Community Development
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
and a copy to:
City Attorney
City of Rocklin
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
SECTION 10 - ASSIGNMENT
A.

Right to Assign

Developer may assign its rights to develop the Project, or any portion or phase
thereof, to any successor in interest which acquires any legal or equitable
interest in any portion of the Project, which rights shall run with the property on
which the Project is constructed. Each successor in interest to Developer shall
be bound by all of the terms and provisions hereof applicable to that portion of
the Project acquired by it. Subject to the foregoing, this Agreement shall be
binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties’ successors, assigns and legal
representatives. Developer shall provide City with written notice of any
assignments within ten (10) days after the occurrence thereof.
B.

Release Upon Transfer

Upon the sale, transfer or assignment in whole or in part of Developer’s rights
and interests under this Agreement, Developer shall be released from its
obligations under this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Project so
transferred; provided, however, that (i) Developer is not then in default under
this Agreement; (ii) Developer has provided written notice of such transfer to the
City; and (iii) subject to the exceptions stated herein below, the transferee
executes and delivers to the City a written Assumption Agreement in which (a)
the name and address of the transferee is set forth, and (b) the transferee
expressly and unconditionally assumes all of the obligations of Developer under
this Agreement with respect to the portion of the Project transferred. Developer
shall in any event, given written notice to the City of such transferee’s address
no later than ten (10) days after any such transfer.
SECTION 11 - COVENANTS RUN WITH THE LAND
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During the term of this Agreement, all of the provisions, agreements, rights, powers,
standards, terms, covenants and obligations contained in this Agreement shall be
binding upon the parties and their respective heirs, successors (by merger, consolidation
or otherwise) and assigns, devisees, administrators, representatives, lessees and all
other persons or entities acquiring the Property, any lot, parcel or any portion thereof,
or any interest therein, whether by sale, operation of law or in any manner whatsoever,
and shall inure to the benefit of the parties and their respective heirs, successors (by
merger, consolidation or otherwise) and assigns. All of the provisions of this Agreement
shall be enforceable as equitable servitudes and constitute covenants running with the
land pursuant to applicable law, including, without limitation, Section 1648 of the
California Civil Code. Each covenant to do or refrain from doing some act on the
Property (i) is for the benefit of the Property and shall be a burden upon the Property;
(ii) runs with the Property; (iii) is binding upon each party and each permitted successor
owner during its ownership of the Property or any portion thereof, and each person or
entity having any interest therein derived in any manner through any owner of the
Property, or any portion thereof, and shall benefit each party and the Property
hereunder, and each other person or entity succeeding to an interest in the Property.
SECTION 12 - NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE
A.

Request for Notice of Compliance

Within thirty (30) days following any written request that Developer may make
from time to time, City shall execute and deliver to Developer in recordable form
a written “Notice of Compliance,” duly executed and acknowledged by City. The
notice shall describe this Agreement and the Project and state:
1.
That this Agreement is unmodified and in full force and effect, or
if there have been modifications hereto, that this Agreement is in full force and
effect as modified and state the date and nature of such modification;
2.
That there are no uncured defaults under this Agreement, or if
defaults exist, specify the dates and nature of such default;
3.
Review; and
4.
B.

The findings of City with respect to the most recent Annual
Such other reasonable information requested by Developer.

Deemed Compliance

The failure of City to deliver such a Notice of Compliance within such thirty (30)
day period shall constitute a conclusive presumption that may be relied upon by
third parties and transferees that, except as may be otherwise stated by
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Developer, this Agreement is in full force and effect without modification and
that there are no uncured defaults in the performance of Developer.
SECTION 13 - MISCELLANEOUS
A.

No Agency, Joint Venture or Partnership

It is specifically understood that the Project is a private development, and the
Developer shall have full power over and exclusive control of the Project, subject
to the terms and conditions of this Agreement. Although City and Developer
intend to cooperate and work together to carry out the Project, the parties
renounce the existence of any form of agency relationship, joint venture,
partnership or other association between City and developer, and nothing
contained herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be
construed as creating any such legal relationship.
B.

Severability

If any provision of this Agreement or the application of any provision of this
Agreement to a particular situation is held by a court of competent jurisdiction
to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, such provision shall be disregarded and this
Agreement shall continue in effect unless enforcement of this Agreement
without the invalidated provision would be unreasonable or grossly inequitable
under all the circumstances or would frustrate the purposes of this Agreement.
If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or unenforceable
and the effect thereof is to deprive a party hereof of an essential benefit of its
bargain hereunder, then such party so deprived shall have the option to
terminate this entire Agreement from and after such determination.
C.

Other Necessary Acts

Each party shall execute and deliver to the other all further instruments and
documents as may be reasonably necessary to carry out this Agreement, the
Project and Subsequent Approvals, and the Applicable Law in order to provide
and secure to each party the full and complete enjoyment of its rights and
privileges hereunder.
D.

Construction

This Agreement has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel for both City and
Developer, and no presumption or rule that ambiguities shall be construed
against the drafting party shall apply to the interpretation or enforcement of this
Agreement.
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E.

California Law/Attorneys’ Fees

This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of
the State of California. If the services of any attorney are required by any party
to secure the performance of this Agreement or otherwise upon the breach or
default of another party, or if any judicial remedy or arbitration is necessary to
enforce or interpret any provisions of this Agreement or the rights and duties of
any person in relation to this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to
reasonable attorneys' fees, costs and other expenses, in addition to any other
relief to which such party may be entitled. Prevailing party includes (a) a party
who dismisses an action in exchange for sums allegedly due; (b) the party that
receives performance from the other party of an alleged breach of covenant or a
desired remedy, if it is substantially equal to the relief sought in an action; or (c)
the party determined to be prevailing by a court of law.
Whenever provision is made in this Agreement for the payment of attorney's
fees, such fees shall be payable whether the legal services are rendered by a
salaried employee for the party or by independent counsel and shall include such
fees as are incurred in connection with any pretrial proceeding, trial or appeal of
the action. Any award of damages following judicial remedy or arbitration as a
result of the breach of this Agreement or any of its provisions shall include an
award of prejudgment interest from the date of the breach at the maximum
amount of interest allowed by law.
F.

Waivers

No provision or condition of the Agreement shall be considered waived unless
such waiver is in writing and signed by the party to be bound.
G.

Duty to Act Reasonably and in Good Faith

Unless otherwise expressly provided, each party shall act reasonably in giving
consent, approval, or taking any other action under this Agreement. City and
Developer agree that each of them shall at all times act in good faith in order to
carry out the terms of this Agreement, and each of them covenants that it will
not at any time voluntarily engage in any actions which frustrate the purpose
and intent of the parties which is to develop the Property in conformity with the
terms and conditions specified in this Agreement.
H.

Recordation

Except when this Agreement is automatically terminated due to the expiration of
the Term or the provisions of Section 8 above, the City shall cause this
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Agreement, an amendment hereto and any other termination thereof to be
recorded with the County Recorder within ten (10) days of the Effective Date or
the date of such amendment or termination becoming effective. Any
amendment or termination of the Agreement to be recorded that affects less
than all the Property shall describe the portion thereof that is the subject of such
amendment or termination.
I.

Time of Essence

Time is of the essence in the performance of each and every covenant and
obligation to be performed by the parties hereunder.
J.

Severability

If any provision, clause, sentence or paragraph of this Agreement, or application
thereof to any person or circumstances be held invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect other provisions or application of the Agreement which can be given effect
without the invalid provisions or applications and, therefore, the provisions of
this Agreement declared to be severable.
K.

Entire Agreement

This Agreement, together with all exhibits hereto, constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter of this
Agreement. This Agreement is specifically intended by the parties to supersede
all prior agreements, whether written or oral, for the Property which may exist
between the City and Developer.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the parties hereto
on the day and year first above written.
CITY:

DEVELOPER:

CITY OF ROCKLIN,
A Municipal Corporation

ZL Rocklin, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company

By:

By:_________________________
Michael Stoner
Managing Member

Scott Yuill
Mayor

ATTEST:
Barbara Ivanusich
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Stephen P. Rudolph
City Attorney
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By:_________________________
Vincent K. Butler III
Managing Member

ATTACHMENT 1
Description of Property
Real property in the City of Rocklin, County of Placer, State of California, described as follows:
PARCEL A-1:
ALL THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 11 NORTH,
RANGE 7 EAST, MOUNT DIABLO BASE AND MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 WITH A LINE
LYING PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET SOUTHEASTERLY OF THE CENTERLINE OF THE EAST BOUND
TRACT OF THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE CENTRAL PACIFIC RAILROAD BETWEEN ROCKLIN AND
COLFAX, AS SHOWN ON RAILROAD MAP NO. V-112/S-8B, THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHEASTERLY
LINE, NORTH 29 DEGREES 34 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST 540.48 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID
SOUTHEASTERLY LINE, SOUTH 45 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 43 SECONDS EAST 124.74 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 28 DEGREES 34 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST 438.37 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID
SOUTHERLY LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 89 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 20
SECONDS WEST 137.96 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
PARCEL A-2:
ALL THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 18, AND THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 11 NORTH, RANGE 7 EAST, MOUNT DIABLO BASE AND
MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 FROM WHICH POINT THE
INTERSECTION OF THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 WITH A LINE LYING PARALLEL TO
AND 50.00 FEET SOUTHEASTERLY OF THE CENTERLINE OF THE EAST-BOUND TRACT OF THE
RECONSTRCTION OF THE CENTRAL PACIFIC RAILWAY BETWEEN ROCKLIN AND COLFAX, AS
SHOWN ON RAILROAD MAP NO. V-112/S-8B BEARS SOUTH 89 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 20
SECONDS WEST 137.96 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTHERLY LINE NORTH 28 DEGREES 34
MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST 438.37 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 45 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 43 SECONDS
EAST 526.09 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF PACIFIC AVENUE (90
FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY SOUTH 44 DEGREES 24 MINUTES
30 SECONDS WEST 9.58 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID SOUTHERLY LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID
SOUTHERLY LINE, SOUTH 89 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST 64.09 FEET TO A POINT
ON THE CENTERLINE OF PACIFIC AVENUE; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTHERLY LINE, ALONG SAID
CENTERLINE OF PACIFIC AVENUE, SOUTH 44 DEGREES 24 MINUTES 30 SECONDS WEST 259.78
TO THE INTERSECTION WITH SAID CENTERLINE OF PACIFIC AVENUE WITH THE CENTERLINE OF
MIDAS AVENUE (60 FEET WIDE); THENCE LEAVING SAID CENTERLINE OF PACIFIC AVENUE,
ALONG SAID CENTERLINE OF MIDAS AVENUE, NORTH 61 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 30 SECONDS
WEST 156.89 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID CENTERLINE OF MIDAS AVENUE, NORTH 51 DEGREES
11 MINUTES 30 SECONDS EAST 170.77 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID SOUTHERLY LINE OF SECTION
18, THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 00 MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST
328.40 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
PARCEL A-3:
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ALL THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 18, TOWNSHIP 11 NORTH,
RANGE 7 EAST, MOUNT DIABLO BASE AND MERIDIAN, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE LINE LYING PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET SOUTHEASTERLY OF
THE CENTERLINE OF THE EAST BOUND TRACT OF THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE CENTRAL
PACIFIC RAILWAY BETWEEN ROCKLIN AND COLFAX, AS SHOWN ON THE RAILROAD MAP NO. V112/S-8B, FROM WHICH POINT THE INTERSECTION OF SAID SOUTHEASTERLY LINE WITH THE
SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 BEARS SOUTH 28 DEGREES 34 MINUTES 00 SECONDS
WEST 540.48 FEET, THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHEASTERLY LINE NORTH 28 DEGREES 34 MINUTES
00 SECONDS EAST 155.92 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTHEASTERLY LINE, SOUTH 45
DEGREES 35 MINUTES 43 SECOND EAST 693.39 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHEASTLY RIGHT
OF WAY OF PACIFIC AVENUE (90 FEET WIDE); THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHEATERLY RIGHT OF
WAY, SOUTH 44 DEGREES 24 MINUTES 30 SECONDS WEST 150.00 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID
SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY, NORTH 45 DEGREES 35 MINUTES 43 SECONDS WEST 650.83
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
EXCEPTING THERFROM THAT PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED IN THE GRANT DEED TO THE
CITY OF ROCKLIN RECORDED ON AUGUST 02, 2005, AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2005-101146 OF
OFFICIAL RECORD.
THE ABOVE DESCRIPTIONS ARE DESCRIBED IN LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT RECORDED DECEMBER 23,
1998, SERIES NO. 98-0109015, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
EXCEPTING FROM ALL OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PARCELS:
ALL MINERALS AND ALL MINERAL RIGHTS OF EVERY KIND AND CHARACTER NOW KNOWN TO
EXIST OR HEREAFTER DISCOVERED, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITING THE GENERALITY OF THE
FOREGOING, OIL AND GAS AND RIGHTS THERETO, TOGETHER WITH THE SOLE, EXCLUSIVE AND
PERPETUAL RIGHT TO EXPLORE FOR, REMOVE, AND DISPOSE OF SAID MINERALS BY ANY MEANS
OR METHODS SUITABLE TO GRANTOR, ITS SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS, BUT WITHOUT ENTERING
UPON OR USING THE SURFACE OF THE PROPERTY, AND IN SUCH MANNER AS NOT TO DAMAGE
THE SURFACE OF SAID LANDS OR TO INTERFERE WITH THE USE THEREOF BY GRANTEE, ITS
SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS; AS RESERVED IN DEED RECORDED DECEMBER 31, 1998, SERIES NO.
98-0111831, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
PARCEL A-4:
A PARCEL OF LAND SITUATED IN THE CITY OF ROCKLIN, COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, BEING A PORTION OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 11
NORTH, RANGE 7 EAST, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF LAND OF SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY
THAT IS THE MOST WESTERLY CORNER OF BLOCK A AS SHOWN ON THAT PLAT OF THE WHITNEY
ADDITION TO THE TOWN OF ROCKLIN, RECORDED ON OCTOBER 22, 1888 IN BOOK A OF MAPS,
PAGE 18, PLACER COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT A IS ALSO THE MOST WESTERLY CORNER OF
BLOCK A AS SHOWN ON DRAWING NO. O-2092 FROM SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY PACIFIC
LINES, DATED OCTOBER 1, 1965, REVISED OCTOBER 27, 1965 AND FURTHER REVISED ON
JANUARY 16, 1967.
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THENCE FROM SAID POINT OF BEGINNING NORTH 45 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 28 SECONDS EAST
ALONG SAID NORTHWESTERLY LINE OF SAID BLOCK A, A DISTANCE OF 40.29 FEET TO A POINT
ON THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF MIDAS AVENUE THENCE CONTINUING ALONG SAID
NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CONSECUTIVE COURSES:
1) NORTH 89 DEGREES 44 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 353.41 FEET, THENCE 2)
EASTERLY ON A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 330.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
29 DEGREES 42 MINUTES 00 SECONDS (TANGENT TO SAID CURVE AT LAST MENTIONED POINT IS
LAST DESCRIBED COURSE) AN ARC DISTANCE OF 171.06 FEET (CHORD = SOUTH 75 DEGREES 25
MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST, 169.15 FEET) TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. THENCE FROM
SAID TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTINUING ALONG SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF
MIDAS AVENUE SOUTH 61 DEGREES 18 MINUTES 30 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 168.20 FEET
TO A POINT COMMON WITH THE BOUNDARY OF PARCEL A-2 AND THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF
WAY OF MIDAS AVENUE AS SAID PARCEL A-2 IS SHOWN ON THAT LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
APPROVAL RECORDED PER DOCUMENT NUMBER 98-0111831; THENCE LEAVING SAID
NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF MIDAS AVENUE AND CONTINUING ALONG THE BOUNDARY OF
SAID PARCEL A-2 THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) CONSECUTIVE COURSES:
1) NORTH 51 DEGREES 11 MINUTES 30 SECONDS EAST A DISTANCE OF 138.30 FEET TO A POINT
COMMON WITH THE NORTH SECTION LINE OF SECTION 19, THENCE 2) SOUTH 89 DEGREES 00
MINUTES 20 SECONDS WEST A DISTANCE OF 258.02 FEET ALONG SAID NORTH SECTION LINE TO
A POINT COMMON WITH THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF MIDAS AVENUE. THENCE
FOLLOWING SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF MIDAS AVENUE, ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE
TO THE RIGHT HAVING A RADIUS OF 330.00 FEET, A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 00 DEGREES 31
MINUTES 32 SECONDS A DISTANCE OF 3.03 FEET (CHORD: SOUTH 61 DEGREES 43 MINUTES 16
SECONDS EAST, 3.03 FEET) TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 10,937 SQUARE
FEET MORE OR LESS.
APN: 010-010-016-000 (Affects Parcel A-1), 010-010-017 (Affect Parcel A-2), 010-010-028
(Affects Parcel A-3), 010-010-029 (The remainder of Parcel A-3) and 010-040-040 (Affects Parcel
A-4).
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________
Subject: Ordering Abatement of Public Nuisance in Various Locations in the City of Rocklin
Submitted by: Rick Forstall, Director
Date: May 23, 2017
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager (Presenter)
Department: Public Services
•

Staff Recommendation: Upon completion of the Protest Hearing, and after giving all parties on
"Exhibit A" due consideration regarding abatement on their property, Staff recommends
approval of the Resolution of the City Council of the City of Rocklin Ordering Abatement of Public
Nuisance in Various Locations in the City of Rocklin.

BACKGROUND:
To complete the weed and rubbish abatement process, the City is required to hold a noticed protest
hearing to hear objections from any landowners whose property has been declared a nuisance. As
required by statute, notices were sent to the owners of the properties declared a nuisance, via certified
letters mailed on April 26, 2017. After hearing the objections, if any, the council shall allow or overrule
any objections. At that time, the council acquires jurisdiction to proceed and perform the work of
removal and by approving the resolution makes the order to proceed with abatement.
The abatement contractor will inspect each property prior to any abatement work; and, if found to be in
compliance with the City Standards for Maintenance of Vacant Parcels, no work will be performed by
the City contractor.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• Approximately 326 vacant parcels in the City of Rocklin require weed abatement.
Conclusions:
• A Protest Hearing is needed prior to beginning the weed abatement project.

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 2
Recommendations:
• Set upon completion of the Protest Hearing, and after giving all parties on "Exhibit A" due
consideration regarding abatement on their property, Staff recommends the City Council adopt a
resolution to order abatement of weeds and/or rubbish on all properties listed on "Exhibit A" not
in compliance with City standards.
Fiscal Impact:
• $25,000 is budgeted from the General Fund (100-823-6035) for the weed abatement project.
The General Fund will be reimbursed as property owners pay the issued bills and as liens are
placed against properties for noncompliance and nonpayment.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven P. Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
ORDERING ABATEMENT OF PUBLIC NUISANCE
IN VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.
The City Council of the City of Rocklin, upon sufficient
information, having declared conditions at locations listed in the form attached hereto
as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein a public nuisance, and having set
and given proper notice of a public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting of April
25th, and having given all person present at the noticed public hearing on May 23, at
6:00 PM an opportunity to be heard and taken testimony, does declare that conditions
at locations as listed on Exhibit A, as amended by the City Council, constitute a public
nuisance and are detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare.
The following conditions exist:
a. There is an accumulation of combustibles, weeds, and other rank growth which
is a hazard to the public health and safety, and those conditions constitute a
public nuisance.
b. The accumulation of combustible weeds and other rank growth substantially
increases the fire hazard.
Section 2.
The property upon which the nuisance exists is identified by
parcel number on Exhibit A.
Section 3.
The owners of the property upon which the nuisance exists are
identified in the records of the Placer County Assessor listed on Exhibit A.
Section 4.
It is therefore ordered that the nuisance be abated and that the
City will cause the abatement to be accomplished and the cost thereof placed as a
special assessment against the property.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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Exhibit A
W_NUM
W126
W429
W230
W231
W232
W153
W56
W295
W211
W238
W263
W264
W265
W600
W237
W364
W96
W452
W10
W17
W188
W187
W44
W13
W332
W269
W65
W66
W273
W274
W275
W276
W37
W38
W310
W206
W207
W208
W209
W256
W266
W304
W305
W246
W412
W413
W414

APN
017-171-007-000
454-040-012-000
045-043-046-000
045-043-047-000
045-043-048-000
017-281-008-000
010-191-026-000
046-010-069-000
045-041-014-000
045-052-011-000
045-110-034-000
045-110-054-000
045-110-055-000
374-060-002-000
045-043-078-000
376-050-001-000
016-090-024-000
454-050-030-000
010-030-006-000
010-082-059-000
045-011-017-000
045-011-012-000
010-181-044-000
010-072-002-000
371-010-005-000
045-110-066-000
010-210-021-000
010-210-022-000
045-132-021-000
045-132-021-000
045-132-001-000
045-132-021-000
010-144-007-000
010-144-008-000
045-031-047-000
045-031-001-000
045-031-003-000
045-031-004-000
045-031-005-510
045-090-004-000
045-110-063-000
046-020-071-000
046-020-072-000
045-053-084-000
453-020-010-000
453-020-011-000
453-020-012-000

Owner1
ALDEBARAN INTERNATIONAL INC
APPLEGATE JAMES & APPLEGATE DANIELLA
ARROWEST PROPERTIES INC
ARROWEST PROPERTIES INC
ARROWEST PROPERTIES INC
ATHERTON GRIFFIN LLC
ATTIA CYNTHIA & ATTIA GILLES S TR
ATTIA GILLES S & CYNTHIA TTEES
AUBURN MANOR HOLDING CORP
AUBURN MANOR HOLDING CORPORATION
AUBURN MANOR HOLDING CORPORATION
AUBURN MANOR HOLDING CORPORATION
AUBURN MANOR HOLDING CORPORATION
BASRAI KARANJIT SINGH & BASRAI RAMI KAUR
BASS PRO OUTDOOR WORLD LLC ET AL
BERGMAN DOUGLAS E & BERGMAN FREDA TR
BOGDAN JOSEPH & BOGDAN NADIA G
BOLEBRUKH NATALIYA
BROUILLETTE JEAN P TR ET AL
BULLARD BRYAN E TR ET AL
BURTON RICHARD E & SHAWN
BURTON RICHARD E & SHAWN ET AL
BYRNES LAWRENCE DELANEY & PATRICIA ANN T
CASSOTTA DANTE L TRUSTEE
CHEN ESTER
CHINA GARDEN LLC
CHINN GREGORY S ET AL
CHINN GREGORY S ET AL
CJ PHEN LLC
CJ PHEN LLC
CJ PHEN LLC
CJ PHEN LLC
CLARK MICHAEL S & DAWN R
CLARK MICHAEL S & DAWN R
COKER IRENE A TRUSTEE
COKER IRENE ANN TRUSTEE
COKER IRENE ANN TRUSTEE
COKER IRENE ANN TRUSTEE
COKER IRENE ANN TRUSTEE
CONWILL JOSEPH F & CONWILL MARSHA G TR
COOPER SCOTT & COOPER MICHELE
CORP OF PRESIDING BISHOP LDS
CORP OF PRESIDING BISHOP LDS
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
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W415
W416
W420
W421
W422
W55
W221
W222
W115
W337
W333
W356
W40
W15
W16
W39
W354
W612
W85
W291
W343
W184
W185
W162
W163
W166
W167
W168
W169
W368
W369
W370
W122
W150
W27
W446
W344
W30
W287
W34
W172
W174
W42
W520
W254
W195
W200
W205

453-020-013-000
453-020-014-000
453-020-018-000
453-020-019-000
453-020-020-000
010-191-020-000
045-042-053-000
045-042-055-000
016-351-018-000
374-070-006-000
371-040-024-000
376-020-004-000
010-162-001-000
010-072-012-000
010-072-015-000
010-144-010-000
376-020-002-000
045-120-046-000
010-250-020-000
046-010-006-000
374-200-007-000
030-210-068-000
030-210-069-000
017-284-006-000
017-284-007-000
017-284-027-000
017-284-028-000
017-284-029-000
017-284-030-000
378-010-003-000
378-010-004-000
378-010-007-000
017-081-088-000
017-270-090-000
010-122-010-000
454-050-023-000
374-200-009-000
010-131-006-000
045-390-020-000
010-133-021-000
017-460-003-000
017-460-001-000
010-170-002-000
454-070-052-000
045-080-033-000
045-013-005-000
045-013-022-000
045-021-045-000

CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CROWNE PROPERTIES INC
CSS PROPERTIES LLC
DEL PASO & EL CAMINO LLC
DEL PASO & EL CAMINO LLC
DESTINY CHRISTIAN CHURCH OF THE ASSEMBLI
DEVAULT JEFFREY H & LORI A
DINGLASAN ULYSSES & MARISA
DIZONMAGAHIS TERESITA ET AL
DOWNS JOHN W TR
DOYLE KIRK C & LORETTA TR
DOYLE KIRK C & LORETTA TR
DUFF DUANE ALEXANDER
DUGGAN DANIEL A JR
ECKHARDT GARY J & CYNTHIA D
EDMONDSON ROBERT M TR ET AL
ELLIOTT HOMES INC
EL-SAYEGH HUSSEIN S & EL-SAYEGH MAY JAY
ENGEL THOMAS J & BETTY J
ENGEL THOMAS J & BETTY J
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EUREKA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
EVERGREEN SR LAND LP
EVERGREEN SR LAND LP
EVERGREEN SR LAND LP
EVERGREEN/ROCKLIN LAND JOINT VENTURE
EVERGREEN/ROCKLIN LAND JOINT VENTURE
FAUSTMAN DANIEL J
FUJII ROBERT & JANICE K
GARNER WILLIAM
GAYALDO JACK A TR
GCRP LLC
GEMMELL NOLE
GOLDEN STATE LUMBER INC
GOLDEN STATE LUMBER INC
GOOCH LAURENCE JOHN & JANNELLE YVONNE TR
GRANITE LAKES ESTATES COMMUNITY ASSOCIAT
HANEY CONSTRUCTION INVESTMENTS LLC
HANZLICK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP ET AL
HANZLICK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP ET AL
HANZLICK FAMILY PARTNERSHIP ET AL
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W212
W218
W240
W29
W365
W267
W268
W48
W50
W47
W49
W306
W90
W91
W92
W93
W28
W159
W160
W158
W350
W353
W349
W328
W329
W330
W51
W33
W26
W334
W18
W19
W20
W21
W615
W617
W182
W331
W108
W109
W110
W180
W347
W105
W106
W107
W312
W283

045-041-016-000
045-041-025-000
045-052-026-000
010-122-012-000
376-060-002-000
045-110-064-000
045-110-065-000
010-181-053-000
010-181-055-000
010-181-051-000
010-181-054-000
046-173-007-000
010-470-003-000
010-470-008-000
010-470-023-000
010-470-024-000
010-122-011-000
017-283-013-000
017-283-014-000
017-283-011-000
374-270-006-000
374-270-014-000
374-230-009-000
370-120-003-000
370-120-004-000
370-120-005-000
010-191-004-000
010-132-013-000
010-122-009-000
372-020-030-000
010-091-022-000
010-091-023-000
010-091-024-000
010-091-025-000
045-360-001-000
045-120-065-000
030-200-033-000
371-010-003-000
016-230-011-000
016-230-012-000
016-230-013-000
030-140-024-000
374-230-001-000
016-230-001-000
016-230-002-000
016-230-003-000
364-010-041-000
045-260-044-000

HARMON MARTIN A TR ET AL
HARMON MARTIN A TR ET AL
HARMON MARTIN A & MARTINE D
HARRINGTON FRANCIS & HARRINGTON KELLY
HENDERSON JEFFREY A & DEBORAH A TR ET AL
HENDRICKSON KENNETH BERNHARDT
HENDRICKSON KENNETH BERNHARDT
HERNANDEZ ANDREW & SARAH
HERNANDEZ DANIEL J & KATHLEEN B ET AL
HERNANDEZ DANIEL J ET AL
HERNANDEZ DANIEL J ET AL
HUFF DENNIS L & HUFF SHIRLEY F TR
HURLEY COMPANY LLC THE ET AL
HURLEY COMPANY LLC THE ET AL
HURLEY COMPANY LLC THE ET AL
HURLEY COMPANY LLC THE ET AL
HUSS MICHAEL W
JACKSON II LLC ET AL
JACKSON II LLC ET AL
JACKSON II LLC ET AL
JAR CAPITAL CA
JENSEN ERIC E & DONDRA C
JK BARNHART INC
JOHN MOURIER CONSTRUCTION INC
JOHN MOURIER CONSTRUCTION INC
JOHN MOURIER CONSTRUCTION INC
JOHN MOURIER CONSTRUCTION INC
KEENAN JOYCE ANN ET AL
KEITH RANDALL C
KRAVCHUK ROMAN & KRAVCHUK KRYSTYNA
LAMOUREAUX LOREE TR
LAMOUREAUX LOREE TR
LAMOUREAUX LOREE TR
LAMOUREAUX LOREE TR
LEE BARBARA E TR ET AL
LEE BARBARA E TR ET AL
LION SHARE INVESTMENTS LLC
LYSAK VIKTOR & MARIYA
MAGAHIS NICANOR V & TERESITA L
MAGAHIS NICANOR V & TERESITA L
MAGAHIS NICANOR V & TERESITA L
MAIER FRIEDRICH
MALIHINA TATIANA
MANAGHEBI MAHNAZ
MANAGHEBI MAHNAZ
MANAGHEBI MAHNAZ
MARKS MICHAEL D ET AL
MASHA JOHN & KATHY K
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W297
W298
W299
W300
W152
W605
W89
W360
W148
W358
W294
W616
W618
W260
W1
W179
W2
W628
W622
W623
W624
W626
W618
W619
W620
W621
W625
W627
W629
W630
W348
W22
W553
W554
W555
W556
W557
W558
W559
W560
W561
W35
W102
W103
W104
W53
W602
W603

046-010-072-000
046-010-073-000
046-010-074-000
046-010-075-000
017-270-069-000
010-121-006-000
010-260-040-000
376-030-004-000
017-190-045-000
376-020-010-000
046-010-077-000
045-120-068-000
045-120-069-000
045-101-066-000
010-010-008-000
030-140-004-000
010-010-009-000
032-070-066-000
030-020-003-000
030-010-011-000
030-030-059-000
032-070-067-000
030-050-013-000
030-070-017-000
030-070-016-000
030-041-001-000
032-010-010-000
032-010-021-000
032-060-065-000
032-070-065-000
374-230-005-000
010-092-010-000
491-010-003-000
491-010-004-000
491-010-005-000
491-010-006-000
491-010-007-000
491-010-008-000
491-010-009-000
491-010-010-000
491-010-012-000
010-134-010-000
016-220-004-000
016-220-005-000
016-220-006-000
010-191-008-000
010-220-040-000
010-220-045-000

MIMA CAPITAL LLC
MIMA CAPITAL LLC
MIMA CAPITAL LLC
MIMA CAPITAL LLC
MOHAMED JOSEPH SR TR ET AL
MOORE MARVIN
MULTIGROUP LLC
NAGARAJAH RAMESH & NAGARAJAH DILKUSHE
NEIL INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
NEJADIAN ERIC TR
NEWCASTLE ROCKLIN GOLD HILL CEMETERY DIS
NG ALEXANDER REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT LLC
NG ALEXANDER REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT LLC
NICKSAM PROPERTIES LLC
NORMAN STEPHEN J TTEE ET AL
NORMAN STEPHEN J TTEE ET AL
NORMAN STEPHEN J TTEE ET AL
OATES PHILIP TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR
OATES PHILIP D TR
OATES PHILIP D TR
OATES PHILIP D TR
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OATES PHILIP D TR ET AL
OBUTKOV MKHAIL & OBUTKOV YELENA TR
ONEILL MICHAEL T & JOSEPHINE A TRUSTEES
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
ORCHARD CREEK INVESTORS LLC
OSELLA ILONA TRUSTEE
OSTROW BRIAN CURTIS TRUSTEE ET AL
OSTROW BRIAN CURTIS TRUSTEE ET AL
OSTROW BRIAN CURTIS TRUSTEE ET AL
PASLEY VIOLET M
PATTERSON SANDRA J ET AL
PATTERSON SANDRA J ET AL
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W326
W226
W272
W170
W346
W64
W281
W552
W257
W261
W57
W59
W60
W61
W62
W87
W88
W154
W155
W156
W157
W164
W245
W270
W271
W609
W610
W611
W613
W614
W278
W279
W280
W362
W86
W342
W461
W277
W165
W562
W563
W619
W423
W361
W7
W8
W286

046-020-070-000
368-020-031-000
045-043-032-000
045-120-062-000
017-460-002-000
374-200-012-000
010-210-013-000
045-190-008-000
491-010-002-000
045-090-062-000
045-103-006-000
010-191-029-000
010-191-032-000
010-191-048-000
010-191-049-000
010-191-077-000
010-260-038-000
010-260-048-000
017-281-014-000
017-281-015-000
017-281-016-000
017-283-010-000
017-284-015-000
045-053-039-000
045-120-050-000
045-120-059-000
045-120-056-000
045-120-057-000
045-120-012-000
045-120-037-000
045-120-049-000
045-161-014-000
045-161-015-000
045-161-016-000
376-030-015-000
010-260-044-000
374-200-003-000
454-060-009-000
045-161-007-000
017-284-026-000
045-150-023-000
045-150-052-000
045-150-048-000
454-040-002-000
376-030-006-000
010-023-002-000
010-024-002-000
045-390-019-000

PETTY DAVID T & DIANE S
PIERCE DENNIS
PLACER PARTNERS LLC
POLYCOMP TRUST COMPANY CSTDN ET AL
QQ SACRAMENTO - 614 LLC
RAI KASHMIR S & BALJIT K
RANK STEVEN L
RAWAT KIRAN
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
REIS ROGER E & VIRGINIA M
ROACH J WILLIAM TR ET AL
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CIVIC CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CORPORATE CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CORPORATE CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CORPORATE CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CORPORATE CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN CORPORATE CENTER LLC
ROCKLIN INVESTORS GROUP 1
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN MEADOWS GREENBREA 22 LLC
ROCKLIN SIERRA APARTMENTS II LLC
ROCKLIN SIERRA APARTMENTS II LLC
ROCKLIN SIERRA APARTMENTS II LLC
ROSE KEVIN M & COLEEN LOPEZ TTEE
RUHKALA ROY E TRUSTEE
SAGUCIO LEVY & SAGUCIO EDWIN
SANDHER BALJIT
SCHUBERT WALTER R JR & CHRISTIAN AMY
SFPD LLC
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLLEGE
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLLEGE
SIERRA JOINT COMM COLLEGE
SIMON THOMAS NEIL & SIMON LIKAA
SKLYARUK EDUARD & SKLYARUK OKSANA
SMELSER JAMES A ET AL
SMELSER JAMES A ET AL
SMITH LOGAN JEFFREY TRUSTEE
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W620
W63
W114
W52
W642
W140
W147
W606
W577
W149
W576
W307
W128
W137
W143
W144
W145
W146
W631
W632
W633
W634
W635
W636
W637
W638
W639
W640
W609
W610
W611
W612
W613
W614
W615
W616
W617
W248
W196
W197
W219
W220
W607
W129
W130
W131
W239
W241

045-053-064-000
010-204-010-000
016-030-003-000
010-191-007-000
016-351-032-000
017-174-020-000
017-182-017-000
017-081-085-000
017-081-067-000
017-270-002-000
017-081-062-000
046-214-003-000
017-171-030-000
017-172-014-000
017-177-011-000
017-181-006-000
017-182-005-000
017-182-018-000
017-181-005-000
017-182-007-000
017-182-008-000
017-182-009-000
017-182-014-000
017-182-013-000
017-081-079-000
017-174-045-000
017-174-040-000
017-182-012-000
016-020-003-000
016-010-006-000
016-010-005-000
030-140-009-000
010-010-011-000
016-010-007-000
016-020-004-000
010-040-007-000
010-010-014-000
045-053-044-000
045-041-044-000
045-013-023-000
045-041-045-000
045-041-043-000
045-013-024-000
017-171-025-000
017-171-026-000
017-171-027-000
045-052-015-000
045-052-019-000

SNECCHI DAVID J ET AL
SORELLE HOMES LLC
SOUTHERN PACIFIC PIPE LINE PTP
SOUTHERN PACIFIC PIPE LINE PTP
SOUTHERN PACIFIC PIPE LINE PTP
SOUTHERN PLACER SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION AU
SOUTHERN PLACER SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION AU
SPRING VALLEY - ROCKLIN LP
SR 95-EP VENTURES LLC
STANFORD RANCH I LLC
STANFORD RANCH SELF STORAGE LLC
STAPLES DIANA B TRUSTEE
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET RANCHOS INVESTORS LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
SUNSET WHITNEY LLC
TAYLOR MORRISON OF CALIFORNIA LLC ET AL
TAYLOR ROAD 24 LLC
TAYLOR ROAD 24 LLC
TAYLOR ROAD 24 LLC
TAYLOR ROAD 24 LLC
TAYLOR ROAD 24 LLC
TAYLOR WHITNEY RANCH LP
TAYLOR WHITNEY RANCH LP
TAYLOR WHITNEY RANCH LP
THOMAS SIERRA LLC
THOMAS SIERRA LLC
6

Exhibit A
W242
W243
W213
W214
W215
W14
W112
W101
W113
W292
W301
W426
W100
W97
W98
W99
W132
W133
W134
W135
W136
W621
W622
W623
W645
W646
W161
W601
W341
W9
W94
W258
W641
W11
W3
W4
W5
W6

045-052-020-000
045-052-021-000
045-041-018-000
045-041-019-000
045-041-020-000
010-072-009-000
016-240-039-000
016-210-011-000
016-240-044-000
046-010-007-000
046-020-003-000
454-040-007-000
016-210-002-000
016-100-031-000
016-180-004-000
016-180-005-000
017-171-032-000
017-171-034-000
017-171-036-000
017-171-016-000
017-171-017-000
017-270-099-000
017-270-089-000
017-081-070-000
017-270-097-000
017-270-098-000
017-284-004-000
010-220-041-000
374-180-029-000
010-026-001-000
016-020-009-000
045-101-059-000
016-450-001-000
010-040-040-000
010-010-016-000
010-010-017-000
010-010-028-000
010-010-029-000

THOMAS SIERRA LLC
THOMAS SIERRA LLC
TRIMMS PAVILIONS LLC
TRIMMS PAVILIONS LLC
TRIMMS PAVILIONS LLC
TRUE ERIC & LORI
USA INVESTMENT ASSOC INC & KENYO AMERICA
USA INVESTMENT ASSOC INC ET AL
USA INVESTMENT ASSOC INC ET AL
WEDDING RANDOLPH E & CELIA A TR ET AL
WEDDING RANDOLPH E & CELIA A TR ET AL
WIBBELER PATRICK R & BENTLEY AMY E TR
WIL LEN ENTERPRISES
WIL LEN ENTERPRISES
WIL LEN ENTERPRISES
WIL LEN ENTERPRISES
WILDCAT WHITNEY RANCH 100 LLC
WILDCAT WHITNEY RANCH 100 LLC
WILDCAT WHITNEY RANCH 100 LLC
WILDCAT WHITNEY RANCH 100 LLC
WILDCAT WHITNEY RANCH 100 LLC
WILLIAM JESSUP UNIVERSITY
WILLIAM JESSUP UNIVERSITY
WILLIAM JESSUP UNIVERSITY
WILLIAM JESSUP UNIVERSITY
WILLIAM JESSUP UNIVERSITY
WILSON DAVID S & SANDRA W
WINDGASSEVONWENDORFF GABRIELE
WINTER RONALD D & MARGARET J
WISE DONALD L & WISE DONNA M TR ET AL
WOESSNER STEVEN R & PATRICIA G
YASSA NADINE H TR
YUBA INVESTMENTS - SUNSET LP ET AL
ZL ROCKLIN LLC
ZL ROCKLIN LLC
ZL ROCKLIN LLC
ZL ROCKLIN LLC
ZL ROCKLIN LLC
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City Council Report

BACK TO AGENDA

________________________________________________
Subject:

Oak Vista Subdivision

Project No:

Tentative Subdivision Map, SD-2015-0002; Rezone, Z-2015-0002;
Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit, TRE-2015-0008

Date:

May 23, 2017

Submitted by:

Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Director
Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner

Department:

Economic and Community Development Department

Recommendation
The Planning Commission and staff recommend that the City Council:
MOVE TO CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION A RESOLUTION OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Oak Vista Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, Z-2015-0002, and TRE-20150008)
MOVE TO INTRODUCE AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN REZONING
AN AREA FROM UNCLASSIFIED (U) TO A COMBINATION OF RESIDENTIAL SIX THOUSAND SQUARE
FOOT MINIMUM LOT SIZE (R1-6) AND RESIDENTIAL TWELVE THOUSAND SQUARE FOOT MINIMUM
LOT SIZE (R1-12.5), WAIVE THE FULL READING OF THE ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE NEXT
REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Oak Vista Subdivision / Z-2015-0002)
MOVE TO CONTINUE TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION A RESOLUTION OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND AN OAK
TREE PRESERVATION PLAN PERMIT TO THE NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION (Oak Vista
Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, TRE-2015-0008)
Project Description
The Oak Vista Subdivision project proposes the construction of a residential subdivision consisting
of 63 single-family residential units on an approximately 13.9-acre site in the City of Rocklin. In
order to allow the development of the project, the following entitlements have been requested:
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•
•

•
•

A Rezone (Z-2015-0002) to change the zoning from Unclassified (U) to a combination of
Residential six thousand square foot net minimum lot size (R1-6) and Residential twelve
thousand five hundred square foot net minimum lot size (R1-12.5);
A Tentative Subdivision Map (SD-2015-0002) to create 63 single family residential lots, as well
as associated streets and related improvements. Single family residential lots would range in
size from 6,120 square feet to 11,100 square feet for the fifty-nine (59) R1-6 lots and from
20,050 square feet to 21,129 square feet for the four (4) R1-12.5 lots; and
An Oak Tree Preservation Plan (TRE-2015-0008) to address the preservation, removal and
mitigation of oak trees on the project site.
Authorization by the City Council to the City Manager to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) concerning treatment of cultural resources.

Location
The project site is generally located on the southwestern corner of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane,
adjacent on one boundary to the eastern city limits of the City of Rocklin. The site consists of six (6)
parcels, designated by Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052
and 453-070-042.
Figure 1.

Project Location
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Applicant
The applicant is Ryan Bradford of Equity Smart Investments, LP; the property owner is Placer
Partners, LLC.
Background and Site Characteristics
The project site has been historically utilized for large lot rural residential development. The six
parcels contained within the project boundaries contain four existing residential homes and
associated structures. All structures are anticipated to be demolished prior to development of the
proposed project. The existing homes were constructed in the 1950s and are not identified as
historic resources.
The site includes a total of 420 native oak trees. 269 of the native oak trees are proposed for
removal as part of the development of the project. Of the trees proposed for removal, the project
arborist has designated 57 of the trees as dead, dying, or hazardous.
Surrounding Land Uses
The project site is bounded by Dias Lane to the east and the Rocklin 60 subdivision wraps around
the north, west, south, and a portion of the easterly boundary of the project. The approximately
57-acre Rocklin 60 project was approved in 2010 to allow development of 169 lots, two parcels
designated as open space for oak tree preservation between the project site and Dias Lane, and
several landscape, and utility parcels.
The properties on the east side of Dias Lane are located in the Town of Loomis in an area
designated as Residential Estate in the Town of Loomis General Plan. This area has been
developed with several single family residences on large lots.
The project is designated on the General Plan as Medium Density Residential (MDR) and is
Unclassified (U) on the Zoning map. See Figure 2 and Table 1 for surrounding General Plan
designations and Zoning.
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Figure 2.

Table 1.

Current General Plan/Zoning

Surrounding Uses

Current Use

Current General Plan / Zoning

Project
Site

Large lot single-family
residential containing four
residential units

Medium Density Residential (MDR) /
Unclassified (U)

North

Rocklin 60 residential
subdivision

MDR / Planned Development 4 dwellings per acre
(PD-4) and Planned Development 2 dwellings per
acre (PD-2)

South

Rocklin 60 residential
subdivision

MDR / PD-4

East

Town of Loomis
Scattered residences, &
Rocklin 60 residential
subdivision

Town of Loomis – Residential Estate, & Recreation
Conservation (R-C) / Planned Development Open
Area (PD-OA)

West

Rocklin 60 residential
subdivision

MDR / PD-4
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Planning Commission Review and Action
December 20, 2016 Planning Commission Hearing
At the hearing on December 20, the Planning Commission considered the proposed project. During
the meeting, there were discussions regarding incorporation of Lots D and F (APNs 453-061-022
and 453-070-040), two landscape lots created with the Rocklin 60 subdivision, into the Oak Vista
project (see Figure 3). These lots were created to buffer the large-lot residential properties to the
north, which now comprise the Oak Vista project site, from the homes in the Rocklin 60 project.
Because the Oak Vista project now proposes to develop the large lot parcels at a density
consistent with Rocklin 60, this buffering is no longer necessary. As part of the Rocklin 60 project,
these lots were required to be dedicated by the Rocklin 60 developer, Taylor Morrison, to the City
through Irrevocable Officers of Dedication (I.O.D.).
Three days prior to the Planning Commission hearing, staff received correspondence from Taylor
Morrison stating that it did not agree that these lots should be incorporated into the proposed
Oak Vista project and also expressing concern that Taylor Morrison had not received adequate
compensation for the use of these lots, since they were no longer being utilized for landscape
purposes.
Taylor Morrison and Placer Partners, the Oak Vista developer, reached an agreement the morning
of December 20 regarding the wording of Condition of Approval #11.b. This modified condition,
which was included as a Blue Memo at the Planning Commission hearing, stated the following:
Prior to approval of a Final Map, issuance of a grading permit, or Improvement Plans
(whichever occurs first) the applicant shall obtain ownership of Lots D and F for incorporation
into the project. The transfer of these properties shall require agreement between the
subdivider and the prior owners of Lots D and F, to the satisfaction of the City Manager. If the
subdivider is unable to reach an agreement with the prior owner and the City Manager on the
transfer of these lots, the subdivider will be required to apply for approval of a new or modified
project that does not include these parcels.
During public comment, Jay Pawlek, a representative from Taylor Morrison, stated that he was
satisfied by the modified condition and therefore withdrew Taylor Morrison’s objections to the
incorporation of Lots D and F into the Oak Vista project. No other public comment was received at
the hearing.
During deliberation, the Commission expressed general support for the project. However,
Commissioner McKenzie expressed concern about future oak tree removal on the non-graded lots
fronting Dias Lane. As a result, he indicated that he could not support approval of the project. At
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the conclusion of deliberations, the Commission voted 4-1 to recommend the project for approval
to the City Council.
Figure 3.

Lots D & F

Subsequent to the Planning Commission’s recommendation for approval, concerns were raised
from some members of the Rocklin 60 neighborhood with regard to public noticing. Due to the
fact that these residents had recently purchased their homes, they were not listed on the tax
records which were utilized to prepare the noticing, consistent with Section 65091 of the
Government Code. Therefore, some of these residents did not receive the mailings for the
December 20 hearing. A letter was received on February 2, 2017 from Ryan and Christy Witz,
stating a desire for the City to re-notice the project and bring it back to Planning Commission for
review.
Concerns from residents within the area primarily focused on the incorporation of Lot D into the
subdivision. As described above, Lot D had previously been developed as a landscape lot along
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Black Willow Street. Residents within the area stated they had paid a premium for their lots
because they fronted the landscaped Lot D and were opposed for this lot being utilized for
anything other than landscaping.
Project Revisions
In order to address the concerns of the neighbors within proximity of this landscape lot, the
applicant revised the tentative subdivision map to remove Lot D from the project and to revise the
proposed lot layout to avoid losing any residential lots. As amended, the project would retain Lot
D as a landscape parcel to be owned and maintained by the City, with no changes to the existing
improvements.
In addition, the revised map also removed Lot F (located along Silver Lupine Lane) from the
project. As proposed, the City would retain ownership of Lot F and would grant an access and
landscape easement across the lot to provide access to Lots 51 through 56 and allow the adjacent
homeowners to landscape and be responsible for maintenance of their portions of Lot F, similar to
areas with excess street rights-of-way.
The revisions did not change the number of lots which had been proposed within the development
(63), nor did it propose to modify any project development standards.
Both Placer Partners and Taylor Morrison indicated that they are in agreement with regard to the
disposition of Lots D and F and that Taylor Morrison has no further objection to the design of the
proposed Oak Vista project.
In order to address the revisions, and to ensure that the surrounding neighborhood has an
opportunity to provide public comment, the project was re-noticed and brought back to the
Planning Commission for review and recommendation on April 4, 2017.
Neighborhood Park (Rocklin 60)
As part of the three-party discussions between the City, Placer Partners, and Taylor Morrison
regarding the incorporation of the Oak Vista project with the existing Rocklin 60 development, it
was identified that this eastern section of Rocklin is one of the only areas in the City which has a
deficit of parkland.
As a result, separate from the Oak Vista project, the City has agreed to construct and maintain a
small neighborhood park on a 1.57-acre parcel, which was dedicated to the City as part of the
Rocklin 60 project (see Figure 4).

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 8

Figure 4.

Lot E – Future Neighborhood Park

April 4, 2017 Planning Commission Hearing
The project was brought back to the Planning Commission to review the modifications on April 4,
2017. Staff presented the revised project and the Commission opened the public hearing. There
were three speakers who addressed the Commission. All three had concerns with traffic on Dias
Lane. It was explained that only four custom parcels would be accessed from Dias Lane, and that
the majority of the circulation would be internal. No public comments were received from the
residents on Black Willow Street regarding Lot D. However, staff received correspondence from
Ryan Witz on March 30 thanking staff for assistance and communication throughout the process
and indicating support for project as modified.
During deliberation, most of the Commission members stated that the changes to the map
adequately addressed the concerns of the citizens. Commissioner McKenzie reminded the
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Commission that he had voted no when the project was first heard due to his concerns with oak
trees on the non-graded lots fronting Dias Lane, his concerns remained and as such he was still not
in support of the project. At the conclusion of deliberations, the Commission voted 4-1 to
recommend the project for approval to the City Council.
General Plan and Zoning Compliance
The project site is designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR) on the Rocklin General Plan
and is Unclassified (U) on the zoning map. The site is proposed to be rezoned as a part of this
application to conform to the MDR General Plan land use designation (see Figure 5).
According to the Rocklin General Plan, the MDR designation provides areas for single family homes
on urban lots. The minimum density within MDR is 3.5 dwellings per acre and the density range
allows for a maximum of 8.4 dwellings per acre. The project proposes 63 single family parcels on
approximately 13.9 acres for a density of 4.5 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the
allowed range. The project proposes to rezone previously “Unclassified” property to a combination
of R1-6 and R1-12.5 zoning districts, both of which are consistent with the MDR designation.
Therefore, the proposed project is in compliance with the General Plan.
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Figure 5.

Proposed Zoning Districts

R1-6 lots
The project proposes subdivision of the majority of the project site (approximately 11.5 acres) into
59 lots, consistent with the proposed R1-6 zoning. The lots within this portion of the project would
range in size from 6,120 square feet to 11,100 square feet.
R1-12.5 lots
In order to buffer potential project impacts to properties located to the east of the site in the
Town of Loomis approximately 1.75 acres adjacent to Dias Lane would be developed as larger lots
with R1-12.5 zoning. This area would be subdivided into four parcels, ranging from approximately
20,050 square feet to 20,140 square feet, similar in size to the adjacent parcels accessed via Dias
Lane both in Rocklin and in the Town of Loomis. All four lots conform to the Development
standards set forth in the R1-12.5 zone district.
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Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit
The Tentative Subdivision Map application proposes to subdivide the approximately 13.9-acre site
into 63 single-family residential lots and associated street improvements (see Figure 6). As stated
above, the subdivision as proposed would comply with the development standards set forth in the
proposed R1-6 and R1-12.5 zoning districts.
Figure 6.

Proposed Tentative Subdivision Map
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Access and Circulation
Roadways providing access to the project site would be Dias Lane and local street connections
through the Rocklin 60 development to Sierra College Boulevard. Dias Lane is a two-lane street on
the Rocklin/Loomis border providing access primarily to rural residential areas. Only the four lots
proposed to front on this street would normally access Dias Lane. An existing gated emergency
only access, built with the Rocklin 60 project, would also serve as an emergency access to Dias
Lane for the Oak Vista development. The remaining 59 lots would normally be accessed from
Sierra college Boulevard via Schriber Way, a two-lane collector street providing access to
commercial and residential areas, and several streets in the Rocklin 60 project, that were stubbed
out with the intention of continuing the street network through the project site upon
development.
Utilities
The project has been conditioned to install sewer, water, and other infrastructure required by the
City and the applicable utilities to provide service to the project. All services are currently available
to the project site.
The Oak Vista subdivision incorporates Lot H, which was created with the Rocklin 60 project as a
privately-owned parcel to accommodate a road and private water easement extending westward
from Makabe Lane along the project’s northern boundary. According to Placer County Water
Agency (PCWA), this water easement exists only to provide untreated irrigation water to the
properties being developed with the Rocklin 60 project and as such the private road and water
easement is no longer necessary. Prior to, or concurrently with, recordation of the final map, the
project has been conditioned to abandon the existing road and private water easement.
Drainage
Storm water runoff from the project site would be collected in stormwater drainage pipes and
then directed through water quality treatment devices/areas as Best Management Practices (BMP)
and/or Low Impact Development (LID) features and then into the City’s storm drain system. The
purpose of the BMP/LID features is to ensure that potential pollutants are filtered out before they
enter the storm drain system. The City’s storm drain system maintains the necessary capacity to
support development on the proposed project site. Therefore, violations of water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements are not anticipated. The proposed drainage has been
reviewed by the City and is consistent with the current LID requirements.
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Oak Trees
The project site includes a total of 420 native oak trees within the boundaries of the project site of
which 269 trees are proposed for removal as a part of the development. Of these, 57 trees have
been identified as being dead, dying, or a hazard, and are therefore recommended for removal by
the project arborist. The project has been conditioned to comply with the City’s Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance in order to mitigate for the removal of the trees.
With regard to Lots 1-4 along Dias Lane, 11 trees have been identified as being in poor condition
and are recommended for removal by the project arborist. These large, rural type lots are
anticipated to be developed as custom lots with minimal grading and tree removal. As such, it is
not possible to know the number of trees which would be removed as part of the development of
homes on these lots. Mitigation for any oak trees removed to accommodate home construction
would be addressed as set forth in the RMC for all custom lots.
On April 12, 2017, citizen correspondence was received from Gary Grewal regarding the
preservation of oaks in this and other projects throughout the City. This correspondence has been
included as Attachment 3.
Environmental Determination
Consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) an Initial
Study was prepared to determine the project’s potential impacts on the environment. The study
found that development of the proposed Oak Vista Subdivision project could have significant
impacts with regard to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources and Hazardous
Materials; however it was also able to identify mitigation measures that would reduce each of
these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore a Mitigated Negative Declaration
of environmental impacts was prepared for the project.
The Oak Vista Subdivision Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated for
a 30-day public review period from November 17, 2016 to December 16, 2016. The IS/MND was
also submitted to the State Clearinghouse for the same time period to provide for a 30-day public
review period for State agencies. The City received three comment letters during the public review
period from, respectively, the State Clearinghouse, the Regional Water Quality Control Board and
the Department of Fish and Wildlife. A summary of the letters and responses thereto are provided
as Attachment 4.
As noted above, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration identified mitigation measures to
reduce Cultural Resources impacts to a less than significant level. One of those mitigation
measures (V.-3) requires the City of Rocklin, the United Auburn Indian Community and the project
applicant/developer to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the
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treatment and disposition of Cultural Resources. City Council would need to authorize the City
Manager to execute the MOU on behalf of the City; therefore such authorization has been
incorporated into the draft Resolution.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

Attachments:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Planning Commission Minutes (12/20/16)
Planning Commission Minutes (4/04/17)
Correspondence Regarding Oak Trees (4/12/17)
Summary of IS/MND Letters and Responses (12/20/16)

CITY OF ROCKLIN
MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
December 20, 2016
Rocklin Council Chambers
Rocklin Administration Building
3970 Rocklin Road
(www. rocklin.ca.us)

1. Meeting Called to Order at 6:30p.m.
2. Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner McKenzie.
3. Roll Call
Chairman Sloan
Vice Chairman Martinez
Commissioner McKenzie
Commissioner Whitmore
Commissioner Gayaldo
Others Present:
DeeAnne Gillick, Interim City Attorney
Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner
Marc Mondell, Director of Economic & Community Development
Dave Palmer, City Engineer
David Mohlenbrok, Env. Services Ops Manager
Terry Stemple, Planning Commission Secretary
About 7 others
4. Minutes – Minutes of November 15, 2016 were approved as submitted.
5. Correspondence - None
6. Citizens Addressing the Commission on Non Agenda Items – None
CONSENT ITEMS
Commissioner McKenzie asked to pull Item 8 off the consent calendar for discussion.
7. LUI-TAYLOR FAMILY TRUST PROPERTY PURCHASE
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY FINDING
On a motion by Commissioner Martinez and seconded by Commissioner Whitmore, Resolution of the Planning
Commission of the City of Rocklin Making Findings Under Government Code Section 65402 (Lui-Taylor Property
Purchase /Portion of APN 010-230-003) was approved by the following vote:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Martinez, Whitmore, Gayaldo, McKenzie, Sloan
None
None
None

8. GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY FINDINGS FOR EXCESS CITY PROPERTIES
WEST OAKS WEST OF SUNSET/FORMER FIRE STATION SITE (APN 365-020-030)
Commissioner McKenzie explained that the reason he pulled this item from consent is he has several concerns
which include:
•
•

Site is adjacent to Kathy Lund park with is significantly under parked.
Site is zoned for recreation purposes

He had questions for staff regarding:
•
•
•

Has the concept gone to the Parks, Recreation and Arts Commission
How the site was acquired
How the site was determined to be surplus property

Bret Finning and DeeAnne Gillick explained that the site was originally dedicated to the City for the construction
of a Fire Station which was then decided that an alternate site was a better fit. The City worked with the Sunset
West area developer and obtained a clear and unencumbered title to the site with no restrictions. It was also
explained that over the last couple of years, the City Council authorized a study of City owned properties
determining which ones could be declared surplus. Staff was then directed to market the properties.
Bret also explained that this would come back to the Planning Commission when there is an actual project
proposed at the site.
Additional questions for Staff:
•
•

Potential use of offer
Public entity interest/purchase of property

The hearing was opened to the public for comment. There being none, the hearing was closed.
Commission Deliberation/Discussion:
Commissioner McKenzie stated he cannot support the findings.
Commissioner Martinez stated he shares some of the same concerns regarding parking as Commission McKenzie.
Doesn’t feel there is enough information to make a decision.
Commissioner Gayaldo also feels there is not enough information to make a determination.
Commissioner Whitmore stated he is not sure the property is suitable for parking.
The Commission determined that the item should be continued so that additional information to answer their
questions and concerns could be researched and brought back to them.
City of Rocklin
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On a motion by Commissioner McKenzie and seconded by Commissioner Martinez, Item 8 is continued to the
January 17, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

McKenzie, Martinez, Gayaldo, Whitmore, Sloan
None
None
None

PUBLIC HEARINGS
9. OAK VISTA TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, SD2015-0002
REZONE, Z2015-0002
OAK TREE PRESERVATION PERMIT, TRE2015-0008
This application is a request for approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map, Rezone, and Oak Tree Preservation
Permit to subdivide a 14.3-acre parcel into 63 residential lots. The subject site is generally located on the
southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Diaz Lane and is bordered on three sides by the existing Rocklin 60
Subdivision. APN’s 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052; 453-070-042; 453-061-022; and 453-070-040. The
zoning for this property is currently Unclassified. The General Plan designation is Medium Density Residential
(MDR).
Notice is hereby given that the City of Rocklin will consider adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
development project described above. The review period for the Mitigated Negative Declaration begins on
November 17, 2016 and ends at 5:00 p.m. on December 16, 2016. The environmental document is available for
review during normal business hours at the City of Rocklin Community Development Department, Planning
Division, located at 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677 and online at
http://www.rocklin.ca.us/depts/develop/planning/currentenvirondocs.asp. Written comments regarding the
environmental document may be submitted to the attention of the Environmental Coordinator at the mailing
address above or e-mailed to planner@rocklin.ca.us.
The applicant is Ryan Bradford. The property owner is Placer Partners, LLC.
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner, presented the staff report.
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services, summarized the blue memo.
The Commission had questions for staff regarding:
•
•
•

Clarification on which oak trees will be remaining
Mitigation measures for the removal of the trees
Comment letter submitted

Applicant, Ryan Bradford, Placer Partners, addressed the Commission and stated that staff did a great job and
they are content with the findings.
The Commission had no questions for the applicant.
The hearing was opened to the public for comment at
City of Rocklin
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•

Jay Pawlek, Taylor Morrison Homes, stated they have reached a conceptual agreement with the applicant.

There being no further comment, the hearing was closed at 7:22 pm.
Additional questions for Staff:
•
•
•

Future of project if consensus cannot be made on Lots D & F.
IOD from Rocklin 60 subdivision on Lots D & F – status of acceptance from City
Zoning Change

Commission Deliberation/Discussion:
Commissioner Whitmore feels the project is consistent with the identified findings. He is appreciative of the trees
saved and supports the project.
Commissioner Martinez agreed with Commissioner Whitmore’s comments. Feels it is compatible with the
surrounding development and supports the project.
Commissioner McKenzie stated he was on the Planning Commission when Rocklin 60 came before the Planning
Commission. He has an issue with treatment of oak trees in the mitigated negative declaration, and believes the
mitigation is not sufficient. He said the mitigation does not analyze that future trees may be taken out and he
cannot support the project.
Commissioner Gayaldo thinks the project is compatible with the area and appropriate. She appreciates the
comments in the blue memo and supports the project.
Chairman Sloan stated that the project is consistent with the surrounding uses and supports the project.
On a motion by Commissioner Whitmore
and seconded by Commissioner Gayaldo
, Resolution of
the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration of
Environmental Impacts (Oak Vista Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, Z-2015-0002, and TRE-2015-0008) was approved
by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Whitmore, Gayaldo, Martinez, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None

On a motion by Commissioner Whitmore
and seconded by Commissioner
Gayaldo
,
Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of an Ordinance Rezoning
an Area From Unclassified (U) to a Combination of Residential Six Thousand Square Foot Net Minimum Lot Size
(R1-6) and Residential Twelve Thousand Square Foot Net Minimum Lot Size (R1-12.5) (Oak Vista Subdivision / Z2015-0002) was approved by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Whitmore, Gayaldo, Martinez, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None
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On a motion by Commissioner Whitmore
and seconded by Commissioner Gayaldo
,
Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of a Tentative Subdivision
Map and an Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit (Oak Vista Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, TRE-2015-0008) was
approved by the following vote to include the following modification to Condition #11.b
Prior to approval of a Final Map, issuance of a grading permit, or Improvement Plans (whichever
occurs first) the applicant shall obtain ownership of Lots D and F from the City for incorporation into
the project. The transfer of these properties shall require agreement between the subdivider and the
prior owners of Lots D and F payment of fair compensation, to the satisfaction of the City Manager. If
the subdivider is unable to reach an agreement with the prior owner and the City Manager with the
city on the transfer of these lots the subdivider will be required to apply for approval of a new or
modified project that does not include these parcels.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Whitmore, Gayaldo, Martinez, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None

NON PUBLIC HEARINGS
10.
11.

Informational Items and Presentations
a. None
Reports and Discussion Items from Planning Commissioners
•

12.

Reports from City Staff
•

13.

Architectural Review Committee meetings
o Appointments will be made first council meeting in January

City Council Strategic Planning Session is January 27, 2017 at 8:30am

Adjournment

There being no further business brought before the Commission, the meeting was adjourned at 7:51 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Terry Stemple
Assistant City Clerk
Approved at the regularly scheduled
Meeting of February 7, 2017
P:\PUBLIC PLANNING FILES\Terry\2016 Meetings\12.20.16\12.20.16 minutes.docx
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
April 4, 2017
Rocklin Council Chambers
Rocklin Administration Building
3970 Rocklin Road
(www. rocklin.ca.us)

1. Meeting Called to Order at 6:30 p.m.
2. Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Vass.
3. Roll Call
Chairman Sloan
Vice Chairman Martinez
Commissioner McKenzie
Commissioner Whitmore
Commissioner Vass
Others Present:
DeeAnne Gillick, Deputy City Attorney
Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner
Dave Palmer, City Engineer
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Operations Manager
Marc Mondell, Director of Economic & Community Development
Terry Stemple, Planning Commission Secretary
About 10 others
4. Minutes – None
5. Correspondence - None
6. Citizens Addressing the Commission on Non Agenda Items – None
CONSENT ITEMS
None
PUBLIC HEARINGS
7.

OAK VISTA TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, SD2015-0002
REZONE, Z2015-0002
OAK TREE PRESERVATION PERMIT, TRE2015-0008

This application is a request for approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map, Rezone, and Oak Tree Preservation
Permit to subdivide six (6) parcels totaling 13.9 acres into 63 residential lots. The subject site is generally located
City of Rocklin
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on the southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Diaz Lane and is bordered on three sides by the existing Rocklin 60
Subdivision. APN’s 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052 and 453-070-042. The zoning for this property is
currently Unclassified. The General Plan designation is Medium Density Residential (MDR).
Notice is hereby given that the City of Rocklin will consider adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
development project described above. The project site is not on any of the lists enumerated under Section
65962.5 of the Government Code related to hazardous wastes.
The applicant is Ryan Bradford. The property owner is Placer Partners, LLC.
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner presented the staff report.
The Commission had no questions for staff.
The applicant, Ryan Bradford, Placer Partners, addressed the Commission and thanked staff for their efforts with
the project.
The Commission had no questions for the applicant.
The hearing was opened to the public for comment.
1. Robby Brennon, Black Willow Road, expressed concerns about the increased traffic and speed of vehicles.
2. Melissa Netzel, Dias Lane, expressed concerns about the homes on Dias Lane and the damage done to
that road by the work happening now.
3. Jim Green, Dias Lane, had questions about the size of the lots on Dias Lane.
There being no further comments, the hearing was closed.
Commission Deliberation/Discussion:
Commissioner Martinez stated that he feels the changes made to the map adequately address the concerns of the
citizens and supports the project.
Commissioner Whitmore commended staff for working with the developer. Feels the new project is a reasonable
alternative and supports the project.
Commissioner Vass expressed her appreciation to staff for working with the residents and supports the project.
Commissioner McKenzie reminded the Commission that he voted no when the project first was heard because of
the oak trees and the way they were treated in the CEQA analysis and stated he still has the same concerns.
Chairman Sloan thanked staff for responding to the citizen’s concerns. He feels the General Plan designation and
zoning fit. He supports the project.
On a motion by Commissioner Martinez and seconded by Commissioner
Vass
, Resolution of the
Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration of
Environmental Impacts (Oak Vista Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, Z-2015-0002, and TRE-2015-0008) was approved
by the following vote:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Martinez, Vass, Whitmore, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None

On a motion by Commissioner Martinez and seconded by Commissioner Vass, Resolution of the Planning
Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of an Ordinance Rezoning an Area From Unclassified
(U) to a Combination of Residential Six Thousand Square Foot Minimum Lot Size (R1-6) and Residential Twelve
Thousand Square Foot Minimum Lot Size (R1-12.5) (Oak Vista Subdivision / Z-2015-0002) was approved by the
following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Martinez, Vass, Whitmore, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None

On a motion by Commissioner Martinez and seconded by Commissioner
Vass , Resolution of the Planning
Commission of the City of Rocklin Recommending Approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map and an Oak Tree
Preservation Plan Permit (Oak Vista Subdivision / SD-2015-0002, TRE-2015-0008) was approved by the following
vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Martinez, Vass, Whitmore, Sloan
McKenzie
None
None

NON PUBLIC HEARINGS
8.

Informational Items and Presentations
a. Report on Circulation Element Update
Laura Webster, Director, Office of Long Range Planning, and John Gard, Fehr & Peers presented the
presentation given to the City Council at the Strategic Plan meeting in January, 2017.

9.

Reports and Discussion Items from Planning Commissioners
•

10.

The Commission asked staff if there were any other projects that could be coming back to the
Planning Commission.
• Staff replied that there were none anticipated

Reports from City Staff
•
•
•

Rocklin Golf Course public meeting is scheduled for May 9th at the Event Center
Design Review modifications ordinance is scheduled for May 2nd Planning Commission meeting
City Council approved the demolishment of the Big Gun shed
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•
11.

Planning Commission will be updated throughout the process of the Circulation Element update.

Adjournment

There being no further business brought before the Commission, the meeting was adjourned at 7:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Terry Stemple
Assistant City Clerk
Approved at the regularly scheduled
Meeting of April 18, 2017
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From: Gary Grewal [mailto:garygrewal88@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2017 8:25 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: Re: Council encourages resident involvement

Hello,
As per Mayor Scott Yuill's request for additional resident feedback, I would like to strongly
encourage the council to decline any further development that requires the removal of native oak
trees and sensitive habitats.
Apparently the [Oak Vista] development will be going ahead of city council soon, and it should
be rejected. We have already lost so much open space and trees to development off Granite
Drive and other parts of Rocklin. Being that we are almost at build-out, doesn't it make sense to
preserve what open space and quality of life we have? We have an oak tree mitigation fund, we
need to use it to buy up the this kind of land, or increase the fees for cost of removal in order to
buy more land.
The council is aware that they represent the citizens of Rocklin first, business interests second.
Countless residents have protested against developments that cut down so many trees, including
the lot across Sierra College. Several groups were also formed in response to these action,
including Citizens for Tree Preservation and Rocklin Friends of Open Space.
I grew up in Rocklin and it was truly a magical place to be. We used to be able to roam parks and
trails and that developed an affinity for protecting nature and being a steward of our community
at a young age. What is happening now is Rocklin is becoming a bedroom community,
complemented by big box stores. Our neighbors used to be close, we used to have a sense of
community, and now the people that are moving in don't seem to be community oriented. We are
losing our small town feel and what makes Rocklin great. The mayor states we must focus on
"wise land-use policies" and boasts Rocklin's great quality of life. What will happen when we are
just another suburban sprawl? We cannot undo development or bring back the natural
environment we have been blessed with.
Rocklin should embrace a philosophy similar to Boulder, CO, where I currently live close to.
Due to their preservation of parks and open space, it is a town where they have maintained high
real estate values, employment, tax revenue, but also a community feel. Myself and other young
professionals would love to return to Rocklin and raise a family one day, but not if it continues to
chase development dollars over quality of life and preservation.
Look forward to hearing the council's thoughts.
https://bouldercolorado.gov/osmp/vmp-open-space-master-plan
Gary Grewal

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

December 20, 2016

TO:

Planning Commission Members’

FROM:

David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager

RE:

Memo for Oak Vista Subdivision Project – Comments Received on Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Responses

The Oak Vista Subdivision Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated
for a 30-day public review period from November 17, 2016 to December 16, 2016. The IS/MND
was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse for the same time period to provide for a 30-day
public review period for State agencies. The City received three comment letters as a result of
the public review period from the State Clearinghouse, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board and the Department of Fish and Wildlife. Copies of those letters are attached to this
memo, and a summary of the letters and responses thereto are provided below.
SUMMARY OF STATE CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENT LETTER
The State Clearinghouse provided comments acknowledging that the Oak Vista Residential
Subdivision IS/MND was sent to state agencies for their review. The comments also identified
the closing date of the IS/MND comment period and included an enclosure from one
responding state agencies (Regional Water Quality Control Board).
RESPONSE TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE LETTER
The State Clearinghouse comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the
IS/MND and is considered to be noted. Additional response or revisions to the IS/MND are not
necessary. Please refer below for a summary of and responses to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board letter.
SUMMARY OF REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD COMMENT LETTER
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) provided comments related to
their responsibility of protecting the quality of surface water and groundwaters of the state.

The comments provided general information related to the various permits administered by the
CRWQCB, including a description of the regulatory setting, the purpose of the permits,
how/when the permits are required and where to find additional information regarding the
permits. There were no comments specific to the analysis within the Oak Vista Subdivision
IS/MND.
RESPONSE
A general discussion of the CRWQCB permits applicable to the project and discussion of the
project’s potential impacts to water quality is provided in the Oak Vista Subdivision IS/MND.
Otherwise, the comments from the CRWQCB do not affect the analysis or conclusions reached
in the IS/MND and are considered to be noted; additional response or revisions to the IS/MND
are not necessary.
SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (DFW) LETTER
1)
Scoping – the Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) recommends a process for
identifying and analyzing impacts to sensitive species and habitats begins with scoping,
followed by surveys and mitigation development, and that although the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) is one tool that may identify potential sensitive resources in the
area, there are other resources that should be used for the identification of potential sensitive
resources in the project area.
2)
Riparian Habitat/Streambed Alteration Agreement – the DFW notes that the CEQA
analysis should state what, if any, Department-jurisdictional features will be removed,
disturbed, or otherwise altered by the project and provides direction on what is included in the
DFW’s jurisdiction under Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code. The comment also includes
discussion about how the IS/MND should describe the location of the riparian habitat or
unknown stream and how it would be impacted by the proposed project, an acknowledgement
that the DFW must rely on the CEQA document as a responsible agency, and that Direct
Impacts and Indirect Impacts should be evaluated in the CEQA document.
3)
Deferred Mitigation – the DFW believes that because mitigation measure IV-1 relies on
future approvals or agreements with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water Quality Control Board as a means to bring identified
significant environmental effects to wetlands and waters of the U.S. to a less than significant
level, the mitigation measure constitutes deferral of mitigation because there is no guarantee
that approvals or cooperation with the above entities will ultimately occur, thus making the
mitigation measures unenforceable and possibly not bringing impacts to below a less than
significant level.
4)
Nesting Birds and Raptors – the comment notes that the project has the potential to
disturb protected bird species or nests and potential impacts may be considered significant
unless adequate avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation is incorporated. The comment also
notes that mitigation measure IV-1 requires preconstruction surveys no more than 14 days

prior to the start of construction but DFW recommends 3 days prior to construction, that if
there is a break in construction activity for more than 2 weeks then subsequent surveys should
be conducted, that due to changes in weather patterns some birds are nesting earlier in the
year therefore it is recommended that nesting season dates be changed so that surveys are
required between February 15 and September 1, and that the mitigation measure should
include a performance-based protection measure.
RESPONSES
1)
The biological resources assessment reports that were prepared to support the IS/MND
included wetland delineations and field surveys by professional biologists. To determine
potential special status species that may occur on the project site, project biologists queried
DFW’s California Natural Diversity Database which includes special-status species as noted by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) data. Data was taken from on-site observations, by information provided by DFW and
USFWS, information from the California Natural Diversity Database and review of
environmental documents for other projects in the vicinity. These tools and datasets that were
utilized to identify potential sensitive resources in the project area are consistent with the DFW
recommendations contained in the comment.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the IS/MND and additional
response or revisions to the IS/MND are not necessary.
2)
The IS/MND describes that the project includes a seasonal stream and one small
adjacent wetland of approximately 0.47 acres in total, and that these features will be impacted
by the project. The Biological Assessment and Delineation of Wetlands & Waters of the United
States reports that were used to develop the analysis of the project’s impacts to Biological
Resources are referenced in the IS/MND and were made available on the City’s website. These
reports contain an in-depth discussion and exhibits regarding the biological and wetland
resources that were identified on the project site and how they would be impacted by the
project.
The IS/MND and the referenced special studies identify the Direct Impacts that the project
would have on biological resources. With respect to Indirect Impacts, the IS/MND tiers from the
City of Rocklin General Plan EIR which analyzed the anticipated impacts that would occur to the
biological resources of the Planning Area as a result of the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included special-status species, species of
concern, non-listed species, biological communities and migratory wildlife corridors (City of
Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.10-1 through 4.10-47). Mitigation
measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the Open Space,
Conservation and Recreation Element, and include policies that encourage the protection and
conservation of biological resources and require compliance with rules and regulations
protecting biological resources, including the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.

The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals, policies and rules and regulations
protecting biological resources, significant biological resources impacts will occur as a result of
development under the General Plan and further, that these impacts cannot be reduced to a
less than significant level. Specifically the General Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin
General Plan will impact sensitive biological communities, will result in the loss of native oak
and heritage trees, will result in the loss of oak woodland habitat and will contribute to
cumulative impacts to biological resources. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding
considerations were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were
found to be significant and unavoidable.
Although the Biological Assessment and Delineation of Wetlands & Waters of the U.S. reports
did not describe the wetland and riparian features on the project site as being DFWjurisdictional, the City recognizes the possibility exists that such a determination could be later
made and therefore is proposing to amend mitigation measure IV.-2 which addresses impacts
to wetlands.
Consistent with CEQA Guideline Section 15074.1 (Substitution of Mitigation Measures in a
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration), the City will amend mitigation measure IV.-2 to
become a more effective mitigation measure in response to the DFW’s comment. Specifically,
in addition to obtaining any necessary permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Regional Water Quality Control Board for impacts to wetlands,
the potential need for a DFW Streambed Alteration Agreement will also be included in the
mitigation measure. Mitigation measure IV.-2 is amended as follows (new text shown in bold):
IV.-2 Prior to any grading or construction activities, the appropriate Section 404 permit will
need to be acquired for any project-related impacts to waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S.
that would be lost or disturbed should be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-net-loss” basis in
accordance with the Corps’ mitigation guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement should be at a location and by methods agreeable to the Corps. In association with
the Section 404 permit and prior to the issuance of improvement plans, a Section 401 water
quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and if determined
necessary, a USFWS Biological Opinion shall be obtained. All terms and conditions of said
permits shall be complied with.
For potential impacts to riparian habitat, the project may be required to obtain a Section
1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife. If it is determined that a SAA is required, the applicant shall obtain one and all terms
and conditions of the SAA shall be complied with.
Prior to any grading or construction activities, the applicant shall submit documentation to the
Public Services Department that they have obtained an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 water quality certification, and if
determined necessary, a United States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion and a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement.
The applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department that they have

implemented habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their
Section 404 permit. The applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department how
they have complied with the terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit, the Section 401
water quality certification, and if applicable, the Biological Opinion and Section 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement.
Should the Planning Commission move forward with project approval, their action on
recommending approval of the IS/MND should include reference to the attached amended
resolution (Attachment 1) and modifications to conditions 5. c. i and ii of the Tentative
Subdivision Map and Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit Resolution (Packet page 161),
consistent with the revisions to mitigation measure IV.-2 shown above.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional
response or revisions to the MND beyond those noted above are not necessary.
3)
Mitigation measure IV.-2 furthers several policies (OCR-5, OCR-39, OCR-40 and OCR-41)
in the City of Rocklin General Plan related to the conservation, development and utilization of
natural resources. Per the discussion in the IS/MND, these policies and conditions of approval
serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards and/or as conditions of
approval to ensure consistency with the respective documents as well as to ensure compliance
with City rules and regulations.
As noted in the IS/MND, a mitigation measure has been identified to require that the project
obtain a Corps Section 404 permit, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion and a
Regional Water Quality Control Board 401 water quality certification. Because impacts to
wetlands and waters of the U.S. are within the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) via Sections 404 and 401,
respectively, of the Clean Water Act, the City has consistently relied upon the permitting
processes of those agencies to jurisdictionally permit and mitigate project impacts to wetlands
and waters of the U.S. In response to the DFW’s assertion that there is no guarantee that this
approval or cooperation with the Corps or RWQCB will ultimately occur, the City’s long-standing
experience has been that approvals and cooperation with the permitting and reviewing entities
will occur. In the unlikely event that approvals and cooperation with the permitting and
reviewing entities does not occur, it must be noted that ultimately the mitigation measures
identified in the IS/MND become recorded conditions of approval for a project, thus allowing
the City an enforcement mechanism to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the
IS/MND are implemented. If the project is unable to demonstrate that they have obtained the
necessary permits and reviews identified in the mitigation measure/condition of approval, then
the project will be unable to move forward. Lacking compliance with the mitigation
measures/conditions of approval, the potential environmental impacts that were identified in
the IS/MND and intended to be mitigated to a less than significant level through
implementation of the mitigation measures would not occur.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary.

4)
The City previously revised its pre-construction nesting bird survey mitigation measure
to become a more effective mitigation measure in response to the DFW’s prior comments on
prior environmental documents. Specifically, rather than requiring pre-construction surveys no
more than 30 days prior to the start of construction as was the City’s prior practice, the City
now requires that pre-construction surveys be conducted no more than 14 days prior to the
start of construction. Rather than the suggested 3-day prior to the start of construction period,
the 14-day time period is an accepted standard in the biological resources consulting industry
and is also consistent with the portion of the DFW’s comment regarding if there is a break in
construction activity of more than two weeks then subsequent surveys should be conducted.
It should also be noted that mitigation measure IV.-2 states that if survey results are positive,
the biologist shall consult with the DFW to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area and
that monitoring of an active nest by a qualified biologist may be required, and that the City’s
nesting date surveys are between February and August, consistent with the DFW
recommendation of between February 15 and September 1.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional
response or revisions to the MND beyond those noted above are not necessary.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS
A.

Substitute the attached amended MND resolution (Attachment 1) and revise mitigation
measure IV.-2 as discussed in Item #2 above.

B.

Modify conditions 5. c. i and ii of the Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree
Preservation Plan Permit Resolution (Packet page 161), consistent with the revisions to
mitigation measure IV.-2 discussed in Item #2 above.

ATTACHMENT 1 – AMENDED RESOLUTION FOR MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

RESOLUTION NO. PC-2016RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF ROCKLIN RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Oak Vista Subdivision
(SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008)
WHEREAS, the City of Rocklin's Environmental Coordinator prepared an Initial Study on
the Oak Vista Subdivision project (SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008) (the "Project")
which identified potentially significant effects of the Project; and
WHEREAS, revisions to and/or conditions placed on the Project, were made or agreed to
by the applicant before the mitigated negative declaration was released for public review, were
determined by the environmental coordinator to avoid or reduce the potentially significant
effects to a level that is clearly less than significant and that there was, therefore, no substantial
evidence that the Project, as revised and conditioned, would have a significant effect on the
environment; and
WHEREAS, the Initial Study and mitigated negative declaration of environmental
impacts were then prepared, properly noticed, and circulated for public review.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin as
follows:
Based on the Initial Study, the revisions and conditions incorporated into
Section 1.
the Project, the required mitigation measures, and information received during the public
review process, the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin finds that there is no substantial
evidence that the Project, as revised and conditioned, may have a significant effect on the
environment. The required mitigation measures include a revised mitigation measure that is
equivalent or more effective in mitigating or avoiding potential significant effects and that in
itself will not cause any potentially significant effect on the environment.
Section 2.
The mitigated negative declaration reflects the independent judgment of
the Planning Commission.
Section 3.
All feasible mitigation measures identified in the City of Rocklin General
Plan Environmental Impact Reports which are applicable to this Project have been adopted and
undertaken by the City of Rocklin and all other public agencies with authority to mitigate the
project impacts or will be undertaken as required by this project.
Section 4.
The statements of overriding considerations adopted by the City Council
when approving the City of Rocklin General Plan Update are hereby readopted for the purposes
of this mitigated negative declaration and the significant identified impacts of this project

related to aesthetics, air quality, traffic circulation, noise, cultural and paleontological
resources, biological resources, and climate change and greenhouse gases.
Section 5.
A mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts and
Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared in connection with the Project, attached hereto as
Attachment 1 and incorporated by this reference, are recommended for approval for the
Project.
Section 6.
The Project Initial Study is attached as Attachment 1 and is incorporated
by reference. All other documents, studies, and other materials that constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Planning Commission has based its decision are located in the
office of the Rocklin Economic and Community Development Director, 3970 Rocklin Road,
Rocklin, California 95677. The custodian of these documents and other materials is the Rocklin
Economic and Community Development Director.
Upon approval of the Project by the City Council, the environmental
Section 7.
coordinator shall file a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of Placer County and, if
the project requires a discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of
Planning and Research, pursuant to the provisions of section 21152(a) of the Public Resources
Code and the State EIR Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of _____, 2016, by the following vote:
AYES:

Commissioners:

NOES:

Commissioners:

ABSENT:

Commissioners:

ABSTAIN:

Commissioners:
____________________________________
Chairperson

ATTEST:
_____________________________
Secretary

ATTACHMENT 2 – LETTERS FROM STATE AGENCIES
(REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD AND
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE)

RESOLUTION NO. 2017RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF ROCKLIN APPROVING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Oak Vista Subdivision
(SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008)

BACK TO AGENDA

WHEREAS, the City of Rocklin's Environmental Coordinator prepared an Initial Study on
the Oak Vista Subdivision project (SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008) (the "Project")
which identified potentially significant effects of the Project; and
WHEREAS, revisions to and/or conditions placed on the Project, were made or agreed to
by the applicant before the mitigated negative declaration was released for public review, were
determined by the environmental coordinator to avoid or reduce the potentially significant
effects to a level that is clearly less than significant and that there was, therefore, no substantial
evidence that the Project, as revised and conditioned, would have a significant effect on the
environment; and
WHEREAS, the Initial Study and mitigated negative declaration of environmental
impacts were then prepared, properly noticed, and circulated for public review.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Rocklin as follows:
Section 1.
Based on the Initial Study, the revisions and conditions incorporated into
the Project, the required mitigation measures, and information received during the public
review process, the Planning Commission of the City of Rocklin finds that there is no substantial
evidence that the Project, as revised and conditioned, may have a significant effect on the
environment.
Section 2.
The mitigated negative declaration reflects the independent judgment of
the Planning Commission.
Section 3.
All feasible mitigation measures identified in the City of Rocklin General
Plan Environmental Impact Reports which are applicable to this Project have been adopted and
undertaken by the City of Rocklin and all other public agencies with authority to mitigate the
project impacts or will be undertaken as required by this project.
Section 4.
The statements of overriding considerations adopted by the City Council
when approving the City of Rocklin General Plan Update are hereby readopted for the purposes
of this mitigated negative declaration and the significant identified impacts of this project
related to aesthetics, air quality, traffic circulation, noise, cultural and paleontological
resources, biological resources, and climate change and greenhouse gases.

Section 5.
A mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts and
Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared in connection with the Project, attached hereto as
Attachment 1 and incorporated by this reference, are recommended for approval for the
Project.
Section 6.
The Project Initial Study is attached as Attachment 1 and is incorporated
by reference. All other documents, studies, and other materials that constitute the record of
proceedings upon which the Planning Commission has based its decision are located in the
office of the Rocklin Economic and Community Development Director, 3970 Rocklin Road,
Rocklin, California 95677. The custodian of these documents and other materials is the Rocklin
Economic and Community Development Director.
Section 7.
Upon approval of the Project by the City Council, the environmental
coordinator shall file a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of Placer County and, if
the project requires a discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of
Planning and Research, pursuant to the provisions of section 21152(a) of the Public Resources
Code and the State EIR Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto.
PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin
held on this 23rd day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:

_____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CITY OF ROCKLIN
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, California 95677
(916) 625-5160

ATTACHMENT 1
INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008
Southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane in the City of Rocklin
APN’s 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052
November 17, 2016
PREPARED BY:
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager, (916) 625-5162
CONTACT INFORMATION:
This Initial Study has been prepared by the City of Rocklin, as Lead Agency, under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Any questions regarding this document should
be addressed to David Mohlenbrok at the City of Rocklin Economic and Community
Development Department, Planning Division, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, California 95677
(916) 625-5160.

APPLICANT/OWNER:
The applicant is Ryan Bradford of Equity Smart Investments, LP and the
property owner is Placer Partners, LLC.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of an Initial Study
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 for the purpose of
providing decision-makers and the public with information regarding environmental effects of
proposed projects; identifying means of avoiding environmental damage; and disclosing to the
public the reasons behind a project’s approval even if it leads to environmental damage. The
City of Rocklin has determined the proposed project is subject to CEQA and no exemptions
apply. Therefore, preparation of an initial study is required.
An initial study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the lead agency, in consultation with
other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine whether there is
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the
initial study concludes that the project, with mitigation, may have a significant effect on the
environment, an environmental impact report should be prepared; otherwise the lead agency
may adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration.
This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et
seq.), and the City of Rocklin CEQA Guidelines (1981, amended July 31, 2002).
This Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental
impacts of the Oak Vista Subdivision project. The document relies on a combination of a
previous environmental document and site-specific studies to address in detail the effects or
impacts associated with the proposed project. In particular, this Initial Study assesses the extent
to which the impacts of the proposed project have already been addressed in the certified Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Rocklin General Plan, as adopted by the Rocklin City
Council on October 9, 2012 (the “General Plan EIR”).

B. Document Format
This Initial Study is organized into five sections as follows:
Section 1, Introduction: provides an overview of the project and the CEQA environmental
documentation process.
Section 2, Summary Information and Determination: Required summary information, listing of
environmental factors potentially affected, and lead agency determination.
Section 3, Project Description: provides a description of the project location, project
background, and project components.
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Section 4, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: provides a detailed discussion of the
environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this project as indicated by the
screening from the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist.
Section 5, References: provides a list of reference materials used during the preparation of this
Initial Study. The reference materials are available for review during normal business hours at
the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and can also be found
on the City’s website under Planning Department, Current Environmental Documents.

C. CEQA Process
To begin the CEQA process, the lead agency identifies a proposed project. The lead agency then
prepares an initial study to identify the preliminary environmental impacts of the proposed
project. This document has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze the possible environmental impacts of the project
so that the public and the City of Rocklin decision-making bodies (Planning Commission, and/or
City Council) can take these impacts into account when considering action on the required
entitlements.
During the project approval process, persons and/or agencies may address either the
Environmental Services staff or the City Council regarding the project. Public notification of
agenda items for the City Council is posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting. The Council
agenda can be obtained by contacting the Office of the City Clerk at City Hall, 3970 Rocklin
Road, Rocklin, CA 95667or via the internet at http://www.rocklin.ca.us
Within five days of project approval, the City will file a Notice of Determination with the County
Clerk. The Notice of Determination will be posted by the County Clerk within 24 hours of
receipt. This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the approval under
CEQA. The ability to challenge the approval in court may be limited to those persons who
objected to the approval of the project, and to issues that were presented to the lead agency
by any person, either orally or in writing, during the public comment period.
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SECTION 2.

INITIAL STUDY SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

A. Summary Information
Project Title:
Oak Vista Subdivision
Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Rocklin, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677
Contact Person and Phone Number:
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager, 916-625-5162
Project Location:
The project site is generally located on the southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane, in
the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052.
Project Sponsor’s Name:
The applicant is Ryan Bradford of Equity Smart Investments, LP and the property owner is
Placer Partners, LLC.
Current General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Proposed General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Current Zoning: Unclassified
Proposed Zoning: Residential Single Family, 6000 square foot minimum lots (R1-6) and
Residential Single Family, 12,500 square foot minimum lots (R1-12,500)
Description of the Project:
The Oak Vista Subdivision project proposes the construction of a residential subdivision
consisting of 63 single-family residential units on an approximately 14.3 +/- acre site in the City
of Rocklin. This project will require Tentative Subdivision Map, Rezone and Oak Tree
Preservation Permit entitlements. For more detail please refer to the Project Description set
forth in Section 3 of this Initial Study.
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The proposed project site contains four existing residential units and is bound by Makabe Lane
to the north, Dias Lane to the east and the Rocklin 60 subdivision to the north, west and south.
To the east of Dias Lane are the Town of Loomis and several single-family residences located in
a land use area designated as Residential Estate in the Town of Loomis General Plan. To the
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west and southwest of the Rocklin 60 subdivision are an existing retail commercial center
known as Rocklin Crossings and the I-80 freeway. To the south and southeast of the project are
some medium and low density single-family residences, an open space area associated with
Secret Ravine Creek, and vacant land designated for low density residential.
Other Public Agencies Whose Approval May Be Required (e.g., Permits, Financing Approval,
or Participation Agreement):
• Rocklin Engineering Division approval of Improvement Plans
• Rocklin Building Inspections Division issuance of Building Permits
• Placer County Water Agency construction of water facilities
• South Placer Municipal Utility District construction of sewer facilities
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Section 404 wetlands permit
• Regional Water Quality Control Board, Section 401 water quality certification

B. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:
Those factors checked below involve impacts that are “Potentially Significant”:
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Sig.
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Agriculture Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources
None After Mitigation

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Utilities/Service Systems

Oak Vista Subdivision
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C. Determination:
On the basis of this Initial Study:
I find that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
X

I find that as originally submitted, the proposed project could have a significant
effect on the environment; however, revisions in the project have been made by
or agreed to by the project proponent which will avoid these effects or mitigate
these effects to a point where clearly no significant effect will occur. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least
one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached Environmental
Checklist. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, to analyze the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or (MITIGATED) NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

__________________________________________ ________________________
Marc Mondell
Date
Director of Economic and Community Development
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SECTION 3.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Project Location
The project site is generally located on the southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane in
the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052
(Please see Attachment A, Vicinity Map).
The City of Rocklin is located approximately 25 miles northeast of Sacramento, and is within the
County of Placer. Surrounding jurisdictions include: unincorporated Placer County to the north
and northeast, the City of Lincoln to the northwest, the Town of Loomis to the east and
southeast, and the City of Roseville to the south and southwest.

B. Description
The Oak Vista Subdivision project proposes the construction of a medium density residential
development consisting of 63 single-family units on a 14.3 +/- acre site in the City of Rocklin.
This project will require the following entitlements from the City of Rocklin: a Tentative
Subdivision Map to subdivide the five existing parcels into 63 single-family lots and associated
roadways; a Rezone to change the project site’s zoning designation from unclassified to
Residential Single Family, 6,000 square foot minimum lots and Residential Single Family, 12,500
square foot minimum lots, and an Oak Tree Preservation Plan to address the preservation,
removal and mitigation of oak trees on the project site.
Access to the project would be from Mesquite Way and Whitethorn Drive via roadway
extensions, ultimately accessing Sierra College Boulevard. The project site contains four existing
homes and associated structures that will be demolished. It is anticipated that site
development will involve clearing and grading of the site, trenching and digging for
underground utilities and infrastructure, and ultimately the construction of new roadways,
driveways, buildings, and landscaping.

SECTION 4. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. Explanation of CEQA Streamlining and Tiering Utilized in this Initial Study
This Initial Study will evaluate this project in light of the previously approved General Plan EIR,
which is hereby incorporated by reference. This document is available for review during normal
business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and
can also be found on the City’s website under Planning Department, Publications and Maps.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a means of streamlining analysis for qualifying
projects. Under Section 15183, effects are not considered “peculiar to the project or the parcel”
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if they are addressed and mitigated by uniformly applied development policies and standards
adopted by the City to substantially mitigate that effect (unless new information shows that the
policy or standard will not mitigate the effect). Policies and standards have been adopted by
the City to address and mitigate certain impacts of development that lend themselves to
uniform mitigation measures. These policies and standards include those found in the Oak Tree
Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code, Chapter 17.77), the Flood Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code, Chapter 15.16), the Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 15.28), the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30), and the Goals and Policies of the Rocklin General Plan. Where
applicable, the Initial Study will state how these policies and standards apply to the project.
Where the policies and standards will substantially mitigate the effects of the proposed project,
the Initial Study concludes that these effects are “not peculiar to the project or the parcel” and
thus need not be revisited in the text of the environmental document for the proposed project.
This Initial Study has also been prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15063 and
15168. Section 15063 sets forth the general rules for preparing Initial Studies. One of the
identified functions of an Initial Study is for a lead agency to “[d]etermine, pursuant to a
program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process, which of a project’s effects were
adequately examined by an earlier EIR or negative declaration… The lead agency shall then
ascertain which effects, if any, should be analyzed in a later EIR or negative declaration.” (CEQA
Guidelines, section 15063, subd. (b)(1)(C).). Here, the City has used this initial study to
determine the extent to which the General Plan EIR has “adequately examined” the effects of
the proposed project.
Section 15168 sets forth the legal requirements for preparing “program EIRs” and for reliance
upon program EIRs in connection with “[s]ubsequent activities” within the approved program.
(See Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of San Diego
Redevelopment Agency (2005) 134 Cal.App.4th 598, 614-617.) The General Plan EIR was a
program EIR with respect to its analysis of impacts associated with eventual buildout of future
anticipated development identified by the General Plan. Subdivision (c) of section 15168
provides as follows:
(c)

Use with Later Activities. Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in light
of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must
be prepared.
(1)

If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR,
a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a
Negative Declaration.

(2)

If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or
no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve the
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activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and
no new environmental document would be required.
(3)

An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives
developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions on the project.

(4)

Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency
should use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of
the site and the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the
operation were covered in the program EIR.

Consistent with these principles, this Initial Study serves the function of a “written checklist or
similar device” documenting the extent to which the environmental effects of the proposed
project “were covered in the program EIR” for the General Plan. As stated below, the City has
concluded that the impacts of the proposed project are “within the scope” of the analysis in the
General Plan EIR. Stated another way, these “environmental effects of the [site-specific project]
were covered in the program EIR.” Where particular impacts were not thoroughly analyzed in
prior documents, site-specific studies were prepared for the project with respect to impacts
that were not “adequately examined” in the General Plan EIR, or were not “within the scope” of
the prior analysis. These studies are hereby incorporated by reference and are available for
review during normal business hours at the Rocklin Economic and Community Development
Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA 95677 and can also be found on the City’s website
under Planning Department, Current Environmental Documents. The specific studies are listed
in Section 5, References.
The Initial Study is a public document to be used by the City decision-makers to determine
whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment. If the City as lead agency,
finds substantial evidence that any effects of the project were not “adequately examined” in
the General Plan EIR or were not “within the scope” of the analysis in that document AND that
these effects may have a significant effect on the environment if not mitigated, the City would
be required to prepare an EIR with respect to such potentially significant effects. On the other
hand, if the City finds that these unaddressed project impacts are not significant, a negative
declaration would be appropriate. If in the course of analysis, the City identified potentially
significant impacts that could be reduced to less than significant levels through mitigation
measures to which the applicant agrees, the impact would be considered to be reduced to a
less than significant level, and adoption of a mitigated negative declaration would be
appropriate.

B. Significant Cumulative Impacts; Statement of Overriding Considerations
The Rocklin City Council has previously identified the following cumulative significant impacts as
unavoidable consequences of urbanization contemplated in the Rocklin General Plan, despite
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the implementation of all available and feasible mitigation measures, and on that basis has
adopted a statement of overriding considerations for each cumulative impact:
1.

Air Quality:

Development in the City and the Sacramento Valley Air Basin as a whole will result in the
following: violations of air quality standards as a result of short-term emissions from
construction projects, increases in criteria air pollutants from operational air pollutants and
exposure to toxic air contaminants, the generation of odors and a cumulative contribution to
regional air quality impacts.
2.

Aesthetics/Light and Glare:

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in substantial
degradation of the existing visual character, the creation of new sources of substantial light and
glare and cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual character and
creation of light and glare.
3.

Traffic and Circulation:

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in impacts to
segments and intersections of the state/interstate highway system.
4.

Noise

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in impacts associated
with exposure to surface transportation and stationary noise sources, and cumulative
transportation noise impacts within the Planning area.
5.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in cumulative
impacts to historic character.
6.

Biological Resources

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in the loss of native
oak and heritage trees, the loss of oak woodland habitat, and cumulative impacts to biological
resources.

Initial Study Page 11
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

7.

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in the generation of
greenhouse gas emissions.

C. Mitigation Measures Required and Considered
It is the policy and a requirement of the City of Rocklin that all public agencies with authority to
mitigate significant effects shall undertake or require the undertaking of all feasible mitigation
measures specified in the prior environmental impact reports relevant to a significant effect
which the project will have on the environment. Project review is limited to effects upon the
environment which are peculiar to the parcel or to the project which were not addressed as
significant effects in the General Plan EIR or which substantial new information shows will be
more significant than described in the General Plan EIR. This Initial Study anticipates that
feasible mitigation measures previously identified in the General Plan has been, or will be,
implemented as set forth in that document, and evaluates this Project accordingly.

D. Evaluation of Environmental Checklist:
1) A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources cited in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information
sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g.,
the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer is explained where it is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
2) All answers take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site
elements, cumulative as well as project-level impacts, indirect as well as direct impacts, and
construction as well as operational impacts.
3) If a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether
the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence
that an effect may be significant.
4) Answers of “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” describe the mitigation
measures agreed to by the applicant and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level. Mitigation measures and supporting explanation from earlier EIRs or
Negative Declaration may be cross-referenced and incorporated by reference.
5) Earlier analyses may be used where an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or negative declaration, and the City intends to use tiering. All prior EIRs and Negative
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Declarations and certifying resolutions are available for review at the Rocklin Economic and
Community Development Department. In this case, a brief discussion will identify the
following:
a) Which effects are within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and whether such effects are addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis; and
b) For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” the
mitigation measures which are incorporated or refined from the earlier document and
the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
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E. Environmental Checklist

Aesthetics

I.

AESTHETICS

Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?

b)

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

c)

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

d)

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact for which
General Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X
X

X

X

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The development of a 63 unit single-family subdivision on a 14.3 +/- acre site will change the
existing visual nature or character of the project site and area. The development of the project
site would create new sources of light and glare typical of urban development. As discussed
below, impacts to scenic vistas or viewsheds would not be anticipated.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to the visual character of the Planning Area as a result of
the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. When previously
undeveloped land becomes developed, aesthetic impacts include changes to scenic character
and new sources of light and glare (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.3-1 through 4.3-18). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the
General Plan in the Land Use and the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Elements, and
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include policies that encourage the use of design standards for unique areas and the protection
of natural resources, including open space areas, natural resource areas, hilltops, waterways
and oak trees, from the encroachment of incompatible land use.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite the goals and policies addressing visual character,
views, and light and glare, significant aesthetic impacts will occur as a result of development
under the General Plan and further, that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than
significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General
Plan will change and degrade the existing visual character, will create new sources of light and
glare and will contribute to cumulative impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual
character and creation of light and glare. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding
consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these cumulative impacts,
which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for aesthetic/visual impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Scenic Vista - No Impact. While vacant or mostly vacant areas have a natural aesthetic
quality, there are no designated scenic vistas within the City of Rocklin or Planning Area.
Alteration of mostly vacant areas of the project site through the demolition of four homes and
the construction of 63 single-family residential units would change the visual quality of the
project site and surrounding area. However, since there are no designated scenic vistas, no
impact would occur in this regard.
b. Visual Quality – Less than Significant. The construction of 63 single-family residential units is
consistent with the type of development contemplated and analyzed for this area of Rocklin
within the Rocklin General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR analysis included the development of
this area with medium density residential housing adjacent to a more rural setting in Loomis.
The building structures that are anticipated are of consistent height and scale with surrounding
development and anticipated future development and there are no unusual development
characteristics of this project which would introduce incompatible elements or create aesthetic
impacts not considered in the prior EIR. Existing buildings in the area include one- and twostory single-family residential buildings, both in the City of Rocklin and Town of Loomis. These
buildings and the anticipated future development of buildings within the nearby and adjacent
low density residential land use designations are collectively all of similar size and scale to the
Initial Study Page 15
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

proposed project, including the project’s proposed four large lots which are adjacent to Dias
Lane and which will serve as a buffer and transition to the more rural residential setting located
in the Town of Loomis. All development in the Rocklin Planning Area is subject to existing City
development standards set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance which helps to ensure that
development form, character, height, and massing are consistent with the City’s vision for the
character of the community.
The change in the aesthetics of the visual nature or character of the site and the surroundings is
consistent with the surrounding development and the future development that is anticipated
by the City’s General Plan. As noted above, the General Plan EIR concluded that development
under the General Plan will result in significant unavoidable aesthetic impacts and a Statement
of Overriding Consideration was adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these
cumulative impacts. The project does not result in a change to the finding because the site
would be developed with typical urban uses that are consistent and compatible with
surrounding existing and anticipated future development and the proposed project is
consistent with the Medium Density Residential land use designation that was assumed in the
General Plan EIR analysis.
c. Scenic Highway – No Impact. The proposed project is not located adjacent to or within the
proximity of a state listed scenic highway (Interstate 80 is not a state listed scenic highway).
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.
d. Light and Glare – Less than Significant. There are no specific features within the proposed
project that would create unusual light and glare. New and/or increased sources of light and
glare would be introduced to the project area. However, implementation of the General Plan
policies addressing light and glare would also ensure that no unusual daytime glare or nighttime
lighting is produced. The General Plan EIR acknowledged that impacts associated with increased
light and glare would not be eliminated entirely, and the overall level of light and glare in the
Planning Area would increase in general as urban development occurs and that increase cannot
be fully mitigated. As noted above, the General Plan EIR concluded that development under the
General Plan will result in significant unavoidable aesthetic impacts and a Statement of
Overriding Consideration was adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these cumulative
impacts. The project does not result in a change to the finding because the site would be
developed with typical urban uses that are consistent and compatible with surrounding existing
and anticipated future development and the proposed project is consistent with the Medium
Density Residential land use designation that was assumed in the General Plan EIR analysis.
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II.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to nonforest use?

X

e)

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

X

Impact for which
General Plan EIR
is Sufficient

Agricultural Resources
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
There are no agricultural or forestry impacts for the project or project site due to a lack of these
resources on the project site, as further discussed below.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b., and c. Farmland, Williamson Act, Cumulative Loss of Farmland - No Impact. The
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) land classifications system monitors and
documents land use changes that specifically affect California’s agricultural land and is
administered by the California Department of Conservation (CDC). The FMMP land classification
system is cited by the State CEQA Guidelines as the preferred information source for
determining the agricultural significance of a property (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). The
CDC, Division of Land Resource Protection, Placer County Important Farmland Map of 2014
designates the project site as grazing land. This category is not considered Important Farmland
under the definition in CEQA of “Agricultural Land” that is afforded consideration as to its
potential significance (See CEQA Section 21060.1[a]), nor is it considered prime farmland,
unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; therefore the proposed project would
not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use. Also, the project site contains no parcels that
are under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, because the project would not convert
important farmland to non-agricultural uses, would not conflict with existing agricultural or
forestry use zoning or Williamson Act contracts, or involve other changes that could result in
the conversion of important farmlands to non-agricultural uses, there would be no agricultural
use impacts.
d. and e. Conversion of Forest Land – No Impact. The project site contains no parcels that are
considered forestry lands or timberland. Therefore, because the project would not conflict with
existing forestry use zoning or involve other changes that could result in the conversion of
forest lands to non-forest uses, there would be no forestry use impacts.
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III.

AIR QUALITY

Where available, the
significance criteria
established by the
applicable air quality
management or air
pollution control district
may be relied upon to
make the following
determination. Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of applicable
air quality plan?

X

b)

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

X

c)

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
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds
for
ozone
precursors)?

X

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial
pollutant
concentrations?

e)

Create objectionable odors
affecting
a
substantial
number of people?

No
Impact

Impact for which
General Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

X

Air Quality
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
In the short-term, air quality impacts from the proposed project will result from construction
related activities associated with grading and excavation to prepare the site for the installation
of utilities and above ground structures and improvements. These air quality impacts will
primarily be related to the generation of airborne dust (Particulate Matter of 10 microns in size
or less (PM10)).
In the long term, air quality impacts from the proposed project will result from vehicle trip
generation to and from the project site and the resultant mobile source emissions of air
pollutants (primarily carbon monoxide and ozone precursor emissions).
As discussed below, a single-family residential development of this type would not be expected
to create objectionable odors.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to regional air quality as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included 8-hour ozone
attainment, short-term construction emissions, operational air pollutants, increases in criteria
pollutants, odors, and regional air quality impacts. (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft
EIR, 2011, pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-43). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are
incorporated into the General Plan in the Land Use, the Open Space, Conservation, and
Recreation, and the Circulation Elements, and include policies that encourage a mixture of land
uses, provisions for non-automotive modes of transportation, consultation with the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and the incorporation of stationary and mobile
source control measures.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant air quality
impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these
impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR
found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan and other development within the Sacramento
Valley Air Basin (SVAB) as a whole will result in the following: violations of air quality standards
as a result of short-term emissions from construction projects, increases in criteria air
pollutants from operational air pollutants and exposure to toxic air contaminants, the
generation of odors and a cumulative contribution to regional air quality impacts. Findings of
fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in
regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
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Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for air quality impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to
the future development in the Highway 65 Corridor portion of the Northwest Rocklin General
Development Plan area under an increased trip cap scenario. These serve as uniformly applied
development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Westech Company, a California consulting firm with recognized expertise in air
quality, prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis report for the proposed project.
The report, dated October 2016, is available for review during normal business hours at the City
of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA and is incorporated into this
Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation
and is also aware that the Westech Company has a professional reputation that makes its
conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the
analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Westech
Company report, which is summarized below.
The analysis was prepared to estimate the criteria pollutant emissions from project
construction and operation. The proposed Oak Vista Residential Subdivision project’s shortterm construction-related and long-term operational emissions were estimated using the
CalEEMod modeling program. CalEEMod estimates the emissions that result from various land
uses, and includes considerations for trip generation rates, vehicle mix, average trip length by
trip type, and average speed. Where project-specific data was available, that data was input
into the CalEEMod model (i.e., construction phases and timing).
Construction Emissions
During construction of the project, various types of equipment and vehicles would temporarily
operate on the project site. Construction exhaust emissions would be generated from
construction equipment, vegetation clearing and earth movement activities, construction
workers’ commute, and construction material hauling for the entire construction period. The
aforementioned activities would involve the use of diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment
that would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants. Project construction activities also
represent a source of fugitive dust, which includes particulate matter (PM) emissions. As
construction of the proposed project would generate air pollutant emissions intermittently
within the site and the vicinity of the site, until all construction has been completed,
construction is a potential concern because the proposed project is in a non-attainment area
for ozone and PM.
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The project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations for construction,
including, but not limited to, the following, which would be noted with City-approved
construction plans:


Rule 202 related to visible emissions; Rule 218 related to architectural coatings; Rule
228 related to fugitive dust, and Regulation 3 related to open burning.

The analysis found that the overall project’s maximum daily emissions from construction
operations would be as follows:

Maximum Daily
Emissions
Placer County Air
Pollution Control District
(PCAPCD) Significance
Thresholds
Exceedance of PCAPCD
Threshold

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
Reactive
Nitrous
Inhalable
Organic Gases
Oxides
Particulate
(ROG)
(NOx)
Matter
(PM10)
38.46
69.64
4.47

Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)
47.41

82

82

82

550

NO

NO

NO

NO

As shown, the project’s short-term construction-related emissions are not anticipated to
exceed the PCAPCD’s significance thresholds for emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10 and CO, which
means the proposed project would have less than significant construction-related impacts to air
quality.
Operational Emissions
Operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10 and CO would be generated by the proposed project
from both mobile and stationary sources. Day-to-day activities such as vehicle trips to and from
the project site would make up the majority of the mobile emissions. Emissions would occur
from stationary sources such as natural gas combustion from heating mechanisms, landscape
maintenance equipment exhaust, and consumer products (e.g., deodorants, cleaning products,
spray paint, etc.). The modeling performed for the project takes these factors into
consideration.
The project is required to comply with all PCAPCD rules and regulations, such as those listed
previously for construction, as well as the following for operations:
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Rule 225 related to wood-burning appliances, and Rule 246 related to water heaters.

The analysis found that the overall project’s maximum operational emissions on a daily basis
would be as follows:
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
ROG
NOx
Maximum Daily Emissions
2.43
4.66
Placer County Air Pollution
55
55
Control District (PCAPCD)
Significance Thresholds
Exceedance of PCAPCD
NO
NO
Threshold

PM10
3.98
82

CO
25.37
550

NO

NO

As shown, the project’s operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and CO would be below the
applicable PCAPCD thresholds of significance. Accordingly, the project’s operational emissions
would not contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status of ozone and PM, operations of
the project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation and operationally-related impacts would be considered less than significant.
Cumulative Air Quality
Due to the dispersive nature and regional sourcing of air pollutants, air pollution is largely a
cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants, including ozone and PM, is
a result of past and present development, and, thus, cumulative impacts related to these
pollutants could be considered cumulatively significant.
The project is part of a pattern of urbanization occurring in the greater Sacramento ozone
nonattainment area. The growth and combined vehicle usage, and business activity within the
nonattainment area from the project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects within Rocklin and surrounding areas, could either delay attainment of the
standards or require the adoption of additional controls on existing and future air pollution
sources to offset emission increases. Thus, the project could cumulatively contribute to regional
air quality health effects through emissions of criteria and mobile source air pollutants.
The PCAPCD recommends using the region’s existing attainment plans as a basis for analysis of
cumulative emissions. If a project would interfere with an adopted attainment plan, the project
would inhibit the future attainment of AAQS, and thus result in a cumulative impact. As
discussed above, the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for ozone precursors
and PM10 are based on attainment plans for the region. Thus, the PCAPCD concluded that if a
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level thresholds, the project could be expected to conflict with relevant attainment plans, and
could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
As shown in the Operational Emissions table above, the proposed project would result in an
increase of ROG, NOx and PM10 emissions that would be below the applicable operational-level
thresholds.
The General Plan EIR identified a cumulative contribution to regional air quality impacts as a
significant and unavoidable impact, and the City of Rocklin adopted Findings of Fact and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in recognition of this impact. The project does not
result in a change to this finding because the site is being developed with a medium density
residential land use that is equal to (from a trip generation and associated emissions
standpoint) the Medium Density Residential land use that was anticipated by and analyzed
within the General Plan EIR.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b. and c. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan,
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, and Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors) – Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project area is
located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and is under the jurisdiction of the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The SVAB is designated nonattainment for the
federal particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) and the State particulate matter 10
microns in diameter (PM10) standards, as well as for both the federal and State ozone
standards. The federal Clean Air Act requires areas designated as federal nonattainment to
prepare an air quality control plan referred to as the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP
contains the strategies and control measures for states to use to attain the national ambient air
quality standards (NAAQS). The SIP is periodically modified to reflect the latest emissions
inventories, planning documents, rules, and regulations of air basins as reported by the
agencies with jurisdiction over them. In compliance with regulations, the PCAPCD periodically
prepares and updates air quality plans that provide emission reduction strategies to achieve
attainment of the NAAQS, including control strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions via
regulations, incentive programs, public education, and partnerships with other agencies.
The current applicable air quality plan for the proposed project area is the Sacramento Regional
8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Ozone Attainment Plan),
adopted September 26, 2013. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) determined
the Plan to be adequate and made such findings effective August 25, 2014. On January 9, 2015,
the USEPA approved the 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan.
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The 2013 Ozone Attainment Plan demonstrates how existing and new control strategies would
provide the necessary future emission reductions to meet the CAA requirements, including the
NAAQS. It should be noted that in addition to strengthening the 8-hour ozone NAAQS, the
USEPA also strengthened the secondary 8-hour ozone NAAQS, making the secondary standard
identical to the primary standard. The SVAB remains classified as a severe nonattainment area
with an attainment deadline of 2027. On October 26, 2015 the USEPA released a final
implementation rule for the revised NAAQS for ozone to address the requirements for
reasonable further progress, modeling and attainment demonstrations, and reasonably
available control measures (RACM) and reasonably available control technology (RACT). With
the publication of the new NAAQS ozone rules, areas in nonattainment must update their
ozone attainment plans and submit new plans by 2020/2021.
General conformity requirements of the regional air quality plan include whether a project
would cause or contribute to new violations of any NAAQS, increase the frequency or severity
of an existing violation of any NAAQS, or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS. In order to
evaluate ozone and other criteria air pollutant emissions and support attainment goals for
those pollutants that the area is designated nonattainment, the PCAPCD has recently proposed
updates to the District’s recommended significance thresholds for emissions of PM10, and
ozone precursors – reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX).
The significance thresholds, expressed in pounds per day (lbs/day), listed in the table above are
the PCAPCD’s updated recommended thresholds of significance for use in the evaluation of air
quality impacts associated with proposed development projects. The City of Rocklin, as lead
agency, is considering a phased in approach of the newly proposed thresholds but for this
analysis is utilizing the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of significance for CEQA evaluation
purposes. Thus, if a project’s emissions exceed the PCAPCD’s pollutant thresholds presented
above, the project could have a significant effect on air quality, the attainment of federal and
State AAQS, and could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan.
Through the combustion of fossil fuels, motor vehicle use produces significant amounts of
pollution. In fact, the PCAPCD cites motor vehicles as a primary source of pollution for
residential, commercial, and industrial development. Because motor vehicles emit air quality
pollutants during their operations, changing the amount of motor vehicle operations in an area
would change the amount of air pollutants being emitted in that area.
As shown in the Construction Emissions and Operational Emissions tables above, the project’s
construction and operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and CO would be below the
applicable PCAPCD thresholds of significance. Accordingly, the project’s construction and
operational emissions would not contribute to the PCAPCD’s nonattainment status of ozone
and PM, operations of the project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute to an
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existing or projected air quality violation and construction-related and operationally-related
impacts would be considered less than significant.
d. Sensitive Receptors – Less than Significant With Mitigation. The proposed project involves
the development of residential uses; thus, the project would introduce sensitive receptors to
the area. The nearest existing sensitive receptors to the project site are the residences located
on all sides of the project site. Emissions of CO would result from the incomplete combustion of
carbon-containing fuels such as gasoline or wood and are particularly related to traffic levels.
The project site is already planned for urban development; thus traffic on the surrounding
roadways and intersections would not increase more than already anticipated for the area due
to project implementation. Accordingly, CO levels at nearby intersections would not be
expected to be higher than anticipated for the area. It should be noted that as older, more
polluting vehicles are retired and replaced with newer, cleaner vehicles, the overall rate of
emissions of CO for vehicle fleet throughout the State has been, and is expected to continue,
decreasing. Therefore, emissions of CO would likely decrease from current levels over the
lifetime of the project.
Per PCAPCD guidance, if a project will degrade an intersection in the project vicinity from an
acceptable Level of Service (LOS) (e.g., LOS A, B, C, or D) to an unacceptable LOS (e.g., LOS E or
F), or if the project will substantially worsen an already existing LOS F, then the project has the
potential to cause a potential a CO intersection hotspot. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report for
Oak Vista Subdivision (KD Anderson & Associates, November 1, 2016) examined Level of Service
(LOS) for four study intersections affected by the project. The analysis showed that all four
study intersections would not be degraded to an unacceptable LOS by the project nor would
the project substantially worsen an already existing LOS F; therefore the project would not
generate localized concentrations of CO that would exceed standards.
In addition to the CO emissions discussed above, Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are also a
category of environmental concern. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Handbook) provides recommendations
for siting new sensitive land uses near sources typically associated with significant levels of TAC
emissions, including, but not limited to, freeways and high traffic roads, distribution centers,
and rail yards. CARB has identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) from diesel-fueled engines
as a TAC. High volume freeways/roadways, stationary diesel engines, and facilities attracting
heavy and constant diesel traffic were identified as having the highest associated health risks
from DPM. Health risks from TACs are a function of both the concentration of emissions and
the duration of exposure. Health-related risks associated with DPM in particular are primarily
associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer.
Due to the residential nature of the project, relatively few vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project would be expected to be composed of heavy-duty diesel-fueled trucks and
their associated emissions. The project does not involve long-term operation of any stationary
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diesel engine or other on-site stationary source of TACs. In addition, emissions of DPM resulting
from construction equipment and vehicles are minimal and temporary, affecting a specific
receptor for a period of weeks or perhaps months, and would be regulated through compliance
with PCAPCD’s rules and regulations.
For freeways and roads with high traffic volumes, Table 4-1 of the CARB Handbook
recommends “Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads
with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.” The shortest distance
between the project and Interstate 80 (I-80) is approximately 470 feet. Portions of four lots (lot
numbers 54, 55, 56 and 57) on the northwestern corner of the project will therefore be within
500 feet of I-80 and could be impacted by elevated concentrations of TAC emissions. Thus, the
proposed project could result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
Research conducted by the University of California Davis and the EPA has shown that air
pollutants, especially particulate matter, (e.g., DPM from mobile sources) can be removed on
the surfaces of vegetation, especially that of the needles on coniferous trees, and also on the
leaves of deciduous trees. The amount of removal depends on wind speed, wind direction, the
type of tree, and the physical arrangement and quantity of trees places between the emission
source (e.g., roadway) and the project’s receptors. Precise quantitative information on the
beneficial effect of each of these variables is not available in a framework that would allow a
determinative calculation of the reduction in potential impacts. However, conservative design
of the mitigation measure based upon consultation with the PCAPCD is proposed in a manner
that can be expected to effectively reduce the level of significance of this potential impact.
The adjacent Rocklin 60 project has a number of residential lots that are located significantly
closer to I-80 than those in the Oak Vista project. These lots are screened from elevated
concentrations of TAC emissions by way of a grove of evergreen trees planted between the
Rocklin 60 lots and the freeway. This grove of trees will also provide screening for the Oak Vista
development. There is room within the existing grove of evergreens for additional trees to be
planted and incrementally enhance the effectiveness of the existing planting.
To address the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, the
following mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
III.-1 A variety of drought-tolerant, fine-needle evergreen trees, such as, but not limited to
deodar cedar and redwood, shall be planted within the existing landscape parcel located at the
northerly terminus of Silver Lupine Lane (APN: 453-070-041). Said trees shall be a minimum size
of 15-gallon per tree and shall be interspersed around and among the existing tree plantings so
as to maximize the number of trees that the parcel can support based upon adequate spacing
for mature trees. In addition, the existing irrigation system shall be modified to provide for a
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sufficient water supply and necessary maintenance to ensure establishment and long-term
viability of the additional trees.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
mitigation measure will reduce impacts of the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations to a less than significant level.
e. Odors – Less Than Significant Impact. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather
than a health hazard. Due to the subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of variables
that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the variety of odor sources,
quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact do not exist.
Certain land uses such as wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, confined animal facilities,
composting operations, food manufacturing plants, refineries, and chemical plants have the
potential to generate considerable odors. The proposed project does not involve such land uses
nor is it located near any such land uses. Although less common, emissions of DPM from heavyduty diesel truck traffic could result in objectionable odors. While the proposed project would
increase the total amount of vehicle trips in the area, the increase in area vehicle activity would
not necessarily create an increase in heavy-duty diesel truck traffic, because the traffic increase
would be a result of increased residential land uses. Residential land uses are not typically
associated with heavy-duty diesel truck traffic, and thus the increase in daily trips attributable
to residential land uses would mainly involve single passenger vehicles that are not typically
considered to be sources of objectionable odors.
In addition, PCAPCD Rule 205, Nuisance, addresses the exposure of “nuisance or annoyance” air
contaminant discharges, including odors, and provides enforcement of odor control. Rule 205 is
complaint-based, where if public complaints are sufficient to cause the odor source to be a
public nuisance, then the PCAPCD is required to investigate the identified source as well as
determine an acceptable solution for the source of the complaint, which could include
operational modifications to correct the nuisance condition. Thus, although not anticipated, if
odor or air quality complaints are made upon the future development under the proposed
project, the PCAPCD would be required to ensure that such complaints are addressed and
mitigated, as necessary.
Because the proposed project does not include the development of odor-generating land uses
or development in proximity to odor-generating land uses, and because the increase in project
area traffic would be largely through increased use of single passenger vehicles rather than
heavy-duty diesel trucks, the proposed project would not be anticipated to create
objectionable odors in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less
than significant impact related to objectionable odors.
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IV.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project will modify habitats through the removal of native and other plant
material; the project site does contain oak trees, some of which will be removed with
implementation of the project. Impacts to wetlands/waters of the U.S. are anticipated to occur
due to their presence on the project site, and impacts to special status animal and plant species
are not anticipated to occur due to their lack of presence or potential presence on the project
site.
Prior Environmental Analysis
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to the biological resources of the Planning Area as a result
of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts
included special-status species, species of concern, non-listed species, biological communities
and migratory wildlife corridors (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.10-1 through 4.10-47). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into
the General Plan in the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, and include policies
that encourage the protection and conservation of biological resources and require compliance
with rules and regulations protecting biological resources, including the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals, policies and rules and regulations
protecting biological resources, significant biological resources impacts will occur as a result of
development under the General Plan and further, that these impacts cannot be reduced to a
less than significant level. Specifically the General Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin
General Plan will impact sensitive biological communities, will result in the loss of native oak
and heritage trees, will result in the loss of oak woodland habitat and will contribute to
cumulative impacts to biological resources. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding
considerations were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were
found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for biological resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Initial Study Page 30
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Westech Company, a California consulting firm with recognized expertise in
biological resources, prepared a biological assessment for the Oak Vista Residential Subdivision
project. Their report, dated March 17, 2016 is available for review during normal business hours
at the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated
into this Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the
documentation and is also aware that Westech Company has a professional reputation that
makes their conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review
of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Westech
Company report, which is summarized below.
The firm of Sierra Nevada Arborists, a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized
expertise in arboriculture, prepared an arborist report for the Oak Vista Residential Subdivision
project. Their reports, dated August 14 and October 21, 2015 are available for review during
normal business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin,
CA, and are incorporated into this Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff
has reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Sierra Nevada Arborists has a
professional reputation that makes their conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in
good faith. Based on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts
the conclusions in the Sierra Nevada Arborists reports, which are summarized below.
Project Site Description
The 14.3 +/- acre project site includes open fields dotted with oak trees, a wooded area
containing an unnamed seasonal creek, a riparian area and a small wetland near the southwest
property corner. The eastern portion of the site is an open field with scattered oak and other
native trees.
Biological Assessment Overview
Available information pertaining to the natural resources of the region was reviewed, and a
biologist from Westech Company conducted wetland delineation and biological field surveys of
the site in June and August 2015.
A. Biological Communities
The vegetation communities found on the site are annual grassland habitat and oak savanna.
The project site also contains riparian vegetation which is present along the unnamed stream
channel in the western portion.
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B. Special-Status Plant and Animal Species
Special-status plant and animal species are those that have been afforded special recognition
by federal, State, or local resources or organizations. Listed and special-status species are of
relatively limited distribution and may require specialized habitat conditions.
The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
database were consulted regarding special-status species that have been identified within the
Folsom and Rocklin USGS quadrangles which include the project area.
Plants
There are two plant species which are federally and/or state listed which have been
documented within the Folsom and Rocklin USGS quadrangles according to the CNDDB. These
species include Sacramento Orcutt grass and Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop which both occur in
vernal pools. The small shallow seasonal wetlands which form vernal pools are not present on
the site and these plants were not observed during the June or August site visits.
Wildlife
There are three wildlife species which are federally and/or state listed which have been
documented within the Folsom and Rocklin USGS quadrangles according to the CNDDD. These
species include vernal pool fairy shrimp, Valley Elderberry longhorn beetle and California black
rail. No shrimp or habitat for the shrimp (i.e., vernal pools) was observed during the June or
August site visits. The property and a surrounding area exceeding 100 feet was surveyed for the
potential presence of the elderberry bush (the sole host of the Valley Elderberry Longhorn
beetle) and no elderberry bushes were found during the June and August site visits. There does
not appear to be any on-site or adjacent habitat which could potentially provide habitat for the
California black rail. The site itself provides no adequate habitat and onsite wetland vegetation
is within a wooded riparian zone, not a marsh which is the type of habitat preferred by the
California black rail.
C. Hydrology and Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.
The site includes a seasonal stream channel and one small adjacent wetland which are
potentially under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. Approximately 0.47 acre of
wetlands subject to Corps jurisdiction is found on the property and it is anticipated that
approximately 0.47 acre of wetlands will be impacted by the project.
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Significance Conclusions:
a. Effect on Protected Species – Less Than Significant With Mitigation. The site is located in a
partly developed, suburban environment. As such, it provides habitat to rodents, small
mammals, birds and bats, typical of a suburban area. No special- status plant or animal species
were observed on the project site during biological surveys. Tree-nesting raptor species forage
and nest in a variety of habitats throughout Placer County and the mature trees on the project
site do provide suitable nesting habitat. In addition, the structures on the project site may also
serve as nesting habitat for bird and bat species.
To address the potential impacts to nesting raptors, migratory birds and bat species, the
following mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
IV.-1 The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential nesting habitat for
raptors, migratory birds and bat species to avoid the nesting season (February - August).
If demolition activities occur during the nesting season for raptors, migratory birds and bat
species (February-August), the City and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by
the City to conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation of
demolition activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet
of project activity and shall be valid for one construction season. Prior to the start of demolition
activities, documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of Rocklin Building
Department and if the survey results are negative, no further mitigation is required and
necessary structure removal may proceed. If there is a break in demolition activity of more than
14 days, then subsequent surveys shall be conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts shall be avoided by the
establishment of appropriate buffers. The biologist shall consult with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area
(CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the potential to adversely affect an active
nest.
If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding season (SeptemberJanuary), a survey is not required and no further studies are necessary.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce impacts to nesting raptors, migratory birds and bat species to a less than
significant level.
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b. and c. Riparian Habitat and Wetlands – Less than Significant with Mitigation. The project
site contains approximately 0.47 acre of wetlands that are subject to U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers jurisdiction.
To address the impacts to waters of the U.S, the following mitigation measure, agreed to by the
applicant, is being applied to the project:
IV.-2 Prior to any grading or construction activities, the appropriate Section 404 permit will
need to be acquired for any project-related impacts to waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S.
that would be lost or disturbed should be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-net-loss” basis in
accordance with the Corps’ mitigation guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement should be at a location and by methods agreeable to the Corps. In association with
the Section 404 permit and prior to the issuance of improvement plans, a Section 401 water
quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and if determined
necessary, a USFWS Biological Opinion shall be obtained. All terms and conditions of said
permits shall be complied with.
Prior to any grading or construction activities, the applicant shall submit documentation to the
Public Services Department that they have obtained an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 water quality certification, and if
determined necessary, a United States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion. The
applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department that they have implemented
habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their Section 404 permit.
The applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department how they have complied
with the terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit, the Section 401 water quality
certification, and if applicable, the Biological Opinion.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce impacts to waters of the U.S. to a less than significant level.
d. Fish and Wildlife Movement – Less than Significant. The majority of the surrounding area is
developed in an urban fashion, including residential uses on all sides of the project and the
nearby Crossings Shopping Center. Due to the proximity of local roadways to the site (I-80 and
Sierra College Boulevard as well as the adjacent residential streets), the amount of surrounding
development and the lack of established wildlife corridors and perennial water courses on the
project site, the proposed project is not anticipated to 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 wildlife nursery sites.
e. Local Policies/Ordinances – Less than Significant with Mitigation. The City of Rocklin
regulates the removal of and construction within the dripline of native oak trees with a trunk
diameter of 6 inches or more at 4.5 feet above ground level under the Oak Tree Preservation
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Ordinance and the Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines. Seven oak species and five hybrids
between these species are defined as “native oaks” by the City. Per the City’s oak tree
ordinance, the diameter at breast height (DBH) of a multiple trunk tree is the measurement of
the largest trunk only, and heritage trees are defined as native oak trees with a trunk diameter
of 24 inches or more.
The City of Rocklin commissioned the firm of Phytosphere Research to evaluate, characterize,
and make recommendations on the City’s urban forest, and from that effort, a 2006 report
titled “Planning for the Future of Rocklin’s Urban Forest” was produced. One of the findings of
this report was that the City’s overall tree canopy cover has increased from 11% in 1952 to 18%
in 2003 (a 63% increase) due to the protection of existing oaks and growth of both new and
existing trees. This finding supports the City’s on-going practice of requiring mitigation for oak
tree removal through its Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance as being an effective way to maintain
or even increase urban forest canopy.
The project site includes a total of 420 native oak trees within the boundaries of the project
site. Composition of the 420 native oak trees includes 168 Interior Live Oak, 102 Blue Oak and
140 Valley Oaks. 57 trees are recommended for removal by the project arborist as being dead,
dying, or a hazard; 269 of the native oak trees are proposed for removal as a part of the
development of the Oak Vista Subdivision project.
To ensure compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to compensate for
the removal of the oak trees on the project site, the following mitigation measure, agreed to by
the applicant, is being applied to the project:
IV.-3

Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant shall:

a)
Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not scheduled for removal
will be protected from construction activities in compliance with the pertinent sections of the
City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
b)
Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with the
requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code Section
17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be calculated using the formula provided in the Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance and to that end the project arborist shall provide the following
information:
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be removed because they are
sick or dying, and
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•

The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height (TDBH) of all surveyed oak
trees on the site in each of these categories.

The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will comply with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and reduce impacts
related to oak tree removal to a less than significant level.
There are no facts or circumstances presented by the proposed project which create conflicts
with other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
f. Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan – No Impact The project

would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation
Plan because the site is not subject to any such plan; therefore there is no impact related to a
conflict with a habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan.
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project could affect known or unknown/undiscovered historical, archaeological,
and/or paleontological resources or sites as development occurs.
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Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to historical, cultural and paleontological resources within
the Planning area as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the
General Plan. These impacts included potential destruction or damage to any historical,
cultural, and paleontological resources (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011,
pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-21). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated
into the General Plan in the Land Use and Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Elements,
and include goals and policies that encourage the preservation and protection of historical,
cultural and paleontological resources and the proper treatment and handling of such
resources when they are discovered.
The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant cultural
resources impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will contribute to cumulative impacts
to historic character. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding considerations were
adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Historically significant structures and sites as well as the potential for the discovery of unknown
archaeological or paleontological resources as a result of development activities are discussed
in the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan to encourage the preservation of historically significant known and unknown areas.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for cultural resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Westech Company, a California consulting firm with recognized expertise in cultural
resources, prepared a cultural resource report for the Oak Vista Residential Subdivision project.
The report, dated July 2016, is available for review during normal business hours at the City of
Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated into this
Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation
and is also aware that Westech Company has a professional reputation that makes their
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conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the
analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Westech
Company report, which is summarized below.
The Westech Company report included records searches of the North Central Information
Center, archival research, field parcel surveys and limited excavation efforts performed by a
qualified archaeologist, queries sent to the Native American Heritage Commission and Native
American contacts. Further collaboration with representatives from the United Auburn Indian
Community (UAIC) determined that the project site contained some identified cultural
resources. In addition, the project site may contain unknown cultural resources that could
potentially be discovered during construction activities.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Historic Resources – No Impact. CEQA Statutes Section 21084.1 identifies historic resources
as those listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, based on a
range of criteria, including association with events or patterns of events that have made
significant contributions to broad patterns of historical development in the United States or
California, including local, regional, or specific cultural patterns (California Register Criterion 1),
structures which are directly associated with important persons in the history of the state or
country (Criterion 2), which embody the distinctive characteristics of type, period, or other
aesthetic importance (Criterion 3), or which have the potential to reveal important information
about the prehistory or history of the state or the nation (such as archaeological sites)
(Criterion 4).
In addition to meeting at least one of the above criteria, the structure must typically be over 50
years old (a state guideline rather than a statutory requirement) and have retained historic
integrity sufficient to be clearly evident as a historic resource through a combination of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association with historic patterns.
The definition of “integrity” in this context is based on criteria established by the National
Register of Historic Places.
The project site does not contain any historic resources as defined in §15064.5 (the project
archaeologist concluded that the identified cultural resources on the project site are not
considered eligible for the National or State Register of Historic Places/Resources); therefore no
impacts to historic resources are anticipated.
b. and c. Archaeological Resources and Paleontological Resources – Less Than Significant With
Mitigation. As noted above, the project site does contain some identified cultural resource and
may contain unknown/undiscovered cultural resources.

Initial Study Page 38
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

To address the potential of impacts to known cultural resources and the potential discovery of
unknown cultural resources, the following mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
V.-1 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, a qualified archaeologist shall conduct cultural resources awareness training for
construction crew members, and the City’s Environmental Services Manager shall be provided
with evidence that a qualified archaeologist has been enlisted for such services. The training
shall consist of a presentation of the potential prehistoric or historic cultural resources that may
be found on the site and what likely evidence and examples of cultural resources could be
discovered during grading and/or construction activities. The training shall also provide
guidance on what to do in the event that cultural resources are discovered. All crew members
shall sign a training sheet documenting that they attended the training. A letter report shall be
submitted to the City’s Environmental Services Manager and the project proponent within 30
days following the worker awareness training to document the results and to transmit the
training sign-in sheet.
V.-2 If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, charcoal,
animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted
and a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services Manager and the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall
determine whether the resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique paleontological resource) and
shall develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to
the resource if it cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological
considerations, the location of the find, and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation
of the find is consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the project. Specific
measures for significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are not
necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival research,
subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary would be determined
according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent with CEQA guidelines for
preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be no
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2)
of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, has occurred. If any
human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the
County Coroner shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety
Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall also be notified. If the remains are Native
American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will
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inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the landowner
appropriate disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply
with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
V.-3 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the United Auburn Indian Community, the project applicant/developer and the City of
Rocklin shall enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the treatment and
disposition of identified cultural resources.
V-4. Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the project applicant shall coordinate with the United Auburn Indian Community to
have a tribal monitor present during any re-location activities for identified cultural resources
and during ground disturbance within a 100-foot radius of identified cultural resources as
specified in the MOU noted in Mitigation Measure V.-3 above.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measures; implementation of the above
measures will reduce impacts to known and unknown/ undiscovered cultural resources to a less
than significant level.
d. Human Remains – Less Than Significant With Mitigation. No evidence of human remains is
known to exist at the project site. However, in the event that during construction activities,
human remains of Native American origin are discovered on the site during project demolition,
it would be necessary to comply with state laws relating to the disposition of Native American
burials, which fall under the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
(Public Resources Code Section 5097). In addition, State law (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
and the Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5) requires that the Mitigation Measure V.-2 be
implemented should human remains be discovered; implementation of Mitigation Measure V.2 will reduce impacts regarding the discovery of human remains to a less than significant level.
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VI.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:
a)

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone 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.

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

iii)

Seismic-related ground
including liquefaction?

X

iv)

Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?

c)

Be located on a geologic 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?

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table l8-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(l994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

i)

failure,

No
Impact

X
X
X

X

X

Geology and Soils
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
Branches of the Foothill Fault system, which are not included on the Alquist-Priolo maps, pass
through or near the City of Rocklin and could pose a seismic hazard to the area including
ground shaking, seismic ground failure, and landslides. Construction of the proposed project
will involve clearing and grading of the site, which could render the site susceptible to a
temporary increase in erosion from the grading and construction activities.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts of local soils and geology on development that would occur as a result of
the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts
included seismic hazards such as groundshaking and liquefaction, erosion, soil stability, and
wastewater conflicts (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011 pages 4.6-1 through
4.6-27). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan can result
in geological impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through
the application of development standards contained in the City’s Improvement Standards and
Standard Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of General Plan goals
and policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding geologic hazards and compliance with
local, state and federal standards related to geologic conditions.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, erosion control measures in
the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications, the City’s Grading and Erosion
and Sediment Control Ordinance, the City’s Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance,
and goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety Element requiring soils and
geotechnical reports for all new development, enforcement of the building code, and limiting
development of severe slopes.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for geology and soils impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan will
be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City ordinances, rules and regulations.
In addition, the project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s Grading and Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance. Chapter 15.28 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, Grading and Erosion
Sediment Control, regulates grading activity on all property within the City of Rocklin to
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safeguard life, limb, health, property, and public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses
with nutrients, sediments, or other earthen materials generated or caused by surface runoff on
or across the permit area; to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board; and to ensure
that the intended use of a graded site is consistent with the City of Rocklin General Plan,
provisions of the California Building Standards Code as adopted by the City relating to grading
activities, City of Rocklin improvement standards, and any applicable specific plans or other
land use entitlements. This chapter (15.28) also establishes rules and regulations to control
grading and erosion control activities, including fills and embankments; establishes the
administrative procedure for issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans and
inspection of grading construction and erosion control plans for all graded sites.
Also, a geotechnical report, prepared by a qualified engineer, will be required with the
submittal of project improvement plans. The report will provide site-specific recommendations
for the construction of all features of the building foundations and structures to ensure that
their design is compatible with the soils and geology of the project site.
Significance Conclusions:
a., i. and ii. Fault Rupture, Ground Shaking – Less than Significant Impact. The City of Rocklin is
located in an area known to be subject to seismic hazards, but it is not near any designated
Alquist-Priolo active earthquake faults. The Foothill Fault System has been identified in previous
environmental studies as potentially posing a seismic hazard to the area; however, the Foothill
Fault system is located near Folsom Lake, and not within the boundaries of the City of Rocklin.
There are, however, two known and five inferred inactive faults within the City of Rocklin.
Existing building code requirements are considered adequate to reduce potential seismic
hazards related to the construction and operation of the proposed project to a less than
significant level.
a., iii. and iv. Liquefaction, Landslides – Less than Significant Impact. The site does not contain
significant grade differences and therefore, does not possess the slope/geological conditions
that involve landslide hazards. The potential for liquefaction due to earthquakes and
groundshaking is considered minimal due to the site specific characteristics that exist in Rocklin;
Rocklin is located over a stable granite bedrock formation and much of the area is covered by
volcanic mud (not unconsolidated soils which have liquefaction tendencies). Application of
development standards contained in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard
Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of General Plan goals and
policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding geologic hazards, and compliance with local,
state and federal standards related to geologic conditions would reduce the potential impact
from liquefaction to a less than significant level.
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b. Soil Erosion – Less Than Significant Impact. Standard erosion control measures are required
of all projects, including revegetation and slope standards. The project proponent will be
required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan through the application of the City’s
Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications as a part of the City’s development review
process. The erosion and sediment control plan are reviewed against the Placer County
Stormwater Management Manual and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Erosion and
Sediment Control Field Manual. The erosion and sediment control plan includes the
implementation of Best Management Practices/Best Available Technology (BMPs/BATs) to
control construction site runoff. The project will also be required to comply with the City’s
Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code, Chapter
15.28), and the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code,
Chapter 8.30). The application of standard erosion control measures to the proposed project, as
well as compliance with the above noted Ordinances, would reduce potential erosion-related
impacts to a less than significant level for on-site grading.
c. and d. Unstable and Expansive Soil – Less Than Significant Impact. A geotechnical report,
prepared by a qualified engineer, will be required with the submittal of the project
improvement plans. The report will be required to provide site-specific recommendations for
the construction of all features of the building foundations and structures to ensure that their
design is compatible with the soils and geology of the project site. Through the preparation of
such a report and implementation of its recommendations as required by City policy during the
development review process, impacts associated with unstable soil or geologic conditions
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
e. Inadequate Soils for Disposal - No Impact. Sewer service is available to the project site and
the proposed project will be served by public sewer. Septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems would not be necessary; therefore there are no impacts associated with the
disposal of wastewater.
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VII.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

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

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact for
which
General Plan
EIR is
Sufficient

X

X

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
An individual project, even a very large project, does not in itself generate enough greenhouse
gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change. Global climate change is
therefore by definition a cumulative impact. A project contributes to this potential cumulative
impact through its cumulative incremental contribution combined with the emissions of all
other sources of greenhouse gases (GHG).
Area- and mobile-source emissions of greenhouse gases would be generated by the
construction and operation of the proposed project. Neither the Placer County Air Pollution
Control District nor the City of Rocklin has established significance thresholds for measuring the
significance of a project’s incremental contribution to global climate change. However,
individual projects can contribute to greenhouse gas emission reductions by incorporating
features that reduce vehicle emissions and maximize energy-efficiency.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur related to climate change and greenhouse gas emissions
as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These
impacts included consistency with greenhouse gas reduction measure, climate change
environmental effects on the City and generation of greenhouse gas emissions (City of Rocklin
General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-25). Mitigation measures to
address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the Land Use and Circulation
Elements, and include goals and policies that encourage the use of alternative modes of
transportation and promote mixed use and infill development.
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The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant greenhouse
gas emission impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in the generation of
greenhouse gas emissions which are cumulatively considerable. Findings of fact and a
statement of overriding considerations were adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to
this impact, which was found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Generation of greenhouse gas emissions as a result of development activities are discussed in
the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan that encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation and promote mixed use and
infill development.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for greenhouse gas emissions impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan,
will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and
standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the
General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Westech Company, a California consulting firm with recognized expertise in air
quality, prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis report for the proposed project.
This analysis was prepared to estimate the project’s greenhouse gas emissions from
construction activities, motor vehicle trips, and utility use. Their report, dated October 2016, is
available for review during normal business hours at the City of Rocklin Planning Department,
3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA and is incorporated into this Mitigated Negative Declaration by
this reference. City staff has reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Westech
Company has a professional reputation that makes its conclusions presumptively credible and
prepared in good faith. Based on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City
staff accepts the conclusions in the Westech Company report, which is summarized below.
Greenhouse Gas Setting
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
because they capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere,
similar to a greenhouse. The accumulation of GHG emissions has been implicated as a driving
force for Global Climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across
regulatory authorities and the scientific community, but in general can be described as the
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changing of the earth’s climate caused by natural fluctuations and the impact of human
activities that alter the composition of the global atmosphere.
Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) contributing to global climate change are attributable in
large part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility,
transportation, residential and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emission
of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, city
and virtually every individual on Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative
to global emissions, but could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to
a significant cumulative macro-scale impact
The major concern is that increases in GHG emissions are causing Global Climate Change.
Global Climate Change is a change in the average weather on earth that can be measured by
wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Although there is disagreement as to
the speed of global warming and the extent of the impacts attributable to human activities, the
vast majority of the scientific community now agrees that there is a direct link between
increased GHG emissions and long term global temperature increases. Potential global warming
impacts in California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, more drought years,
impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity. In
California, GHGs are defined to include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide
(N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), nitrogen trifluoride (NF3), and
hydrofluorocarbons. To account for the warming potential of GHGs, GHG emissions are
quantified and reported as CO2 equivalents (CO2e).
An individual project, even a very large project, does not in itself generate enough greenhouse
gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change. Global climate change is
therefore by definition a cumulative impact. A project contributes to this potential cumulative
impact through its cumulative incremental contribution combined with the emissions of all
other sources of greenhouse gases (GHG). In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be
determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15064 (h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination, the incremental impacts of the
project must be compared to with the effects of past, current and probable future projects. To
gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and probable future projects
to make this determination is a difficult, if not impossible, task.
Regulatory Framework
In September 2006, then Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels
by the year 2020. AB 32 delegated the authority for its implementation to the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) and directs CARB to enforce the statewide cap. In accordance with AB
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32, CARB prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) for California, which was
approved in 2008. The Scoping Plan provides the outline for actions to reduce California’s GHG
emissions. Based on the reduction goals called for in the 2008 Scoping Plan, a 29 percent
reduction in GHG levels relative to a Business As Usual (BAU) scenario would be required to
meet 1990 levels by 2020. The BAU condition is project and site specific and varies. The BAU
scenario is based on what could or would occur on a particular site in the year 2020 without
implementation of a proposed project or consideration of any State regulation emission
reductions or voluntary GHG reduction measures. The CARB, per the 2008 Scoping Plan,
explicitly recommends that local governments utilize a 15 percent GHG reduction below
“today’s” levels by 2020 to ensure that community emissions match the State’s reduction
target, where today’s levels would be considered 2010 BAU levels.
In 2011, the baseline or BAU level for the Scoping Plan was revised to account for the economic
downturn and State regulation emission reductions (i.e., Pavley, Low Carbon Fuel Standard
[LCFS], and Renewable Portfolio Standard [RPS]). Accordingly, the Scoping Plan emission
reduction target from BAU levels required to meet 1990 levels by 2020 was modified from 29
percent to 21.7 percent where the BAU level is based on 2010 levels singularly, or 16 percent
where the BAU level is based on 2010 levels and includes State regulation emission reductions
noted above. The amended Scoping Plan was re-approved August 24, 2011.
The Scoping Plan must be updated every five years. The First Update to the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan Update) was approved by CARB on May 22, 2014 and builds upon
the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. The Scoping Plan Update
highlights the State’s progress towards the 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the
original Scoping Plan and evaluates how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction
strategies with other State policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy,
transportation and land use. According to the Scoping Plan Update, the State is on track to
meet the 2020 GHG goal and has created a framework for ongoing climate action that could be
built upon to maintain and continue economic sector-specific reductions beyond 2020, on the
path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, as required by AB 32.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b.) Generate Greenhouse Gas and Conflict with Greenhouse Gas Plan – Less Than
Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would cumulatively contribute to
increases of GHG emissions. Estimated GHG emissions attributable to future development
would be primarily associated with increases of carbon dioxide (CO2) and, to a lesser extent,
other GHG pollutants, such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) associated with mobile
sources or vehicles, utilities (electricity and natural gas), water usage, wastewater generation,
and the generation of solid waste. Because the proposed project involves increased vehicle use
in the area, the GHG emissions related to increased vehicle use in the area must be analyzed.
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The common unit of measurement for GHG is expressed in terms of annual metric tons of CO2
equivalents (MT CO2e), based on the global warming potential of the individual pollutants.
Previously, the City of Rocklin relied on methodology included in the California Air Resources
Board’s original Climate Change Scoping Plan for the analysis of potential impacts related to
GHG emissions. The original Scoping Plan recommended an analysis methodology based on
project-specific reductions in GHG emissions compared to a Business-As-Usual (BAU) scenario.
The BAU scenarios were based off of GHG emissions projections for anticipated growth without
the inclusion of measures that would reduce GHG emissions, such as improvements in vehicle
fuel efficiency, energy efficiency, and the increased use of renewable energy sources for energy
supply. However, on November 30, 2015, the California Supreme Court issued a decision in the
Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Newhall Ranch)
case, in which the court ruled that analysis based on BAU scenarios was insufficient to support
conclusions that proposed projects would have less-than-significant impacts. In response to the
Newhall Ranch Ruling, the City of Rocklin is relying on the proposed new guidance from the
PCAPCD to determine the significance of proposed projects in regards to GHG emissions.
The proposed thresholds begin with a screening emission level of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr. Any
project below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold is judged by the PCAPCD as having a less than
significant impact on GHG emissions within the District and thus would not conflict with any
state or regional GHG emissions reduction goals. Projects that would result in emissions above
the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold would not necessarily result in substantial impacts, if certain
efficiency thresholds are met. The efficiency thresholds, which are based on service populations
and square footage, are presented in the PCAPCD GHG Operational Thresholds of Significance
table below.
PCAPCD GHG OPERATIONAL THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Efficiency Thresholds
Residential (MT CO2e/capita)
Non-Residential (MT CO2e/1,000 sf)
Urban
Rural
Urban
Rural
4.5
5.5
26.5
27.3

Source: Placer County Air Pollution Control District. CEQA Thresholds. Accessible at
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/air/landuseceqa/ceqathresholds. Accessed October 2016.

Projects that fall below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold or meet the efficiency thresholds are
considered to be in keeping with statewide GHG emissions reduction targets, which would
ensure that the proposed project would not inhibit the State’s achievement of GHG emissions
reductions. Thus, projects which involve emissions below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr threshold or
below the efficiency thresholds presented in the PCAPCD GHG Operational Thresholds of
Significance table above are considered to result in less-than-significant impacts in regards GHG
emissions within the District and would not conflict with any state or regional GHG emissions
reduction goals. Finally, the PCAPCD has also established a Bright Line Cap, which shall be the
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maximum limit for any proposed project. The Bright Line Cap is 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for all types
of projects.
Short-term emissions of GHG associated with construction of the proposed project are
estimated to be 332.13 MTCO2e, which is below the 1,100 MTCO2e/year threshold.
Construction GHG emissions are a one-time release and are, therefore, not typically expected
to generate a significant contribution to global climate change. Due to the size of the proposed
project, the project’s estimated construction-related GHG contribution to global climate change
would be considered negligible on the overall global emissions scale.
The long-term operational GHG emissions estimate for the proposed project incorporates the
project’s potential area source and vehicle emissions, emissions associated with utility and
water usage, and the generation of wastewater and solid waste. The annual GHG emissions
associated with the proposed project by year 2020 would be 966.19 MTCO2e/year and 943.99
MTCO2e/year with mitigation. Because both of the levels of emissions are lower than the 1,100
MTCO2e significance threshold, the proposed project would not hinder the State’s ability to
reach the GHG reduction target nor conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation
related to GHG reduction and the impact of the proposed project on global climate change is
considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
This Initial Study evaluates a “subsequent activity” that was already evaluated by the General
Plan EIR, and the proposed project is actually a similar intensity use than which was evaluated
by that EIR. The General Plan EIR identified the generation of greenhouse gas emissions as a
significant and unavoidable impact, and the City of Rocklin adopted Findings of Fact and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations in recognition of this impact. The project does not
result in a change to this finding because the development and operation of the proposed
project will generate greenhouse gas emissions. It should be noted that the project site is being
developed with a land use that is equal to (from a trip generation and associated emissions
standpoint) the Medium Density Residential land use that was anticipated by and analyzed
within the General Plan EIR. The project-specific GHG study confirms that a project of this type
falls within the prior General Plan EIR analysis. While the proposed project would cumulatively
contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact of generation of greenhouse gas emissions
as recognized in the General Plan EIR, the proposed project itself will not generate enough
greenhouse gas emissions to measurably influence global climate change; project-specific
impacts related to GHG emission and global climate change would be less than significant as a
result of the level of the project’s emissions being lower than the PCACPD’s 1,100 MTCO2e
significance threshold and through the application of General Plan policies and mitigation
measures that encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation and promote mixed
use and infill development.
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VIII.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

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

X

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

X

X

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

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

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

X

f)

X

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

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

X

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

X

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, compliance with the mitigation measures incorporated into the General
Plan goals and policies and applicable City Code and compliance with applicable Federal, State
and local laws and regulations would reduce impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials to a less-than-significant level.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated human health and hazards impacts that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included wildland fire
hazards, transportation, use and disposal of hazardous materials, and emergency response and
evacuation plans (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011 pages 4.7-1 through 4.730). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the Rocklin General Plan can
introduce a variety of human health and hazards impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level through the application of development standards in the Rocklin
Municipal Code, the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in
minimizing or avoiding hazardous conditions, and compliance with local, state and federal
standards related to hazards and hazardous materials.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, Chapter 2.32 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code which requires the preparation and maintenance of an emergency operations
plan, preventative measures in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications,
compliance with local, state and federal standards related to hazards and hazardous materials
and goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Open Space, Conservation and
Recreation Elements requiring coordination with emergency management agencies, annexation
into fee districts for fire prevention/suppression and medical response, incorporation of fuel
modification/fire hazard reduction planning, and requirements for site-specific hazard
investigations and risk analysis.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for human health and hazards impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan
and the City’s Improvement Standards, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly
applied development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to
ensure consistency with the General Plan and compliance with the Rocklin Municipal Code and
other City rules and regulations.
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In addition, Chapter 2.32 of the Rocklin Municipal Code requires the development of
emergency procedures in the City through the Emergency Operations Plan. The Emergency
Operations Plan provides a framework to guide the City’s efforts to mitigate and prepare for,
respond to, and recover from major emergencies or disasters. To implement the Emergency
Operations Plan, the City has established a Disaster Council, which is responsible for reviewing
and recommending emergency operations plans for adoption by the City Council. The Disaster
Council plans for the protection of persons and property in the event of fires, floods, storms,
epidemic, riot, earthquake and other disasters.
Significance Conclusion:
a. and b. Transport, Use or Disposal of Hazardous Materials, Release of Hazardous Materials –
Less than Significant Impact. Construction, operation and maintenance activities would use
hazardous materials, including fuels (gasoline and diesel), oils and lubricants; paints and paint
thinners; glues; cleaners (which could include solvents and corrosives in addition to soaps and
detergents), and fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides and yard/landscaping equipment. While these
products noted above may contain known hazardous materials, the volume of material would
not create a significant hazard to the public through routine transport, use, or disposal and
would not result in a reasonably foreseeable upset and accident condition involving the release
of hazardous materials. Compliance with various Federal, State, and local laws and regulations
(including but not limited to Titles 8 and 22 of the Code of California Regulations, Uniform Fire
Code, and Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code) addressing hazardous
materials management and environmental protection would be required to ensure that there is
not a significant hazardous materials impact associated with the construction, operation and
maintenance of the proposed project.
The project site does contain existing septic and well systems that will be removed as part of
development of the project. Currently known operational septic and well systems will be
abandoned in accordance with all Placer County Department of Environmental Health
regulations. However, the project site still has the potential to contain unknown septic and well
systems.
To address potential impacts from unknown septic and well systems, the following mitigation
measure, agreed to by the applicant, is being applied to the project.
VIII.-1 If at any time during the course of grading or construction activities evidence of the
existence of old wells, septic systems or other similar features is encountered, work shall be
halted within 100 feet of the find and the City of Rocklin Engineer shall be notified. The City
Engineer shall make a determination as to the nature of the feature (or features), the
appropriate size for a buffer around the feature beyond which work could continue on the
balance of the site, and which outside agencies, if any, should be notified and involved in
addressing and/or remediation of the feature. At the discretion of the City Engineer and at the
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applicant’s expense, a qualified consultant(s) shall be retained to assess and characterize the
feature and to determine appropriate remediation, if any. Remediation of the feature including
obtaining any special permits and/or approvals as needed shall be completed and documented
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and any responsible agencies, such as but not limited to
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health, prior to completion of
grading/construction in the affected area.
The applicant is agreeable to the above mitigation measure; implementation of the above
measure will reduce hazardous materials impacts related to unknown septic and well systems
to a less than significant level
c. Hazardous Emissions Near Schools – No Impact. There are no schools within one-quarter
mile (1,320 feet) of the project site. The closest school is Sierra College on Rocklin Road which is
approximately 3,500 feet away. Although residential projects of this nature would not typically
emit any significant amounts of hazardous materials, substances, or waste or be involved in the
transportation of hazardous materials, substances, or waste, there are existing rules and
regulations, as indicated above, that address hazardous materials management and
environmental protection. Therefore, there is no impact related to hazardous emissions or
hazardous materials within one quarter mile of a school.
d. Hazardous Site List – Less Than Significant. The project site is not on the list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Government Code
65962.5 is known as the Cortese List. The Cortese database identifies public drinking water
wells with detectable levels of contamination, hazardous substance sites selected for remedial
action, sites with known toxic material identified through the abandoned site assessment
program, sites with Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) having a reportable release and all solid
waste disposal facilities from which there is known migration. The Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database and State Water Resources Control Board
GeoTracker database were searched on October 30, 2016 and no open hazardous sites were
identified on the project site; therefore there is no impact related to a hazardous materials site
on the project site.
e. and f. Public Airport Hazards and Private Airport Hazards – No Impact. The project is not
located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport; therefore there is no public or private airport hazard impact.
g. Emergency Response Plan – Less than Significant Impact. The City’s existing street system,
particularly arterial and collector streets, function as emergency evacuation routes. The
project’s design and layout will not impair or physically interfere with the street system
emergency evacuation route or impede an emergency evacuation plan; therefore a less than
significant impact on emergency routes/plans would be anticipated.
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h. Wildland Fires – Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in a mostly
developed residential area, surrounded by suburban development. Additionally, the proposed
project has been reviewed by the Rocklin Fire Department and has been designed with
adequate emergency access for use by the Rocklin Fire Department to reduce the risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires to a less than significant level.
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
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groundwater table level (e.g., the production
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X
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of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
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erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

X
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X
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X
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X
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Hydrology and Water Quality
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
(cont’d.)

Would the project:
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project would involve grading activities that would remove vegetation and
expose soil to wind and water erosion and potentially impact water quality. Waterways in the
Rocklin area have the potential to flood and expose people or structures to flooding. Additional
impervious surfaces would be created with the development of the proposed project.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated hydrology and water quality impacts that would occur as a result of the future
urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included water
quality, ground water quality and supply, drainage, flooding, risks of seiche, tsunami and
mudflow (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-37). The
analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan can result in hydrology
and water quality impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level
through the application of development standards contained in the City’s Improvement
Standards and Standard Specifications and in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of
General Plan goals and policies related to hydrology, flooding and water quality, and
compliance with local, state, and federal water quality standards and floodplain development
requirements.
These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, flood prevention and
drainage requirements in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications, the
City’s Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance, the Stormwater Runoff Pollution
Control Ordinance, the State Water Resources Control Board General Construction Activity
Storm Water Permit requirements, and goals and policies in the General Plan Open Space,
Conservation and Recreation and Safety Elements requiring the protection of new and existing
development from flood and drainage hazards, the prevention of storm drainage run-off in
excess of pre-development levels, the development and application of erosion control plans
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and best management practices, the annexation of new development into existing drainage
maintenance districts where warranted, and consultation with the Placer County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District and other appropriate entities.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR as well as relevant standards from
the City’s Improvement Standards for hydrology and water quality impacts will be applied to
the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards and/or as
conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan and
compliance with the Rocklin Municipal Code and other City rules and regulations.
The project would be subject to the provisions of the City’s Grading and Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance. Chapter 15.28 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, Grading and Erosion Sediment
Control, regulates grading activity on all property within the City of Rocklin to safeguard life,
limb, health, property, and public welfare; to avoid pollution of watercourses with nutrients,
sediments, or other earthen materials generated or caused by surface runoff on or across the
permit area; to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit
issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board; and to ensure that the intended
use of a graded site is consistent with the City of Rocklin General Plan, provisions of the
California Building Standards Code as adopted by the City relating to grading activities, City of
Rocklin improvement standards, and any applicable specific plans or other land use
entitlements. This chapter (15.28) also establishes rules and regulations to control grading and
erosion control activities, including fills and embankments; establishes the administrative
procedure for issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans and inspection of grading
construction and erosion control plans for all graded sites. Chapter 8.30 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code, Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance, prohibits the discharge of any
materials or pollutants that cause or contribute to a violation of applicable water quality
standards, other than stormwater, into the municipal storm drain system or watercourse.
Discharges from specified activities that do not cause or contribute to the violation of plan
standards, such as landscape irrigation, lawn watering, and flows from fire suppression
activities, are exempt from this prohibition.
In addition, the project would be required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan
through the application of the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications that
are a part of the City’s development review process.
Significance Conclusions:
a., c., d., e. and f. Water Quality Standards and Drainage – Less than Significant Impact. Storm
water runoff from the project site will be collected in stormwater drainage pipes and then
directed through water quality treatment devices/areas as Best Management Practices (BMP)
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and/or Low Impact Development (LID) features and then into the City’s storm drain system. The
purpose of the BMP/LID features is to ensure that potential pollutants are filtered out before
they enter the storm drain system. The City’s storm drain system maintains the necessary
capacity to support development on the proposed project site. Therefore, violations of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements are not anticipated.
To address the potential for polluted water runoff during project construction, the project
would be required to prepare an erosion and sediment control plan through the application of
the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications as a part of the City’s
development review process. The erosion and sediment control plan are reviewed against the
Placer County Stormwater Management Manual and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual. The erosion and sediment control plan
includes the implementation of Best Management Practices/Best Available Technology
(BMPs/BATs) to control construction site runoff. The project will also be required to comply
with the City’s Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal
Code, Chapter 15.28), and the Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Rocklin
Municipal Code, Chapter 8.30), which includes the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or a
river.
The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area because the City’s policies of requiring new developments to detain on-site drainage such
that the rate of runoff flow is maintained at pre-development levels (unless the Placer County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s Flood Control Manual requires otherwise) and
to coordinate with other projects’ master plans to ensure no adverse cumulative effects will be
applied. Per the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Dry Creek
Watershed Flood Control Plan, onsite stormwater detention is generally not recommended
anywhere in the Dry Creek watershed because it has been determined that on-site detention
would be detrimental to the overall watershed, unless existing downstream drainage facilities
cannot handle post-construction runoff from the project site. Substantial erosion, siltation or
flooding, on- or off-site, and exceedance of the capacity of existing or planned drainage systems
would not be anticipated to occur.
Therefore, impacts related to water quality, water quality standards and drainage would be less
than significant.
b. Groundwater Supplies – Less than significant. The project site contains several existing
water wells which will be abandoned and the project will use domestic water from the Placer
County Water Agency and not use wells or groundwater; therefore existing groundwater
resources will not be depleted. The City’s policies of requiring new developments to retain onsite drainage such that the rate of runoff flow is maintained at pre-development levels and
implementation of Low Impact Development features will ensure that groundwater recharge
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rates are also maintained at pre-development levels. Therefore, there is a less than significant
groundwater supply impact.
g., h., i. and j. Flooding, Inundation by Tsunami, Seiche, or Mudflow – Less Than Significant
Impact. According to FEMA flood maps (Map Panel 06061CO418F, effective date June 8, 1998)
the developable portion of the project site is located in flood zone X, which indicates that the
project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area and outside of the 500-year flood
hazard area. The project site is not located within the potential inundation area of any dam or
levee failure, nor is the project site located sufficiently near any significant bodies of water or
steep hillsides to be at risk from inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore the
proposed project will not expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, injury, or
death as a result of flooding nor will the project be subject to inundation by tsunami, seiche or
mudflow and a less than significant impact would be anticipated
X.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
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Land Use and Planning

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
Approval of the project would allow the construction and occupation of a 63-unit single-family
subdivision on a 14.3 +/- acre site. The project site is designated Medium Density Residential
(MDR) on the General Plan land use map and is zoned Unclassified (UN). The project requires
Rezone, Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements to allow for
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a single-family residential subdivision as is being proposed. As discussed below, land use
impacts are not anticipated.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on land use as a result of the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included dividing an established community
and potential conflicts with established land uses within and adjacent to the City (City of Rocklin
General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.1-1 through 4.1-38). The analysis found that while
development and buildout of the General Plan can result in land use impacts, these impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level through the application of General Plan goals
and policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding land use impacts.
These goals and policies include, but are not limited to goals and policies in the General Plan
Land Use Element requiring buffering of land uses, reviewing development proposals for
compatibility issues, establishing and maintaining development standards and encouraging
communication between adjacent jurisdictions.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to land use incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Division of Community – No Impact. The proposed project site is currently mostly vacant and
the entire project is within the City of Rocklin. The proposed project would construct 63 singlefamily residences at this location, which would not physically divide an established community.
The streets within the project will connect to the adjacent neighborhoods and provide greater
connectivity in the community. Therefore there is no division of community impact.
b. Plan Conflict – Less than Significant Impact. The project site is designated Medium Density
Residential (MDR) on the General Plan land use map and is zoned Unclassified (UN). The project
requires Rezone, Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree Preservation Permit entitlements to
allow for a single-family residential subdivision as is being proposed. The proposed Residential
Single Family, 6000 square foot minimum lots (R1-6) and Residential Single Family, 12,500
square foot minimum lots (R1-12,500) zoning designations are consistent with the existing
Medium Density Residential (MDR) land use designation. Upon approval of the proposed
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Rezone, the proposed project will be consistent with the site’s land use and zoning designations
and the development of the project would not conflict with land use designations and would
have a less than significant impact related to conflicts with land use plans, policies or
regulations.
c. Habitat Plan Conflict - No Impact. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural
community conservation plans which apply to the project site, and there would be no impact
on such plans.
XI.
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, no impact is anticipated because the project site does not contain known
mineral resources.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Mineral Resources – No Impact. The Rocklin General Plan and associated EIR analyzed
the potential for “productive resources” such as, but not limited to, granite and gravel (City of
Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-5 and 4.6-17). The City of
Rocklin planning area has no mineral resources as classified by the State Geologist. The
Planning Area has no known or suspected mineral resources that would be of value to the
region and to residents of the state. The project site is not delineated in the Rocklin General
Plan or any other plans as a mineral resource recovery site. Mineral resources of the project
site have not changed with the passage of time since the General Plan EIR was adopted. Based
on this discussion, the project is not anticipated to have a mineral resources impact.
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XII.

NOISE

Would the project result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

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

X

f)

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

X

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Noise

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, development of the proposed project will result in an increase in shortterm noise impacts from construction activities. Compliance with the mitigation measures
incorporated into the General Plan goals and policies, and the City of Rocklin Construction
Noise Guidelines would reduce noise related impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts of noise associated with the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included construction noise, traffic noise,
operational noise, groundborne vibration, and overall increased in noise resulting from
implementation of the General Plan Update (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR,
2011, pages 4.5-1 through 4.5-48).
Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the
Noise Element, which includes policies that require acoustical analyses to determine noise
compatibility between land uses, application of stationary and mobile noise source sound
limits/design standards, restriction of development of noise-sensitive land uses unless effective
noise mitigations are incorporated into projects, and mitigation of noise levels to ensure that
the noise level design standards of the Noise Element are not exceeded.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant noise impacts
will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these impacts
cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR found that
buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of applicable noise standards, will result in exposure to surface
transportation noise sources and stationary noise sources in excess of applicable noise
standards and will contribute to cumulative transportation noise impacts within the Planning
Area. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin
City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts associated with noise incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan,
will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and
standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the
General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of Westech Company, a California consulting firm with recognized expertise in noise,
prepared an environmental noise assessment of the Oak Vista Residential Subdivision project.
Their report, dated February 2016 is available for review during normal business hours at the
City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated into
this Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the
documentation and is also aware that Westech Company has a professional reputation that
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makes its conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based on its review of
the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in the Westech
Company report, which is summarized below.
Background Information on Noise
Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as
(airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be
classified as a more specific group of sounds. Perceptions of sounds and noise are highly
subjective from person to person. The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many
factors, including sound pressure level and frequency content. However, within the usual range
of environmental noise levels, perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be
approximated by A-weighted sound levels. There is a strong correlation between A-weighted
sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way the human ear perceives sound and for this
reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of environmental noise
assessment.
Measuring sound directly would require a very large and awkward range of numbers, so to
avoid this, the decibel (dB) scale was devised. The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In
other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the
standard logarithmic scale is A-weighted, an increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a
doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 dBA sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and
twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical
tool is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq). The Leq is the foundation of the composite
noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to noise. The
day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a
+10 dB weighting applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m.) hours.
The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise
exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a
24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment.
The City of Rocklin General Plan includes criteria for stationary (non-transportation) and
transportation noise sources. Because the proposed project is located within close proximity to
Interstate 80 (I-80), this analysis focuses on whether roadway noise levels would exceed City of
Rocklin exterior or interior noise levels standards at the residences of the project. For
transportation noise sources, the maximum allowable exterior noise level standard for outdoor
activity areas is 65 dB Ldn and the maximum allowable interior noise level standard is 45 dB
Ldn.
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Noise Sources
As noted above, the noise source concerns for this project are associated with I-80. Noise
impacts associated with this noise source were evaluated and compared to noise level
performance criteria for transportation noise sources contained within the City of Rocklin
General Plan Noise Element.
Traffic Noise
To determine traffic noise levels on the project site, Westech Company prepared an
environmental noise assessment of the Oak Vista Subdivision project. Noise measurements
were taken at six locations on and near the project site. Stations 1-4 measured sound levels on
the project site, while stations 5 and 6 measured sound levels at off-site locations nearer to I80. The City of Rocklin General Plan EIR estimates an increase of less than 2 dBA (1.45 db) from
I-80 between Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road at build out. The table below shows
the predicted future traffic noise levels at the proposed project site using the current noise
levels and a conservative estimate of a 2 dBA increase.
PREDICTED FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
Location
Current Noise Levels,
L50 (dBA)
Interstate 80
Station 1
Station 2
Station 3
Station 4
Station 5
Station 6

Sources: Westech Company (2016), City of Rocklin (2012)

49.2
46.4
45.1
43.9
56.4
55.4

Predicted Future
Noise Levels, L50
(dBA)
51.2
48.4
47.1
45.9
58.4
57.4

The data in the table above indicates that future traffic noise levels throughout the proposed
project site are predicted to comply with the City of Rocklin 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level
standard. Therefore, no additional exterior traffic noise reduction measures would be required.
Interior Traffic Noise Levels
Standard construction practices, consistent with the Uniform Building Code typically provides
an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of approximately 25 dB, assuming that air
conditioning is included for each unit, which allows residents to close windows for the required
acoustical isolation. Therefore, as long as exterior noise levels at the building facades do not
exceed 70 dB Ldn, the interior noise levels will typically comply with the interior noise level
standard of 45 dB Ldn.
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There are no residential facades predicted to be exposed to exterior traffic noise levels
exceeding 70 dB Ldn or higher. Therefore, interior noise levels are predicted to be less than 45
dB Ldn at all proposed interior residential spaces and no noise reduction measures would be
required.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b., c., and d. Exposure to Noise, Increase in Noise – Less than Significant Impact. The
primary goal for the City of Rocklin General Plan with respect to noise is: “To protect City
residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise”. To implement
that goal, the City has adopted Noise Compatibility Guidelines prepared by the State Office of
Noise Control. The objective of the Noise Compatibility Guidelines is to assure that
consideration is given to the sensitivity to noise of a proposed land use in relation to the noise
environment in which it is proposed to be located.
Potential noise impacts can be categorized into short-term construction noise impacts and
long-term or permanent noise impacts. The City has adopted standard conditions for project
approvals which address short-term impacts. These include limiting traffic speeds to 25 mph
and keeping equipment in clean and tuned condition. The proposed project would be subject to
these standard conditions. The proposed project would also be subject to the City of Rocklin
Construction Noise Guidelines, including restricting construction-related noise generating
activities within or near residential areas to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays, and
between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends to the satisfaction of the City Engineer or
Building Official. Therefore, impacts associated with increases in the ambient noise
environment during construction would be less than significant.
As noted above, based upon the measured and predicted noise levels at the residences in the
Oak Vista Residential Subdivision, the proposed project is anticipated to comply with the City of
Rocklin 60 dB Ldn and 45 dB Ldn exterior and interior noise level standards for residential uses.
Therefore, the proposed project will not result in a substantial permanent or temporary
increase in ambient noise levels and the exposure to noise and increased noise level impacts
are considered less than significant.
e. and f. Public and Private Airport Noise – No Impact. The City of Rocklin, including the project
site, is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport, and is
therefore not subject to obtrusive aircraft noise related to airport operations. Therefore, there
is no airport related noise impact.
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XIII.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Populations and Housing

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project will result in the construction of 63 residential units, which would not
induce substantial population growth or displace substantial numbers of people.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated population and housing impacts that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included population
growth and availability of housing opportunities (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR,
2011, pages 4.11-1 through 4.11-13). The analysis found that while development and buildout
of the General Plan can result in population and housing impacts, implementation of the
General Plan would not contribute to a significant generation of growth that would
substantially exceed any established growth projections nor would it displace substantial
numbers of housing units or people. Moreover, the project will not construct off-site
infrastructure that would induce substantial development, unplanned or otherwise. As such,
population and housing impacts were determined to be less than significant.
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Significance Conclusions:
a. Population Growth – Less than Significant Impact. The project site is currently designated on
the City’s General Plan land use map as Medium Density Residential (MDR) and is proposed to
be re-zoned to Residential Single Family, 6,000 square foot minimum lots (R1-6) and Residential
Single Family, 12,500 square foot minimum lots (R1-12,500). The addition of 63 single-family
residences is not considered to induce substantial population growth into a City that is
projected to have approximately 29,283 dwelling units at the buildout of the General Plan;
therefore the project will have a less than significant population growth impact.
b. and c. Displace Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People – Less than Significant
Impact. The project site is currently mostly vacant with the exception of four existing homes
that are planned to be demolished. However, the project also includes the construction of 63
residential units which represents a net increase in housing. The displacement of substantial
numbers of existing housing or people necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere will not occur and the impact would be less than significant.
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XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

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 of the public
services:
1.

Fire protection?

X

2.

Police protection?

X

3.

Schools?

X

4.

Other public facilities?

X

Public Services

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project would create a need for the provision of new and/or expanded public
services or facilities.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on the demand for fire and police protection and school and recreation
facilities as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the General
Plan. These impacts included increased demand for fire, police and school services, provision of
adequate fire flow, and increased demand for parks and recreation (City of Rocklin General Plan
Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.12-1 through 4.12-45). The analysis found that while
development and buildout of the General Plan can result in public services and facilities
impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through compliance
with state and local standards related to the provision of public services and facilities and
through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in minimizing or
avoiding impacts to public services and facilities.
Initial Study Page 70
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to the California Fire Code, the
California Health and Safety Code, Chapters 8.12 and 8.20 of the Rocklin Municipal Code, and
goals and policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Public Services and Facilities
Elements requiring studies of infrastructure and public facility needs, proportional share
participation in the financial costs of public services and facilities, coordination of private
development projects with public facilities and services needed to serve the project,
maintaining inter-jurisdictional cooperation and coordination and requiring certain types of
development that may generate higher demand or special needs to mitigate the
demands/needs.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to public services incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will
be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for the project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a., 1. Fire Protection – Less than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project
could increase the need for fire protection services. The City collects construction taxes for use
in acquiring capital facilities such as fire suppression equipment. Operation and maintenance
funding for fire suppression is provided through financing districts and from general fund
sources. The proposed project would pay construction taxes, participate in any applicable
financing districts and contribute to the general fund through property and sales taxes.
Participation in these funding mechanisms would ensure fire protection service to the site and
reduce fire protection impacts to less than significant.
a., 2. Police Protection – Less than Significant Impact. Development of the proposed project
could increase the need for police patrol and police services to the site. Funding for police
services is primarily from the general fund, and is provided for as part of the City’s budget
process. The proposed project would pay construction taxes, participate in any applicable
financing districts and contribute to the general fund through property and sales taxes.
Participation in these funding mechanisms would ensure police protection services to the site
and reduce police protection impacts to less than significant.
a., 3. and 4. Schools and Other Public Facilities – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed
project will be required to pay applicable school impact fees in effect at the time of building
permit issuance to finance school facilities. Participation in these funding mechanisms, as
applicable, will reduce school impacts to a less than significant level as a matter of state law.
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The need for other public facilities would not be created by this project and the impact is
anticipated to be less than significant.
XV.

RECREATION

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a)

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

X

b)

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

X

No
Impact

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Recreation

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed project, the development and occupation of a 63-unit single-family residential
subdivision would be anticipated to increase the use of, and demand for, recreational facilities
but not in a way that results in a significant impact.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on the demand for recreation facilities as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included increased
demand for parks and recreation (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages
4.12-30 through 4.12-45). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the
General Plan can result in recreation facilities impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a
less than significant level through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would
assist in minimizing or avoiding impacts to recreation facilities. The General Plan has
established a parkland standard of five acres per 1,000 population, and has adopted goals and
policies to insure that this standard is met. These goals and policies call for the provision of new
park and recreational facilities as needed by new development through parkland dedication
and the payment of park and recreation fees. These programs and practices are recognized in
the General Plan Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element, which mitigates these
impacts to a less than significant level.
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Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for impacts to recreation incorporated as goals and policies in the Rocklin General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Increase Park Usage and Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities – Less
than Significant. The proposed project, a residential subdivision, is not anticipated to
significantly increase the use of, and demand for, recreational facilities. The City of Rocklin
provides parkland dedication and/or collection of park fees to mitigate for the increased
recreational impacts of new residential developments at the time that a parcel or subdivision
map is recorded. The residents of the proposed project would likely utilize City recreational
facilities but the use is anticipated to be minimal and is not anticipated to significantly increase
the use of existing facilities to the extent that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated, nor is the minimal use anticipated to require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities; therefore, the project would have less than significant
impacts regarding the increase in use of recreational facilities.
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XVI.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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,
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit)?

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

Result in
access?

emergency

X

f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

X

inadequate

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Transportation/Traffic
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
As discussed below, the proposed project is anticipated to cause increases in traffic because an
undeveloped site will become developed, but not to a degree that would significantly affect
level of service (LOS) standards.
Prior Environmental Review:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on transportation that would occur as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included signalized
intersections in Rocklin, Loomis, Roseville, Lincoln and Placer County, state/interstate highway
segments and intersections, transit service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and conflicts with
at-grade railways (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.4-1 through 4.498).
Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the
Circulation Element, and include policies that require the monitoring of traffic on City streets to
determine improvements needed to maintain an acceptable level of service, updating the City’s
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and traffic impact fees, providing for inflationary
adjustments to the City’s traffic impact fees, maintaining a minimum level of service (LOS) of
“C” for all signalized intersections during the PM peak period on an average weekday,
maintaining street design standards, and interconnecting traffic signals and consideration of the
use of roundabouts where financially feasible and warranted to provide flexibility in controlling
traffic movements at intersections.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, despite these goals and policies, significant transportation
impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further, that these
impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General Plan EIR
found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will result in increased traffic volumes at
state/interstate highway intersections and impacts to state/interstate highway segments.
Findings of fact and a statement of overriding consideration were adopted by the Rocklin City
Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable policies and standards, including the mitigation measures addressing impacts of
urban development under the General Plan on utility and service systems incorporated as goals
and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied
development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for the project to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
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Project-Level Environmental Analysis:
The firm of KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized
expertise in transportation, prepared a traffic impact analysis of the proposed project. Their
report, dated November 1, 2016, is available for review during normal business hours at the
City of Rocklin Planning Department, 3970 Rocklin Road, Rocklin, CA, and is incorporated into
this Mitigated Negative Declaration by this reference. City staff has reviewed the
documentation and is also aware that KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. has a professional
reputation that makes its conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based
on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in
the KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. report, which is summarized below.
Daily Trip Generation
Development of the project site has been assumed in previous city-wide traffic analyses such as
the General Plan Update (2011); the project site was designated as a Medium Density
Residential land use when the General Plan Update traffic analysis was completed; therefore
the vehicle trips generated by the proposed single family residential project are consistent with
the number of trips that were assumed at the time of the General Plan EIR analysis.
An estimate of the proposed project’s daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation has been made
based on trip generation rates derived from the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) 9th Edition
Trip Generation Manual. The table below identifies the resulting trip generation estimates for
the proposed project. As shown, the proposed residential project would generate 600 daily
trips, with 63 trips occurring during the p.m. peak hour.
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
Land Use Category
Single Family Residences

Quantity
63 du

Daily Trip Rate
600

Inbound
40

PM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit
Outbound
Total
23
63

Current Background Traffic Conditions
Roadways providing access to the project site will be Dias Lane and local street connections to
Schriber Way including Whitehorn Drive, Mesquite Way and Black Willow Drive. Dias Lane is a
two lane street on the Rocklin/Loomis border providing access primarily to residential areas
and Schriber Way is a two lane street providing access to commercial and residential areas.
Four lots will be accessed from Dias Lane and the remaining 57 lots will be accessed from the
local streets that connect to Schriber Way.
New traffic counts were made for this study in October 2015, when Rocklin schools were in
session. Intersection turning movement counts were made at study intersections (Sierra
College/WB I-80/Commons, Sierra College/EB I-80/Crossings, Sierra College/Schriber, Sierra
College/Dominguez/Bass Pro) during the two hour periods of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00
Initial Study Page 76
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; the highest hourly traffic volume period within the two hour window was
identified as the peak hour.
The table below identifies current intersection Levels of Service (LOS) at the four study
locations. As shown, the overall LOS at each intersection is LOS C or greater for both AM and
PM peak hours, which meets the City’s minimum LOS C standard.
EXISTING PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Intersection

Control

Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
Way (overall)
WB right turn
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.

Signal
Signal
EB Stop

Signal

Time Period
AM Peak Hour (7:00-9:00 AM) PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
B
14.2
C
20.2
B
16.4
B
17.5
(A)
A

-

(0.2)
9.6

(A)
A

-

(0.2)
8.8

A

0.409

-

A

0.303

-

Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions and Levels of Service
Project trips were superimposed onto the current background traffic volumes to create the
“Existing Plus Project” condition, which is reflected in the table below.
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Intersection

Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
Way (overall)
WB right turn
Sierra College Blvd/Dominguez
Rd/Bass Pro Dr.
Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
Way (overall)
WB right turn
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.
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Control

LOS

Existing
Volume/
Capacity

Average
Delay
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
Signal
B
14.2
Signal
B
16.4

LOS

Existing Plus Project
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)

B
B

-

14.3
16.5

EB Stop

(A)
A

-

(0.2)
9.6

(A)
A

-

(0.2)
9.8

Signal

A

0.409

-

A

0.412

-

20.2
17.5

C
B

-

20.2
17.6

(0.2)
8.8

(A)
A

-

(0.3)
8.8

-

A

0.333

-

PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
Signal
C
Signal
B
EB Stop
(A)
A
Signal

A

0.303
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As shown, the project does not result in any change to the AM or PM peak hours Level of
Service at any location. Levels of Service at each intersection will remain LOS A, B or C, which is
within the adopted minimum standard (i.e., LOS C or better).
Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Project
The traffic impacts of the proposed project have also been considered within the context of
future traffic conditions in this area of Rocklin assuming other approved but as yet
unconstructed projects under an “Existing Plus Approved Projects (EPAP)” condition, which is
reflected in the table below.
EXISTING PLUS APPROVED PROJECTS (EPAP) PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Existing Plus Approved Projects
EPAP Plus Project
Intersection
Control
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Signal
B
15.2
B
15.3
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Signal
B
17.4
B
17.6
Sierra College Blvd/Schriber
Way (overall)
EB Stop
(A)
(0.6)
(A)
(0.6)
WB right turn
B
10.4
B
10.5
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Signal
A
0.431
A
0.435
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.
PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Signal
C
24.6
C
24.8
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Signal
C
22.1
C
22.5
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
EB Stop
Way (overall)
(A)
(0.7)
(A)
(0.7)
WB right turn
A
9.8
A
9.8
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Signal
A
0.477
A
0.494
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.

As shown above, the project would not result in the Level of Service in the AM or PM peak
hours at any intersection dropping below LOS C in the existing plus approved projects condition
with and without the Oak Vista Subdivision project. Levels of Service at each intersection will
remain LOS A, B or C, which are within the adopted minimum standard (i.e., LOS C or better).
Future (Cumulative Year 2030) Traffic Conditions
Information from the General Plan EIR has been employed to identify long term traffic
conditions in the project vicinity. The table below compares cumulative AM and PM peak hour
Levels of Service at study area intersections with and without the proposed project.
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CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
Cumulative Base
Cumulative with Project
Intersection
Control
LOS
Volume/
Average
LOS
Volume/
Average
Capacity
Delay
Capacity
Delay
(sec/veh)
(sec/veh)
AM Peak Hour (7:00 – 9:00 AM)
Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Signal
C
22.9
C
23.0
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Signal
E
73.7
E
74.2
Improved
C
30.2
C
30.1
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
Way (overall)
EB Stop
(A)
(0.3)
(A)
(0.3)
WB right turn
A
9.0
A
9.1
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Signal
B
0.600
B
0.601
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.
PM Peak Hour (4:00-6:00 PM)
Sierra College Blvd./WB I-80
Signal
C
34.8
C
34.9
Sierra College Blvd./EB I-80
Signal
C
21.7
C
21.8
Improved
Sierra College Blvd./Schriber
EB Stop
Way (overall)
(A)
(0.2)
(A)
(0.3)
WB right turn
B
10.4
B
10.5
Sierra College Blvd./Dominguez
Signal
C
0.719
C
0.729
Rd./Bass Pro Dr.
BOLD indicates conditions in excess of adopted minimum LOS standard

As shown, the Sierra College Boulevard/EB I-80 intersection will not satisfy the minimum LOS C
standard, for the AM peak hour in the cumulative base and cumulative with project conditions.
However the other three intersections (Sierra College Boulevard/WB I-80, Sierra College
Boulevard/Schriber Way and Sierra College Boulevard/Dominguez Road/Bass Pro Drive) will
satisfy the minimum LOS C standard. A modification to the Sierra College Boulevard/WB I80/intersection by restriping the approach and converting one of the eastbound through lanes
to a through plus right turn lane would yield LOS C if projected volumes do occur in the future
(as shown in the Improved row).
Because the LOS E condition at the Sierra College Boulevard/EB I-80 intersection exceeds the
City’s LOS C standard with and without the project, the incremental change in average delay is
the measure used to determine significance. In this case, the incremental change in average
delay resulting from the Oak Vista subdivision is 0.5 seconds, which is less than the 5.0 second
increment permitted under current City guidelines. Thus the project’s cumulative impact at this
intersection is less than significant and no mitigation is required. Thus the project’s cumulative
impact at this intersection is less than significant and no mitigation is required.
Significance Conclusions:
a. Conflict with Performance of Circulation System – Less than Significant Impact. As
evidenced by the summary of the traffic impact analysis, capacity or level of service impacts
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from the proposed project are not anticipated. Because the above analysis has verified that the
proposed project will not result in any significant traffic impacts more severe than those
disclosed in the General Plan EIR, the City finds pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15168,
subdivision (C) (4), that these cumulative “environmental effects of the [site-specific project]
were covered in the program EIR.”
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) is a transportation performance metric that is used as an input to
air quality and noise analyses. VMT not only addresses the number of trips generated by a given
land use, but also the length of those trips. By doing so, the placement of a given land use in
proximity to complementary land uses, and available transit, walking and bicycling facilities are
all considered. VMT can also be used to quantify the effects of proposed changes to a roadway
network, transportation demand strategies, and investments in non-auto travel modes. VMT
may be expressed in absolute numbers of as “per capita” rations, such as VMT per person,
household, dwelling unit, employee, or service population (persons plus employees). For
information purposes, the proposed Oak Vista Subdivision project is projected to generate
approximately 4,487 Vehicle Miles of Travel on a daily basis.
The project will be conditioned to contribute its fair share to the cost of circulation
improvements via the existing citywide traffic impact mitigation (TIM) fee program that would
be applied as a uniformly applied development policy and standard. The traffic impact
mitigation fee program is one of the various methods that the City of Rocklin uses for financing
improvements identified in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The CIP, which is overseen
by the City’s Public Services Department, is updated periodically to respond to changing
conditions and to assure that growth in the City and surrounding jurisdictions does not degrade
the level of service on the City’s roadways. The roadway improvements that are identified in
the CIP in response to anticipated growth in population and development in the City are
consistent with the City’s Circulation Element. The traffic impact fee program collects funds
from new development in the City to finance a portion of the roadway improvements that
result from traffic generated by the new development. Fees are calculated on a citywide basis,
differentiated by type of development in relationship to their relative traffic impacts. The intent
of the fee is to provide an equitable means of ensuring that future development contributes
their fair share of roadway improvements, so that the City’s General Plan Circulation policies
and quality of life can be maintained.
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South Placer Regional Transportation Authority
The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) was formed through the
establishment of a joint powers authority including the cities of Rocklin, Roseville and Lincoln,
Placer County and the Placer County Transportation and Planning Agency in January 2002.
SPRTA was formed for the implementation of fees to fund specialized regional transportation
projects including planning, design, administration, environmental compliance, and
construction costs. Regional transportation projects included in the SPRTA include Douglas
Boulevard/Interstate 80 Interchange, Placer Parkway, Lincoln Bypass, Sierra College Boulevard
Widening, State Route 65 Widening, Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 Interchange, Auburn Folsom
Boulevard Widening, and Transit Projects. Similar to other members of SPRTA, the City of
Rocklin has adopted a SPRTA fee for all development, and the proposed project would be
Highway 65 Interchange Improvement Fee
The cities of Rocklin and Roseville and Placer County have established the “Bizz Johnson”
Highway Interchange Joint Powers Authority that has adopted an interchange traffic fee on all
new development within Rocklin, Roseville and affected portions of Placer County. The purpose
of the fee is to finance four interchanges on State Route 65 to reduce the impact of increased
traffic from local development; the proposed project would be subject to payment of such a
fee.
The development of the proposed project and the resulting addition of 63 single-family
residences would not result in project-specific significant effects as demonstrated by the
summary of the project’s traffic impact analysis presented above. Payment of traffic impact
fees as described above will reduce traffic impacts from the proposed project to a less than
significant level.
b. Conflict with Congestion Management Program – No Impact. The City of Rocklin does not
have an applicable congestion management program that has been established by a county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; therefore there is no
conflict with an applicable congestion management program impact.
c. Air Traffic Levels – No Impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to have any impacts
on air traffic because it is not located near an airport or within a flight path. In addition, the
proposed project will not result in a change in location of planned development that results in
substantial safety risks. Therefore, there is no change in air traffic patterns impact.
d. and e. Hazards and Emergency Access – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project
is evaluated by the City’s Engineering Services Manager to assess such items as hazards due to a
design feature or incompatible uses. In addition, the proposed project is evaluated by
representatives of the City of Rocklin’s Fire and Police Departments to ensure that adequate
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emergency access is provided. Through these reviews and any required changes, there will be a
less than significant hazard or emergency access impact.
f. Alternative Modes of Transportation – Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Rocklin
seeks to promote the use of public transit through development conditions requiring park-andride lots, and bus turnouts. Bike lanes are typically required along arterial and collector streets.
In the vicinity of the project there are existing Class II bike facilities along Sierra College
Boulevard. The proposed project does not conflict with these bike lane locations or with other
policies or programs promoting alternative transportation. The proposed project is evaluated
by City staff to assess potential conflicts with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and whether proposed projects would decrease
the performance or safety of such facilities. Through these reviews and any required changes,
there will be a less than significant alternative modes of transportation impact.
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XVII.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, 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:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

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), or

X

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 for in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code section 5024.1
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

X

Impact for
which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

Tribal Cultural Resources

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION
Project Impacts:
The project site does not contain any resources that are listed with the California Register of
Historical Resources or that have been determined by the lead agency to have significance to a
California Native American Tribe. Therefore no impacts to tribal cultural resources are
anticipated.
Prior Environmental Analysis:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to historical, cultural and paleontological resources within
the Planning area as a result of the future urban development that was contemplated by the
General Plan. These impacts included potential destruction or damage to any historical,
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cultural, and paleontological resources (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011,
pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-21). Mitigation measures to address these impacts are incorporated
into the General Plan in the Land Use and Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Elements,
and include goals and policies that encourage the preservation and protection of historical,
cultural and paleontological resources and the proper treatment and handling of such
resources when they are discovered.
The General Plan EIR concluded that despite these goals and policies, significant cultural
resources impacts will occur as a result of development under the General Plan and further,
that these impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. Specifically, the General
Plan EIR found that buildout of the Rocklin General Plan will contribute to cumulative impacts
to historic character. Findings of fact and a statement of overriding considerations were
adopted by the Rocklin City Council in regard to these impacts, which were found to be
significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
Historically significant structures and sites as well as the potential for the discovery of unknown
archaeological or paleontological resources as a result of development activities are discussed
in the Rocklin General Plan. Policies and mitigation measures have been included in the General
Plan to encourage the preservation of historically significant known and unknown areas.
All applicable mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, including the mitigation measures
for cultural resources impacts incorporated as goals and policies in the General Plan, will be
applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied development policies and standards
and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure consistency with the General Plan
and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a. and b. Tribal Cultural Resources –Less Than Significant Impact. Per Assembly Bill 52 (AB-52,
Gatto 2014), as of July 1, 2015 Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3 require
public agencies to consult with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Native
American tribes for the purpose of mitigating impacts to tribal cultural resources; that
consultation process is described in part below:
Within 14 days of determining that an application for a project is complete or a decision
by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency shall provide formal
notification to the designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and
culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have requested notice, which
shall be accomplished by means of at least one written notification that includes a brief
description of the proposed project and its location, the lead agency contact
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information, and a notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to
request consultation pursuant to this section (Public Resources Code Section 21080.1
(d))
As of the writing of this document, the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC), the Ione Band
of Miwok Indians (IBMI) and the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians (TMDCI) are the only
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area that have requested
notification. Consistent with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1 (d) and per AB-52,
the City of Rocklin provided formal notification of Oak Vista Subdivision project and the
opportunity to consult on it to the designated contacts of the UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI in a letter
received by those organizations on January 28, 2016, March 18, 2016 and June 6, 2016,
respectively. The UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI had 30 days to request consultation on the project
pursuant to AB-52 and they did not respond prior to February 22, 2016, April 18, 2016 and July
6, 2016, respectively, the end of the 30-day periods. As such, the City of Rocklin has complied
with AB-52 and may proceed with the CEQA process for this project per PRC Section 21082.3 (d)
(3). Given that the UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI did not submit a formal request for consultation on
the proposed project within the required 30 day period, that no other tribes have submitted a
formal request to receive notification from the City of Rocklin pursuant to PRC Section
21080.3.1, the project is not anticipated to cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074.
Therefore, the project’s impact on tribal cultural resources is considered less than significant.
It should be noted that although the UAIC, IBMI and TMDCI did not submit formal requests for
consultation within the required 30-day period as specified by AB-52, the UAIC has been
coordinating with the City and applicant/developer regarding cultural resources on the project
site and mitigation measures for impacts to cultural resources are identified in Section V.
Cultural Resources above.
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XVIII.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:

Impact
for which
General
Plan EIR is
Sufficient

X

a)

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

b)

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

X

c)

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

X

d)

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

X

e)

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

X

f)

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

X

g)

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

X

Utilities and Service Systems
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DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The proposed development and occupation of a 63-unit single-family residential subdivision will
increase the need for utility and service systems, but not to an extent that will impact the
ability of the utility and service providers to adequately provide such services.
Prior Environmental Review:
As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts on utilities and service systems that would occur as a result of the future
urban development that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included
increased generation of wastewater flow, provision of adequate wastewater treatment,
increased demand for solid waste disposal, and increased demand for energy and
communication services (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.13-1
through 4.13-34). The analysis found that while development and buildout of the General Plan
can result in utilities and service system impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level through the application of General Plan goals and policies that would assist in
minimizing or avoiding impacts to utilities and service systems.
These goals and policies include, but are not limited to, requiring studies of infrastructure
needs, proportional share participation in the financial costs of public services and facilities,
coordination of private development projects with public facilities and services needed to serve
the project and encouraging energy conservation in new developments.
Mitigation Measures from Uniformly Applied Development Policies and Standards:
All applicable policies and standards, including the mitigation measures addressing impacts of
urban development under the General Plan on utility and service systems incorporated as goals
and policies in the General Plan, will be applied to the project. These serve as uniformly applied
development policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval for this project to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations.
Significance Conclusions:
a., b. and e. Exceed Wastewater Treatment Requirements, Exceed Wastewater Treatment
Facility, Wastewater Capacity– Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is
located within the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) service area for sewer.
SPMUD has provided a letter regarding the proposed project indicating that the project is
within their service area and eligible for service, provided that their condition requirements and
standard specifications are met. SPMUD has a Master Plan, which is periodically updated, to
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provide sewer to projects located within their service boundary. The plan includes future
expansion as necessary, and includes the option of constructing additional treatment plants.
SPMUD collects connection fees to finance the maintenance and expansion of its facilities. The
proposed project is responsible for complying with all requirements of SPMUD, including
compliance with wastewater treatment standards established by the Central Valley Water
Quality Control Board. The South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) was created by the City
of Roseville, Placer County and SPMUD to provide regional wastewater and recycled water
facilities in southwestern Placer County. The regional facilities overseen by the SPWA include
the Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plants, both of which receive flows
from SPMUD (and likewise from Rocklin). To project future regional wastewater needs, the
SPWA prepared the South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation
(Evaluation) in June 2007. The Evaluation indicates that as of June 2004, flows to both the
wastewater treatment plants were below design flows. Specifically, the Dry Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP) had an average dry weather flow of 10 million gallons/day (mgd) and
an average dry weather capacity of 18 mgd, while the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment
Plant had an average dry weather flow of 7 mgd, and an average dry weather capacity of 12
mgd. According to SPMUD, in 2009 the Dry Creek WWTP had an inflow of 10.3 mgd, with
Rocklin’s portion being 2.4 mgd, and the Pleasant Grove WWTP had an inflow of 7.0 mgd, with
Rocklin’s portion being 2.0 mgd. Consequently, both plants are well within their operating
capacities and there remains adequate capacity to accommodate the projected wastewater
flows from this project. Therefore, a less than significant wastewater treatment impact is
anticipated.
c. New Stormwater Facilities – Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be
conditioned to require connection into the City’s storm drain system, with Best Management
Practices and/or Low Impact Development features located within the project’s drainage
system at a point prior to where the project site runoff will enter the City’s storm drain system.
Other than on-site improvements, new drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities
would not be required as a result of this project. Therefore, a less than significant stormwater
facility impact is anticipated.
d. Water Supplies – Less than Significant. The proposed project is located within the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA) service area. The PCWA has a Master Plan, which is periodically
updated, to provide water to projects located within their service boundary. The plan includes
future expansion as necessary, and includes the option of constructing additional treatment
plants. The PCWA collects hook-up fees to finance the maintenance and expansion of its
facilities.
The PCWA service area is divided into five zones that provide treated and raw water to Colfax,
Auburn, Loomis, Rocklin, Lincoln, small portion of Roseville, unincorporated areas of western
Placer County, and a small community in Martis Valley near Truckee. The proposed project is
located in Zone 1, which is the largest of the five zones. Zone 1 provides water service to
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Auburn, Bowman, Ophir, Newcastle, Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin, Lincoln, and portions of Granite
Bay.
PCWA has planned for growth in the City of Rocklin and sized the water supply infrastructure to
meet this growth (PCWA 2006). PCWA has provided a letter regarding the proposed project
indicating that the project is within their service area and eligible for service upon execution of
a facilities agreement and payment of all required fees and charges. The project site would be
served by the Foothill WTP, which treats water diverted from the American River Pump Station
near Auburn, and the proposed project’s estimated maximum daily water treatment demands
would not exceed the plant’s permitted capacity. Because the proposed project would be
served by a water treatment plant that has adequate capacity to meet the project’s projected
demand and would not require the construction of a new water treatment plant, the proposed
project’s water supply and treatment facility impacts would be considered less than significant.
f. Landfill Capacity – Less than Significant. The Western Regional landfill, which serves the
Rocklin area, has a total capacity of 36 million cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 29 million
cubic yards. The estimated closure date for the landfill is approximately 2036. Development of
the project site with urban land uses was included in the lifespan and capacity calculations of
the landfill, and a less than significant landfill capacity impact would be anticipated.
g. Solid Waste Regulations – Less than Significant Impact. Federal and State regulations
regarding solid waste consist of the Federal Environmental Protection Agency regulations and
the California Integrated Waste Management Act regulating waste reduction. These regulations
primarily affect local agencies and other agencies such as the Landfill Authority. The proposed
project will comply with all Federal, State, and local regulations regarding trash and waste and
other nuisance-related issues as may be applicable. Recology would provide garbage collection
services to the project site, provided their access requirements are met. Therefore, the project
would comply with solid waste regulations and the impact would be less than significant.
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XIX.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE
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Impact
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General
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X

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 selfsustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare or threatened
species or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b)

Does the project have impacts that
are 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 probably
future projects)?

X

c)

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

X

Mandatory Findings of Significance

DISCUSSION OF DETERMINATION:
Project Impacts:
The preceding analysis demonstrates that these effects will not occur as a consequence of the
project. The construction and operation of the Oak Vista Subdivision project would be
consistent with the Rocklin General Plan and the Rocklin General Plan EIR.
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Significance Conclusions:
a. Degradation of Environment Quality – Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed
project does not have the potential to: 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, rare or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory. Although the proposed project could cause a
significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
of the project design and the application of the recommended mitigation measures and the
City’s uniformly applied development policies and standards that will reduce the potential
impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, the project would have less than significant
impacts.
b. Cumulatively Considerable Impacts – Less than Significant. Development in the South Placer
region as a whole will contribute to regional air pollutant emissions, thereby delaying
attainment of Federal and State air quality standards, regardless of development activity in the
City of Rocklin and application of mitigation measures; as a result, the General Plan EIR
determined that there would be significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts.
Buildout of the proposed project represents similar vehicle trip generation and associated air
quality impacts than that which was analyzed in the EIR.
Development in the City and the South Placer region as a whole will result in cumulative, longterm impacts on biological resources (vegetation and wildlife), due to the introduction of
domestic landscaping, homes, paved surfaces, and the relatively constant presence of people
and pets, all of which negatively impact vegetation and wildlife habitat; as a result, the General
Plan EIR determined that there would be cumulative significant and unavoidable biological
resource impacts.
The approval of the proposed project would not result in any new impacts that are limited, but
cumulatively considerable, that are not already disclosed in the previously prepared
environmental documents cited in this report. Therefore, the project would have less than
significant impacts.
c. Adverse Effects to Humans – Less than Significant. The approval of the proposed project
would not have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effect on human
beings. Therefore, the project would have less than significant impacts

Initial Study Page 91
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

Section 5.

References

City of Rocklin General Plan, October 2012
City of Rocklin General Plan, Final Environmental Impact Report, August 2012
City of Rocklin General Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2011
City of Rocklin Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 of the Rocklin Municipal Code
City of Rocklin Design Review Guidelines
KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Traffic Impact Analysis for Oak Vista Subdivision, Rocklin,
California, November 1, 2016
Sierra Nevada Arborists, Arborist Report and Tree Inventory Summary, Dias Lane 10.4
Acre/4Parcel Project Site, August 14, 2015
Sierra Nevada Arborists, Supplemental Arborist Report and Tree Inventory Summary, Dias Lane
and Makabe Lane Project Site [APN 045-043-031], October 21, 2015
Westech Company, Quantitative Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report: Oak Vista
Residential Subdivision Project, Dias Lane and Makabe Lane, October 2016
Westech Company, Sound Level (Noise) Study: Oak Vista Subdivision Project, Dias Lane and
Makabe, February 2016
Westech Company, Delineation of Wetlands & Waters of the United States: Rocklin 60
Residential Subdivision Project, Dias Lane and Makabe Lane, October 2015
Westech Company, Biological Assessment for Rocklin 60 Residential Subdivision, Rocklin,
California, October 2015
Westech Company, Cultural Resources Report for the Oak Vista Residential Subdivision Project,
Rocklin, Placer County, California, July 2016

Attachments
Attachment A – Project Vicinity Map
Attachment B – Project Site Plan

Initial Study Page 92
Reso. No.

Oak Vista Subdivision
SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
OAK VISTA SUBDIVISION
(SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008)
Project Name and Description
The Oak Vista Subdivision project proposes the construction of a residential subdivision
consisting of 63 single-family residential units on an approximately 14.3 +/- acre site in the City
of Rocklin. This project will require Tentative Subdivision Map, Rezone and Oak Tree
Preservation Permit entitlements. For more detail please refer to the Project Description set
forth in Section 3 of this Initial Study.
Project Location
The project site is generally located on the southwest corner of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane, in
the City of Rocklin. The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers are 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052.
Project Proponent’s Name
The applicant is Ryan Bradford of Equity Smart Investments, LP and the property owner is
Placer Partners, LLC.
Basis for Mitigated Negative Declaration Determination
The City of Rocklin finds that as originally submitted the proposed project could have a
significant effect on the environment. However, revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent, which will avoid these effects or mitigate these effects to a
point where clearly no significant effect will occur. Therefore a MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION has been prepared. The Initial Study supporting the finding stated above and
describing the mitigation measures including in the project is incorporated herein by this
reference. This determination is based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary
of Resources Section 15064 – Determining the Significance of the Environmental Effects Caused
by a Project, Section 15065 – Mandatory Findings of Significance, and 15070 – Decision to
Prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the mitigation measures
described in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for this Project.
Date Circulated for Review:

November 17, 2016

Date Adopted:
Signature:

Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Department Director
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Oak Vista Subdivision ()
(SD2015-0002, Z2015-0002 and TRE2015-0008)
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., as
amended by Chapter 1232) requires all lead agencies before approving a proposed project to adopt
a reporting and monitoring program for adopted or required changes to mitigate or avoid
significant environmental effects. The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure
compliance during project implementation as required by AB 3180 (Cortese) effective on January 1,
1989 and Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. This law requires the lead agency responsible for
the certification of an environmental impact report or adoption of a mitigated negative declaration
to prepare and approve a program to both monitor all mitigation measures and prepare and
approve a report on the progress of the implementation of those measures.
The responsibility for monitoring assignments is based upon the expertise or authority of the
person(s) assigned to monitor the specific activity. The City of Rocklin Community Development
Director or his designee shall monitor to assure compliance and timely monitoring and reporting of
all aspects of the mitigation monitoring program.
The Mitigation Monitoring Plan identifies the mitigation measures associated with the project and
identifies the monitoring activities required to ensure their implementation through the use of a
table format. The columns identify Mitigation Measure, Implementation and Monitoring
responsibilities. Implementation responsibility is when the project through the development stages
is checked to ensure that the measures are included prior to the actual construction of the project
such as: Final Map (FM), Improvement Plans (IP), and Building Permits (BP). Monitoring
responsibility identifies the department responsible for monitoring the mitigation implementation
such as: Economic and Community Development (ECDD), Public Services (PS), Community Facilities
(CFD), Police (PD), and Fire Departments (FD).
The following table presents the Mitigation Monitoring Plan with the Mitigation Measures,
Implementation, and Monitoring responsibilities. After the table is a general Mitigation Monitoring
Report Form, which will be used as the principal reporting form for this, monitoring program. Each
mitigation measure will be listed on the form and provided to the responsible department.
Revisions in the project plans and/or proposal have been made and/or agreed to by the applicant
prior to this Negative Declaration being released for public review which will avoid the effects or
mitigate those effects to a point where clearly no significant effects will occur. There is no
substantial evidence before the City of Rocklin that the project as revised may have a significant
effect on the environment, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15070. These mitigation measures
are as follows:
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Air Quality:
To address the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, the
following mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
III.-1 A variety of drought-tolerant, fine-needle evergreen trees, such as, but not limited to
deodar cedar and redwood, shall be planted within the existing landscape parcel located at the
northerly terminus of Silver Lupine Lane (APN: 453-070-041). Said trees shall be a minimum size
of 15-gallon per tree and shall be interspersed around and among the existing tree plantings so
as to maximize the number of trees that the parcel can support based upon adequate spacing
for mature trees. In addition, the existing irrigation system shall be modified to provide for a
sufficient water supply and necessary maintenance to ensure establishment and long-term
viability of the additional trees.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for residences on Lots 54, 55, 56 and 57, it
shall be demonstrated by the applicant/developer that the tree planting has occurred as
prescribed in Mitigation Measure III.-1 above and that sufficient water supply and necessary
maintenance will occur to ensure establishment and long-term viability of the trees.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Biological Resources:
To address the potential impacts to nesting raptors, migratory birds and bat species, the
following mitigation measure is being applied to the project:
IV.-1 The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential nesting habitat for
raptors, migratory birds and bat species to avoid the nesting season (February - August).
If demolition activities occur during the nesting season for raptors, migratory birds and bat
species (February-August), the City and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by
the City to conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation of
demolition activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet
of project activity and shall be valid for one construction season. Prior to the start of demolition
activities, documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of Rocklin Building
Department and if the survey results are negative, no further mitigation is required and
necessary structure removal may proceed. If there is a break in demolition activity of more than
14 days, then subsequent surveys shall be conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts shall be avoided by the
establishment of appropriate buffers. The biologist shall consult with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area
(CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the potential to adversely affect an active
nest.
If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding season (SeptemberJanuary), a survey is not required and no further studies are necessary.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to the start of grading or construction activities to occur within the nesting season, the
applicant shall submit documentation of a survey for nesting raptors and migratory birds and
bat species to the City’s Public Services and Economic and Community Development
Departments. If the survey results are negative, no further mitigation is required. If the survey
results are positive, the biologist shall consult with the City and the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife as detailed above.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Public Services Department
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Biological Resources:
IV.-2 Prior to any grading or construction activities, the appropriate Section 404 permit will
need to be acquired for any project-related impacts to waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S.
that would be lost or disturbed should be replaced or rehabilitated on a “no-net-loss” basis in
accordance with the Corps’ mitigation guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement should be at a location and by methods agreeable to the Corps. In association with
the Section 404 permit and prior to the issuance of improvement plans, a Section 401 water
quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and if determined
necessary, a USFWS Biological Opinion shall be obtained. All terms and conditions of said
permits shall be complied with.
Prior to any grading or construction activities, the applicant shall submit documentation to the
Public Services Department that they have obtained an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 water quality certification, and if
determined necessary, a United States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion. The
applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department that they have implemented
habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their Section 404 permit.
The applicant shall also demonstrate to the Public Services Department how they have complied
with the terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit, the Section 401 water quality
certification, and if applicable, the Biological Opinion.
IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to any grading or construction activities, the applicant shall submit documentation to the
Public Services Department that they have obtained an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 water quality certification and a
USFWS Biological. The applicant shall also demonstrate that they have implemented habitat
restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their Section 404 permit. The
applicant shall also demonstrate how they have complied with the terms and conditions of the
Section 404 permit, the Section 401 water quality certification, and if applicable, the Biological
Opinion.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant
City of Rocklin Public Services Department
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Regional Water Quality Control Board
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Biological Resources:
To ensure compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to compensate for
the removal of the oak trees on the project site, the following mitigation measure, agreed to by
the applicant, is being applied to the project:
IV.-3

Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant shall:

a) Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not scheduled for removal will
be protected from construction activities in compliance with the pertinent sections of the
City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
b) Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with the requirements of
the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code Section 17.77.080.B).
The required mitigation shall be calculated using the formula provided in the Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance and to that end the project arborist shall provide the following
information:
•
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be removed because they are
sick or dying, and
The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height (TDBH) of all surveyed oak
trees on the site in each of these categories.

IMPLEMENTATION:
Prior to any grading or construction activity, the applicant/developer shall prepare, subject to
approval by the City’s Community Development Director, an oak tree mitigation plan which
incorporates the steps noted above, including payment of necessary fees into the City’s Oak
Tree Mitigation Fund.
RESPONSIBILITY
Applicant/Developer
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Cultural Resources:
To address the potential of impacts to known cultural resources and the potential discovery of
unknown cultural resources, the following mitigation measures are being applied to the project:
V.-1 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, a qualified archaeologist shall conduct cultural resources awareness training for
construction crew members, and the City’s Environmental Services Manager shall be provided
with evidence that a qualified archaeologist has been enlisted for such services. The training
shall consist of a presentation of the potential prehistoric or historic cultural resources that may
be found on the site and what likely evidence and examples of cultural resources could be
discovered during grading and/or construction activities. The training shall also provide
guidance on what to do in the event that cultural resources are discovered. All crew members
shall sign a training sheet documenting that they attended the training. A letter report shall be
submitted to the City’s Environmental Services Manager and the project proponent within 30
days following the worker awareness training to document the results and to transmit the
training sign-in sheet.
V.-2 If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, charcoal,
animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted
and a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services Manager and the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall
determine whether the resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique paleontological resource) and
shall develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to
the resource if it cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological
considerations, the location of the find, and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation
of the find is consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the project. Specific
measures for significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are not
necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival research,
subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary would be determined
according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent with CEQA guidelines for
preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be no
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2)
of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, has occurred. If any
human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and the
County Coroner shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety
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Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall also be notified. If the remains are Native
American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will
inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the landowner
appropriate disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply
with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
V.-3 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the United Auburn Indian Community, the project applicant/developer and the City of
Rocklin shall enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the treatment and
disposition of identified cultural resources.
V-4. Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the project applicant shall coordinate with the United Auburn Indian Community to
have a tribal monitor present during any re-location activities for identified cultural resources
and during ground disturbance within a 100-foot radius of identified cultural resources as
specified in the MOU noted in Mitigation Measure V.-3 above.
IMPLEMENTATION:
V.-1 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, a qualified archaeologist shall conduct cultural resources awareness training for
construction crew members and the City’s Environmental Services Manager shall be provided
with evidence that a qualified archaeologist has been enlisted for such services. The training
shall be as described above in Mitigation Measure V.-1 and shall also provide guidance on what
to do in the event that cultural resources are discovered. Within 30-days following the worker’s
awareness training, a letter report shall be submitted to the City’s Environmental Services
Manager and the project proponent documenting the training efforts, including the training
sign-in sheet documenting that the crew members attended the training.
V.-2 If evidence of undocumented cultural resources is discovered during grading or
construction operations, ground disturbance in the area shall be halted and a qualified
professional archaeologist, the City’s Environmental Services Manager and the Native American
Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the discovery. Other procedures as specifically
noted in Mitigation Measure V.-2 shall also be followed and complied with.
V.-3 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the United Auburn Indian Community, the project applicant/developer and the City of
Rocklin shall enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the treatment and
disposition of identified cultural resources. A copy of the completed MOU shall be provided to
all parties.
V.-4 Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any grading or construction
activities, the project applicant shall coordinate with the United Auburn Indian Community to
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have a tribal monitor present during any re-location activities for identified cultural resources
and during ground disturbance within a 100-foot radius of identified cultural resources as
specified in the MOU noted in Mitigation Measure V.-3 above.
RESPONSIBILITY
City Manager/City Council (MOU signature party)
City of Rocklin Public Services Department (Environmental Services Manager)
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department
United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC)
Applicants/Developers
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Hazardous Materials:
To address potential impacts from unknown septic and well systems, the following mitigation
measure, agreed to by the applicant, is being applied to the project.
VIII.-1 If at any time during the course of grading or construction activities evidence of the
existence of old wells, septic systems or other similar features is encountered, work shall be
halted within 100 feet of the find and the City of Rocklin Engineer shall be notified. The City
Engineer shall make a determination as to the nature of the feature (or features), the
appropriate size for a buffer around the feature beyond which work could continue on the
balance of the site, and which outside agencies, if any, should be notified and involved in
addressing and/or remediation of the feature. At the discretion of the City Engineer and at the
applicant’s expense, a qualified consultant(s) shall be retained to assess and characterize the
feature and to determine appropriate remediation, if any. Remediation of the feature including
obtaining any special permits and/or approvals as needed shall be completed and documented
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and any responsible agencies, such as but not limited to
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health, prior to completion of
grading/construction in the affected area.
IMPLEMENTATION:
If evidence of existing old wells, septic systems or other similar features is encountered, work
shall be halted within a 100-foot radius of the find and the City of Rocklin Engineer shall be
notified. The City Engineer shall assess the nature of the feature(s) and determine if a no-work
buffer area needs to be established and whether outside agencies shall be notified and become
involved in addressing and/or remediation of the feature. The City Engineer shall also
determine if it is necessary for the applicant to hire a qualified consultant to assess and
characterize the feature and determine appropriate remediation, if necessary. Remediation of
the feature shall be completed and documented to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and any
responsible agencies such as the Placer County Department of Environmental Health prior to
the any grading/construction activities resuming in the affected area.
RESPONSIBILITY
City of Rocklin Economic and Community Development Department (City Engineer)
Placer County Department of Environmental Health
Applicants/Developers
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MITIGATION MONITORING REPORT FORMS
Project Title:
Mitigation Measures:
Completion Date:

(Insert date or time period that mitigation measures were completed)

Responsible Person:
________________________________
(Insert name and title)
Monitoring/Reporting:
________________________________
Community Development Director
Effectiveness Comments:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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ORDINANCE NO.
BACK TO AGENDA
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING A REZONE FROM UNCLASSIFIED (U) TO A COMBINATION OF RESIDENTIAL
SIX THOUSAND SQUARE FOOT MINIMUM LOT SIZE (R1-6) AND RESIDENTIAL TWELVE
THOUSAND SQUARE FOOT MINIMUM LOT SIZE (R1-12.5)

(Oak Vista Subdivision / Z-2015-0002)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does ordain as follows:
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:
A.
The Rezone (Z-2015-0002) would change the zoning of an approximately
13.29-acre site consisting of five parcels generally located on the southwestern corner
of Makabe Lane and Dias Lane (APNs 045-043-009, -030, -031, -032, and -052; 453-070042; 453-061-022; and 453-070-040) previously listed as “Unclassified” on the City of
Rocklin zoning map to a combination of R1-6 and R1-12.5 zoning. The areas designated
R1-12.5 would all front on Dias Lane.
B.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project has been approved via
City Council Resolution No. CC-2017-______.
C.
The proposed rezoning is consistent with the General Plan designation of
Medium Density Residential (MDR).
D.
rezoning.

The area is physically suited to the uses authorized in the proposed

E.
The proposed rezoning is compatible with the land uses existing and
permitted on the properties in the vicinity.
F.
The land uses, and their density and intensity, allowed in the proposed
rezoning are not likely to create serious health problems or create nuisances on
properties in the vicinity.
G.
The City Council has considered the effect of the proposed rezoning on
the housing needs of the region and has balanced those needs against the public service
needs of its residents and available fiscal and environmental resources.
H.
The requested modifications would encourage a creative and more
efficient approach to the use of land; maximize the choice in the type of housing
available in Rocklin; and provide a means for creativity and flexibility in design while

providing adequate protection of the environment and of the health, safety, and
comfort of the residents of the City.
Section 2. The City Council of the City of Rocklin hereby approves the Rezone (Z2015-0002), as shown in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated by reference
herein.
Section 3. Within 15 days of the passage of this ordinance, the City Clerk shall
cause the full text of the ordinance, with the names of those City Council members
voting for and against the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald. In lieu of
publishing the full text of the ordinance, the City Clerk, if so directed by the City
Attorney and within 15 days, shall cause a summary of the ordinance, prepared by the
City Attorney and with the names of the City Council members voting for and against
the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald, and shall post in the office of the
City Clerk a certified copy of the full text of the ordinance, along with the names of
those City Council members voting for and against the ordinance. The publication of a
summary of the ordinance in lieu of the full text of the ordinance is authorized only
where the requirements of Government Code section 36933(c)(1) are met.
INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin held
on ____________________, 20___, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Rocklin held on __________, 20__, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:

Councilmembers:

NOES:

Councilmembers:

ABSENT:

Councilmembers:

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Mayor

ATTEST:
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___________________________
City Clerk
First Reading:
Second Reading:
Effective Date:
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EXHIBIT A

Map of Existing and Proposed Zoning

Exhibit A
Of Ordinance No.

RESOLUTION NO. CC-2017BACK TO AGENDA

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
APPROVING A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND
AN OAK TREE PRESERVATION PLAN PERMIT
Oak Vista Subdivision
(SD-2015-0002 and TRE-2015-0008)
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does resolve as follows:
Section 1.

The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:

A.
Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree Preservation Plan Permit (SD2015-0002 and TRE-2015-0008) allow the subdivision and development of an
approximately 13.29-acre site into 63 single family lots, with associated streets and
related improvements.
B.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project has been approved via
City Council Resolution No. ________.
C.
The City Council has considered the effect of the approval of this
subdivision on the housing needs of the region, and has balanced those needs against
the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and environmental
resources.
D.
The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the proposed Rezone for the property (Z-2015-0002)
being processed concurrently.
E.
The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the objectives, policies and programs in the City of
Rocklin's General Plan.
F.
The site is physically suitable for the proposed type and density of
development.
G.
The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not
likely to cause substantial environmental damage, nor will they substantially and
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

H.
The design of the subdivision and type of improvements will not cause
serious public health problems.
I.
The design of the subdivision and type of improvements will not conflict
with easements acquired by the public at large for access through or use of the property
within the proposed subdivision.
J.
The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities.
Section 2. The City Council of the City of Rocklin approves and authorizes the
City Manager to negotiate and sign a Memorandum of Understanding between The City
of Rocklin, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, and Equity Smart
Investments, Limited Partnership, Project Proponent for the Oak Vista Residential
Development Concerning Treatment of Cultural Resources Located Within the Oak Vista
Residential Development Project.
Section 3. The Oak Vista Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Map and Oak Tree
Preservation Plan Permit (SD-2015-0002 and TRE-2015-0008) as depicted in Exhibit A
attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein, are approved by the City
Council, subject to the conditions listed below. The approved Exhibit A shall govern the
design and construction of the project. Any condition directly addressing an element
incorporated into Exhibit A shall be controlling and shall modify Exhibit A. All other
plans, specifications, details, and information contained within Exhibit A shall be
specifically applicable to the project and shall be construed as if directly stated within
the conditions for approval. Unless otherwise expressly stated, the applicant /
developer shall be solely responsible for satisfying each condition, and each of these
conditions must be satisfied prior to or concurrently with the submittal of the final map
with the City Engineer for the purpose of filing with the City Council. The agency and / or
City department(s) responsible for ensuring implementation of each condition is
indicated in parenthesis with each condition.
A.

Notice to Applicant of Fees & Exaction Appeal Period

The conditions of project approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication
requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to Government
Code §66020(d), these conditions constitute written notice of the amount of such fees,
and a description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions.
The applicant is hereby notified that the 90-day protest period, commencing from the
date of approval of the project, has begun. If the applicant fails to file a protest
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regarding any of the fees, dedication requirements, reservation requirements or other
exaction contained in this notice, complying with all the requirements of Government
Code §66020, the applicant will be legally barred from later challenging such exactions.

Page 3 of
Reso. No.

B.
1.

Conditions

Utilities
a.

Water – Water service shall be provided to the subdivision from Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA) in compliance with all applicable PCWA
standards and requirements. PCWA shall verify ability to serve the
subdivision by signing off on the subdivision improvement plans. All
necessary easements shall be shown and offered (or Irrevocable Offer of
Dedication provided) on or with the final map. All necessary
improvements shall be included on the subdivision improvement plans.
(PCWA ENGINEERING)

b.

Sewer – Sewer service shall be provided to the subdivision from South
Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) in compliance with all applicable
SPMUD standards and requirements. SPMUD shall verify ability to serve
the subdivision by signing off on the subdivision improvement plans. All
necessary easements shall be shown and offered (or Irrevocable Offer of
Dedication provided) on or with the final map. All improvements shall be
included on the subdivision improvement plans. (SPMUD, ENGINEERING)
Copies of any required permits from federal, state, and local agencies
having jurisdiction over wetland/riparian areas, which may be impacted
by the placement of the sewer system within the plan area, shall be
submitted to SPMUD prior to approval of the sewer plan for the project.
(ENGINEERING)

c.

Telephone, Gas, and Electricity – Telephone, gas and electrical service
shall be provided to the subdivision from AT&T and Pacific Gas & Electric
(AT&T, PG&E, ENGINEERING)

d.

Postal Service – Mailbox locations shall be determined by the local
postmaster. A letter from the local postmaster verifying all requirements
have been met shall be filed with the City Engineer. (ENGINEERING)

e.

Prior to recordation of final map, the project shall be included in the
appropriate City financing districts as needed to most efficiently provide
for public maintenance of public landscaping, open space, improvements
such as sound walls, and provision of new or enhanced services such as
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street lighting, to the satisfaction of the City Finance Manager. (FINANCE,
ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
f.

2.

Prior to recordation of the final map/issuance of improvement plans, the
existing private water line easement through Lot H shall be abandoned
and/or relocated as necessary. (PCWA, ENGINEERING)

Schools
The following condition shall be satisfied to mitigate the impact of the proposed
development on school facilities: (ROCKLIN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT,
BUILDING)

3.

a.

At the time of issuance of a building permit, the developer shall pay to
the Rocklin Unified School District all fees required under Education Code
section 17620 and Government Code Section 65995, to the satisfaction of
the Rocklin Unified School District.

b.

The above condition shall be waived by the City Council if the applicant
and the District reach agreement to mitigate the impacts on the school
facilities caused by the proposed development and jointly request in
writing that the condition be waived.

Parks
Park fees shall be paid as required by Rocklin Municipal Code Chapters 17.71 and
Chapter 16.28. (ENGINEERING)

4.

Fire Service
a.

Proposed street names shall be reviewed and approved by the Rocklin
Fire Chief. (ENGINEERING, FIRE)

b.

Improvement plans shall show the location and size of fire hydrants and
water mains in conformance with the standards and requirements of the
Rocklin Fire Chief and Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). (PCWA,
ENGINEERING, FIRE)

c.

Improvement plans shall reflect a looped water supply main to the
satisfaction of the Rocklin Fire Chief and PCWA. (PCWA, ENGINEERING,
FIRE) (per ED 5/24/16)
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5.

Improvements/Improvement Plans
Prior to any grading, site improvements, or other construction activities
associated with this project improvement plans shall be prepared consistent
with the exhibits and conditions incorporated as a part of this entitlement, and
in compliance with all applicable city standards, for the review and approval of
the City Engineer.
Improvement plans shall be valid for a period of two years from date of approval
by the City Engineer. If substantial work has not been commenced within that
time, or if the work is not diligently pursued to completion thereafter, the City
Engineer may require the improvement plans to be resubmitted and/or modified
to reflect changes in the standard specifications or other circumstances.
All improvements shall be constructed and/or installed prior to submitting the
final map with the City Engineer for the purpose of filing with the City Council,
unless the subdivider executes the City's standard form subdivision improvement
agreement and provides the financial security and insurance coverage required
by the agreement, prior to or concurrent with submitting the final map with the
City Engineer.
The project improvement plans shall include the following:
(ENGINEERING, PLANNING)
a.
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A detailed grading and drainage plan prepared by a registered civil
engineer, in substantial compliance with the approved project exhibits,
shall be included in the improvement plans for the project. The grading
and drainage plan shall include the following: (ENGINEERING, PLANNING)
i.

Provisions for detaining run off at pre-development levels, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer and Public Services Director.

ii.

Individual lot drainage management areas including individual
drainage features such as lined drainage swales.

iii.

Prior to issuance of improvement plans, to ensure compliance
with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System MS4s
General Permit and the regulations and orders of the State Water
Resources Control Board, the applicant shall prepare and
implement a Stormwater Management Facility Operation and

Maintenance Plan for the on-site treatment systems and
hydromodification controls (if any, or acceptable alternative to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer). All specified treatment
systems and hydromodification controls shall be owned and
maintained by the City. (ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES).
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iv.

All storm drainage inlets shall be stamped with City Engineer
approved wording indicating that dumping of waste is prohibited
and identifying that the inlets drain into the creek system.

v.

Subdivider shall prepare a storm water pollutant protection plan
(SWPPP) for review and approval by the State Regional Water
Quality Control Board as part of the project's drainage
improvement plans.

vi.

Prior to the commencement of grading operations, and if the
project site will not balance with respect to grading, the
contractor shall identify the site where any excess earthen
material shall be deposited. If the deposit site is within the City of
Rocklin, the contractor shall submit a report issued by a technical
engineer to verify that the exported materials are suitable for the
intended fill and show proof of all approved grading plans. Haul
routes to be used shall be specified. If the site requires importing
of earthen material, then prior to the commencement of grading
operations, the contractor shall identify the site where the
imported earthen material is coming from and the contractor
shall submit a report issued by a technical engineer to verify that
the imported materials are suitable for the intended fill and show
proof of all approved grading plans. Haul routes to be used shall
be specified.

vii.

Construction related and permanent Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and Best Available Technologies (BATs) shall be
incorporated into the final project design and / or noted on the
Improvement Plans as appropriate to reduce urban pollutants in
runoff, consistent with goals and standards established under
Federal and State non-point source discharge regulations (NPDES
permit) and Basin Plan water quality objectives. Stormwater
runoff BMPs selected from the Storm Water Quality Task Force,
the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association
Start at the Source – Design Guide Manual, the Sacramento

Stormwater Quality Partnership’s Stormwater Quality Design
Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions, or equally
effective measures shall be identified prior to final design
approval and shall be incorporated into project design and / or
noted on the Improvement Plans as appropriate.
To maximize effectiveness, the selected BMPs shall be based on
finalized site-specific hydrologic conditions, with consideration for
the types and locations of development.
b.

c.

Prior to any grading or construction activities, the subdivider shall:
i.

Obtain a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit as a
part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit process from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

ii.

Submit verification from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers and the
California Department of Fish and Game that the project meets all
regulations and that the subdivider has obtained all required
permits relating to wetlands and waterways.

iii.

All well sites located on the property shall require abandonment
and/or removal in accordance with the Placer County
Environmental Health Department well abandonment procedure.
Confirmation of the abandonment shall be submitted to Placer
County Environmental Health Department and City of Rocklin.

iv.

All septic sites located on the property shall require abandonment
in accordance with Placer County Environmental Health
Department procedures. Confirmation of the abandonment shall
be submitted to Placer County Environmental Health Department
and City of Rocklin.

Waters of the United States:
i.
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Prior to any grading or construction activities, the appropriate
Section 404 permit will need to be acquired for any projectrelated impacts to waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S. that
would be lost or disturbed should be replaced or rehabilitated on
a “no-net-loss” basis in accordance with the Corps’ mitigation
guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement

should be at a location and by methods agreeable to the Corps. In
association with the Section 404 permit and prior to the issuance
of improvement plans, a Section 401 water quality certification
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and if determined
necessary, a USFWS Biological Opinion shall be obtained. All terms
and conditions of said permits shall be complied with.
For potential impacts to riparian habitat, the project may be
required to obtain a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement (SAA) from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife. If it is determined that a SAA is required, the applicant
shall obtain one and all terms and conditions of the SAA shall be
complied with.
ii.

d.

Page 9 of
Reso. No.

Prior to any grading or construction activities, the applicant shall
submit documentation to the Public Services Department that
they have obtained an Army Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit, a Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401
water quality certification, and if determined necessary, a United
States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion and a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement. The applicant shall also
demonstrate that they have implemented habitat restoration,
rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their Section
404 permit. The applicant shall also demonstrate how they have
complied with the terms and conditions of the Section 404
permit, the Section 401 water quality certification, and if
applicable, the Biological Opinion and Section 1600 Streambed
Alteration Agreement.
(MITIGATION MEASURE IV.-2)

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds:
i.

The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of
potential nesting habitat for raptors, migratory birds, and bat
species to avoid the nesting season (February - August).

ii.

If demolition activities occur during the nesting season for
raptors, migratory birds and bat species (February-August), the
City and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by

the City to conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14
days prior to initiation of demolition activities. The survey shall
cover all areas of suitable nesting habitat within 500 feet of
project activity and shall be valid for one construction season.
Prior to the start of demolition activities, documentation of the
survey shall be provided to the City of Rocklin Building
Department and if the survey results are negative, no further
mitigation is required and necessary structure removal may
proceed. If there is a break in demolition activity of more than 14
days, then subsequent surveys shall be conducted.

e.

iii.

If the survey results are positive (active nests are found), impacts
shall be avoided by the establishment of appropriate buffers. The
biologist shall consult with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) and the City to determine the size of an
appropriate buffer area (CDFW guidelines recommend
implementation of 500-foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a
qualified biologist may be required if the activity has the potential
to adversely affect an active nest.

iv.

If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the nonbreeding season (September- January), a survey is not required
and no further studies are necessary.
(MITIGATION MEASURE IV.-1)

On-site Improvements
The following improvements shall be designed, constructed, and/or
installed:
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i.

All on-site standard subdivision improvements, including streets,
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, drainage improvements, utility
improvements (including cable television trenching), street lights,
and fire hydrants. (ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES, PLANNING)

ii.

Developer shall dedicate to City a telecommunication easement,
and shall install and dedicate to City telecommunication conduit
within the easement. The easement shall be located in the public
utility easement of each street within the subdivision, and any
adjacent streets as necessary to connect the easement to the
City's public street and easement network. The easement shall be
for telecommunications use by City, in whatever manner the City

may, in its sole discretion, elects. The conduit shall be large
enough for at least two (2) sets of coaxial cable (approximately
three (3) inches total diameter), shall include access to the cable
spaced at reasonable distances, and shall otherwise comply with
City standards and specifications in effect at the time the conduit
is installed.
Developer shall provide any City telecommunication franchisee,
including any cable television franchisee, access to the easement
for the purpose of installing cable and conduit while the public
utility trench is open and prior to the street being paved.
(ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES, PLANNING)
iii.

The following on-site special improvements:
Streetlights
1)

Street lights shall be installed to match the existing street
lights in the adjacent Rocklin 60 subdivision. Lighting
installation and wiring shall comply with all applicable City
standards.

Street Signs and Poles
2)

Street sign poles and signs consistent with the adjacent
Rocklin 60 subdivision shall be installed on all streets
within the subdivision.

Makabe Lane
4)

Access to the project via Makabe Lane shall be limited to
emergency vehicles. No construction vehicle access shall
be allowed on Makabe Lane during any stage of
development.

Fencing Adjacent to Lot D
5)
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Fencing shall be installed along the property line between
Lots 20 & 21 and the adjacent City-owned Lot D. Said
fencing shall consist of 30 inch high tubular metal fencing
beginning at the front street property line and extending

back twenty-five (25’), the width of the front setback.
From the front setback line a six (6’) high good neighbor
type fence, constructed with metal posts, shall extend to
the rear property line.
Lot F Wall
6)

f.

Landscape and irrigation plans for Lot A shall be included with the project
improvement plans and shall comply with the following: (ENGINEERING,
PUBLIC SERVICES, PLANNING)
i.
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As a part of any site grading, the existing masonry wall
along the rear (easterly side) of City owned Lot F shall be
removed.

The landscaping plan shall be prepared by a landscape architect
and shall include:
1)

A legend of the common and botanical names of specific
plant materials to be used. The legend should indicate the
size of plant materials. Shrubs shall be a minimum 5 gallon
and trees a minimum of 15 gallon.

2)

A section diagram of proposed tree staking.

3)

An irrigation plan including an automatic irrigation system.
All street landscaping, whether publicly or privately
owned, shall be irrigated by a permanent drip system or
low water consumption system acceptable to the City of
Rocklin.

4)

Certification by the landscape architect that the landscape
plans meets the requirements of the Water Conservation
and Landscaping Act. Government Code §65591, et seq.

5)

Certification by the landscape architect that the soil within
the landscape area is suitable for the proposed
landscaping and / or specify required soil treatments and
amendments needed to ensure the health and vigor of
landscape planting.

ii.

All landscaping plant materials shall be verified and approved by
the Director of Public Services

iii.

All landscaping improvements shall be constructed and/or
installed prior to submitting the final map for filing with the City
Council, unless the subdivider executes the City’s standard form
subdivision landscaping agreement and provides the financial
security and insurance coverage required by the subdivision
landscaping agreement, prior to or concurrent with submitting
the final map.

iv.

The subdivider shall maintain the landscaping and irrigation
systems for one year from the date the landscaping is accepted by
the City, without reimbursement. The subdivider shall apply for
and obtain an encroachment permit to do any maintenance in the
public right-of-way until such time as the City takes over
maintenance of the landscaping.

g.

All rights-of-way and easements associated with the subdivision
improvements shall be offered on, or by separate instrument
concurrently with, the final subdivision map; provided, that street rightsof-way shall be offered by means of an irrevocable offer of dedication
(IOD). (ENGINEERING)

h.

Prior to any grading or construction activities including issuance of
improvement plans, the developer shall submit a design-level soil
investigation for the review and approval of the City Engineer and Chief
Building Official that evaluates soil and rock conditions, particularly the
potential for expansive soils. The professional engineer that prepared the
soil investigation shall recommend appropriate roadway construction and
foundation techniques and other best practices that are to be
implemented by the project during construction. These techniques and
practices shall address expansive soils or other geological concerns
requiring remediation, including but not limited to:
•
•
•

i.
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Recommendations for building pad and footing construction;
Use of soil stabilizers or other additives; and
Recommendations for surface drainage.

Provisions for dust control, re-vegetation of disturbed areas, and erosion
control, in conformance with the requirements of the City of Rocklin,

including but not limited to the following items, which shall be included
in the project notes on the improvement plans: (ENGINEERING)
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i.

The prime contractor shall submit to the District a comprehensive
inventory (e.g., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the
heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that
will be used in aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction
project. If any new equipment is added after submission of the
inventory, the prime contractor shall contact the District prior to
the new equipment being utilized. At least three business days
prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the
project representative shall provide the District with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, name, and
phone number of the property owner, project manager, and onsite foreman.

ii.

During construction the contractor shall utilize existing power
sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel (e.g., gasoline, biodiesel,
natural gas) generators to minimize the use of temporary diesel
power generators.

iii.

During construction, the contractor shall minimize idling time to a
maximum of 5 minutes for all diesel powered equipment.

iv.

Traffic speeds on all unpaved road surfaces shall be posted at 15
mph or less.

v.

All grading operations shall be suspended when fugitive dust
emissions exceed District Rule 228-Fugitive Dust limitations. The
prime contractor shall be responsible for having an individual who
is CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE).
This individual shall evaluate compliance with Rule 228 on a
weekly basis.

vi.

Fugitive dust emissions shall not exceed 40% opacity and shall not
go beyond the property boundary at any time. If lime or other
drying agents are utilized to dry out wet grading areas, the
developer shall ensure such agents are controlled so as not to
exceed District Rule 228-Fugitive Dust limitations.

vii.

The prime contractor shall be responsible for keeping adjacent
public thoroughfares clean of silt, dirt, mud, and debris, and shall

“wet broom” the streets (or use another method to control dust
as approved by the individual jurisdiction) if silt, dirt mud or
debris is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares.
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viii.

The prime contractor shall suspend all grading operations when
wind speeds (including instantaneous gusts) are excessive and
dust is impacting adjacent properties.

ix.

The contractor shall apply water or use other method to control
dust impacts offsite. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall
be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released
or tracked off-site.

x.

All construction equipment shall be maintained in clean condition.

xi.

Chemical soil stabilizers, vegetative mats, or other appropriate
best management practices, in accordance with manufacturers’
specifications, shall be applied to all-inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours).

xii.

All exposed surfaces shall be revegetated as quickly as feasible.

xiii.

If fill dirt is brought to or removed from the construction site,
tarps or soil stabilizers shall be placed on the dirt piles to minimize
dust problems.

xiv.

Water shall be applied to control fugitive dust, as needed, to
prevent impacts offsite. Operational water trucks shall be onsite
to control fugitive dust. Construction vehicles leaving the site shall
be cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt from being released
or tracked off-site.

xv.

Processes that discharge 2 pounds per day or more of air
contaminants, as defined by California State Health and Safety
Code Section 39013, to the atmosphere may require a permit.
Developers / Contractors should contact the PCAPCD prior to
construction or use of equipment and obtain any necessary
permits.

xvi.

In order to minimize wind driven dust during construction, the
prime contractor shall apply methods such as surface
stabilization, establishment of a vegetative cover, paving, (or use
another method to control dust as approved by the City).

j.
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xvii.

Construction equipment exhaust emissions shall not exceed
Placer County APCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations.
Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity
limits are to be immediately notified by APCD to cease operations
and the equipment must be repaired within 72 hours.

xviii.

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited. All removed
vegetative material shall be either chipped on site or taken to an
appropriate recycling site, or if a site is not available, a licensed
disposal site.

xix.

Any diesel powered equipment used during project construction
shall be Air Resources Board (ARB) certified.

The following shall be Included in the project notes on the improvement
plans:
i.

Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any
grading or construction activities, a qualified archaeologist shall
conduct cultural resources awareness training for construction
crew members, and the City’s Environmental Services Manager
shall be provided with evidence that a qualified archaeologist has
been enlisted for such services. The training shall consist of a
presentation of the potential prehistoric or historic cultural
resources that may be found on the site and what likely evidence
and examples of cultural resources could be discovered during
grading and/or construction activities. The training shall also
provide guidance on what to do in the event that cultural
resources are discovered. All crew members shall sign a training
sheet documenting that they attended the training. A letter
report shall be submitted to the City’s Environmental Services
Manager and the project proponent within 30 days following the
worker awareness training to document the results and to
transmit the training sign-in sheet.
(MITIGATION MEASURE V.-1)

ii.

If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual
amounts of shell, charcoal, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics,
burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during projectrelated construction activities, ground disturbances in the area of
the find shall be halted and a qualified professional archaeologist,

the City’s Environmental Services Manager, and the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the
discovery. The archaeologist shall determine whether the
resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is a
historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a unique
paleontological resource) and shall develop specific measures to
ensure preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to the
resource if it cannot feasibly be preserved in light of costs,
logistics, technological considerations, the location of the find,
and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation of the find
is consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the
project. Specific measures for significant or potentially significant
resources would include, but are not necessarily limited to,
preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival research,
subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure
necessary would be determined according to evidence indicating
degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner
consistent with CEQA guidelines for preserving or otherwise
mitigating impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any
human remains, there shall be no further excavation or
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected
to overlie adjacent human remains, until compliance with the
provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2) of the CEQA
Guidelines, as well as Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, has
occurred. If any human remains are discovered, all work shall stop
in the immediate vicinity of the find and the County Coroner shall
be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health
and Safety Code. The City’s Environmental Services Manager shall
also be notified. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner
will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which in
turn will inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will
then recommend to the landowner appropriate disposition of the
remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply
with the requirements of AB2641 (2006).
(MITIGATION MEASURE V.-2)
iii.
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Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any
grading or construction activities, the United Auburn Indian

Community, the project applicant/developer and the City of
Rocklin shall enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
regarding the treatment and disposition of identified cultural
resources.
(MITIGATION MEASURE V.-3)
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iv.

Prior to the issuance of Improvement Plans and prior to any
grading or construction activities, the project applicant shall
coordinate with the United Auburn Indian Community to have a
tribal monitor present during any re-location activities for
identified cultural resources and during ground disturbance within
a 100-foot radius of identified cultural resources as specified in
the MOU noted in Mitigation Measure V.-3 above.
(MITIGATION MEASURE V.-4)

v.

If at any time during the course of grading or construction
activities evidence of the existence of old wells, septic systems or
other similar features is encountered, work shall be halted within
100 feet of the find and the City of Rocklin Engineer shall be
notified. The City Engineer shall make a determination as to the
nature of the feature (or features), the appropriate size for a
buffer around the feature beyond which work could continue on
the balance of the site, and which outside agencies, if any, should
be notified and involved in addressing and/or remediation of the
feature. At the discretion of the City Engineer and at the
applicant’s expense, a qualified consultant(s) shall be retained to
assess and characterize the feature and to determine appropriate
remediation, if any. Remediation of the feature including
obtaining any special permits and/or approvals as needed shall be
completed and documented to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer and any responsible agencies, such as but not limited to
the Placer County Department of Environmental Health, prior to
completion of grading/construction in the affected area.
(MITIGATION MEASURE VIII.-1)

vi.

If blasting activities are to occur in conjunction with site
development, the contractor shall conduct the blasting activities
in compliance with State and local regulations. The contractor
shall obtain a blasting permit from the City of Rocklin prior to
commencing any blasting activities. Information submitted to
obtain a blasting permit shall include a description of the work to

be accomplished and a statement of necessity for blasting as
opposed to other methods considered, including avoidance of
hard rock areas, safety measures to be implemented, such as
blast blankets, and traffic groundshaking impacts. The contractor
shall coordinate any blasting activities with police and fire
departments to ensure proper site access control, traffic control,
and public notification including the media and affected residents
and businesses, as appropriate. Blasting specifications and plans
shall include a schedule that outlines the time frame that blasting
will occur to limit noise and traffic inconveniences.
6.

Improvements in the Public Right-of-Way
The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit for all improvements within
the public right-of-way. Applicant shall post a performance bond and labor and
materials payment bond (or other equivalent financial security) in the amount of
100% of the cost of the improvements to be constructed in the public right-ofway as improvement security to ensure the faithful performance of all duties and
obligations required of applicant in the construction of the improvements. Such
improvement security shall be in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. Such
security shall be either a corporate surety bond, a letter of credit, or other
instrument of credit issued by a banking institution subject to regulation by the
State or Federal government and pledging that the funds necessary to carry out
this Agreement are on deposit and guaranteed for payment, or a cash deposit
made either directly with the City or deposited with a recognized escrow agent
for the benefit of the City. (PUBLIC SERVICES)

7.

Oak Tree Protection, Removal, and Mitigation
Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, to ensure
compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and to compensate
for the removal of the oak trees on the project site, the applicant shall:
(PLANNING, ENGINEERING, PUBLIC SERVICES)
a.

Clearly indicate on the construction documents that oak trees not
scheduled for removal will be protected from construction activities in
compliance with the pertinent sections of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance.

b.

Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the project site consistent with
the requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin
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Municipal Code Section 17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be
calculated using the formula provided in the Oak Tree Preservation
Ordinance and to that end the project arborist shall provide the following
information:
•
The total number of surveyed oak trees;
•
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
•
The total number of oak trees to be removed that are to be
removed because they are sick or dying, and
•
The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at breast height
(TDBH) of all surveyed oak trees on the site in each of these
categories.
(MITIGATION MEASURE-IV-3)
8.

Air Quality
A variety of drought-tolerant, fine-needle evergreen trees, such as, but not
limited to deodar cedar and redwood, shall be planted within the existing City
owned landscape parcel located at the northerly terminus of Silver Lupine Lane
(APN: 453-070-041). Said trees shall be a minimum size of 15-gallon per tree and
shall be interspersed around and among the existing tree plantings so as to
maximize the number of trees that the parcel can support based upon adequate
spacing for mature trees. In addition, the existing irrigation system shall be
modified to provide for a sufficient water supply and necessary maintenance to
ensure establishment and long-term viability of the additional trees.
(MITIGATION MEASURE III.-1)

9.

Noise
a. All construction equipment shall be properly equipped with feasible noise
control devices (e.g., mufflers) and properly maintained in good working order.
b. Construction activities shall be limited to the less noise sensitive daytime hours
(7:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. on weekends).
c. An on-site Noise Coordinator (as a function of on-site project management) shall
be employed by the subdivider, and his or her telephone number along with
instructions on how to file a noise complaint shall be posted conspicuously
around the project site during all project construction phases. The Noise
Coordinator’s duties shall include fielding and documenting noise complaints,
determining the source of the complaint (e.g., piece of construction equipment),
determining whether noise levels at the project boundary are within acceptable
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limits (i.e., the performance standards in Table 4.4-6), and reporting complaints
to the City with documented noise levels at the time of complaint. The Noise
Coordinator shall work, to the extent feasible, with the surrounding residents
and project contractors to schedule activities to minimize disturbance of
residents during the daytime hours.
d. Prior to the issuance of any Building Permits for temporary construction
trailer(s), if a burglar alarm is proposed, a permit shall be obtained as part of the
Rocklin Police Department’s False Alarm Reduction Program (FARP). During the
application process, the applicant shall provide a contact person’s name and
phone number, along with the mailing address for all correspondence.
11.

Subdivision Design
a. Prior to approval of improvement plans and / or recording of a final map the
project shall be revised as needed so that all drawings reflect the project layout
shown on the Tentative Map (Sheet 1 of Exhibit A). These modifications are
necessary to incorporate minor corrections to lot layout made to the Tentative
Subdivision Map, including but not limited to the removal of Lots D and F from
the project boundaries, but are not reflected on all related sheets (i.e. Grading,
Utilities Plan, etc.) into project construction drawings. (PLANNING)
b. The City shall retain ownership of Lot D, adjacent to the project site.
Maintenance of common fencing between Lot D and Lots 20 and 21 shall be the
responsibility of the residential property owners. (PLANNING, ENGINEERING)
c. The City shall retain ownership of Lot F. Prior to approval of a Final Map,
issuance of a grading permit, or Improvement Plans (whichever occurs first) the
applicant shall obtain from the City access and landscape maintenance
easement(s) over Lot F for Lots 51-56. Maintenance shall be the responsibility of
the residential property owners. (PLANNING, ENGINEERING)

12.

Monitoring
Prior to recording of the first Final Map or any grading on the property, the
subdivider shall deposit with the City of Rocklin the current fee to pay for the
City’s time and material cost to administer the Mitigation Monitoring Program.
The Economic and Community Development Director shall determine if and
when additional deposits must be paid for administering the Mitigation
Monitoring Program, including additional deposits on subsequent phase final
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maps. These amounts shall be paid prior to recording subsequent final maps on
this project. (PLANNING, ENGINEERING)
13.

Execution of Indemnity Agreement
Within 30 days of approval of this subdivision or parcel map by the City, the
applicant shall execute an Indemnity Agreement, approved by the City
Attorney’s Office, to defend, indemnify, reimburse, and hold harmless the City of
Rocklin and its agents, officers and employees from any claim, action, or
proceeding against the City of Rocklin to set aside, void or annul an approval of
the subdivision or parcel map by the City’s planning commission or legislative
body, which action is brought within the time period provided for in Section
66499.37 of the Government Code. The City will promptly notify the applicant of
any such claim, action or proceeding, and the City will cooperate in the defense
of the claim, action or proceeding. Unless waived by the City, no further
processing, permitting, implementation, plan checking or inspections related to
the subdivision or parcel map shall be performed by the City if the Indemnity
Agreement has not been fully executed within 30 days.

14.

Validity
a.

This entitlement shall expire two years from the date of approval unless
prior to that date a final map has been issued or a time extension has
been granted. (PLANNING)

b.

This entitlement shall not be considered valid and approved unless and
until all entitlements have been approved, including the Rezone (Z-20150002), the Subdivision (SD-2015-0002), the Oak Tree Preservation Plan
Permit (TRE-2015-0008). (PLANNING, ENGINEERING)

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Rocklin held on this ___ day of _____, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:

Councilmember(s):

NOES:

Councilmember(s):

ABSENT:

Councilmember(s):

ABSTAIN:

Councilmember(s):
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____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor
ATTEST:

_____________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
Project Packet
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City Council Report

BACK TO AGENDA

___________________________________________________
Subject:

Public Noticing, Zoning Ordinance Amendment

Project No:

ZOA2017-0001

Date:

May 23, 2017

Submitted by:

Marc Mondell, Economic and Community Development Director
Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager
Nathan Anderson, Associate Planner

Department:

Economic and Community Development Department

Staff Recommendation:
MOVE TO INTRODUCE AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN MODIFYING
SECTIONS OF TITLES 16 AND 17 OF THE ROCKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE REGARDING REQUIREMENTS FOR
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICING, WAIVE THE FULL READING OF THE ORDINANCE, AND CONTINUE TO THE
NEXT REGULAR MEETING FOR ADOPTION.

BACKGROUND:
On November 29, 2016, the Rocklin City Council approved amendments to Titles 16 and 17 of the
Municipal Code to modify public hearing noticing requirements for consistency with Section 65091 of
the Government Code. This section states that notices for all public hearings shall be mailed or
delivered at least 10 days prior to the hearing to all owners of real property within 300 feet of the
real property that is subject to the hearing, as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll.
At the approval hearing for the updates, as part of the deliberations, the Council expressed an
interest in modifying the noticing requirements to broaden the radius to 600 feet. The City had utilized
this larger noticing radius until 2011, at which time it was reduced to 300 feet. The Council
requested that staff review the noticing requirements of other jurisdictions within the area and
prepare a report comparing the regulations.
On January 24, 2017, staff presented a memorandum to the City Council regarding the requested
noticing comparison. According to the report, seven of the ten comparator jurisdictions had
chosen to comply with the 300 foot requirement set forth in State law. However, Elk Grove, Rancho
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Cordova, and the City of Sacramento had all chosen to expand their noticing area and mail public
hearing notices to all property owners within 500 feet of a project site. In addition, some
jurisdictions provided additional caveats to increase noticing requirements for some entitlements,
or if the number of property owners receiving notices fell below a specific number.
Following deliberation, the Rocklin City Council directed staff to prepare amendments to Rocklin
Municipal Code Titles 16 and 17 to increase public notice mailing radius requirements from 300 feet
to a minimum of 600 feet. In addition, the amendments would state that a minimum of 40
parcels shall be required to be notified. If this minimum standard could not be met based on the 600
foot noticing radius, the notification distance shall be increased in 50-foot increments until a list of
at least 40 parcels is compiled. Staff has prepared draft amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code
to increase the noticing area from 300 feet to 600 feet and a minimum of 40 parcels for
consideration by the City Council, as discussed below.
The City Council also directed staff to investigate the following; each is followed by staff’s
response to date:
1) Use of larger posting signs: Staff is investigating the purchase of larger signs for posting of
routine projects and the logistics of their use. The signs currently in use are 4 square feet;
based on the Council’s discussion staff’s goal is to utilize signs that are at least half again as
large; 6.5 square feet. The use of larger signs may require Economic and Community
Development to request assistance from Public Services in putting signs up and taking them
down.
2) Establish a policy for the number and placement of signs on a project site: Staff is
proposing to use a minimum of one sign per project street frontage. Projects with a street
frontage in excess of 500 feet would be posted with a minimum of two (2) standard signs
or one (1) oversized sign (16 square feet).
3) Establish process on the City Website whereby individuals could sign up to receive
automatic notification when new public hearing notices are posted: Immediately after the City
Council meeting on January 24, staff modified the City website to allow interested persons to
sign up to receive automatic notification any time an new public hearing notice is posted to
the City website.
ANALYSIS:
Public noticing requirements are regulated within several chapters of the Municipal Code;
typically organized by the section of the applicable entitlement. As stated previously, these
regulations were updated in November 2016 to be consistent with current regulations of the
Government Code.
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Instead of modifying only the sections which contain the noticing requirements, staff is proposing to
amend the Code in include a new section within Chapter 17.02 – General Provisions. This new
section (17.02.080 – Project Hearings and Noticing) would specifically regulate noticing
requirements. All previous references to noticing would be amended to reference Section 17.02.080.
Section 17.02.080 is proposed to be included as follows:
17.02.080 – Project Hearings and Noticing
Notice of public hearings which are required by Titles 16 and 17 of the Rocklin Municipal Code,
to be noticed pursuant to this section, shall be implemented consistent with the following
requirements.
A. Pursuant to Section 65091 of the California Government Code, not less than ten (10) days
before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice shall be given of such hearing in
the manner listed herein. The notice shall state the date, time, and place of the hearing,
identify the hearing body, provide a general explanation of the matter to be
considered, and provide a general description of the real property, if any, which is the
subject of the hearing.
B. Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed to the owners of nearby property as
required by California Planning and Zoning Law except that the noticing area shall be
expanded to a radius of six hundred (600) feet of the exterior boundaries of the
property involved in the application, using for this purpose the last known name and
address of such owners as shown upon the current tax assessor’s records. The
noticing information shall be current within six (6) months of the hearing date.
1) In addition to the requirements stated above, a minimum of forty (40) parcels shall
be notified. If this minimum standard is not met with a six hundred (600) foot
noticing radius, the notification radius shall be increased in fifty (50) foot
increments until a list of at least forty (40) parcels is compiled.
In addition, several references to noticing which currently exist within the Municipal Code shall be
modified to state the following:
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
The chapters which would be modified are as follows:
•
•

Chapter 16.16 – Tentative Map
Chapter 17.60 – PD Zone
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Chapter 17.63 – Special Events
Chapter 17.70 – Conditional Use Permits and Variances
Chapter 17.72 – Design Review
Chapter 17.82 – Amendments
Chapter 17.90 – General Plan Amendment and Specific Plans
Chapter 17.92 – Development Agreements

All proposed modifications to the Municipal Code are included in strike/add format, with proposed
deletions shown with strikeout and additions shown with an underline in Attachment 1.
Planning Commission Review and Action
The Planning Commission reviewed this item at a public hearing conducted on March 21, 2017. The
Planning Commission had questions for staff regarding the modifications and whether the proposed
changes could possibly be excessive. There were no comments made from the public. During
deliberation, the Planning Commission generally spoke in support of the proposed amendments, stating
that the modifications would increase transparency, which is in the best interest of the City. The
Commission voted 5-0 to recommend approval of the Ordinance as proposed.
Environmental Determination
The California Environmental Quality Act (Section 21000, et. seq. of the California Public Resources
Code, hereafter CEQA) requires analysis of agency approvals of discretionary “projects.” A “project,”
under CEQA, is defined as “the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct
physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment.”
The proposed revisions to the Rocklin Municipal Code are not “projects” under CEQA because they
do not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, nor
do they authorize the construction of any new structures or other physical changes to the
environment. Therefore, this action is exempt under sections 15060(c)(2) and (3), 15061(b)(3),
15262, and 15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
•

The City Council directed staff to modify the noticing requirements to reach a minimum radius of
600 feet and a minimum of 40 parcels to be noticed.
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Conclusions:
•

The proposed modifications pertaining to public hearing noticing requirements would maintain
consistency with the current California Government Code, and would increase the required
public noticing radius to reach a greater number of people.

Recommendations:
•

Adopt Ordinance No. 2017-_____, an Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Rocklin to
amend Titles 16 and 17 regarding requirements for public hearing noticing.

Alternatives:
•

The Council may choose not to initiate the amendments and retain the current regulations
pertaining to public hearing noticing requirements.

Fiscal Impact:
•

No fiscal impact is anticipated to be associated with the proposed amendments.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

Attachments:
1) Proposed Amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code

Proposed Amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code
Note: All proposed modifications to the Municipal Code are included in strike/add format,
with proposed deletions shown with strikeout and additions shown with an underline.
Section 16.16.150 of Chapter 16.16 – Tentative Map shall be amended to read:
Section 16.16.150 – Public hearing – Notice.
The planning director shall give notice of the public hearing as required by Section
66451.3 of the Government Code. In addition, mailed notice of the time and place of
the hearing, and a general description of the location of the subdivision, shall be
given to the owners of real property lying within three hundred feet of the exterior
boundaries of the subdivision, as their names appear on the last equalized
assessment roll.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.02.080 of Chapter 17.02 – General Provisions shall be added as follows:
17.02.080 – Public Hearings and Noticing.
Notice of public hearings which are required by Titles 16 and 17 of the Rocklin Municipal
Code, to be noticed pursuant to this section, shall be implemented consistent with the
following requirements.
A. Pursuant to Section 65091 of the California Government Code, not less than ten (10)
days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice shall be given of such
hearing in the manner listed herein. The notice shall state the date, time, and place
of the hearing, identify the hearing body, provide a general explanation of the
matter to be considered, and provide a general description of the real property, if
any, which is the subject of the hearing.
B. Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed to the owners of nearby property as
required by California Planning and Zoning Law except that the noticing area shall be
expanded to a radius of six hundred (600) feet of the exterior boundaries of the
property involved in the application, using for this purpose the last known name and
address of such owners as shown upon the current tax assessor’s records. The
noticing information shall be current within six (6) months of the hearing date.
1) In addition to the requirements stated above, a minimum of forty (40)
parcels shall be notified. If this minimum standard is not met with a six
hundred (600) foot noticing radius, the notification radius shall be increased
in fifty (50) foot increments until a list of at least forty (40) parcels is
compiled.

Section 17.60.045 of Chapter 17.60 – PD Zone shall be amended to read:
Section 17.60.045 – Public Noticing.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.63.070(B) of Chapter 17.63 – Special Events shall be amended to read:
B. For special events determined by the planning director to require city council
review, a noticed public hearing shall be held by the city council. Not less than
twenty-one days prior to the hearing, the council shall give notice thereof by mail to
all property owners within three hundred feet of the proposed special event
site. Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080. The notice
shall include a description of the proposed use and its location, and the date, hour
and place of the hearing. At the conclusion of the hearing, the city council shall
grant, grant with conditions, or deny the application. The decisions of the city
council shall be in writing, setting forth the findings of facts supporting the decision,
and shall be served on the applicant within ten days.
Section 17.70.040 of Chapter 17.70 – Conditional Use Permits and Variances shall be
amended to read:
Section 17.70.040 – Public Noticing.
A minimum of ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice
shall be mailed or delivered to all owners of real property, as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll, within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the real
property that is the subject of the hearing, unless a larger noticing radius is required
by state law.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.72.060 of Chapter 17.72 – Design Review shall be amended to read:
Section 17.72.060 – Public Noticing.
A minimum of ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice
shall be mailed or delivered to all owners of real property, as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll, within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the real
property that is the subject of the hearing, unless a larger noticing radius is required
by state law.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.82.040 of Chapter 17.82 – Amendments shall be amended to read:
Section 17.82.040 – Planning Commission – Public Noticing.

A minimum of ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice
shall be mailed or delivered to all owners of real property, as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll, within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the real
property that is the subject of the hearing, unless a larger noticing radius is required
by state law.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.90.060(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan Amendments and Specific Plans shall
be amended to read:
Section 17.90.060 – General Plan Amendment – Planning Commission Review.
B. A minimum of ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice
shall be mailed or delivered to all owners of real property, as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll, within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the real
property that is the subject of the hearing, unless a larger noticing radius is
required by state law.
B. Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.90.070(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan Amendments and Specific Plans shall
be amended to read:
Section 17.90.070 – General Plan Amendment – Council Review.
B. At its next regular meeting after receipt of the resolution of the planning
commission, the council shall set a public hearing on the proposed
amendment(s) to the general plan not more than thirty days thereafter and shall
give notice of the hearing as prescribed by Government Code Section
65355 consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.90.100(C) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan Amendments and Specific Plans shall
be amended to read:
Section 17.90.100 – Specific Plan – Planning Commission Review.
C. The planning commission shall hold at least one public hearing on the specific
plan and provide notice as required by Government Code Section
65500 consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080. The hearing may be
continued from time to time.
Section 17.90.110(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan Amendments and Specific Plans shall
be amended to read:
Section 17.90.110 – Specific Plan – Council Action.
B. At its next regular meeting after receipt of the recommendation of the planning
commission, the council shall set a public hearing on the specific plan not more

than thirty days thereafter and shall give notice of the hearing as required by
Government Code Section 65503 consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 17.92.140(A) of Chapter 17.92 – Development Agreements shall be amended to
read:
Section 17.92.140 – Public Noticing
A. A minimum of ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice
shall be mailed or delivered to all owners of real property, as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll, within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the real
property that is the subject of the hearing, unless a larger noticing radius is
required by state law.
A. Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
TO MODIFY SECTIONS OF TITLES 16 AND 17 OF THE ROCKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE BACK TO AGENDA
REGARDING PUBLIC HEARING NOTICING REQUIREMENTS
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does ordain as follows:
Section 1.

The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and determines that:

A.
On January 24, 2017, the Rocklin City Council directed staff to initiate an
amendment of the Rocklin Municipal Code to modify Titles 16 and 17 to update public
hearing noticing requirements.
B.
The proposed amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code are not
“projects” under CEQA, and are therefore exempt under sections 15060(c)(2) and (3),
15061(b)(3), 15262, and 15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines..
C.
The proposed amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code are consistent
with and implement the policies of the City of Rocklin's General Plan, including the
Housing Element.
D.
The proposed amendments to the Rocklin Municipal Code are not likely
to create serious health problems or create nuisances on or near affected properties.
E.
The City Council has considered the effect of the proposed amendments
to the Rocklin Municipal Code on the housing needs of the region and has balanced
those needs against the public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and
environmental resources.
Section 2.
amended to read:

Section 16.16.050 of Chapter 16.16 – Tentative Map shall be

Section 16.16.150 – Public hearing – Notice.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 3.
Section 17.02.080 of Chapter 17.02 – General Provisions shall
be added as follows:
17.02.080 – Public Hearings and Noticing.
Notice of public hearings which are required by Titles 16 and 17 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code, to be noticed pursuant to this section, shall be implemented
consistent with the following requirements.

A. Pursuant to Section 65091 of the California Government Code, not less than
ten (10) days before the scheduled date of a hearing, public notice shall be
given of such hearing in the manner listed herein. The notice shall state the
date, time, and place of the hearing, identify the hearing body, provide a
general explanation of the matter to be considered, and provide a general
description of the real property, if any, which is the subject of the hearing.
B. Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed to the owners of nearby property
as required by California Planning and Zoning Law except that the noticing
area shall be expanded to a radius of six hundred (600) feet of the exterior
boundaries of the property involved in the application, using for this purpose
the last known name and address of such owners as shown upon the current
tax assessor’s records. The noticing information shall be current within six (6)
months of the hearing date.
1) In addition to the requirements stated above, a minimum of forty (40)
parcels shall be notified. If this minimum standard is not met with a
six hundred (600) foot noticing radius, the notification radius shall be
increased in fifty (50) foot increments until a list of at least forty (40)
parcels is compiled.
Section 4.
amended to read:

Section 17.60.045 of Chapter 17.60 – PD Zone shall be

Section 17.60.045 – Public Noticing.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 5.
Section 17.63.070(B) of Chapter 17.63 – Special Events shall
be amended to read:
B. For special events determined by the planning director to require city council
review, a noticed public hearing shall be held by the city council. Noticing shall
be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080. The notice shall include a
description of the proposed use and its location, and the date, hour and place of
the hearing. At the conclusion of the hearing, the city council shall grant, grant
with conditions, or deny the application. The decisions of the city council shall be
in writing, setting forth the findings of facts supporting the decision, and shall be
served on the applicant within ten days.
Section 6.
Section 17.70.040 of Chapter 17.70 – Conditional Use Permits
and Variances shall be amended to read:
Section 17.70.040 – Public Noticing.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.

Page 2 of
Ord. No.

Section 7.
amended to read:

Section 17.72.060 of Chapter 17.72 – Design Review shall be

Section 17.72.060 – Public Noticing.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 8.
amended to read:

Section 17.82.040 of Chapter 17.82 – Amendments shall be

Section 17.82.040 – Planning Commission – Public Noticing.
Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 9.
Section 17.90.060(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan
Amendments and Specific Plans shall be amended to read:
Section 17.90.060 – General Plan Amendment – Planning Commission
Review.
B. Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 10. Section 17.90.070(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan
Amendments and Specific Plans shall be amended to read:
Section 17.90.070 – General Plan Amendment – Council Review.
B. At its next regular meeting after receipt of the resolution of the planning
commission, the council shall set a public hearing on the proposed
amendment(s) to the general plan not more than thirty days thereafter
and shall give notice consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 11. Section 17.90.100(C) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan
Amendments and Specific Plans shall be amended to read:
Section 17.90.100 – Specific Plan – Planning Commission Review.
C. The planning commission shall hold at least one public hearing on the
specific plan and provide notice consistent with the requirements of
17.02.080. The hearing may be continued from time to time.
Section 12. Section 17.90.110(B) of Chapter 17.90 – General Plan
Amendments and Specific Plans shall be amended to read:
Section 17.90.110 – Specific Plan – Council Action.
C. At its next regular meeting after receipt of the recommendation of the
planning commission, the council shall set a public hearing on the specific
plan not more than thirty days thereafter and shall give notice consistent
with the requirements of 17.02.080.
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Section 13. Section 17.92.140(A) of Chapter 17.92 – Development
Agreements shall be amended to read:
Section 17.92.140 – Public Noticing
A. Noticing shall be consistent with the requirements of 17.02.080.
Section 14. Within fifteen days of passage of this ordinance, the City Clerk
shall cause the full text of the ordinance, with the names of those City Councilmembers
voting for and against the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald. In lieu of
publishing the full text of the ordinance, the City Clerk, if so directed by the City
Attorney and within fifteen days, shall cause a summary of the ordinance, prepared by
the City Attorney and with the names of the City Councilmembers voting for and against
the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald, and shall post in the office of the
City Clerk a certified copy of the City Councilmembers voting for and against the
ordinance. The publication of a summary of the ordinance in lieu of the full text of the
ordinance is authorized only where the requirements of Government Code section
36933(c)(1) are met.
INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin held
on May 23, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers
Councilmembers

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Rocklin held on June 13, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:

ATTEST:
___________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
First Reading:
5/23/17
Second Reading: 6/13/17
Effective Date: 7/13/17

Page 4 of
Ord. No.

____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Ordinance Amending Section 12.290.085 of the Municipal Code Prohibiting Smoking in
Recreation Areas and City Owned Property
Submitted by: Karen Garner, Director

Date: May 23, 2017

Department: Parks and Recreation
Staff Recommendation: It is recommended that the City Council of the City of Rocklin take action to:
• Introduce the Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Rocklin amending Chapter
12.20.085 of the Rocklin Municipal code prohibiting smoking in recreational areas and on
City owned property; waive the full reading of the ordinance; and continue to the next
regular meeting for adoption.

BACKGROUND:
Section 12.20.085 of the Municipal Code currently states that “No person shall smoke any substance in
any area designated as a nature trail or nature area or in or on any park facility where smoking is
prohibited.” The Municipal Code does not define nature trail or nature area. The current language also
suggests that smoking is allowed except where it is specifically prohibited. Staff recommends modifying
the current ordinance to clearly prohibit smoking in parks, recreation areas and city owned property. By
doing so, two objectives are achieved; clear understanding and expectations for behavior related to
tobacco products on city land and facilities as well as maintaining our parks and recreation areas as
healthy, safe and clean environments for all residents.
DISCUSSION:
The Municipal Code allows the Park Director to establish and post regulations governing the use of park
facilities so long as the park rules are not inconsistent with the Municipal Code. Park rules have been
established in the past to prohibit smoking in parks, but signs are still necessary to inform park patrons
as such. This is problematic, particularly in large parks like Johnson-Springview Park, given the multiple
entry points and activity areas. The balance between adequately informing the public and resulting sign
clutter is difficult at best. In addition, most members of the public are aware of and understand
enforcement of city ordinances, but most are not aware there are also additional park rules or what
consequences there are for breaking park rules. An ordinance prohibiting smoking in all city parks,
recreation areas and city owned property is easier to understand, educate and inform the public and
when necessary, enforce.
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The negative effects of tobacco consumption are widely known. Cities, including parks and recreation
agencies, play an important role as stewards of public health. Parks and recreation facilities are designed
to encourage healthy behavior, physical activity and social interaction that bring communities and
individuals together to enhance their quality of life. To further support those values, we should be clear
in our support to maintain parks, recreation areas and city buildings as tobacco-free locations.
Currently, over 1,266 park and recreation agencies across the country have deemed their facilities
tobacco-free. In addition, the National Recreation and Park Association, of which the City of Rocklin is a
member, strongly advocates that all providers of park, recreation and leisure service are tobacco-free.
Prohibiting tobacco use at parks, recreation facilities and city owned property will shield visitors,
especially children who may be influenced by adults, from unhealthy behavior and dangerous exposure
to secondhand smoke. Additionally, this prohibition will prevent cigarette butts and filters from being
left behind in our parks and recreation areas.
This ordinance is similar in purpose and approach to the recently adopted ordinance prohibiting the use
of marijuana on property owned or controlled by the City of Rocklin, however this ordinance prohibiting
use of tobacco products does not extend to public streets and sidewalks. The proposed modifications
also eliminate use of the terms “nature trail” and “nature area” which are not defined and instead uses
the term “recreation area” which is defined in Section 12.20.015 as follows;
"Recreation area" means all parks, places, greenbelts, gardens, and any other property owned
by the city, including structures thereon, used, operated or maintained for recreational
purposes, whether active or passive. The term "owned" shall mean any property interest under
which the city operates, maintains or controls such property. The term shall also include any
property owned and maintained as open space.
The proposed ordinance defines smoking to include all forms including electronic and vaping devices.
The proposed ordinance also allows the City Manager or Parks and Recreation Director to designate
smoking areas if certain criteria are met including that the designated smoking area is at least fifty feet
from any picnic areas, sport fields or improvements used for recreational activity, food vendors, lines for
recreational activities in the recreational area and heating and air conditioning intakes or vents.
Should Council support the ordinance amendment, after the second reading, staff will begin a campaign
to educate the public and key partners on the changes framed as a positive message that our parks and
recreational areas are healthy, safe and clean environments for all residents. Key partners include
sports leagues, contract recreation instructors, current recreational classes, regular park facility renters
and event co-sponsors including service clubs. Outreach will be done through the city’s website and
social media. Language will also be added to contracts and agreements for all facility rentals including
the Event Center Community Center and park Pavilions notifying renters of the city ordinance and
informing them of designated smoking areas, if applicable.
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FINDINGS, ALTERNATIVES & RECOMMENDATIONS:
Findings:
• It is in the best interests of the residents, businesses and visitors of the City of Rocklin to prohibit
the use of tobacco products in city parks, recreation areas and city owned or controlled property.
Currently, city rules are vague and difficult to enforce governing the use of tobacco products in
these areas.
• Exposure to secondhand smoke is a leading cause of preventable death after smoking and
alcohol. It has been found by the United States Environmental Protection Agency to be a Class A
Carcinogen, known to cause cancer in humans, and one out of three cancer deaths are
reportedly caused by smoking. There is no risk-free level of exposure to secondhand smoke.
• Smoke-free outdoor recreation areas, bike paths, and outdoor assembly areas reduce unwanted
exposure to secondhand smoke and reduce fire hazards and exposure to smoking in certain
areas.
Alternatives:
• Council may take no action. The current ordinance and park rules will be in effect which requires
that notices or signs be placed in areas where smoking is prohibited.
Recommendations:
• Introduce Ordinance No. _____ Modifying Section 12.20.085 of the Municipal Code to prohibit
smoking in Recreation Areas and City owned property; waive the full reading of the ordinance;
and continue to the next regular meeting for adoption.
Fiscal Impact:
• There is no fiscal impact.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for Legal Sufficiency

Attachments: A – Municipal Code Section 12.20.085 (current)

ATTACHMENT A

Title 12 – STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES
Chapter 12.20 – PUBLIC PARKS
12.20.085 – Smoking.
No person shall smoke any substance in any area designated as a nature trail or nature area or in or on any
park facility where smoking is prohibited.
(Ord. No. 1005, § 1, 1-14-2014)

ORDINANCE NO.
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
AMENDING SECTION 12.20.085 OF THE ROCKLIN MUNICIPAL CODE
PROHIBITING SMOKING IN RECREATIONAL AREAS AND ON CITY OWNED PROPERTY
The City Council of the City of Rocklin does ordain as follows:
Section 1.
determines that:

Findings.

The City Council of the City of Rocklin finds and

A.
Smoking is one of the largest single preventable causes of death and
disability for persons in the United States. On average, compared to people who have
never smoked, smokers suffer more health problems and disability due to their smoking
and ultimately lose more than a decade of life.
B.
Exposure to secondhand smoke is a leading cause of preventable death,
after smoking and alcohol. It has been found by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency to be a Class A Carcinogen, known to cause cancer in humans, and
one out of three cancer deaths are reportedly caused by smoking. There is no risk-free
level of exposure to secondhand smoke.
C.
Tobacco smoke places healthy nonsmokers at significantly increased risk
for developing lung and bladder cancer, heart disease, stroke, respiratory infection,
bronchoconstriction and bronchospasm. Secondhand tobacco smoke also constitutes a
special health hazard for children, the elderly and people with cardiovascular or lung
disorders.
D.
Secondhand smoke causes numerous health problems in infants and
children, including more frequent and severe asthma attacks, respiratory infections, ear
infections, and sudden infant death syndrome (SIDS).
E.
Smoking is one of the largest single preventable causes of death and
disability for persons in the United States.
F.
Air pollution caused by smoking is an offensive annoyance and irritant.
Smoking results in serious and significant physical discomfort of nonsmokers and
constitutes a public nuisance in public places and workplace.

G.
The City Council finds that smoke-free outdoor recreation areas, bike
paths, and outdoor assembly areas reduce unwanted exposure to secondhand smoke
and reduce fire hazards and exposure to smoking in certain areas.
H.
This ordinance is hereby found to be categorically exempt from
environmental review pursuant to CEQA guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3).
Section 2.
Section 12.20.85 – Smoking, of the Rocklin Municipal Code is
hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows:
12.20.085 - Smoking prohibited in Recreation Areas and on City Owned Property.
A.
“Smoking” means inhaling, exhaling, burning or carrying any lighted cigar,
cigarette, pipe, hookah pipe, plant or other combustible substance in any manner or in
any form and use of electronic devices with electrical ignition or vaporization (ecigarettes/cigars or similar devices).
B.
Smoking is prohibited in all recreational areas, as defined in this Chapter
and on City owned property, except the City or the private entity controlling the
recreational area or City property may designate certain specified area where smoking is
permitted if all the following criteria are met:
1.
The designated area must be clearly designated and marked with
smoking permitted signs.
2.
The area must be at least fifty feet from any picnic areas, sports fields or
improvements used for recreational activity, food vendors, lines for recreational
activities in the recreational area and heating and air conditioning intakes or vents.
3.

The area must be completely unenclosed.

4.
The agreement or special event permit between the City and a private
entity permit the designation of a smoking area.
5.
The City Manager, Parks and Recreation Director or their designee may
designate locations where smoking is permitted pursuant to this section. No City Official
is required to designate a smoking area and may consider the uses in the recreation
area, fire hazards, proximity to fields, elderly, children and employees and other factors
in her/her discretion.
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Section 3. Within fifteen days of passage of this ordinance, the City Clerk shall
cause the full text of the ordinance, with the names of those City Councilmembers
voting for and against the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald. In lieu of
publishing the full text of the ordinance, the City Clerk, if so directed by the City
Attorney and within fifteen days, shall cause a summary of the ordinance, prepared by
the City Attorney and with the names of the City Councilmembers voting for and against
the ordinance, to be published in the Placer Herald, and shall post in the office of the
City Clerk a certified copy of the City Councilmembers voting for and against the
ordinance. The publication of a summary of the ordinance in lieu of the full text of the
ordinance is authorized only where the requirements of Government Code section
36933(c)(1) are met.
INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Rocklin held
on May 23, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers
Councilmembers

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Rocklin held on June 13, 2017, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
Councilmembers:
____________________________________
Scott Yuill, Mayor

ATTEST:
___________________________
Barbara Ivanusich, City Clerk
First Reading:
5/23/17
Second Reading: 6/13/17
Effective Date: 7/13/17
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BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: CalPERS Actuarial Reports - June 30, 2015, and Presentation on CalPERS Employer Rate History
and Future Employer Rate Estimates
Submitted by: Jason Johnson, Director of Administrative Services
Date: May 23, 2017
Kim Sarkovich, Assistant City Manager/Chief Financial Officer
Department: Administrative Services
•

Presentation: CalPERS Miscellaneous, Safety Fire (pooled plan), Safety Police (pooled plan),
Safety PEPRA Fire (pooled plan), and Safety PEPRA Police (pooled plan) – June 30, 2015 Actuarial
Reports and information regarding the CalPERS Employer Rate history and future Employer Rate
estimates.

BACKGROUND:
Funding for CalPERS pension plans are calculated on pensionable pay (salaries and other forms of
compensation designated by law). There are two rates: Employer Rates and Employee Rates. Each year,
CalPERS prepares actuarial reports to determine the required Employer Rates for the upcoming Fiscal
Year (FY). Because of the time it takes to create the actuarial reports for all CalPERS agencies, data
available on June 30th is used to set the Employer Rates two years in the future. So the Employer Rates
for FY 17/18 are based on the June 30th 2015 data which we are presenting to you today. The Employee
Rates for Classic CalPERS members are statutorily set at 7% for Miscellaneous and 9% for Safety. The
Employee Rates for PEPRA CalPERS members are generally set at 50% of normal cost.
In FY 15/16 the City adopted the Key Management Practice “Unfunded Pension Liability Reduction”
which transfers funds from the General Fund to CalPERS when the General Fund unreserved balance
increases in a fiscal year. Since adoption of this Key Management Practice, the City has made additional
payments to CalPERS totaling $1,361,500.
A copy of each of the actuarial reports for the City of Rocklin (Miscellaneous, Safety Fire (pooled plan) –
Section 1, Safety Police (pooled plan) – Section 1, PEPRA Safety Fire (pooled plan) – Section 1, and PEPRA
Safety Police (pooled plan) – Section 1 has been included.
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PERTINENT FACTS:
Miscellaneous Plan (including Miscellaneous PEPRA)
• Rocklin Miscellaneous is a standalone plan because the City has more than one hundred (100)
miscellaneous members.
•

The Miscellaneous Employer Rate for FY 17/18 is 19.888% (up from 19.398% in FY 16/17). This
rate is intended to provide the required Employer Contribution of $2,238,300.

•

The Funded Status as of 6/30/15 is 71.8% (down from 73.8% as of 6/30/14).

•

The Unfunded Liability as of 6/30/15 is $19,584,992 (up from $17,037,615 as of 6/30/14).

Safety Risk Pool Plans
• CalPERS created risk-sharing pools in 2005 in order to minimize volatility in pension costs for
smaller employers. Employee groups with less than one hundred (100) members are included in
Risk Pool Plans. Both the City’s Fire Safety and Police Safety groups have less than one hundred
(100) members and are included in Risk Pool Plans.
•

In FY 11/12 the City paid off the Police and Fire CalPERS Side Funds in the amount of $4,517,258.
This payment reduced the City’s Employer Rate from approximately 30% to approximately 24%
for both Police and Fire, saving the City approximately $1.9M in additional costs.

•

In FY 17/18, the pooled plan employer rates will be: Fire Safety (Classic) – 29.555% (up from
28.319%), Police Safety (Classic) – 29.661% (up from 27.691%), Police PEPRA Safety – 12.038%
(down from 12.082%), and Fire PEPRA Safety – 12.138%.

•

These rates are intended to provide the required Employer Contribution of $1,236,208 for Fire
Safety (Classic), $1,606,466 for Police Safety (Classic), $53,628 for Police PEPRA Safety, and
$9,693 for Fire PEPRA Safety.

•

The funded status as of 6/30/15 is: Safety Fire (Classic) - 79.2% (down from 82.3%), Safety Police
(Classic) – 79.4% (down from 82.8%), PEPRA Safety Police – 93.8% (down from 105.5%), and
PEPRA Safety Fire – 94.8%.

•

The Unfunded Liability as of 6/30/15 is: Safety Fire (Classic) - $7,313,451 (up from $5,705,556),
and Safety Police (Classic) - $9,571,883 (up from $7,492,469), PEPRA Safety Police – $5,357, and
PEPRA Safety Fire – $99.

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 3
Employer Rate Adjustments
Many factors can impact Employer Rates and CalPERS has adopted a number of assumptions regarding
these factors. Assumptions include how required rate changing events will be implemented, a variety of
economic and demographic assumptions, and the appropriate discount rate that will be applied. These
assumptions provide the basis upon which actuarial reports are calculated each year, and affect the
annual Employer Rates.
CalPERS has established regular review cycles for these assumptions, and any resulting changes will
cause either higher or lower Employer Rates in the future. Each of these assumptions will be explained
in greater detail during the presentation.

REVIEW OF RATE FACTORS:
Rate of Return (Discount Rate)
CalPERS lowered the Discount Rate from 7.75% to 7.5% on March 14, 2012. On December 21, 2016
CalPERS approved lowering the Discount Rate from 7.5% to 7.0% over the next three fiscal years (FY
18/19 to FY 20/21). The lowering of the Discount Rate means the plans will see increases in both the
normal cost (the cost of pension benefits accruing in one year for active members) and the accrued
liabilities. The changes for accrued liabilities are amortized with a 5 year ramp up, a 20 year stability
period, and a 5 year ramp down. The Discount Rates will be 7.375% in FY 18/19, 7.25% in FY 19/20, and
7.00% in FY 20/21. These rate changes will result in a significant increase to the City’s Employer Rates
over the next seven years.
In addition, whenever CalPERS receives less than the annual expected rate of return, Employer Rates
must be adjusted to compensate for that loss. In April 2013, CalPERS changed their employer rate
smoothing process from a rolling 30 year implementation of gains/losses, to a fixed 30 year
implementation. This will include a 5 year ramping up of Employer Rates, a 20 year stability period, and
a 5 year ramping down of Employer Rates as mentioned above. Any future returns above or below the
expected Discount Rate in effect will also impact Employer Rates.
Economic and Demographic Assumptions
Economic and demographic assumptions were reviewed in 2013 and recommendations were adopted
by the CalPERS board in February 2014. The most significant of these is the improvement in postretirement mortality (greater life expectancy). These recommendations created higher Employer Rates
starting in FY 16/17. Other economic and demographic factors, such as retirement ages, pay increases,
disability rates, etc. have also affected Employer Rates to a lesser degree. Economic and Demographic
Assumptions are reviewed by CalPERS every 3-4 years, with a review currently in progress for the June
30, 2017 valuation.
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Potential Effect of Current Assumptions and Discount Rates
It is anticipated that our Miscellaneous Employer rate could increase from 19.888% in FY 17/18 to
approximately 34.311% in FY 24/25. The Safety Fire rate could increase from 29.555% in FY 17/18 to
approximately 50.250% in FY 24/25. The Safety Police rate could increase from 29.661% in FY 17/18 to
approximately 50.682% in FY 24/25. Safety PEPRA employees are not currently included in these rate
estimates.
Conclusion
The total Unfunded Actuarially Accrued Liability for the City of Rocklin as of June 30, 2015 is
$36,475,782. The total employer cost to the City of Rocklin in FY 17/18 is budgeted at $5,265,300. This
cost will climb to approximately $11M by FY 24/25. This cost will have a significant impact the City’s
financial stability in the near future.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency

Attachments:
• Miscellaneous Plan June 30, 2015 Actuarial Report
• Safety Fire (pooled plan) June 30, 2015 Actuarial Report – Section 1
• Safety Police (pooled plan) June 30, 2015 Actuarial Report – Section 1
• PEPRA Safety Fire (pooled plan) June 30, 2015 Actuarial Report – Section 1
• PEPRA Safety Police (pooled plan) June 30, 2015 Actuarial Report – Section 1

California Public Employees’ Retirement System
Actuarial Office
P.O. Box 942701
Sacramento, CA 94229-2701
TTY: (916) 795-3240
(888) 225-7377 phone • (916) 795-2744 fax
www.calpers.ca.gov

August 2016

MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN (CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Dear Employer,
As an attachment to this letter, you will find a copy of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation
report of your pension plan. Your 2015 actuarial valuation report contains important actuarial
information about your pension plan at CalPERS. Your CalPERS staff actuary, whose signature
appears in the “Actuarial Certification” section on page 1, is available to discuss the report with
you after August 31, 2016.
Future Contributions
The exhibit below displays the minimum employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18 and
projected contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19, before any cost sharing. The projected
contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 are based on the most recent information available,
including an estimate of the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16, namely 0.0 percent. For a
projection of employer contributions beyond Fiscal Year 2018-19, please refer to the “Projected
Employer Contributions” in the “Highlights and Executive Summary” section. This 5-year
projection of future employer contributions supersedes any previous projections we have
provided. The “Risk Analysis” section of the valuation report also contains estimated employer
contributions in future years under a variety of investment return scenarios.
Fiscal Year
2017-18
2018-19 (projected)

Employer Normal
Cost Rate
8.291%
8.3%

Employer Payment
of Unfunded Liability
$1,305,206
$1,518,786

Employee
PEPRA Rate
6.25%
N/A

Member contributions other than cost sharing (whether paid by the employer or the employee)
are in addition to the above. The employer contributions in this report do not reflect any
cost sharing arrangement you may have with your employees.
The estimates for Fiscal Year 2018-19 also assume that there are no future contract amendments
and no liability gains or losses (such as larger than expected pay increases, more retirements
than expected, etc.). This is a very important assumption because these gains and losses do
occur and can have a significant impact on required contributions. These gains and losses cannot
be predicted in advance so the projected employer contributions are just estimates. The actual
required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will be provided in next year’s report.

MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Page 2

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Beginning with Fiscal Year 2017-18 CalPERS will collect employer contributions toward the plan’s
unfunded liability as dollar amounts instead of the prior method of a contribution rate. This
change will address potential funding issues that could arise from a declining payroll or reduction
in the number of active members in the plan. Funding the unfunded liability as a percentage of
payroll could lead to the underfunding of the plans. Although employers will be invoiced at the
beginning of the fiscal year for their unfunded liability payment the plan’s normal cost
contribution will continue to be collected as a percentage of payroll.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to
reduce funding risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment
performance that significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount
rate, expected investment return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess
investment return of 4% above the existing discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk
mitigation event. The policy has no impact on the current year valuation results but is expected
to have an impact in future years. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on our
website.
Besides the above noted changes, there may also be changes specific to the plan such as
contract amendments and funding changes.
Further descriptions of general changes are included in the “Highlights and Executive Summary”
section and in Appendix A, “Actuarial Methods and Assumptions.” The effects of the changes on
the required contributions are included in the “Reconciliation of Required Employer Contributions”
section.
We understand that you might have a number of questions about these results. While we are
very interested in discussing these results with your agency, in the interest of allowing us to give
every public agency their results, we ask that you wait until after August 31 to contact us with
actuarial questions. If you have other questions, you may call the Customer Contact Center at
(888)-CalPERS or (888-225-7377).
Sincerely,

ALAN MILLIGAN
Chief Actuary

ACTUARIAL VALUATION
as of June 30, 2015

for the
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN
of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
(Rate Plan ID: 961)

REQUIRED CONTRIBUTIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR
July 1, 2017 – June 30, 2018
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
To the best of our knowledge, this report is complete and accurate and contains sufficient information to
disclose, fully and fairly, the funded condition of the MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN. This
valuation is based on the member and financial data as of June 30, 2015 provided by the various CalPERS
databases and the benefits under this plan with CalPERS as of the date this report was produced. It is our
opinion that the valuation has been performed in accordance with generally accepted actuarial principles, in
accordance with standards of practice prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board, and that the
assumptions and methods are internally consistent and reasonable for this plan, as prescribed by the
CalPERS Board of Administration according to provisions set forth in the California Public Employees’
Retirement Law.
The undersigned is an actuary for CalPERS, who is a member of the American Academy of Actuaries and the
Society of Actuaries and meets the Qualification Standards of the American Academy of Actuaries to render
the actuarial opinion contained herein.

KELLY STURM, ASA, MAAA
Senior Pension Actuary, CalPERS
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Introduction
This report presents the results of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation of the MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF
THE CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This actuarial
valuation sets the required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. The Risk Mitigation Policy does not have
an impact on the current year actuarial valuation. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on
our website.

Purpose of the Report
The actuarial valuation was prepared by the CalPERS Actuarial Office using data as of June 30, 2015. The
purpose of the report is to:




Set forth the assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2015;
Determine the required employer contributions for the fiscal year July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018;
Provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2015 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties.

The pension funding information presented in this report should not be used in financial reports subject to
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 68 for an Agent Employer Defined Benefit
Pension Plan. A separate accounting valuation report for such purposes is available from CalPERS and
details for ordering are available on our website.
The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not
contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary before
disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.
California Actuarial Advisory Panel Recommendations
This report includes all the basic disclosure elements as described in the Model Disclosure Elements for
Actuarial Valuation Reports recommended in 2011 by the California Actuarial Advisory Panel (CAAP), with
the exception of including the original base amounts of the various components of the unfunded liability in
the Schedule of Amortization Bases shown on page 15.
Additionally, this report includes the following “Enhanced Risk Disclosures” also recommended by the CAAP
in the Model Disclosure Elements document:



A “Deterministic Stress Test,” projecting future results under different investment income
scenarios
A “Sensitivity Analysis,” showing the impact on current valuation results using a 1 percent plus or
minus change in the discount rate.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Required Contributions
Fiscal Year
Required Employer Contribution

2017-18

Employer Normal Cost Rate

8.291%

Plus Either

$

1) Monthly Employer Dollar UAL Payment

Or

$

2) Annual UAL Prepayment Option
Required PEPRA Member Contribution Rate

108,767
1,258,852
6.25%

The total minimum required employer contribution is the sum of the Plan’s Employer Normal Cost Rate
(expressed as a percentage of payroll) plus the Employer Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) Contribution
Amount (billed monthly in dollars). Only the UAL portion of the employer contribution can be prepaid
(which must be received in full no later than July 31). Plan Normal Cost contributions will be made as part
of the payroll reporting process. If there is contractual cost sharing or other change, this amount will
change. §20572 of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law assesses interest at an annual rate of 10
percent if a contracting agency fails to remit the required contributions when due. For additional detail
regarding the determination of the required contribution for PEPRA members, see Appendix D. Required
member contributions for Classic members can be found in Appendix B.

Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

2016-17

2017-18

15.232%
6.924%
8.308%

15.166%
6.875%
8.291%

Normal Cost Contribution as a Percentage of Payroll
Total Normal Cost
Employee Contribution1
Employer Normal Cost
Projected Annual Payroll for Contribution Year

$

10,456,839

$

1,592,786
724,032
868,754
1,159,642
2,028,396

$

11,254,298

Estimated Employer Contributions Based On
Projected Payroll
Total Normal Cost
Employee Contribution1
Employer Normal Cost
Unfunded Liability Contribution
Estimated Total Employer Contribution 2

$

$

$

1,706,827
773,733
933,094
1,305,206
2,238,300

1

For classic members, this is the percentage specified in the Public Employees Retirement Law, net of any reduction from
the use of a modified formula or other factors. For PEPRA members, the member contribution rate is based on 50
percent of the normal cost. A development of PEPRA member contribution rates can be found in Appendix D. Employee
cost sharing is not shown in this report.

2

As a percentage of projected payroll the UAL contribution for Fiscal Year 2017-18 is 11.597 percent for an estimated
total employer contribution rate of 19.888 percent. As determined in the June 30, 2014 valuation, the Fiscal Year 201617 UAL contribution is 11.090 percent for a total employer contribution rate of 19.398 percent.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Plan’s Funded Status
June 30, 2014
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Present Value of Projected Benefits
Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability
Market Value of Assets (MVA)
Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(2) – (3)]
Funded Ratio [(3) / (2)]

$
$
$

76,229,025
64,992,924
47,955,309
17,037,615
73.8%

June 30, 2015
$
$
$

81,465,773
69,491,548
49,906,556
19,584,992
71.8%

Projected Employer Contributions
The estimated employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is based on a projection of the most recent
information we have available, including an estimated 0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 201516.
The table below shows projected employer contributions (before cost sharing) for the next five fiscal years,
assuming CalPERS earns 0.0 percent for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and 7.50 percent every fiscal year thereafter,
and assuming that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that no further changes to
assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur during the projection period. The projected
normal cost percentages do not reflect that the normal cost will decline over time as new employees are
hired into PEPRA or other lower cost benefit tiers.
Required
Contribution
Fiscal Year
Normal Cost %
UAL $

Projected Future Employer Contributions

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

8.291%

8.3%

8.3%

8.3%

8.3%

8.3%

1,305,206

1,518,786

1,744,004

1,880,616

2,048,671

2,178,033

For projected contributions under alternate investment return scenarios, please see the “Analysis of Future
Investment Return Scenarios” in the “Risk Analysis” section.

Page 5

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Cost
Actuarial Cost Estimates in General
What will this pension plan cost? Unfortunately, there is no simple answer. There are two major reasons for
the complexity of the answer. First, actuarial calculations, including the ones in this report, are based on a
number of assumptions about the future. These assumptions can be divided into two categories.



Demographic assumptions include the percentage of employees that will terminate, die, become
disabled, and retire in each future year.
Economic assumptions include future salary increases for each active employee, and the
assumption with the greatest impact: future asset returns at CalPERS for each year into the future
until the last dollar is paid to current members of the plan.

While CalPERS has set these assumptions to reflect our best estimate of the real future of the plan, it must
be understood that these assumptions are very long-term predictors and will surely not be realized in any
one year. For example, while the asset earnings at CalPERS have averaged more than the assumed return of
7.5 percent for the past twenty year period ending June 30, 2015, returns for each fiscal year ranged from
negative -24 percent to +21.7 percent.
Second, the very nature of actuarial funding produces the answer to the question of plan cost as the sum of
two separate pieces.



The Normal Cost (i.e., the annual cost associated with one year of service accrual) expressed as a
percentage of total active payroll.
The Past Service Cost or Accrued Liability (i.e., the current value of the benefit for all credited past
service of current members) which is expressed as a lump sum dollar amount.

The cost is the sum of a percent of future pay and a lump sum dollar amount. In prior years CalPERS
converted Past Service Cost to a percent of payroll and expressed the total required employer contribution
as a single rate. Going forward the Past Service Cost will no longer be converted to a percent of payroll and
this cost will be invoiced to the employer as a monthly dollar contribution amount with the option to prepay
the annual amount at the beginning of the fiscal year. The normal cost will continue to be expressed as a
percentage of active payroll with employer and employee contributions payable as part of the payroll
reporting process.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Benefits
The standard actuarial practice at CalPERS is to recognize mandated legislative benefit changes in the first
annual valuation following the effective date of the legislation. Voluntary benefit changes by plan
amendment are generally included in the first valuation that is prepared after the amendment becomes
effective, even if the valuation date is prior to the effective date of the amendment.
This valuation generally reflects plan changes by amendments effective before the date of the report. Please
refer to the “Plan’s Major Benefit Options” and Appendix B for a summary of the plan provisions used in this
valuation. The effect of any mandated benefit changes or plan amendments on the unfunded liability is
shown in the “(Gain)/Loss Analysis” and the effect on the employer contribution is shown in the
“Reconciliation of Required Employer Contributions.” It should be noted that no change in liability or
contribution is shown for any plan changes which were already included in the prior year’s valuation.
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
Beginning with Fiscal Year 2017-18 CalPERS will collect employer contributions toward the plan’s unfunded
liability as dollar amounts instead of the prior method of a contribution rate. This change will address
potential funding issues that could arise from a declining payroll or reduction in the number of active
members in the plan. Funding the unfunded liability as a percentage of payroll could lead to the
underfunding of the plans. Although employers will be invoiced at the beginning of the fiscal year for their
unfunded liability payment the plan’s normal cost contribution will continue to be collected as a percentage
of payroll.

Subsequent Events
Risk Mitigation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy
can be found on our website.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Reconciliation of the Market Value of Assets
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Market Value of Assets as of 6/30/14 including Receivables
Change in Receivables for Service Buybacks as of 6/30/14
Employer Contributions
Employee Contributions
Benefit Payments to Retirees and Beneficiaries
Refunds
Lump Sum Payments
Transfers and Miscellaneous Adjustments
Investment Return
Market Value of Assets as of 6/30/15 including Receivables

$

$

47,955,309
(44,480)
2,685,315
701,593
(2,459,125)
(47,935)
0
71,937
1,043,942
49,906,556
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Asset Allocation
CalPERS adheres to an Asset Allocation Strategy which establishes asset class allocation policy targets and
ranges, and manages those asset class allocations within their policy ranges. CalPERS Investment Belief No.
6 recognizes that strategic asset allocation is the dominant determinant of portfolio risk and return. On
February 19, 2014, the CalPERS Board of Administration adopted changes to the current asset allocation as
shown in the Policy Target Allocation below expressed as a percentage of total assets. The asset allocation
has an expected long term blended rate of return of 7.5 percent.
The asset allocation and market value of assets shown below reflect the values of the Public Employees’
Retirement Fund (PERF) in its entirety as of June 30, 2015. The assets for CITY OF ROCKLIN
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN are part of the PERF and are invested accordingly.
(B)
Market Value
($ Billion)

(A)
Asset Class

(C)
Policy Target
Allocation

Global Equity

162.5

51.0%

Private Equity

29.0

10.0%

Global Fixed Income

53.1

20.0%

7.5

1.0%

Real Assets

31.8

12.0%

Inflation Sensitive Assets

15.6

6.0%

2.4

0.0%

Liquidity

Other
Total Fund

$301.9

100.0%

Asset Allocation at 6/30/2015
Real Assets
10.5%

Inflation
5.2%

Other
0.8%

Liquidity
2.5%

Global Fixed
Income
17.6%

Global Equity
53.8%

Private Equity
9.6%
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CalPERS History of Investment Returns
The following is a chart with the 20-year historical annual returns of the Public Employees Retirement Fund
for each fiscal year ending on June 30. Beginning in 2002, the figures are reported as gross of fees.

17.7%

21.7%

19.1%

13.2%

13.3%

11.8%

12.3%

16.6%

15.0%

10.5%

12.5%

15.3%

20.0%

19.5%

20.1%

25.0%

10.0%
2.4%

0.1%

3.7%

5.0%
0.0%

96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15
-6.1%

-7.2%

-10.0%

-5.1%

-5.0%

-15.0%
-24.0%

-20.0%
-25.0%

The table below shows historical geometric mean annual returns of the Public Employees Retirement Fund
for various time periods ending on June 30, 2015, (figures are reported as gross of fees). The geometric
mean rate of return is the average rate per period compounded over multiple periods. It should be
recognized that in any given year the rate of return is volatile. Although the expected rate of return on the
recently adopted new asset allocation is 7.5 percent, the portfolio has an expected volatility of 11.76
percent per year. The volatility is a measure of the risk of the portfolio expressed in the standard deviation
of the fund’s total return distribution, expressed as a percentage. Consequently, when looking at investment
returns, it is more instructive to look at returns over longer time horizons.
History of CalPERS Geometric Mean Rates of Return and Volatilities
Geometric Return
Volatility

1 year

5 year

10 year

20 year

30 year

2.4%
–

10.7%
9.4%

6.1%
14.0%

7.7%
11.8%

9.1%
10.5%
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MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Development of Accrued and Unfunded Liabilities
June 30, 2014

June 30, 2015

$

38,884,806
4,259,592
1,455,753
31,628,874
76,229,025

39,824,106
4,305,076
1,715,564
35,621,027
81,465,773

2. Present Value of Future Employer Normal Costs

$

5,946,970

6,342,130

3. Present Value of Future Employee Contributions

$

5,289,131

5,632,095

$

27,648,705
4,259,592
1,455,753
31,628,874
64,992,924

27,849,881
4,305,076
1,715,564
35,621,027
69,491,548

47,955,309
17,037,615
73.8%

49,906,556
19,584,992
71.8%

1. Present Value of Projected Benefits
a) Active Members
b) Transferred Members
c) Terminated Members
d) Members and Beneficiaries Receiving Payments
e) Total

4. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability
a) Active Members [(1a) - (2) - (3)]
b) Transferred Members (1b)
c) Terminated Members (1c)
d) Members and Beneficiaries Receiving Payments (1d)
e) Total
5. Market Value of Assets (MVA)
6. Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(4e) - (5)]
7. Funded Ratio [(5) / (4e)]

$

$
$
$
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(Gain)/Loss Analysis 6/30/14 – 6/30/15
To calculate the cost requirements of the plan, assumptions are made about future events that affect the
amount and timing of benefits to be paid and assets to be accumulated. Each year, actual experience is
compared to the expected experience based on the actuarial assumptions. This results in actuarial gains or
losses, as shown below.
1. Total (Gain)/Loss for the Year
a) Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) as of 6/30/14
b) Expected Payment on the UAL during 2014/2015
c) Interest through 6/30/15 [.075 x (1a) - ((1.075)½ - 1) x (1b)]
d) Expected UAL before all other changes [(1a) - (1b) + (1c)]
e) Change due to plan changes
f) Change due to assumption change
g) Expected UAL after all other changes [(1d) + (1e) + (1f)]
h) Actual UAL as of 6/30/15
i) Total (Gain)/Loss for 2014/2015 [(1h) - (1g)]
2. Contribution (Gain)/Loss for the Year
a) Expected Contribution (Employer and Employee)
b) Interest on Expected Contributions
c) Actual Contributions
d) Interest on Actual Contributions
e) Expected Contributions with Interest [(2a) + (2b)]
f) Actual Contributions with Interest [(2c) + (2d)]
g) Contribution (Gain)/Loss [(2e) - (2f)]

$

$

$

3,282,338
120,862
3,386,908
124,713
3,403,200
3,511,621
(108,421)

3. Asset (Gain)/Loss for the Year
a) Market Value of Assets as of 6/30/14
$
b) Prior Fiscal Year Receivables
c) Current Fiscal Year Receivables
d) Contributions Received
e) Benefits and Refunds Paid
f) Transfers and Miscellaneous Adjustments
g) Expected Int. [.075 x (3a + 3b) + ((1.075)½ - 1) x ((3d) + (3e) + (3f))]
h) Expected Assets as of 6/30/15 [(3a) + (3b) + (3c) + (3d) + (3e) + (3f) + (3g)]
i) Market Value of Assets as of 6/30/15
j) Asset (Gain)/Loss [(3h) - (3i)]
$

47,955,309
(464,633)
420,153
3,386,908
(2,507,060)
71,937
3,596,847
52,459,461
49,906,556
2,552,905

4. Liability (Gain)/Loss for the Year
a) Total (Gain)/Loss (1i)
b) Contribution (Gain)/Loss (2g)
c) Asset (Gain)/Loss (3j)
d) Liability (Gain)/Loss [(4a) - (4b) - (4c)]

$

17,037,615
1,788,475
1,211,966
16,461,106
0
0
16,461,106
19,584,992
3,123,886

$
$

3,123,886
(108,421)
2,552,905
679,402
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Schedule of Amortization Bases
There is a two-year lag between the valuation date and the start of the contribution fiscal year.

The assets, liabilities, and funded status of the plan are measured as of the valuation date: June 30, 2015.

The required employer contributions determined by the valuation are for the fiscal year beginning two years after the valuation date: Fiscal Year 2017-18.
This two-year lag is necessary due to the amount of time needed to extract and test the membership and financial data, and the need to provide public agencies
with their required employer contribution well in advance of the start of the fiscal year.
The Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is used to determine the employer contribution and therefore must be rolled forward two years from the valuation date to the
first day of the fiscal year for which the contribution is being determined. The UAL is rolled forward each year by subtracting the expected payment on the UAL for
the fiscal year and adjusting for interest. The expected payment on the UAL for a fiscal year is equal to the Expected Employer Contribution for the fiscal year minus
the Expected Normal Cost for the year. The Employer Contribution for the first fiscal year is determined by the actuarial valuation two years ago and the contribution
for the second year is from the actuarial valuation one year ago. The Normal Cost Rate for each of the two fiscal years is assumed to be the same as the rate
determined by the current valuation. All expected dollar amounts are determined by multiplying the rate by the expected payroll for the applicable fiscal year, based
on payroll as of the valuation date.

Reason for Base
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
ASSETS CHANGE
METHOD CHANGE
BENEFIT CHANGE
BENEFIT CHANGE
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
SPECIAL (GAIN)/LOSS
GOLDEN HANDSHAKE
SPECIAL (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
SPECIAL (GAIN)/LOSS
PAYMENT (GAIN)/LOSS
(GAIN)/LOSS
(GAIN)/LOSS
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
(GAIN)/LOSS
(GAIN)/LOSS
TOTAL

Date
Established
06/30/03
06/30/03
06/30/04
06/30/05
06/30/06
06/30/09
06/30/09
06/30/10
06/30/10
06/30/11
06/30/11
06/30/12
06/30/12
06/30/13
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/15

Amortization
Period
8
8
9
9
11
14
24
15
25
16
26
27
27
28
19
29
30

Balance
6/30/15
$1,302,560
$(19,422)
$(67,890)
$608,721
$39,698
$1,457,476
$1,183,688
$730,929
$215,407
$1,235,395
$(1,289,995)
$498,030
$6,824,705
$6,179,486
$2,490,072
$(4,927,755)
$3,123,887
$19,584,992

Expected
Payment
2015-16
$162,481
$(2,423)
$(7,853)
$70,408
$4,040
$127,663
$76,560
$61,406
$13,652
$99,875
$(80,212)
$30,417
$416,812
$86,915
$(37,665)
$(93,448)
$48,711
$977,339

Balance
6/30/16
$1,231,789
$(18,366)
$(64,840)
$581,374
$38,486
$1,434,422
$1,193,086
$722,081
$217,408
$1,224,497
$(1,303,579)
$503,846
$6,904,398
$6,552,832
$2,715,880
$(5,200,448)
$3,307,674
$20,040,540

Expected
Payment
2016-17
$167,355
$(2,495)
$(8,088)
$72,520
$4,162
$131,493
$78,856
$63,248
$14,062
$102,871
$(82,619)
$31,329
$429,317
$179,044
$51,731
$(73,144)
$643,887
$1,803,529

Balance
6/30/17
$1,150,655
$(17,157)
$(61,318)
$549,787
$37,058
$1,405,669
$1,200,807
$710,660
$219,134
$1,209,675
$(1,315,687)
$509,151
$6,977,102
$6,858,658
$2,865,934
$(5,514,644)
$2,888,153
$19,673,637

Scheduled
Payment for
2017-18
$172,376
$(2,570)
$(8,331)
$74,696
$4,286
$135,438
$81,222
$65,146
$14,484
$105,958
$(85,097)
$32,269
$442,196
$276,623
$106,566
$(150,678)
$40,622
$1,305,206
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
The amortization schedule on the previous page shows the minimum contributions required according to
CalPERS amortization policy. There has been considerable interest from many agencies in paying off these
unfunded accrued liabilities sooner and the possible savings in doing so. As a result, we have provided
alternate amortization schedules to help analyze the current amortization schedule and illustrate the
advantages of accelerating unfunded liability payments.
Shown on the following page are future year amortization payments based on 1) the current amortization
schedule reflecting the individual bases and remaining periods shown on the previous page, and 2) alternate
“fresh start” amortization schedules using two sample periods that would both result in interest savings
relative to the current amortization schedule. Note that the payments under each alternate scenario
increase by 3 percent for each year into the future. The schedules do not attempt to reflect any experience
after June 30, 2015 that may deviate from the actuarial assumptions. Therefore, future amortization
payments displayed in the Current Amortization Schedule may not match projected amortization payments
shown in connection with Projected Employer Contributions provided elsewhere in this report.
The Current Amortization Schedule typically contains individual bases that are both positive and negative.
Positive bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in increases to
unfunded liability. Negative bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that
result in decreases to unfunded liability. The combination of positive and negative bases within an
amortization schedule can result in unusual or problematic circumstances in future years such as:




A positive total unfunded liability with a negative total payment,
A negative total unfunded liability with a positive total payment, or
Total payments that completely amortize the unfunded liability over a very short period of time

In any year where one of the above scenarios occurs, the actuary will consider corrective action such as
replacing the existing unfunded liability bases with a single “fresh start” base and amortizing it over a
reasonable period.
The Current Amortization Schedule on the following page may appear to show that, based on the current
amortization bases, one of the above scenarios will occur at some point in the future. It is impossible to
know today whether such a scenario will in fact arise since there will be additional bases added to the
amortization schedule in each future year. Should such a scenario arise in any future year, the actuary will
take appropriate action based on guidelines in the CalPERS amortization policy. For purposes of this
display, total payments include any negative payments. Therefore, the amount of estimated savings may
be understated to the extent that negative payments appear in the current schedule.
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
Alternate Schedules

Date

Current Amortization
Schedule

20 Year Amortization

15 Year Amortization

Balance

Balance

Balance

Payment

Payment

Payment

6/30/2017

19,673,637

1,305,206

19,673,637

1,485,466

19,673,637

1,803,473

6/30/2018

19,795,894

1,458,459

19,608,995

1,530,030

19,279,279

1,857,577

6/30/2019

19,768,427

1,619,731

19,493,301

1,575,931

18,799,248

1,913,305

6/30/2020

19,571,684

1,688,614

19,321,338

1,623,209

18,225,435

1,970,704

6/30/2021

19,288,764

1,784,989

19,087,459

1,671,905

17,549,073

2,029,825

6/30/2022

18,884,704

1,838,542

18,785,550

1,722,063

16,760,686

2,090,720

6/30/2023

18,394,816

1,893,701

18,408,994

1,773,725

15,850,034

2,153,441

6/30/2024

17,810,997

1,950,511

17,950,632

1,826,936

14,806,051

2,218,045

6/30/2025

17,124,490

1,793,921

17,402,721

1,881,744

13,616,787

2,284,586

6/30/2026

16,548,851

1,761,147

16,756,891

1,938,197

12,269,337

2,353,123

6/30/2027

15,964,020

1,813,983

16,004,093

1,996,343

10,749,767

2,423,717

6/30/2028

15,280,547

1,862,467

15,134,548

2,056,233

9,043,036

2,496,429

6/30/2029

14,495,539

1,918,339

14,137,691

2,117,920

7,132,912

2,571,321

6/30/2030

13,593,729

1,975,891

13,002,112

2,181,457

5,001,877

2,648,461

6/30/2031

12,564,610

1,830,307

11,715,487

2,246,901

2,631,035

2,727,915

6/30/2032

11,609,254

1,700,708

10,264,512

2,314,308

6/30/2033

10,716,619

1,496,192

8,634,825

2,383,737

6/30/2034

9,969,077

1,453,010

6,810,925

2,455,250

6/30/2035

9,210,246

1,405,890

4,776,088

2,528,907

6/30/2036

8,443,359

1,354,634

2,512,267

2,604,774

6/30/2037

7,672,096

1,395,274

6/30/2038

6,800,855

1,437,131

6/30/2039

5,820,869

1,480,245

6/30/2040

4,722,683

1,524,654

6/30/2041

3,496,091

1,217,844

6/30/2042

2,495,610

1,188,735

6/30/2043

1,450,274

1,283,932

6/30/2044

227,837

140,820

6/30/2045

98,918

13,510

6/30/2046

92,329

95,728

Totals
Estimated Savings

43,684,115

39,915,036

33,542,642

3,769,079

10,141,473

Page 17

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Reconciliation of Required Employer
Contributions
Normal Cost (% of Payroll)
1. For Period 7/1/16 – 6/30/17
a) Employer Normal Cost
b) Employee Contribution
c) Total Normal Cost

8.308%
6.924%
15.232%

2. Effect of changes since the prior year annual valuation
a) Effect of changes in demographics results
b) Effect of plan changes
c) Effect of changes in assumptions
d) Net effect of the changes above [sum of (a) through (c)]

(0.066%)
0.000%
0.000%
(0.066%)

3. For Period 7/1/17 – 6/30/18
a) Employer Normal Cost
b) Employee Contribution
c) Total Normal Cost

8.291%
6.875%
15.166%

Employer Normal Cost Change [(3a) – (1a)]
Employee Contribution Change [(3b) – (1b)]

(0.017%)
(0.049%)

Unfunded Liability Contribution ($)
1.

For Period 7/1/16 – 6/30/17

2.

Effect of changes since the prior year annual valuation
a) Effect of changes in demographics and financial results
b) Effect of plan changes
c) Effect of changes in assumptions
d) Effect of progression of amortization payments
e) Effect of changes due to Fresh Start
f) Effect of elimination of amortization base
g) Net effect of the changes above [sum of (a) through (f)]

3. For Period 7/1/17 – 6/30/18 [(1)+(2g)]

1,159,642

40,622
0
0
104,942
0
0
145,564
1,305,206

The amounts shown for the period 7/1/16 – 6/30/17 may be different if a prepayment of unfunded actuarial
liability is made or a plan change became effective after the prior year’s actuarial valuation was performed.
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Employer Contribution History
The table below provides a recent history of the required employer contributions for the plan, as determined
by the annual actuarial valuation. It does not account for prepayments or benefit changes made during a
fiscal year.
Required By Valuation
Fiscal
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

-

Employer
Normal Cost

13
14
15
16
17
18

7.763%
8.170%
7.906%
7.973%
8.308%
8.291%

Unfunded Rate

Unfunded Liability
Payment ($)

6.977%
7.484%
9.155%
10.166%
11.090%
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
1,305,206

Funding History
The table below shows the recent history of the actuarial accrued liability, the market value of assets, the
funded ratio and the annual covered payroll.

Valuation
Date
06/30/10
06/30/11
06/30/12
06/30/13
06/30/14
06/30/15

Market Value
of Assets
(MVA)

Accrued
Liability
$

47,548,070
50,966,392
53,941,528
58,650,321
64,992,924
69,491,548

$

28,582,972
35,278,106
35,418,323
40,736,191
47,955,309
49,906,556

Unfunded
Liability
$ 18,965,098
15,688,286
18,523,205
17,914,130
17,037,615
19,584,992

Annual
Covered
Payroll

Funded
Ratio
60.1%
69.2%
65.7%
69.5%
73.8%
71.8%

$

11,348,385
10,448,247
9,440,718
9,539,825
9,569,489
10,299,277
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Analysis of Future Investment Return Scenarios
The investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 was not known at the time this report was produced. The
investment return in Fiscal Year 2015-16 as of April 30, 2016 is 0.0 percent before administrative expenses.
For purposes of projecting future employer contributions, we are assuming a 0.0 percent investment return
for Fiscal Year 2015-16.
The investment return realized during a fiscal year first affects the required contribution for the fiscal year
two years later. For example, the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 will first be reflected in the
June 30, 2016 actuarial valuation that will be used to set the employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19.
The Fiscal Year 2016-17 investment return will first be reflected in the June 30, 2017 actuarial valuation that
will be used to set the employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2019-20 and so forth.
As part of this report, a sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the effects of various investment
returns during fiscal years 2016-17, 2017-18 and 2018-19 on the 2019-20, 2020-21 and 2021-22 employer
contributions. Once again, the projections assume that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and
that no further changes to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur.
Five different investment return scenarios were selected.

The first scenario is a -3.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 5th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The second scenario is a 2.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 25th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The third scenario is a 7.5 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 49th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The fourth scenario is a 12.0 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 75th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

Finally, the last scenario is an 18.9 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19
fiscal years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets
were to give us about a 95th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.
The table below shows the estimated projected contributions and the estimated increases for the plan under
the five different scenarios.
2016-19 Investment
Return Scenario
(3.8%)
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
2.8%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
7.5%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
12.0%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
18.9%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution

Fiscal Year
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Estimated Change
Between 2018-19
and 2021-22

8.3%
$1,835,633

8.3%
$2,158,534

8.3%
$2,610,455

0.0%
$1,091,669

8.3%
$1,782,110

8.3%
$1,998,714

8.3%
$2,292,527

0.0%
$773,741

8.3%
$1,744,004

8.3%
$1,880,616

8.3%
$2,048,671

0.0%
$529,885

8.5%
$1,708,133

8.7%
$1,774,119

8.8%
$1,829,217

0.5%
$310,431

8.8%
$1,654,278

9.4%
$1,614,575

10.0%
$1,495,822

1.7%
$(22,964)
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For the last two scenarios in the table above the results incorporate the impact of CalPERS Risk Mitigation
Policy. A 12.0% return would result in a reduction of the discount rate by 0.05% and a return of 18.9%
would reduce the discount rate by 0.15%. Reducing the discount rate increases both the plan’s accrued
liability and normal cost. While the projections reflect estimated changes to the normal cost due to lower
discount rates, they do not reflect the possible increase in the PEPRA member contribution rate in such
scenarios. More details about the Risk Mitigation policy can be found on our website.
The projected normal cost percentages do not reflect that the normal cost will decline over time as new
employees are hired into PEPRA or other lower cost benefit tiers.

Analysis of Discount Rate Sensitivity
The following analysis looks at the Fiscal Year 2017-18 total normal cost rates and liabilities under two
different discount rate scenarios. Shown below are the total normal cost rates assuming discount rates that
are 1 percent lower and 1 percent higher than the current valuation discount rate. This analysis shows the
potential plan impacts if the PERF were to realize investment returns of 6.50 percent or 8.50 percent over
the long-term.
This type of analysis gives the reader a sense of the long-term risk to required contributions.

As of June 30, 2015
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Accrued Liability
Unfunded Accrued Liability

Sensitivity Analysis
6.50% Discount Rate 7.50% Discount Rate
(-1%)
(assumed rate)
18.885%
$79,393,364
$29,486,808

15.166%
$69,491,548
$19,584,992

8.50% Discount Rate
(+1%)
12.327%
$61,346,094
$11,439,538
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Volatility Ratios
The actuarial calculations supplied in this communication are based on a number of assumptions about
long-term demographic and economic behavior. Unless these assumptions (terminations, deaths, disabilities,
retirements, salary growth, and investment return) are exactly realized each year, there will be differences
on a year-to-year basis. The year-to-year differences between actual experience and the assumptions are
called actuarial gains and losses and serve to lower or raise required employer contributions from one year
to the next. Therefore, employer contributions will inevitably fluctuate, especially due to the ups and downs
of investment returns.
Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR)
Plans that have higher asset-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return. For example, a plan with an asset-to-payroll ratio of 8 may
experience twice the contribution volatility due to investment return volatility than a plan with an asset-topayroll ratio of 4. Shown below is the asset volatility ratio, a measure of the plan’s current volatility. It
should be noted that this ratio is a measure of the current situation. It increases over time but generally
tends to stabilize as the plan matures.
Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR)
Plans that have higher liability-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return and changes in liability. For example, a plan with a liabilityto-payroll ratio of 8 is expected to have twice the contribution volatility of a plan with a liability-to-payroll
ratio of 4. The liability volatility ratio is also included in the table below. It should be noted that this ratio
indicates a longer-term potential for contribution volatility. The asset volatility ratio, described above, will
tend to move closer to the liability volatility ratio as the plan matures.

Contribution Volatility
1. Market Value of Assets without Receivables

As of June 30, 2015
$

2. Payroll

10,299,277

3. Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR) [(1) / ( 2)]
4. Accrued Liability
5. Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR) [(4) / (2)]

49,486,403

4.8
$

69,491,548
6.7
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Hypothetical Termination Liability
The hypothetical termination liability is an estimate of the financial position of the plan had the contract with
CalPERS been terminated as of June 30, 2015. The plan liability on a termination basis is calculated
differently compared to the plan’s ongoing funding liability. For this hypothetical termination liability
calculation, both compensation and service are frozen as of the valuation date and no future pay increases
or service accruals are assumed.
A more conservative investment policy and asset allocation strategy was adopted by the CalPERS Board for
the Terminated Agency Pool. The Terminated Agency Pool has limited funding sources since no future
employer contributions will be made. Therefore, expected benefit payments are secured by risk-free assets
and benefit security for members is increased while limiting the funding risk. However, this asset allocation
has a lower expected rate of return than the PERF and consequently, a lower discount rate assumption. The
lower discount rate for the Terminated Agency Pool results in higher liabilities for terminated plans.
The effective termination discount rate will depend on actual market rates of return for risk-free securities
on the date of termination. As market discount rates are variable the table below shows a range for the
hypothetical termination liability based on the lowest and highest interest rates observed during an
approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date.

Market
Value of
Assets (MVA)
$49,906,556

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 2.00%
$142,728,346

Funded
Status
35.0%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 2.00%
$92,821,790

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 3.25%
$117,419,001

Funded
Status
42.5%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 3.25%
$67,512,445

1

The hypothetical liabilities calculated above include a 7 percent mortality contingency load in accordance with Board
policy. Other actuarial assumptions, such as wage and inflation assumptions, can be found in Appendix A.

2

The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the 10-year and 30-year
U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and liability durations as of the termination date.
The discount rates used in the table are based on 20-year Treasury bonds, rounded to the nearest quarter percentage
point, which is a good proxy for most plans. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.

In order to terminate the plan, you must first contact our Retirement Services Contract Unit to initiate a
Resolution of Intent to Terminate. The completed Resolution will allow the plan actuary to give you a
preliminary termination valuation with a more up-to-date estimate of the plan liabilities. CalPERS advises
you to consult with the plan actuary before beginning this process.
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PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT PROVISIONS

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION – June 30, 2015
MISCELLANEOUS PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Plan’s Major Benefit Options
Shown below is a summary of the major optional benefits for which your agency has contracted. A description of principal standard and optional plan provisions
is in the following section of this Appendix.
Contract Package
Active
Misc

Active
Misc

Benefit Formula
Social Security Coverage
Full/Modified

2.0% @ 55
No
Full

2.0% @ 62
No
Full

Employee Contribution Rate

7.00%

6.25%

One Year

Three Year

Yes

Yes

Standard

Standard

No

No

Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Optional Settlement 2W
1959 Survivor Benefit Level
Special
Alternate (firefighters)

No
Level 4
No
No

No
Level 4
No
No

Post-Retirement Death Benefits
Lump Sum
Survivor Allowance (PRSA)

$500
No

$500
No

$500
No

2%

2%

2%

Benefit Provision

Final Average Compensation Period
Sick Leave Credit
Non-Industrial Disability
Industrial Disability

COLA

Receiving
Misc
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Actuarial Data
As stated in the Actuarial Certification, the data which serves as the basis of this valuation has been
obtained from the various CalPERS databases. We have reviewed the valuation data and believe that it is
reasonable and appropriate in aggregate. We are unaware of any potential data issues that would have a
material effect on the results of this valuation, except that data does not always contain the latest salary
information for former members now in reciprocal systems and does not recognize the potential for
unusually large salary deviation in certain cases such as elected officials. Therefore, salary information in
these cases may not be accurate. These situations are relatively infrequent, however, and when they do
occur, they generally do not have a material impact on the required employer contributions.

Actuarial Methods
Actuarial Cost Method
The actuarial cost method used is the Entry Age Normal Cost Method. Under this method, projected benefits
are determined for all members and the associated liabilities are spread in a manner that produces level
annual cost as a percentage of pay in each year from the member’s age of hire (entry age) to their assumed
retirement age on the valuation date. The cost allocated to the current fiscal year is called the normal cost.
The actuarial accrued liability for active members is then calculated as the portion of the total cost of the
plan allocated to prior years. The actuarial accrued liability for members currently receiving benefits and for
members entitled to deferred benefits is equal to the present value of the benefits expected to be paid. No
normal costs are applicable for these participants.
Amortization of Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability
The excess of the total actuarial accrued liability over the market value of plan assets is called the unfunded
actuarial accrued liability (UAL). Funding requirements are determined by adding the normal cost and an
amortization payment toward the unfunded liability. Commencing with the June 30, 2013 valuation, all new
gains or losses are tracked and amortized over a fixed 30-year period with a 5 year ramp up at the
beginning and a 5 year ramp down at the end of the amortization period. All changes in liability due to plan
amendments (other than golden handshakes) are amortized over a 20-year period with no ramp. Changes
in actuarial assumptions, or changes in actuarial methodology are amortized over a 20-year period with a 5
year ramp up at the beginning and a 5 year ramp down at the end of the amortization period. Changes in
unfunded accrued liability due to a Golden Handshake will be amortized over a period of 5 years.
Exceptions for Inconsistencies:
An exception to the amortization rules above is used whenever their application results in inconsistencies. In
these cases, a “fresh start” approach is used. This means that the current unfunded actuarial liability is
projected and amortized over a set number of years. For example, a fresh start is needed in the following
situations:
1)
2)

When a positive payment would be required on a negative unfunded actuarial liability (or
conversely a negative payment on a positive unfunded actuarial liability); or
When there are excess assets, rather than an unfunded liability. In this situation, a 30-year fresh
start is used.

It should be noted that the actuary may determine that a fresh start is necessary under other
circumstances. In all cases of a fresh start, the period is set by the actuary at what is deemed appropriate;
however, the period will not be greater than 30 years.
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Exceptions for Inactive Plans:
The following exceptions apply to plans classified as Inactive. These plans have no active members and no
expectation to have active members in the future.



Amortization of unfunded liability is on a “level dollar” basis rather than a “level percent of pay”
basis
Actuarial judgment will be used to shorten amortization periods for Inactive plans with existing
periods that are deemed too long given the duration of the liability. In many cases, a Fresh Start
approach with a 20 year closed period will be used. However, the specific demographics of the
plan will be used to determine if periods shorter or longer than 20 years may be more appropriate.

Asset Valuation Method
It is the policy of the CalPERS Board of Administration to use professionally accepted amortization methods
to eliminate a surplus or an unfunded accrued liability in a manner that maintains benefit security for the
members of the System while minimizing substantial variations in required employer contributions. On April
17, 2013, the CalPERS Board of Administration approved a recommendation to change the CalPERS
amortization and rate smoothing policies. Beginning with the June 30, 2013 valuations that set the employer
contribution for Fiscal Year 2015-16, CalPERS employs a policy that amortizes all gains and losses over a
fixed 30-year period. The increase or decrease in the rate is then spread directly over a 5-year period. This
method is referred to as “direct rate smoothing.” CalPERS no longer uses an actuarial value of assets and
only uses the market value of assets. The direct rate smoothing method is equivalent to a method using a 5
year asset smoothing period with no actuarial value of asset corridor and a 25-year amortization period for
gains and losses.
PEPRA Normal Cost Rate Methodology
Per Government Code Section 7522.30(b) the “normal cost rate” shall mean the annual actuarially
determined normal cost for the plan of retirement benefits provided to the new member and shall be
established based on actuarial assumptions used to determine the liabilities and costs as part of the annual
actuarial valuation. The plan of retirement benefits shall include any elements that would impact the
actuarial determination of the normal cost, including, but not limited to, the retirement formula, eligibility
and vesting criteria, ancillary benefit provisions, and any automatic cost-of-living adjustments as determined
by the public retirement system.
Each non-pooled plan is considered to be stable with a sufficiently large demographic of actives. It is
preferable to determine normal cost using a large active population ongoing so that this rate remains
relatively stable. The total PEPRA normal cost will be calculated using all active members within a nonpooled plan. Accordingly, plans will be funded equally between employer and employee based on the
demographics of the employees of that employer. As each non-pooled plan builds up to either 100+ active
PEPRA members or half of their active population is under the PEPRA formula, the total PEPRA normal cost
will be based on the active PEPRA population in the plan.
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Actuarial Assumptions
In 2014, CalPERS completed a 2-year asset liability management study incorporating actuarial assumptions
and strategic asset allocation. On February 19, 2014, the CalPERS Board of Administration adopted relatively
modest changes to the current asset allocation that will reduce the expected volatility of returns. The
adopted asset allocation is expected to have a long-term blended return that continues to support a
discount rate assumption of 7.5 percent. The Board also approved several changes to the demographic
assumptions that more closely align with actual experience. The most significant of these is mortality
improvement to acknowledge the greater life expectancies we are seeing in our membership and expected
continued improvements. The new actuarial assumptions were first used in the June 30, 2014 valuation to
set the Fiscal Year 2016-17 contribution for public agency employers. The increase in liability due to new
actuarial assumptions is amortized over a 20-year period with a 5-year ramp-up/ramp-down in accordance
with Board policy. These new actuarial assumptions are set forth in this section.
For more details and additional rationale for the selection of the actuarial assumptions, please refer to the
CalPERS Experience Study and Review of Actuarial Assumptions report from January 2014 that can be found
on the CalPERS website under: “Forms and Publications”. Click on “View All” and search for Experience
Study.
All actuarial assumptions (except the discount rates used for the hypothetical termination liability) represent
an estimate of future experience rather than observations of the estimates inherent in market data.

Economic Assumptions
Discount Rate
7.5 percent compounded annually (net of expenses). This assumption is used for all plans.
Termination Liability Discount Rate
The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the
10-year and 30-year U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and
liability durations as of the termination date.
The hypothetical termination liabilities in this report are calculated using an observed range of
market interest rates. This range is based on the lowest and highest 20-year Treasury bond
observed during an approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date. The 20-year
Treasury bond has a similar duration to most plan liabilities and serves as a good proxy for the
termination discount rate. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.
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Salary Growth
Annual increases vary by category, entry age, and duration of service. A sample of assumed
increases are shown below.
Public Agency Miscellaneous
Duration of Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30

(Entry Age 20)
0.1220
0.0990
0.0860
0.0770
0.0700
0.0640
0.0460
0.0420
0.0390
0.0370
0.0350

(Entry Age 30)
0.1160
0.0940
0.0810
0.0720
0.0650
0.0600
0.0430
0.0400
0.0380
0.0360
0.0340

(Entry Age 40)
0.1020
0.0830
0.0710
0.0630
0.0570
0.0520
0.0390
0.0360
0.0340
0.0330
0.0320

Duration of Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30

Public Agency Fire
(Entry Age 20) (Entry Age 30)
0.2000
0.1980
0.1490
0.1460
0.1200
0.1160
0.0980
0.0940
0.0820
0.0780
0.0690
0.0640
0.0470
0.0460
0.0440
0.0420
0.0420
0.0390
0.0400
0.0370
0.0380
0.0360

(Entry Age 40)
0.1680
0.1250
0.0990
0.0810
0.0670
0.0550
0.0420
0.0390
0.0360
0.0340
0.0340

Duration of Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30

Public Agency Police
(Entry Age 20) (Entry Age 30)
0.1500
0.1470
0.1160
0.1120
0.0950
0.0920
0.0810
0.0780
0.0700
0.0670
0.0610
0.0580
0.0450
0.0430
0.0450
0.0430
0.0450
0.0430
0.0450
0.0430
0.0450
0.0430

(Entry Age 40)
0.1310
0.1010
0.0830
0.0700
0.0600
0.0520
0.0370
0.0370
0.0370
0.0370
0.0370
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Salary Growth (continued)
Public Agency County Peace Officers
Duration of Service (Entry Age 20) (Entry Age 30) (Entry Age 40)
0
0.1770
0.1670
0.1500
1
0.1340
0.1260
0.1140
2
0.1080
0.1030
0.0940
3
0.0900
0.0860
0.0790
4
0.0760
0.0730
0.0670
5
0.0650
0.0620
0.0580
10
0.0470
0.0450
0.0410
15
0.0460
0.0450
0.0390
20
0.0460
0.0450
0.0380
25
0.0460
0.0450
0.0380
30
0.0460
0.0440
0.0380

Duration of Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30



Schools
(Entry Age 20) (Entry Age 30)
0.0900
0.0880
0.0780
0.0750
0.0700
0.0680
0.0650
0.0630
0.0610
0.0590
0.0580
0.0560
0.0460
0.0450
0.0420
0.0410
0.0390
0.0380
0.0370
0.0350
0.0350
0.0330

(Entry Age 40)
0.0820
0.0700
0.0630
0.0580
0.0540
0.0510
0.0410
0.0380
0.0350
0.0330
0.0310

The Miscellaneous salary scale is used for Local Prosecutors.
The Police salary scale is used for Other Safety, Local Sheriff, and School Police.

Overall Payroll Growth
3.00 percent compounded annually (used in projecting the payroll over which the unfunded liability
is amortized). This assumption is used for all plans.
Inflation
2.75 percent compounded annually. This assumption is used for all plans.
Non-valued Potential Additional Liabilities
The potential liability loss for a cost-of-living increase exceeding the 2.75 percent inflation
assumption, and any potential liability loss from future member service purchases are not reflected
in the valuation.

Miscellaneous Loading Factors
Credit for Unused Sick Leave
Total years of service is increased by 1 percent for those plans that have accepted the provision
providing Credit for Unused Sick Leave.
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Conversion of Employer Paid Member Contributions (EPMC)
Total years of service is increased by the Employee Contribution Rate for those plans with the
provision providing for the Conversion of Employer Paid Member Contributions (EPMC) during the
final compensation period.
Norris Decision (Best Factors)
Employees hired prior to July 1, 1982 have projected benefit amounts increased in order to reflect
the use of “Best Factors” in the calculation of optional benefit forms. This is due to a 1983
Supreme Court decision, known as the Norris decision, which required males and females to be
treated equally in the determination of benefit amounts. Consequently, anyone already employed
at that time is given the best possible conversion factor when optional benefits are determined. No
loading is necessary for employees hired after July 1, 1982.
Termination Liability
The termination liabilities include a 7 percent contingency load. This load is for unforeseen
improvements in mortality.

Demographic Assumptions
Pre-Retirement Mortality
Non-industrial death rates vary by age and gender. Industrial death rates vary by age. See sample
rates in table below. The non-industrial death rates are used for all plans. The industrial death
rates are used for safety plans (except for Local Prosecutor safety members where the
corresponding miscellaneous plan does not have the Industrial Death Benefit).

Age
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80

Non-Industrial Death
(Not Job-Related)
Male
Female
0.00031
0.00020
0.00040
0.00023
0.00049
0.00025
0.00057
0.00035
0.00075
0.00050
0.00106
0.00071
0.00155
0.00100
0.00228
0.00138
0.00308
0.00182
0.00400
0.00257
0.00524
0.00367
0.00713
0.00526
0.00990
0.00814

Industrial Death
(Job-Related)
Male and Female
0.00003
0.00007
0.00010
0.00012
0.00013
0.00014
0.00015
0.00016
0.00017
0.00018
0.00019
0.00020
0.00021

Miscellaneous plans usually have industrial death rates set to zero unless the agency has specifically
contracted for industrial death benefits. If so, each non-industrial death rate shown above will be
split into two components; 99 percent will become the non-industrial death rate and 1 percent will
become the industrial death rate.
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Post-Retirement Mortality
Rates vary by age, type of retirement, and gender. See sample rates in table below. These rates
are used for all plans.

Age
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100
105
110

Healthy Recipients
Male
Female
0.00501
0.00466
0.00599
0.00416
0.00710
0.00436
0.00829
0.00588
0.01305
0.00993
0.02205
0.01722
0.03899
0.02902
0.06969
0.05243
0.12974
0.09887
0.22444
0.18489
0.32536
0.30017
0.58527
0.56093
1.00000
1.00000

Non-Industrially Disabled
(Not Job-Related)
Male
Female
0.01680
0.01158
0.01973
0.01149
0.02289
0.01235
0.02451
0.01607
0.02875
0.02211
0.03990
0.03037
0.06083
0.04725
0.09731
0.07762
0.14804
0.12890
0.22444
0.21746
0.32536
0.30017
0.58527
0.56093
1.00000
1.00000

Industrially Disabled
(Job-Related)
Male
Female
0.00501
0.00466
0.00599
0.00416
0.00754
0.00518
0.01122
0.00838
0.01635
0.01395
0.02834
0.02319
0.04899
0.03910
0.07679
0.06251
0.12974
0.09887
0.22444
0.18489
0.32536
0.30017
0.58527
0.56093
1.00000
1.00000

The post-retirement mortality rates above include 20 years of projected on-going mortality
improvement using Scale BB published by the Society of Actuaries.
Marital Status
For active members, a percentage who are married upon retirement is assumed according to
member category as shown in the following table.
Member Category
Miscellaneous Member
Local Police
Local Fire
Other Local Safety
School Police

Percent Married
85%
90%
90%
90%
90%

Age of Spouse
It is assumed that female spouses are 3 years younger than male spouses. This assumption is used
for all plans.
Terminated Members
It is assumed that terminated members refund immediately if non-vested. Terminated members
who are vested are assumed to follow the same service retirement pattern as active members but
with a load to reflect the expected higher rates of retirement, especially at lower ages. The
following table shows the load factors that are applied to the service retirement assumption for
active members to obtain the service retirement pattern for separated vested members:
Age
50
51
52
53 through 54
55
56 and above

Load Factor Miscellaneous
190%
110%
110%
100%
100%
100% (no change)

Load Factor Safety
310%
190%
105%
105%
140%
100% (no change)

Termination with Refund
Rates vary by entry age and service for miscellaneous plans. Rates vary by service for safety plans.
See sample rates in tables below.
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Public Agency Miscellaneous
Duration of
Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30
35

Entry Age 20
0.1742
0.1545
0.1348
0.1151
0.0954
0.0212
0.0138
0.0060
0.0037
0.0017
0.0005
0.0001

Entry Age 25
0.1674
0.1477
0.1280
0.1083
0.0886
0.0193
0.0121
0.0051
0.0029
0.0011
0.0001
0.0001

Duration of Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30
35

Entry Age 30
0.1606
0.1409
0.1212
0.1015
0.0818
0.0174
0.0104
0.0042
0.0021
0.0005
0.0001
0.0001

Entry Age 35
0.1537
0.1339
0.1142
0.0945
0.0748
0.0155
0.0088
0.0032
0.0013
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001

Public Agency Safety
Fire
Police
0.0710
0.1013
0.0554
0.0636
0.0398
0.0271
0.0242
0.0258
0.0218
0.0245
0.0029
0.0086
0.0009
0.0053
0.0006
0.0027
0.0005
0.0017
0.0003
0.0012
0.0003
0.0009
0.0003
0.0009

Entry Age 40
0.1468
0.1271
0.1074
0.0877
0.0680
0.0136
0.0071
0.0023
0.0005
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001

Entry Age 45
0.1400
0.1203
0.1006
0.0809
0.0612
0.0116
0.0055
0.0014
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001

County Peace Officer
0.0997
0.0782
0.0566
0.0437
0.0414
0.0145
0.0089
0.0045
0.0020
0.0009
0.0006
0.0006

The police termination and refund rates are also used for Public Agency Local Prosecutors, Other
Safety, Local Sheriff, and School Police.
Schools
Duration of
Service
0
1
2
3
4
5
10
15
20
25
30
35

Entry Age 20
0.1730
0.1585
0.1440
0.1295
0.1149
0.0278
0.0172
0.0115
0.0073
0.0037
0.0015
0.0002

Entry Age 25
0.1627
0.1482
0.1336
0.1192
0.1046
0.0249
0.0147
0.0094
0.0055
0.0023
0.0003
0.0002

Entry Age 30
0.1525
0.1379
0.1234
0.1089
0.0944
0.0221
0.0122
0.0074
0.0038
0.0010
0.0002
0.0002

Entry Age 35
0.1422
0.1277
0.1131
0.0987
0.0841
0.0192
0.0098
0.0053
0.0020
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002

Entry Age 40
0.1319
0.1174
0.1028
0.0884
0.0738
0.0164
0.0074
0.0032
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002

Entry Age 45
0.1217
0.1071
0.0926
0.0781
0.0636
0.0135
0.0049
0.0011
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002

A-8

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION – June 30, 2015
ACTUARIAL METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

APPENDIX A

Termination with Vested Benefits
Rates vary by entry age and service for miscellaneous plans. Rates vary by service for safety plans.
See sample rates in tables below.
Public Agency Miscellaneous
Duration of
Service
5
10
15
20
25
30
35

Entry Age 20
0.0656
0.0530
0.0443
0.0333
0.0212
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 25
0.0597
0.0466
0.0373
0.0261
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 30
0.0537
0.0403
0.0305
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 35
0.0477
0.0339
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 40
0.0418
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Public Agency Safety
Duration of
Service
5
10
15
20
25
30
35




Fire
0.0162
0.0061
0.0058
0.0053
0.0047
0.0045
0.0000

Police
0.0163
0.0126
0.0082
0.0065
0.0058
0.0056
0.0000

County Peace
Officer
0.0265
0.0204
0.0130
0.0074
0.0043
0.0030
0.0000

When a member is eligible to retire, the termination with vested benefits probability is set to
zero.
After termination with vested benefits, a miscellaneous member is assumed to retire at age 59
and a safety member at age 54.
The Police termination with vested benefits rates are also used for Public Agency Local
Prosecutors, Other Safety, Local Sheriff, and School Police.

Schools
Duration of
Service
5
10
15
20
25
30
35

Entry Age 20
0.0816
0.0629
0.0537
0.0420
0.0291
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 25
0.0733
0.0540
0.0440
0.0317
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 30
0.0649
0.0450
0.0344
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 35
0.0566
0.0359
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Entry Age 40
0.0482
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
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Non-Industrial (Not Job-Related) Disability
Rates vary by age and gender for miscellaneous plans. Rates vary by age and category for safety
plans.
Miscellaneous
Age
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60

Male
0.0002
0.0002
0.0002
0.0005
0.0012
0.0019
0.0021
0.0022
0.0022




Female
0.0001
0.0001
0.0002
0.0008
0.0016
0.0022
0.0023
0.0018
0.0014

Fire

Police

County Peace Officer

Male and Female
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0002
0.0005
0.0010
0.0015

Male and Female
0.0001
0.0001
0.0002
0.0003
0.0004
0.0005
0.0008
0.0013
0.0020

Male and Female
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0004
0.0007
0.0013
0.0018
0.0010
0.0006

Schools
Male
0.0003
0.0001
0.0001
0.0005
0.0015
0.0030
0.0039
0.0036
0.0031

Female
0.0003
0.0001
0.0002
0.0004
0.0010
0.0019
0.0024
0.0021
0.0014

The miscellaneous non-industrial disability rates are used for Local Prosecutors.
The police non-industrial disability rates are also used for Other Safety, Local Sheriff, and
School Police.

Industrial (Job-Related) Disability
Rates vary by age and category.






Age

Fire

Police

County Peace Officer

20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60

0.0001
0.0003
0.0007
0.0016
0.0030
0.0053
0.0277
0.0409
0.0583

0.0000
0.0017
0.0048
0.0079
0.0110
0.0141
0.0185
0.0479
0.0602

0.0004
0.0013
0.0025
0.0037
0.0051
0.0067
0.0092
0.0151
0.0174

The police industrial disability rates are also used for Local Sheriff and Other Safety.
Fifty percent of the police industrial disability rates are used for School Police.
One percent of the police industrial disability rates are used for Local Prosecutors.
Normally, rates are zero for miscellaneous plans unless the agency has specifically contracted
for industrial disability benefits. If so, each miscellaneous non-industrial disability rate will be
split into two components: 50 percent will become the non-industrial disability rate and 50
percent will become the industrial disability rate.

Service Retirement
Retirement rates vary by age, service, and formula, except for the safety ½ @ 55 and 2% @ 55
formulas, where retirement rates vary by age only.
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Miscellaneous 1.5% @ 65
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.008
0.007
0.010
0.008
0.012
0.018
0.015
0.020
0.024
0.028
0.049
0.062
0.104
0.099
0.097
0.140
0.092
0.129
0.092
0.092
0.103

10 Years
0.011
0.010
0.014
0.012
0.016
0.025
0.021
0.028
0.033
0.039
0.069
0.087
0.146
0.139
0.136
0.197
0.130
0.181
0.129
0.130
0.144

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.013
0.015
0.012
0.013
0.017
0.019
0.015
0.017
0.019
0.022
0.031
0.035
0.025
0.029
0.033
0.038
0.040
0.046
0.048
0.054
0.083
0.094
0.106
0.120
0.177
0.200
0.169
0.191
0.165
0.186
0.240
0.271
0.157
0.177
0.220
0.249
0.156
0.177
0.158
0.178
0.175
0.198

25 Years
0.017
0.015
0.021
0.019
0.025
0.038
0.032
0.043
0.052
0.060
0.105
0.133
0.223
0.213
0.209
0.302
0.198
0.277
0.197
0.199
0.221

30 Years
0.019
0.017
0.024
0.022
0.028
0.043
0.036
0.048
0.058
0.067
0.118
0.150
0.251
0.239
0.233
0.339
0.222
0.311
0.221
0.224
0.248

Public Agency Miscellaneous 2% @ 60
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.010
0.009
0.011
0.010
0.015
0.022
0.018
0.024
0.027
0.033
0.056
0.071
0.117
0.122
0.114
0.150
0.114
0.141
0.103
0.109
0.117

10 Years
0.013
0.011
0.014
0.012
0.019
0.029
0.024
0.032
0.036
0.044
0.077
0.097
0.164
0.171
0.159
0.209
0.158
0.196
0.143
0.153
0.162

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.015
0.018
0.014
0.016
0.017
0.020
0.015
0.017
0.023
0.025
0.035
0.040
0.028
0.033
0.038
0.043
0.043
0.049
0.054
0.061
0.092
0.105
0.118
0.134
0.198
0.224
0.207
0.234
0.193
0.218
0.255
0.287
0.192
0.217
0.238
0.270
0.174
0.196
0.185
0.209
0.197
0.222

25 Years
0.019
0.017
0.022
0.020
0.029
0.045
0.036
0.049
0.055
0.068
0.117
0.149
0.250
0.261
0.244
0.321
0.243
0.301
0.219
0.234
0.248

30 Years
0.021
0.019
0.024
0.021
0.031
0.049
0.040
0.053
0.061
0.076
0.130
0.166
0.280
0.292
0.271
0.358
0.270
0.337
0.245
0.261
0.277
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Miscellaneous 2% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.014
0.012
0.013
0.015
0.026
0.048
0.042
0.044
0.049
0.057
0.067
0.081
0.116
0.114
0.108
0.155
0.132
0.122
0.111
0.114
0.130

10 Years
0.018
0.014
0.017
0.020
0.033
0.061
0.053
0.056
0.062
0.072
0.086
0.103
0.147
0.144
0.138
0.197
0.168
0.155
0.141
0.144
0.165

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.021
0.025
0.017
0.020
0.019
0.023
0.023
0.027
0.038
0.045
0.074
0.088
0.063
0.075
0.067
0.081
0.074
0.089
0.086
0.103
0.103
0.123
0.124
0.148
0.178
0.214
0.174
0.208
0.166
0.199
0.238
0.285
0.203
0.243
0.189
0.225
0.170
0.204
0.174
0.209
0.200
0.240

25 Years
0.027
0.021
0.025
0.030
0.051
0.100
0.085
0.091
0.100
0.118
0.139
0.168
0.243
0.237
0.227
0.325
0.276
0.256
0.232
0.238
0.272

30 Years
0.031
0.025
0.028
0.034
0.059
0.117
0.100
0.107
0.118
0.138
0.164
0.199
0.288
0.281
0.268
0.386
0.328
0.304
0.274
0.282
0.323

Public Agency Miscellaneous 2.5% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.004
0.004
0.004
0.008
0.024
0.066
0.042
0.041
0.045
0.055
0.066
0.072
0.099
0.092
0.091
0.122
0.138
0.114
0.100
0.114
0.127

10 Years
0.009
0.009
0.009
0.014
0.034
0.088
0.057
0.057
0.061
0.074
0.088
0.095
0.130
0.121
0.119
0.160
0.179
0.149
0.131
0.149
0.165

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.019
0.029
0.019
0.029
0.020
0.030
0.025
0.036
0.050
0.066
0.115
0.142
0.078
0.098
0.077
0.097
0.083
0.104
0.098
0.123
0.115
0.142
0.124
0.153
0.166
0.202
0.155
0.189
0.153
0.187
0.202
0.245
0.226
0.272
0.189
0.229
0.168
0.204
0.189
0.229
0.209
0.253

25 Years
0.049
0.049
0.050
0.058
0.091
0.179
0.128
0.128
0.136
0.157
0.179
0.191
0.248
0.233
0.231
0.297
0.329
0.279
0.250
0.279
0.306

30 Years
0.094
0.094
0.095
0.104
0.142
0.241
0.184
0.183
0.192
0.216
0.241
0.255
0.319
0.302
0.299
0.374
0.411
0.354
0.322
0.354
0.385
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Miscellaneous 2.7% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.004
0.002
0.006
0.010
0.032
0.076
0.055
0.050
0.055
0.061
0.069
0.086
0.105
0.103
0.109
0.134
0.147
0.121
0.113
0.117
0.141

10 Years
0.009
0.006
0.012
0.017
0.044
0.101
0.074
0.068
0.074
0.082
0.093
0.113
0.138
0.135
0.143
0.174
0.191
0.158
0.147
0.153
0.183

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.014
0.035
0.011
0.030
0.017
0.038
0.024
0.046
0.057
0.085
0.125
0.165
0.093
0.127
0.086
0.118
0.093
0.127
0.102
0.138
0.116
0.154
0.141
0.183
0.171
0.218
0.167
0.215
0.177
0.226
0.215
0.270
0.235
0.294
0.196
0.248
0.182
0.232
0.189
0.240
0.226
0.283

25 Years
0.055
0.050
0.059
0.068
0.113
0.205
0.160
0.151
0.161
0.174
0.192
0.225
0.266
0.262
0.275
0.326
0.354
0.300
0.282
0.291
0.341

30 Years
0.095
0.090
0.099
0.110
0.160
0.265
0.214
0.204
0.215
0.229
0.250
0.288
0.334
0.329
0.344
0.401
0.433
0.372
0.352
0.362
0.418

Public Agency Miscellaneous 3% @ 60
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.012
0.009
0.014
0.016
0.026
0.043
0.042
0.049
0.057
0.076
0.114
0.095
0.133
0.129
0.143
0.202
0.177
0.151
0.139
0.190
0.140

10 Years
0.018
0.014
0.020
0.023
0.036
0.057
0.056
0.065
0.076
0.100
0.148
0.123
0.172
0.166
0.185
0.260
0.228
0.194
0.179
0.245
0.182

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.024
0.039
0.019
0.034
0.026
0.043
0.031
0.048
0.045
0.065
0.072
0.096
0.070
0.094
0.082
0.108
0.094
0.122
0.123
0.157
0.182
0.226
0.152
0.190
0.211
0.260
0.204
0.252
0.226
0.278
0.318
0.386
0.279
0.340
0.238
0.292
0.220
0.270
0.299
0.364
0.223
0.274

25 Years
0.040
0.034
0.044
0.050
0.070
0.105
0.103
0.119
0.136
0.175
0.255
0.214
0.294
0.285
0.315
0.439
0.386
0.331
0.306
0.414
0.310

30 Years
0.091
0.084
0.096
0.102
0.125
0.165
0.162
0.180
0.199
0.244
0.334
0.288
0.378
0.368
0.401
0.542
0.482
0.420
0.391
0.513
0.396
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Miscellaneous 2% @ 62
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.000
0.000
0.010
0.013
0.021
0.044
0.030
0.036
0.046
0.058
0.062
0.062
0.097
0.089
0.094
0.129
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.125

10 Years
0.000
0.000
0.013
0.017
0.027
0.056
0.039
0.046
0.059
0.074
0.078
0.079
0.123
0.113
0.120
0.164
0.133
0.133
0.133
0.133
0.160

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.016
0.019
0.020
0.024
0.033
0.039
0.068
0.080
0.047
0.055
0.056
0.066
0.072
0.085
0.089
0.105
0.095
0.112
0.096
0.113
0.150
0.176
0.137
0.162
0.145
0.171
0.199
0.234
0.162
0.190
0.162
0.190
0.162
0.190
0.162
0.190
0.194
0.228

25 Years
0.000
0.000
0.022
0.027
0.045
0.092
0.063
0.076
0.097
0.121
0.129
0.129
0.202
0.186
0.197
0.269
0.219
0.219
0.219
0.219
0.262

30 Years
0.000
0.000
0.024
0.031
0.050
0.104
0.072
0.086
0.110
0.137
0.146
0.146
0.229
0.210
0.222
0.304
0.247
0.247
0.247
0.247
0.296

Service Retirement

Age
50
51
52
53
54
55

Age
50
51
52
53
54
55

Public Agency Fire ½ @ 55 and 2% @ 55
Rate
Age
0.0159
56
0.0000
57
0.0344
58
0.0199
59
0.0413
60
0.0751

Rate
0.1108
0.0000
0.0950
0.0441
1.00000

Public Agency Police ½ @ 55 and 2% @ 55
Rate
Age
Rate
0.0255
56
0.0692
0.0000
57
0.0511
0.0164
58
0.0724
0.0272
59
0.0704
0.0095
60
1.0000
0.1667
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 2% @ 50
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.005
0.005
0.018
0.044
0.065
0.086
0.067
0.066
0.066
0.139
0.123
0.110
0.130
0.130
0.130
1.000

10 Years
0.005
0.005
0.018
0.044
0.065
0.086
0.067
0.066
0.066
0.139
0.123
0.110
0.130
0.130
0.130
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.018
0.018
0.044
0.044
0.065
0.065
0.086
0.086
0.067
0.067
0.066
0.066
0.066
0.066
0.139
0.139
0.123
0.123
0.110
0.110
0.130
0.130
0.130
0.130
0.130
0.130
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.017
0.017
0.042
0.090
0.126
0.166
0.130
0.129
0.129
0.176
0.153
0.138
0.162
0.162
0.162
1.000

30 Years
0.089
0.087
0.132
0.217
0.283
0.354
0.289
0.288
0.288
0.312
0.278
0.256
0.291
0.291
0.291
1.000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 2% @ 50
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.009
0.013
0.018
0.052
0.067
0.089
0.083
0.082
0.088
0.074
0.100
0.072
0.099
0.114
0.114
1.000

10 Years
0.009
0.013
0.018
0.052
0.067
0.089
0.083
0.082
0.088
0.074
0.100
0.072
0.099
0.114
0.114
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.009
0.009
0.013
0.013
0.018
0.018
0.052
0.052
0.067
0.067
0.089
0.089
0.083
0.083
0.082
0.082
0.088
0.088
0.074
0.074
0.100
0.100
0.072
0.072
0.099
0.099
0.114
0.114
0.114
0.114
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.013
0.020
0.028
0.079
0.103
0.136
0.127
0.126
0.136
0.113
0.154
0.110
0.152
0.175
0.175
1.000

30 Years
0.020
0.029
0.042
0.119
0.154
0.204
0.190
0.189
0.204
0.170
0.230
0.165
0.228
0.262
0.262
1.000
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 3% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.004
0.014
0.026
0.038
0.071
0.061
0.072
0.065
0.066
0.118
0.065
0.084
0.108
0.084
0.084
1.000

10 Years
0.004
0.014
0.026
0.038
0.071
0.061
0.072
0.065
0.066
0.118
0.065
0.084
0.108
0.084
0.084
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.004
0.004
0.014
0.014
0.026
0.026
0.038
0.038
0.071
0.071
0.061
0.061
0.072
0.072
0.065
0.065
0.066
0.066
0.118
0.118
0.065
0.065
0.084
0.084
0.108
0.108
0.084
0.084
0.084
0.084
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.015
0.034
0.060
0.083
0.151
0.131
0.153
0.140
0.142
0.247
0.138
0.178
0.226
0.178
0.178
1.000

30 Years
0.086
0.114
0.154
0.188
0.292
0.261
0.295
0.273
0.277
0.437
0.272
0.332
0.405
0.332
0.332
1.000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 3% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.001
0.002
0.012
0.032
0.057
0.073
0.064
0.063
0.065
0.088
0.105
0.118
0.087
0.067
0.067
1.000

10 Years
0.001
0.002
0.012
0.032
0.057
0.073
0.064
0.063
0.065
0.088
0.105
0.118
0.087
0.067
0.067
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.001
0.006
0.002
0.006
0.012
0.021
0.032
0.049
0.057
0.087
0.073
0.109
0.064
0.097
0.063
0.095
0.065
0.099
0.088
0.131
0.105
0.155
0.118
0.175
0.087
0.128
0.067
0.100
0.067
0.100
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.016
0.018
0.040
0.085
0.144
0.179
0.161
0.157
0.163
0.213
0.251
0.282
0.210
0.165
0.165
1.000

30 Years
0.069
0.071
0.098
0.149
0.217
0.259
0.238
0.233
0.241
0.299
0.344
0.380
0.295
0.243
0.243
1.000
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 3% @ 50
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.050
0.034
0.033
0.039
0.045
0.052
0.042
0.043
0.054
0.054
0.060
0.048
0.061
0.057
0.069
1.000

10 Years
0.050
0.034
0.033
0.039
0.045
0.052
0.042
0.043
0.054
0.054
0.060
0.048
0.061
0.057
0.069
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.050
0.099
0.034
0.072
0.033
0.071
0.039
0.080
0.045
0.092
0.052
0.105
0.042
0.087
0.043
0.088
0.054
0.109
0.054
0.108
0.060
0.121
0.048
0.098
0.061
0.122
0.057
0.115
0.069
0.137
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.240
0.198
0.198
0.212
0.229
0.248
0.221
0.223
0.255
0.253
0.272
0.238
0.274
0.263
0.296
1.000

30 Years
0.314
0.260
0.259
0.277
0.300
0.323
0.289
0.292
0.333
0.330
0.355
0.311
0.357
0.343
0.385
1.000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 3% @ 50
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.020
0.008
0.023
0.023
0.027
0.043
0.053
0.054
0.052
0.075
0.065
0.076
0.068
0.027
0.094
1.000

10 Years
0.020
0.008
0.023
0.023
0.027
0.043
0.053
0.054
0.052
0.075
0.065
0.076
0.068
0.027
0.094
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.020
0.040
0.008
0.023
0.023
0.043
0.023
0.043
0.027
0.048
0.043
0.070
0.053
0.085
0.054
0.086
0.052
0.084
0.075
0.116
0.065
0.102
0.076
0.117
0.068
0.106
0.027
0.049
0.094
0.143
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.130
0.107
0.136
0.135
0.143
0.174
0.196
0.197
0.193
0.239
0.219
0.241
0.224
0.143
0.277
1.000

30 Years
0.192
0.164
0.198
0.198
0.207
0.244
0.269
0.271
0.268
0.321
0.298
0.324
0.304
0.208
0.366
1.000
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Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 2% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.011
0.009
0.018
0.037
0.049
0.063
0.045
0.064
0.047
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
1.000

10 Years
0.011
0.009
0.018
0.037
0.049
0.063
0.045
0.064
0.047
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.011
0.011
0.009
0.009
0.018
0.018
0.037
0.037
0.049
0.049
0.063
0.063
0.045
0.045
0.064
0.064
0.047
0.047
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
0.105
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.020
0.016
0.034
0.067
0.089
0.115
0.082
0.117
0.086
0.130
0.129
0.129
0.129
0.129
0.129
1.000

30 Years
0.036
0.028
0.060
0.119
0.159
0.205
0.146
0.209
0.154
0.191
0.188
0.188
0.188
0.188
0.188
1.000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 2% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.005
0.006
0.012
0.033
0.045
0.061
0.055
0.081
0.059
0.055
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
1.000

10 Years
0.005
0.006
0.012
0.033
0.045
0.061
0.055
0.081
0.059
0.055
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.005
0.005
0.006
0.006
0.012
0.012
0.033
0.033
0.045
0.045
0.061
0.061
0.055
0.055
0.081
0.081
0.059
0.059
0.055
0.055
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
0.085
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.008
0.009
0.019
0.050
0.069
0.094
0.084
0.125
0.091
0.084
0.131
0.131
0.131
0.131
0.131
1.000

30 Years
0.012
0.013
0.028
0.075
0.103
0.140
0.126
0.187
0.137
0.126
0.196
0.196
0.196
0.196
0.196
1.000

A-18

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION – June 30, 2015
ACTUARIAL METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

APPENDIX A

Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 2.5% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.014
0.012
0.025
0.047
0.063
0.076
0.054
0.071
0.057
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
1.000

10 Years
0.014
0.012
0.025
0.047
0.063
0.076
0.054
0.071
0.057
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.014
0.014
0.012
0.012
0.025
0.025
0.047
0.047
0.063
0.063
0.076
0.076
0.054
0.054
0.071
0.071
0.057
0.057
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
0.126
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.025
0.021
0.046
0.086
0.115
0.140
0.099
0.130
0.103
0.156
0.155
0.155
0.155
0.155
0.155
1.000

30 Years
0.045
0.038
0.081
0.154
0.205
0.249
0.177
0.232
0.184
0.229
0.226
0.226
0.226
0.226
0.226
1.000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 2.5% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.007
0.008
0.016
0.042
0.057
0.074
0.066
0.090
0.071
0.066
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
1.000

10 Years
0.007
0.008
0.016
0.042
0.057
0.074
0.066
0.090
0.071
0.066
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
1.000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.007
0.007
0.008
0.008
0.016
0.016
0.042
0.042
0.057
0.057
0.074
0.074
0.066
0.066
0.090
0.090
0.071
0.071
0.066
0.066
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
0.102
1.000
1.000

25 Years
0.010
0.012
0.025
0.064
0.088
0.114
0.102
0.139
0.110
0.101
0.157
0.157
0.157
0.157
0.157
1.000

30 Years
0.015
0.018
0.038
0.096
0.132
0.170
0.153
0.208
0.164
0.151
0.235
0.236
0.236
0.236
0.236
1.000

A-19

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION – June 30, 2015
ACTUARIAL METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

APPENDIX A

Service Retirement
Public Agency Police 2.7% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65



5 Years
0.0138
0.0123
0.0249
0.0497
0.0662
0.0854
0.0606
0.0711
0.0628
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
1.0000

10 Years
0.0138
0.0123
0.0249
0.0497
0.0662
0.0854
0.0606
0.0711
0.0628
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
1.0000

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.0138
0.0138
0.0123
0.0123
0.0249
0.0249
0.0497
0.0497
0.0662
0.0662
0.0854
0.0854
0.0606
0.0606
0.0711
0.0711
0.0628
0.0628
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
0.1396
1.0000
1.0000

25 Years
0.0253
0.0226
0.0456
0.0909
0.1211
0.1563
0.1108
0.1300
0.1149
0.1735
0.1719
0.1719
0.1719
0.1719
0.1719
1.0000

30 Years
0.0451
0.0402
0.0812
0.1621
0.2160
0.2785
0.1975
0.2318
0.2049
0.2544
0.2506
0.2506
0.2506
0.2506
0.2506
1.0000

These rates also apply to Local Prosecutors, Local Sheriff, School Police, and Other Safety.

Service Retirement
Public Agency Fire 2.7% @ 57
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65

5 Years
0.0065
0.0081
0.0164
0.0442
0.0606
0.0825
0.0740
0.0901
0.0790
0.0729
0.1135
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
1.0000

10 Years
0.0065
0.0081
0.0164
0.0442
0.0606
0.0825
0.0740
0.0901
0.0790
0.0729
0.1135
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
1.0000

Duration of
15 Years
0.0065
0.0081
0.0164
0.0442
0.0606
0.0825
0.0740
0.0901
0.0790
0.0729
0.1135
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
1.0000

Service
20 Years
0.0065
0.0081
0.0164
0.0442
0.0606
0.0825
0.0740
0.0901
0.0790
0.0729
0.1135
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
0.1136
1.0000

25 Years
0.0101
0.0125
0.0254
0.0680
0.0934
0.1269
0.1140
0.1387
0.1217
0.1123
0.1747
0.1749
0.1749
0.1749
0.1749
1.0000

30 Years
0.0151
0.0187
0.0380
0.1018
0.1397
0.1900
0.1706
0.2077
0.1821
0.1681
0.2615
0.2618
0.2618
0.2618
0.2618
1.0000
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Service Retirement
Schools 2% @ 55
Age
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

5 Years
0.005
0.005
0.006
0.007
0.012
0.024
0.020
0.021
0.025
0.029
0.037
0.046
0.076
0.069
0.067
0.091
0.072
0.067
0.060
0.067
0.066

10 Years
0.009
0.010
0.012
0.014
0.024
0.048
0.039
0.042
0.050
0.057
0.073
0.090
0.151
0.136
0.133
0.180
0.143
0.132
0.118
0.133
0.131

Duration of Service
15 Years 20 Years
0.013
0.015
0.014
0.017
0.017
0.020
0.019
0.023
0.033
0.039
0.067
0.079
0.055
0.065
0.059
0.070
0.070
0.083
0.080
0.095
0.102
0.121
0.126
0.149
0.212
0.250
0.191
0.225
0.185
0.219
0.251
0.297
0.200
0.237
0.185
0.218
0.165
0.195
0.187
0.220
0.183
0.216

25 Years
0.016
0.019
0.022
0.026
0.044
0.088
0.072
0.078
0.092
0.105
0.134
0.166
0.278
0.251
0.244
0.331
0.264
0.243
0.217
0.246
0.241

30 Years
0.018
0.021
0.025
0.029
0.049
0.099
0.081
0.087
0.103
0.118
0.150
0.186
0.311
0.281
0.273
0.370
0.295
0.272
0.243
0.275
0.270

Miscellaneous
Internal Revenue Code Section 415
The limitations on benefits imposed by Internal Revenue Code Section 415 are taken into account in this
valuation. Each year the impact of any changes in this limitation since the prior valuation is included and
amortized as part of the actuarial gain or loss base. This results in lower contributions for those employers
contributing to the Replacement Benefit Fund and protects CalPERS from prefunding expected benefits in
excess of limits imposed by federal tax law.
Internal Revenue Code Section 401(a)(17)
The limitations on compensation imposed by Internal Revenue Code Section 401(a)(17) are taken into
account in this valuation. Each year, the impact of any changes in the compensation limitation since the
prior valuation is included and amortized as part of the actuarial gain or loss base. The compensation limit
for classic members for the 2015 calendar year is $265,000.
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The following is a description of the principal plan provisions used in calculating costs and liabilities. We have
indicated whether a plan provision is standard or optional. Standard benefits are applicable to all members while
optional benefits vary among employers. Optional benefits that apply to a single period of time, such as Golden
Handshakes, have not been included. Many of the statements in this summary are general in nature, and are
intended to provide an easily understood summary of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law. The law itself governs
in all situations.

Service Retirement
Eligibility
A classic CalPERS member or PEPRA Safety member becomes eligible for Service Retirement upon attainment of age
50 with at least 5 years of credited service (total service across all CalPERS employers, and with certain other
retirement systems with which CalPERS has reciprocity agreements). For employees hired into a plan with the 1.5
percent at 65 formula, eligibility for service retirement is age 55 with at least 5 years of service. PEPRA miscellaneous
members become eligible for service retirement upon attainment of age 52 with at least 5 years of service.
Benefit
The service retirement benefit is a monthly allowance equal to the product of the benefit factor, years of service, and

final compensation.


The benefit factor depends on the benefit formula specified in your agency’s contract. The table below shows
the factors for each of the available formulas. Factors vary by the member’s age at retirement. Listed are the
factors for retirement at whole year ages:

Miscellaneous Plan Formulas
Retirement
Age

1.5% at
65

2% at 60

2% at 55

2.5% at
55

2.7% at
55

3% at 60

PEPRA
2% at 62

50
51
52
53

0.5000%
0.5667%
0.6334%
0.7000%

1.092%
1.156%
1.224%
1.296%

1.426%
1.522%
1.628%
1.742%

2.000%
2.100%
2.200%
2.300%

2.000%
2.140%
2.280%
2.420%

2.000%
2.100%
2.200%
2.300%

N/A
N/A
1.000%
1.100%

54
55
56
57

0.7667%
0.8334%
0.9000%
0.9667%

1.376%
1.460%
1.552%
1.650%

1.866%
2.000%
2.052%
2.104%

2.400%
2.500%
2.500%
2.500%

2.560%
2.700%
2.700%
2.700%

2.400%
2.500%
2.600%
2.700%

1.200%
1.300%
1.400%
1.500%

58
59
60
61

1.0334%
1.1000%
1.1667%
1.2334%

1.758%
1.874%
2.000%
2.134%

2.156%
2.210%
2.262%
2.314%

2.500%
2.500%
2.500%
2.500%

2.700%
2.700%
2.700%
2.700%

2.800%
2.900%
3.000%
3.000%

1.600%
1.700%
1.800%
1.900%

62
63
64
65

1.3000%
1.3667%
1.4334%
1.5000%

2.272%
2.418%
2.418%
2.418%

2.366%
2.418%
2.418%
2.418%

2.500%
2.500%
2.500%
2.500%

2.700%
2.700%
2.700%
2.700%

3.000%
3.000%
3.000%
3.000%

2.000%
2.100%
2.200%
2.300%

66
67 & up

1.5000%
1.5000%

2.418%
2.418%

2.418%
2.418%

2.500%
2.500%

2.700%
2.700%

3.000%
3.000%

2.400%
2.500%
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Safety Plan Formulas
Retirement
Age

½ at 55 *

2% at 55

2% at 50

3% at 55

3% at 50

50

1.783%

1.426%

2.000%

2.400%

3.000%

51

1.903%

1.522%

2.140%

2.520%

3.000%

52

2.035%

1.628%

2.280%

2.640%

3.000%

53

2.178%

1.742%

2.420%

2.760%

3.000%

54
55 & Up

2.333%
2.500%

1.866%
2.000%

2.560%

2.880%

3.000%

2.700%

3.000%

3.000%

* For this formula, the benefit factor also varies by entry age. The factors shown are for members with an entry age
of 35 or greater. If entry age is less than 35, then the age 55 benefit factor is 50 percent divided by the difference
between age 55 and entry age. The benefit factor for ages prior to age 55 is the same proportion of the age 55
benefit factor as in the above table.
PEPRA Safety Plan Formulas

Retirement Age

2% at 57

2.5% at 57

2.7% at 57

50

1.426%

2.000%

2.000%

51

1.508%

2.071%

2.100%

52

1.590%

2.143%

2.200%

53

1.672%

2.214%

2.300%

54
55

1.754%
1.836%

2.286%
2.357%

2.400%

56

1.918%

2.429%

2.600%

57 & Up

2.000%

2.500%

2.700%

2.500%



The years of service is the amount credited by CalPERS to a member while he or she is employed in this group
(or for other periods that are recognized under the employer’s contract with CalPERS). For a member who has
earned service with multiple CalPERS employers, the benefit from each employer is calculated separately
according to each employer’s contract, and then added together for the total allowance. An agency may contract
for an optional benefit where any unused sick leave accumulated at the time of retirement will be converted to
credited service at a rate of 0.004 years of service for each day of sick leave.



The final compensation is the monthly average of the member’s highest 36 or 12 consecutive months’ full-time
equivalent monthly pay (no matter which CalPERS employer paid this compensation). The standard benefit is 36
months. Employers had the option of providing a final compensation equal to the highest 12 consecutive months
for classic plans only. Final compensation must be defined by the highest 36 consecutive months’ pay under the
1.5% at 65 formula. PEPRA members have a cap on the annual salary that can be used to calculate final
compensation for all new members based on the Social Security contribution and benefit base. For employees
that participate in Social Security this cap is $117,020 for 2015 and for those employees that do not participate
in Social Security the cap for 2015 is $140,424. Adjustments to the caps are permitted annually based on
changes to the CPI for all urban consumers.



Employees must be covered by Social Security with the 1.5% at 65 formula. Social Security is optional for all
other benefit formulas. For employees covered by Social Security, the modified formula is the standard benefit.
Under this type of formula, the final compensation is offset by $133.33 (or by one third if the final compensation
is less than $400). Employers may contract for the full benefit with Social Security that will eliminate the offset
applicable to the final compensation. For employees not covered by Social Security, the full benefit is paid with
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no offsets. Auxiliary organizations of the CSUC system may elect reduced contribution rates, in which case the
offset is $317 if members are not covered by Social Security or $513 if members are covered by Social Security.


The miscellaneous and PEPRA safety service retirement benefit is not capped. The classic service retirement
benefit is capped at 90 percent of final compensation.

Vested Deferred Retirement
Eligibility for Deferred Status
A CalPERS member becomes eligible for a deferred vested retirement benefit when he or she leaves employment,
keeps his or her contribution account balance on deposit with CalPERS, and has earned at least 5 years of credited
service (total service across all CalPERS employers, and with certain other retirement systems with which CalPERS
has reciprocity agreements).
Eligibility to Start Receiving Benefits
The CalPERS classic members and PEPRA safety members become eligible to receive the deferred retirement benefit
upon satisfying the eligibility requirements for deferred status and upon attainment of age 50 (55 for employees
hired into a 1.5% @ 65 plan). PEPRA miscellaneous members become eligible to receive the deferred retirement
benefit upon satisfying the eligibility requirements for deferred status and upon attainment of age 52.
Benefit
The vested deferred retirement benefit is the same as the service retirement benefit, where the benefit factor is
based on the member’s age at allowance commencement. For members who have earned service with multiple
CalPERS employers, the benefit from each employer is calculated separately according to each employer’s contract,
and then added together for the total allowance.

Non-Industrial (Non-Job Related) Disability Retirement
Eligibility
A CalPERS member is eligible for Non-Industrial Disability Retirement if he or she becomes disabled and has at least
5 years of credited service (total service across all CalPERS employers, and with certain other retirement systems
with which CalPERS has reciprocity agreements). There is no special age requirement. Disabled means the member is
unable to perform his or her job because of an illness or injury, which is expected to be permanent or to last
indefinitely. The illness or injury does not have to be job related. A CalPERS member must be actively employed by
any CalPERS employer at the time of disability in order to be eligible for this benefit.
Standard Benefit
The standard Non-Industrial Disability Retirement benefit is a monthly allowance equal to 1.8 percent of final
compensation, multiplied by service, which is determined as follows:


Service is CalPERS credited service, for members with less than 10 years of service or greater than 18.518 years
of service; or



Service is CalPERS credited service plus the additional number of years that the member would have worked
until age 60, for members with at least 10 years but not more than 18.518 years of service. The maximum
benefit in this case is 33 1/3 percent of final compensation.
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Improved Benefit
Employers have the option of providing the improved Non-Industrial Disability Retirement benefit. This benefit
provides a monthly allowance equal to 30 percent of final compensation for the first 5 years of service, plus 1 percent
for each additional year of service to a maximum of 50 percent of final compensation.
Members who are eligible for a larger service retirement benefit may choose to receive that benefit in lieu of a
disability benefit. Members eligible to retire, and who have attained the normal retirement age determined by their
service retirement benefit formula, will receive the same dollar amount for disability retirement as that payable for
service retirement. For members who have earned service with multiple CalPERS employers, the benefit attributed to
each employer is the total disability allowance multiplied by the ratio of service with a particular employer to the total
CalPERS service.

Industrial (Job Related) Disability Retirement
All safety members have this benefit. For miscellaneous members, employers have the option of providing this
benefit. An employer may choose to provide the increased benefit option or the improved benefit option.
Eligibility
An employee is eligible for Industrial Disability Retirement if he or she becomes disabled while working, where
disabled means the member is unable to perform the duties of the job because of a work-related illness or injury,
which is expected to be permanent or to last indefinitely. A CalPERS member who has left active employment within
this group is not eligible for this benefit, except to the extent described below.
Standard Benefit
The standard Industrial Disability Retirement benefit is a monthly allowance equal to 50 percent of final
compensation.
Increased Benefit (75 percent of Final Compensation)
The increased Industrial Disability Retirement benefit is a monthly allowance equal to 75 percent final compensation
for total disability.
Improved Benefit (50 percent to 90 percent of Final Compensation)
The improved Industrial Disability Retirement benefit is a monthly allowance equal to the Workman’s Compensation
Appeals Board permanent disability rate percentage (if 50 percent or greater, with a maximum of 90 percent) times
the final compensation.
For a CalPERS member not actively employed in this group who became disabled while employed by some other
CalPERS employer, the benefit is a return of accumulated member contributions with respect to employment in this
group. With the standard or increased benefit, a member may also choose to receive the annuitization of the
accumulated member contributions.
If a member is eligible for service retirement and if the service retirement benefit is more than the industrial disability
retirement benefit, the member may choose to receive the larger benefit.
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Post-Retirement Death Benefit
Standard Lump Sum Payment
Upon the death of a retiree, a one-time lump sum payment of $500 will be made to the retiree’s designated
survivor(s), or to the retiree’s estate.
Improved Lump Sum Payment
Employers have the option of providing an improved lump sum death benefit of $600, $2,000, $3,000, $4,000 or
$5,000.

Form of Payment for Retirement Allowance
Standard Form of Payment
Generally, the retirement allowance is paid to the retiree in the form of an annuity for as long as he or she is alive.
The retiree may choose to provide for a portion of his or her allowance to be paid to any designated beneficiary after
the retiree’s death. CalPERS provides for a variety of such benefit options, which the retiree pays for by taking a
reduction in his or her retirement allowance. Such reduction takes into account the amount to be provided to the
beneficiary and the probable duration of payments (based on the ages of the member and beneficiary) made
subsequent to the member’s death.
Improved Form of Payment (Post-Retirement Survivor Allowance)
Employers have the option to contract for the post-retirement survivor allowance.
For retirement allowances with respect to service subject to the modified formula, 25 percent of the retirement
allowance will automatically be continued to certain statutory beneficiaries upon the death of the retiree, without a
reduction in the retiree’s allowance. For retirement allowances with respect to service subject to the full or
supplemental formula, 50 percent of the retirement allowance will automatically be continued to certain statutory
beneficiaries upon the death of the retiree, without a reduction in the retiree’s allowance. This additional benefit is
referred to as post-retirement survivor allowance (PRSA) or simply as survivor continuance.
In other words, 25 percent or 50 percent of the allowance, the continuance portion, is paid to the retiree for as long
as he or she is alive, and that same amount is continued to the retiree’s spouse (or if no eligible spouse, to
unmarried child(ren) until they attain age 18; or, if no eligible child(ren), to a qualifying dependent parent) for the
rest of his or her lifetime. This benefit will not be discontinued in the event the spouse remarries.
The remaining 75 percent or 50 percent of the retirement allowance, which may be referred to as the option portion
of the benefit, is paid to the retiree as an annuity for as long as he or she is alive. Or, the retiree may choose to
provide for some of this option portion to be paid to any designated beneficiary after the retiree’s death. Benefit
options applicable to the option portion are the same as those offered with the standard form. The reduction is
calculated in the same manner but is applied only to the option portion.
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Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Basic Death Benefit
This is a standard benefit.
Eligibility
An employee’s beneficiary (or estate) may receive the basic death benefit if the member dies while actively
employed. A CalPERS member must be actively employed with the CalPERS employer providing this benefit to be
eligible for this benefit. A member’s survivor who is eligible for any other pre-retirement death benefit may choose to
receive that death benefit instead of this basic death benefit.
Benefit
The basic death benefit is a lump sum in the amount of the member’s accumulated contributions, where interest is
currently credited at 7.5 percent per year, plus a lump sum in the amount of one month's salary for each completed
year of current service, up to a maximum of six months' salary. For purposes of this benefit, one month's salary is
defined as the member's average monthly full-time rate of compensation during the 12 months preceding death.

1957 Survivor Benefit
This is a standard benefit.
Eligibility
An employee’s eligible survivor(s) may receive the 1957 Survivor benefit if the member dies while actively employed,
has attained at least age 50 for classic and safety PEPRA members and age 52 for miscellaneous PEPRA members,
and has at least 5 years of credited service (total service across all CalPERS employers and with certain other
retirement systems with which CalPERS has reciprocity agreements). A CalPERS member must be actively employed
with the CalPERS employer providing this benefit to be eligible for this benefit. An eligible survivor means the
surviving spouse to whom the member was married at least one year before death or, if there is no eligible spouse,
to the member's unmarried child(ren) under age 18. A member’s survivor who is eligible for any other pre-retirement
death benefit may choose to receive that death benefit instead of this 1957 Survivor benefit.
Benefit
The 1957 Survivor benefit is a monthly allowance equal to one-half of the unmodified service retirement benefit that
the member would have been entitled to receive if the member had retired on the date of his or her death. If the
benefit is payable to the spouse, the benefit is discontinued upon the death of the spouse. If the benefit is payable to
dependent child(ren), the benefit will be discontinued upon death or attainment of age 18, unless the child(ren) is
disabled. The total amount paid will be at least equal to the basic death benefit.
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Optional Settlement 2W Death Benefit
This is an optional benefit.
Eligibility
An employee’s eligible survivor may receive the Optional Settlement 2W Death benefit if the member dies while
actively employed, has attained at least age 50 for classic and safety PEPRA members and age 52 for miscellaneous
PEPRA members, and has at least 5 years of credited service (total service across all CalPERS employers and with
certain other retirement systems with which CalPERS has reciprocity agreements). A CalPERS member who is no
longer actively employed with any CalPERS employer is not eligible for this benefit. An eligible survivor means the
surviving spouse to whom the member was married at least one year before death. A member’s survivor who is
eligible for any other pre-retirement death benefit may choose to receive that death benefit instead of this Optional
Settlement 2W Death benefit.
Benefit
The Optional Settlement 2W Death benefit is a monthly allowance equal to the service retirement benefit that the
member would have received had the member retired on the date of his or her death and elected Optional
Settlement 2W. (A retiree who elects Optional Settlement 2W receives an allowance that has been reduced so that it
will continue to be paid after his or her death to a surviving beneficiary.) The allowance is payable as long as the
surviving spouse lives, at which time it is continued to any unmarried child(ren) under age 18, if applicable. The total
amount paid will be at least equal to the basic death benefit.

Special Death Benefit
This is a standard benefit for safety members. An employer may elect to provide this benefit for miscellaneous
members.
Eligibility
An employee’s eligible survivor(s) may receive the special death benefit if the member dies while actively employed
and the death is job-related. A CalPERS member who is no longer actively employed with any CalPERS employer is
not eligible for this benefit. An eligible survivor means the surviving spouse to whom the member was married prior
to the onset of the injury or illness that resulted in death. If there is no eligible spouse, an eligible survivor means the
member's unmarried child(ren) under age 22. An eligible survivor who chooses to receive this benefit will not receive
any other death benefit.
Benefit
The special death benefit is a monthly allowance equal to 50 percent of final compensation, and will be increased
whenever the compensation paid to active employees is increased but ceasing to increase when the member would
have attained age 50. The allowance is payable to the surviving spouse until death at which time the allowance is
continued to any unmarried child(ren) under age 22. There is a guarantee that the total amount paid will at least
equal the basic death benefit.
If the member’s death is the result of an accident or injury caused by external violence or physical force incurred in
the performance of the member’s duty, and there are eligible surviving child(ren) (eligible means unmarried
child(ren) under age 22) in addition to an eligible spouse, then an additional monthly allowance is paid equal to
the following:




if 1 eligible child:
if 2 eligible children:
if 3 or more eligible children:

12.5 percent of final compensation
20.0 percent of final compensation
25.0 percent of final compensation
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Alternate Death Benefit for Local Fire Members
This is an optional benefit available only to local fire members.
Eligibility
An employee’s eligible survivor(s) may receive the alternate death benefit in lieu of the basic death benefit or the
1957 Survivor benefit if the member dies while actively employed and has at least 20 years of total CalPERS service.
A CalPERS member who is no longer actively employed with any CalPERS employer is not eligible for this benefit. An
eligible survivor means the surviving spouse to whom the member was married prior to the onset of the injury or
illness that resulted in death. If there is no eligible spouse, an eligible survivor means the member's unmarried
child(ren) under age 18.
Benefit
The Alternate Death benefit is a monthly allowance equal to the service retirement benefit that the member would
have received had the member retired on the date of his or her death and elected Optional Settlement 2W. (A retiree
who elects Optional Settlement 2W receives an allowance that has been reduced so that it will continue to be paid
after his or her death to a surviving beneficiary.) If the member has not yet attained age 50, the benefit is equal to
that which would be payable if the member had retired at age 50, based on service credited at the time of death.
The allowance is payable as long as the surviving spouse lives, at which time it is continued to any unmarried
child(ren) under age 18, if applicable. The total amount paid will be at least equal to the basic death benefit.

Cost-of-Living Adjustments (COLA)
Standard Benefit
Retirement and survivor allowances are adjusted each year in May for cost of living, beginning the second calendar
year after the year of retirement. The standard cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) is 2 percent. Annual adjustments
are calculated by first determining the lesser of 1) 2 percent compounded from the end of the year of retirement or
2) actual rate of inflation. The resulting increase is divided by the total increase provided in prior years. For any
particular year, the COLA adjustment may be less than 2 percent (when the rate of inflation is low), may be greater
than the rate of inflation (when the rate of inflation is low after several years of high inflation) or may even be
greater than 2 percent (when inflation is high after several years of low inflation).
Improved Benefit
Employers have the option of providing a COLA of 3 percent, 4 percent, or 5 percent, determined in the same
manner as described above for the standard 2 percent COLA. An improved COLA is not available with the 1.5% at 65
formula.

Purchasing Power Protection Allowance (PPPA)
Retirement and survivor allowances are protected against inflation by PPPA. PPPA benefits are cost-of-living
adjustments that are intended to maintain an individual’s allowance at 80 percent of the initial allowance at
retirement adjusted for inflation since retirement. The PPPA benefit will be coordinated with other cost-of-living
adjustments provided under the plan.
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Employee Contributions
Each employee contributes toward his or her retirement based upon the retirement formula. The standard employee
contribution is as described below.


The percent contributed below the monthly compensation breakpoint is 0 percent.



The monthly compensation breakpoint is $0 for full and supplemental formula members and $133.33 for
employees covered by the modified formula.



The percent contributed above the monthly compensation breakpoint depends upon the benefit formula, as
shown in the table below.
Benefit Formula
Miscellaneous, 1.5% at 65
Miscellaneous, 2% at 60
Miscellaneous, 2% at 55
Miscellaneous, 2.5% at 55
Miscellaneous, 2.7% at 55
Miscellaneous, 3% at 60
Miscellaneous, 2% at 62
Miscellaneous, 1.5% at 65
Safety, 1/2 at 55
Safety, 2% at 55
Safety, 2% at 50
Safety, 3% at 55
Safety, 3% at 50
Safety, 2% at 57
Safety, 2.5% at 57
Safety, 2.7% at 57

Percent Contributed above the
Breakpoint
2%
7%
7%
8%
8%
8%
50% of the Total Normal Cost
50% of the Total Normal Cost
Varies by entry age
7%
9%
9%
9%
50% of the Total Normal Cost
50% of the Total Normal Cost
50% of the Total Normal Cost

The employer may choose to “pick-up” these contributions for classic members (Employer Paid Member Contributions
or EPMC). EPMC is prohibited for new PEPRA members.
An employer may also include Employee Cost Sharing in the contract, where employees agree to share the cost of
the employer contribution. These contributions are paid in addition to the member contribution.
Auxiliary organizations of the CSUC system may elect reduced contribution rates, in which case the offset is $317 and
the contribution rate is 6 percent if members are not covered by Social Security. If members are covered by Social
Security, the offset is $513 and the contribution rate is 5 percent.

Refund of Employee Contributions
If the member’s service with the employer ends, and if the member does not satisfy the eligibility conditions for any
of the retirement benefits above, the member may elect to receive a refund of his or her employee contributions,
which are credited with 6 percent interest compounded annually.
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1959 Survivor Benefit
This is a pre-retirement death benefit available only to members not covered by Social Security. Any agency joining
CalPERS subsequent to 1993 is required to provide this benefit if the members are not covered by Social Security.
The benefit is optional for agencies joining CalPERS prior to 1994. Levels 1, 2 and 3 are now closed. Any new agency
or any agency wishing to add this benefit or increase the current level may only choose the 4th or Indexed Level.
This benefit is not included in the results presented in this valuation. More information on this benefit is available on
the CalPERS website at www.calpers.ca.gov.
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Summary of Valuation Data
June 30, 2014
1. Active Members
a) Counts
b) Average Attained Age
c) Average Entry Age to Rate Plan
d) Average Years of Service
e) Average Annual Covered Pay
f) Annual Covered Payroll
g) Projected Annual Payroll for Contribution Year
h) Present Value of Future Payroll
2. Transferred Members
a) Counts
b) Average Attained Age
c) Average Years of Service
d) Average Annual Covered Pay
3. Terminated Members
a) Counts
b) Average Attained Age
c) Average Years of Service
d) Average Annual Covered Pay
4. Retired Members and Beneficiaries
a) Counts
b) Average Attained Age
c) Average Annual Benefits
5. Active to Retired Ratio [(1a) / (4a)]

$

152
46.93
35.65
11.28
62,957
9,569,489
10,456,839
76,612,832

$

90
43.75
3.84
65,108

$

143
39.63
2.17
32,829

$

111
64.06
20,913
1.37

June 30, 2015

$

152
46.24
35.52
10.72
67,758
10,299,277
11,254,298
82,179,119

$

88
44.23
3.70
70,300

$

156
40.60
2.33
34,085

$

124
64.35
21,213
1.23

Counts of members included in the valuation are counts of the records processed by the valuation. Multiple
records may exist for those who have service in more than one valuation group. This does not result in
double counting of liabilities.
Average Annual Benefits represents benefit amounts payable by this plan only. Some members may have
service with another agency and would therefore have a larger total benefit than would be included as part
of the average shown here.
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Active Members
Counts of members included in the valuation are counts of the records processed by the valuation. Multiple records
may exist for those who have service in more than one valuation group. This does not result in double counting of
liabilities.
Distribution of Active Members by Age and Service
Years of Service at Valuation Date
Attained
Age
15-24

0-4
4

5-9
0

10-14
0

15-19
0

20-25
0

25+
0

Total
4

25-29

9

1

0

0

0

0

10

30-34

7

3

0

0

0

0

10

35-39

11

3

10

0

0

0

24

40-44

3

0

5

3

0

0

11

45-49

8

3

8

5

1

2

27

50-54

4

1

7

10

4

2

28

55-59

6

5

5

7

3

3

29

60-64

0

1

1

3

1

1

7

65 and over

1

0

0

1

0

0

2

All Ages

53

17

36

29

9

8

152

Distribution of Average Annual Salaries by Age and Service
Years of Service at Valuation Date
Attained
Age
15-24

0-4
$46,512

5-9
$0

10-14
$0

15-19
$0

20-25
$0

25+
$0

Average
$46,512

25-29

35,278

21,003

0

0

0

0

33,851

30-34

62,945

43,705

0

0

0

0

57,173

35-39

52,741

51,850

73,357

0

0

0

61,219

40-44

46,412

0

76,456

70,547

0

0

66,651

45-49

79,530

73,342

67,805

72,179

65,609

78,419

73,409

50-54

67,957

54,492

67,006

74,317

86,934

120,062

75,943

55-59

98,392

77,503

90,661

67,338

75,106

72,279

80,852

60-64

0

75,899

45,230

66,732

61,999

61,753

63,582

65 and over

40,000

0

0

62,349

0

0

51,175

All Ages

$60,415

$61,506

$72,941

$70,677

$77,851

$84,444

$67,758
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Transferred and Terminated Members
Distribution of Transfers to Other CalPERS Plans by Age and Service
Years of Service at Valuation Date
Attained
Age
15-24

Total
0

Average
Salary
$0

0

6

66,156

0

12

54,427

0

0

15

61,958

0

0

0

12

74,381

2

0

0

0

17

68,906

0

0

0

1

11

69,447

4

1

0

0

0

11

85,053

3

0

0

0

0

0

3

137,571

65 and over

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

30,797

All Ages

66

16

5

0

0

1

88

70,300

0-4
0

5-9
0

10-14
0

15-19
0

20-25
0

25+
0

25-29

6

0

0

0

0

30-34

11

1

0

0

0

35-39

10

4

1

0

40-44

6

5

1

45-49

14

1

50-54

9

1

55-59

6

60-64

Distribution of Terminated Participants with Funds on Deposit by Age and Service
Years of Service at Valuation Date
Attained
Age
15-24

0-4
0

5-9
0

10-14
0

15-19
0

20-25
0

25+
0

Total
0

Average
Salary
$0

25-29

20

1

0

0

0

0

21

23,264

30-34

43

4

0

0

0

0

47

27,414

35-39

15

2

0

0

0

0

17

34,956

40-44

14

5

1

1

0

0

21

46,479

45-49

12

4

1

0

0

0

17

38,912

50-54

10

2

1

0

0

0

13

32,711

55-59

11

2

0

0

0

0

13

36,635

60-64

4

1

0

0

0

0

5

71,354

65 and over

2

0

0

0

0

0

2

25,071

All Ages

131

21

3

1

0

0

156

34,085
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Retired Members and Beneficiaries
Distribution of Retirees and Beneficiaries by Age and Retirement Type*

Attained
Age
Under 30

Service
Retirement
0

NonIndustrial
Disability
0

Industrial
Disability
0

NonIndustrial
Death
0

Industrial
Death
0

Death
After
Retirement
0

Total
0

30-34

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

35-39

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40-44

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45-49

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

50-54

10

0

0

0

0

0

10

55-59

33

1

0

0

0

0

34

60-64

27

1

2

0

0

1

31

65-69

23

1

1

0

0

0

25

70-74

9

0

0

0

0

1

10

75-79

5

2

0

0

0

1

8

80-84

3

0

0

0

0

1

4

85 and Over

1

1

0

0

0

0

2

All Ages

111

6

3

0

0

4

124

Distribution of Average Annual Amounts for Retirees and Beneficiaries by Age
and Retirement Type*

Attained
Age
Under 30

Service
Retirement
$0

NonIndustrial
Disability
$0

Industrial
Disability
$0

NonIndustrial
Death
$0

Industrial
Death
$0

Death
After
Retirement
$0

Average
$0

30-34

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

35-39

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

40-44

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45-49

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

50-54

20,177

0

0

0

0

0

20,177

55-59

19,508

11,943

0

0

0

0

19,286

60-64

26,123

7,447

1,489

0

0

7,473

23,330

65-69

28,546

17,655

220

0

0

0

26,978

70-74

19,295

0

0

0

0

16,055

18,971

75-79

16,551

5,300

0

0

0

28,499

15,232

80-84

10,269

0

0

0

0

1,459

8,067

85 and Over

22,820

8,628

0

0

0

0

15,724

All Ages

$22,680

$9,379

$1,066

$0

$0

$13,372

$21,213
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Retired Members and Beneficiaries (continued)
Distribution of Retirees and Beneficiaries by Years Retired and Retirement Type*

Years
Retired
Under 5 Yrs

Service
Retirement
54

NonIndustrial
Disability
1

Industrial
Disability
0

NonIndustrial
Death
0

Industrial
Death
0

Death
After
Retirement
3

Total
58

5-9

29

0

0

0

0

0

29

10-14

16

1

1

0

0

1

19

15-19

10

0

1

0

0

0

11

20-24

1

3

0

0

0

0

4

25-29

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

30 and Over

0

1

1

0

0

0

2

All Years

111

6

3

0

0

4

124

Distribution of Average Annual Amounts for Retirees and Beneficiaries by Years Retired and
Retirement Type*

Years
Retired
Under 5 Yrs

Service
Retirement
$22,558

NonIndustrial
Disability
$11,943

Industrial
Disability
$0

NonIndustrial
Death
$0

Industrial
Death
$0

Death
After
Retirement
$12,477

Average
$21,854

5-9

31,809

0

0

0

0

0

31,809

10-14

15,745

17,655

2,833

0

0

16,055

15,182

15-19

9,389

0

144

0

0

0

8,549

20-24

8,254

6,127

0

0

0

0

6,659

25-29

22,820

0

0

0

0

0

22,820

30 and Over

0

8,295

220

0

0

0

4,258

All Years

$22,680

$9,379

$1,066

$0

$0

$13,372

$21,213

* Counts of members do not include alternate payees receiving benefits while the member is still working.
Therefore, the total counts may not match information on page 25 of the report. Multiple records may exist for
those who have service in more than one coverage group. This does not result in double counting of liabilities.
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Development of PEPRA Members Contribution Rates
The table below shows the determination of the Member contribution rates based on 50 percent of the Total Normal
Cost for each respective plan on June 30, 2015.
Assembly Bill (AB) 340 created PEPRA that implemented new benefit formulas and a final compensation period as
well as new contribution requirements for new employees. In accordance with Section Code 7522.30(b), “new
members … shall have an initial contribution rate of at least 50 percent of the normal cost rate.” The normal cost for
the plan is dependent on the benefit levels, actuarial assumptions and demographics of the plan particularly the entry
age into the plan. The PEPRA total normal cost for the plan is calculated assuming the entire active population,
including classic members, is subject to the adopted PEPRA formula and applicable compensation limits. Should the
total normal cost of the plan change by one percent or more from the base total normal cost established for the plan,
the new member rate shall be 50% of the new normal cost rounded up to the next highest quarter percent.
Basis for Current Rate
Rate Plan
Identifier
27453

Rates Effective July 1, 2017

Plan

Total
Normal
Cost

Member
Rate

Total
Normal
Cost

Change

Change
Needed

Member
Rate

Miscellaneous PEPRA

12.500%

6.250%

12.468%

(0.032%)

No

6.250%
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Glossary of Actuarial Terms
Accrued Liability (also called Actuarial Accrued Liability or Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability)
The total dollars needed as of the valuation date to fund all benefits earned in the past for current members.
Actuarial Assumptions
Assumptions made about certain events that will affect pension costs. Assumptions generally can be broken
down into two categories: demographic and economic. Demographic assumptions include such things as
mortality, disability and retirement rates. Economic assumptions include discount rate, salary growth and
inflation.
Actuarial Methods
Procedures employed by actuaries to achieve certain funding goals of a pension plan. Actuarial methods include
funding method, setting the length of time to fund the Accrued Liability and determining the Value of Assets.
Actuarial Valuation
The determination, as of a valuation date of the Normal Cost, Accrued liability, and related actuarial present
values for a pension plan. These valuations are performed annually or when an employer is contemplating a
change to their plan provisions.
Amortization Bases
Separate payment schedules for different portions of the Unfunded Liability. The total Unfunded Liability of a
Risk Pool or non-pooled plan can be segregated by "cause,” creating “bases” and each such base will be
separately amortized and paid for over a specific period of time. However, all bases are amortized using
investment and payroll assumptions from the current valuation. This can be likened to a home having a first
mortgage of 24 years remaining payments and a second mortgage that has 10 years remaining payments. Each
base or each mortgage note has its own terms (payment period, principal, etc.)
Generally, in an actuarial valuation, the separate bases consist of changes in unfunded liability due to contract
amendments, actuarial assumption changes, actuarial methodology changes, and/or gains and losses. Payment
periods are determined by Board policy and vary based on the cause of the change.
Amortization Period
The number of years required to pay off an Amortization Base.
Classic Member (under PEPRA)
A classic member is a member who joined CalPERS prior to January, 1, 2013 and who is not defined as a new
member under PEPRA. (See definition of new member below)
Discount Rate Assumption
The actuarial assumption that was called “investment return” in earlier CalPERS reports or “actuarial interest
rate” in Section 20014 of the California Public Employees’ Retirement Law (PERL).
Entry Age
The earliest age at which a plan member begins to accrue benefits under a defined benefit pension plan. In
most cases, this is the age of the member on their date of hire.
Entry Age Normal Cost Method
An actuarial cost method designed to fund a member's total plan benefit over the course of his or her career.
This method is designed to yield a rate expressed as a level percentage of payroll.
(The assumed retirement age less the entry age is the amount of time required to fund a member’s total benefit.
Generally, the older a member on the date of hire, the greater the entry age normal cost. This is mainly because
there is less time to earn investment income to fund the future benefits.)
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Fresh Start
A Fresh Start is when multiple amortization bases are collapsed to one base and amortized together over a new
funding period.
Funded Status
A measure of how well funded, or how "on track" a plan or risk pool is with respect to assets versus accrued
liabilities. A ratio greater than 100% means the plan or risk pool has more assets than liabilities and a ratio less
than 100% means liabilities are greater than assets.
GASB 68
Statement No. 68 of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board. The accounting standard governing a state
or local governmental employer’s accounting and financial reporting for pensions. GASB 68 replaces GASB 27
effective the first fiscal year beginning after June 15, 2014.
New Member (under PEPRA)
A new member includes an individual who becomes a member of a public retirement system for the first time on
or after January 1, 2013, and who was not a member of another public retirement system prior to that date, and
who is not subject to reciprocity with another public retirement system.
Normal Cost
The annual cost of service accrual for the upcoming fiscal year for active employees. The normal cost should be
viewed as the long term contribution rate.
Pension Actuary
A business professional that is authorized by the Society of Actuaries, and the American Academy of Actuaries to
perform the calculations necessary to properly fund a pension plan.
PEPRA
The California Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act of 2013
Prepayment Contribution
A payment made by the employer to reduce or eliminate the year’s required employer contribution.
Present Value of Benefits (PVB)
The total dollars needed as of the valuation date to fund all benefits earned in the past or expected to be earned
in the future for current members.
Superfunded
A condition existing when a plan’s Actuarial Value of Assets exceeds its Present Value of Benefits. Prior to the
passage of PEPRA, when this condition existed on a given valuation date for a given plan, employee
contributions for the rate year covered by that valuation could be waived.
Unfunded Liability (UAL)
When a plan or pool’s Value of Assets is less than its Accrued Liability, the difference is the plan or pool’s
Unfunded Liability. If the Unfunded Liability is positive, the plan or pool will have to pay contributions exceeding
the Normal Cost.
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August 2016

SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Dear Employer,
As an attachment to this letter, you will find a copy of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation
report of the pension plan.
Because this plan is in a risk pool, the following valuation report has been separated into two
sections:



Section 1 contains specific information for the plan including the development of the
current and projected employer contributions, and
Section 2 contains the Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation appropriate to the plan as of June
30, 2015.

Section 2 can be found on the CalPERS website at (www.calpers.ca.gov). From the home page,
go to “Forms & Publications” and select “View All”. In the search box, enter “Risk Pool Report”
and from the results list download the Miscellaneous or Safety Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation
Report as appropriate.
Your June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation report contains important actuarial information about
your pension plan at CalPERS. Your assigned CalPERS staff actuary, whose signature appears in
the Actuarial Certification section on page 1, is available to discuss the report with you after
August 31, 2016.
Future Employer Contribution
Fiscal
Year
2017-18
2018-19 (projected)

Employer Normal
Cost Rate
19.723%
19.7%

+

Employer Payment of
Unfunded Liability
$411,251
$533,225

The exhibit above displays the minimum employer contributions, before any cost sharing, for
Fiscal Year 2017-18 along with estimates of the contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19. The total
employer contribution is the sum of a Normal Cost Rate applied to reported payroll plus an
Unfunded Liability dollar payment. The estimated contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 are
based on a projection of the most recent information we have available, including an estimated
0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on the year to date return
through April 30, 2016).

SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Page 2

For a projection of employer contributions beyond Fiscal Year 2018-19, please refer to the
“Projected Employer Contributions” in the “Highlights and Executive Summary” section. This 5year projection of future employer contributions supersedes any previous projections we have
provided. The “Risk Analysis” section of the valuation report also contains estimated employer
contributions in future years under a variety of investment return scenarios. Member
contributions, other than cost sharing, are in addition to the above amounts. The employer
contributions in this report do not reflect any cost sharing arrangements you may have with
your employees.
The estimates for Fiscal Year 2018-19 also assume that there are no future contract
amendments and no liability gains or losses (such as larger than expected pay increases, more
retirements than expected, etc.) This is an important assumption because these gains and
losses do occur and can have a significant effect on required contributions. Even for the largest
plans or pools, such gains and losses can impact the employer’s contributions. These gains and
losses cannot be predicted in advance so the projected employer contributions are estimates.
The actual required employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will be provided in next year’s
valuation report.
Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to
reduce funding risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment
performance that significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the
discount rate, expected investment return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum
excess investment return of 4% above the existing discount rate is necessary to cause a
funding risk mitigation event. The policy has no impact on the current year valuation results but
is expected to have an impact in future years. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be
found on our website.
Besides the above noted changes, there may also be changes specific to the plan such as
contract amendments and funding changes.
Further descriptions of general changes are included in the “Highlights and Executive Summary”
section and in Appendix A, “Statement of Actuarial Data, Methods and Assumptions” of the
Section 2 report. We understand that you might have a number of questions about these
results. While we are very interested in discussing these results with your agency, in the
interest of allowing us to give every public agency their results, we ask that you wait until after
August 31 to contact us with actuarial related questions.
If you have other questions, please call our customer contact center at (888) CalPERS or (888225-7377).
Sincerely,

ALAN MILLIGAN
Chief Actuary

ACTUARIAL VALUATION
as of June 30, 2015

for the
SAFETY FIRE PLAN
of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)

REQUIRED CONTRIBUTIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR
July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018

TABLE OF CONTENTS
SECTION 1 – PLAN SPECIFIC INFORMATION
SECTION 2 – RISK POOL ACTUARIAL VALUATION INFORMATION

Section 1
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Plan Specific Information
for the
SAFETY FIRE PLAN
of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
(Rate Plan: 4644)

(CY) FIN PROCESS CONTROL ID: 477455

(PY) FIN PROCESS CONTROL ID: 469385

REPORT ID: 96872

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION

1

HIGHLIGHTS AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 INTRODUCTION

3

 PURPOSE OF SECTION 1

3

 REQUIRED EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION

4

 PLAN’S FUNDED STATUS

5

 PROJECTED EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTIONS

5

 CHANGES SINCE THE PRIOR YEAR VALUATION

5

 SUBSEQUENT EVENTS

5

ASSETS AND LIABILITIES
 ALLOCATION OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S EXPERIENCE/ASSUMPTION CHANGE

7

 DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S MVA

7

 SCHEDULE OF PLAN’S SIDE FUND & OTHER AMORTIZATION BASES

8

 30-YEAR AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE AND ALTERNATIVES

9

 EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION HISTORY

11



FUNDING HISTORY

11

RISK ANALYSIS
 ANALYSIS OF FUTURE INVESTMENT RETURN SCENARIOS

13

 ANALYSIS OF DISCOUNT RATE SENSITIVITY

14

 VOLATILITY RATIOS

15

 HYPOTHETICAL TERMINATION LIABILITY

16

PARTICIPANT DATA

17

LIST OF CLASS 1 BENEFIT PROVISIONS

17

PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT OPTIONS

18

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
Section 1 of this report is based on the member and financial data contained in our records as of June 30, 2015
which was provided by your agency and the benefit provisions under your contract with CalPERS. Section 2 of
this report is based on the member and financial data as of June 30, 2015 provided by employers participating
in the Safety Risk Pool to which the plan belongs and benefit provisions under the CalPERS contracts for those
agencies.
As set forth in Section 2 of this report, the pool actuary has certified that, in their opinion, the valuation of the
risk pool containing your SAFETY FIRE PLAN has been performed in accordance with generally accepted
actuarial principles consistent with standards of practice prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board, and that
the assumptions and methods are internally consistent and reasonable for the risk pool as of the date of this
valuation and as prescribed by the CalPERS Board of Administration according to provisions set forth in the
California Public Employees’ Retirement Law.
Having relied upon the information set forth in Section 2 of this report and based on the census and benefit
provision information for the plan, it is my opinion as the plan actuary that the side fund and other Unfunded
Accrued Liability bases as of June 30, 2015 and employer contribution as of July 1, 2017, have been properly
and accurately determined in accordance with the principles and standards stated above.
The undersigned is an actuary for CalPERS, who is a member of both the American Academy of Actuaries and
Society of Actuaries and meets the Qualification Standards of the American Academy of Actuaries to render the
actuarial opinion contained herein.

KELLY STURM, ASA, MAAA
Senior Pension Actuary, CalPERS
Plan Actuary

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Introduction
This report presents the results of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation of the SAFETY FIRE PLAN of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This actuarial valuation
sets the required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. The Risk Mitigation Policy does not have
an impact on the current year actuarial valuation. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on
our website.

Purpose of Section 1
This Section 1 report for the SAFETY FIRE PLAN of the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’
Retirement System (CalPERS) was prepared by the plan actuary in order to:




Set forth the assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2015;
Determine the required employer contribution for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2017 through June
30, 2018; and
Provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2015 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties.

The pension funding information presented in this report should not be used in financial reports subject to
GASB Statement No. 68 for a Cost Sharing Employer Defined Benefit Pension Plan. A separate accounting
valuation report for such purposes is available from CalPERS and details for ordering are available on our
website.
The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not
contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary before
disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.
California Actuarial Advisory Panel Recommendations
This report includes all the basic disclosure elements as described in the Model Disclosure Elements for
Actuarial Valuation Reports recommended in 2011 by the California Actuarial Advisory Panel (CAAP), with
the exception of including the original base amounts of the various components of the unfunded liability in
the Schedule of Amortization Bases shown on page 8.
Additionally, this report includes the following “Enhanced Risk Disclosures” also recommended by the CAAP
in the Model Disclosure Elements document:



A “Deterministic Stress Test,” projecting future results under different investment income
scenarios
A “Sensitivity Analysis,” showing the impact on current valuation results using a 1 percent plus or
minus change in the discount rate.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Required Employer Contribution
Fiscal Year
Required Employer Contribution
Employer Normal Cost Rate

Fiscal Year

2016-17 1

2017-18

19.536%

19.723%

Plus Either
1) Monthly Employer Dollar UAL Payment

$

27,294.61

$

34,270.90

$

315,903

$

396,645

Or
2) Annual Lump Sum Prepayment Option

The total minimum required employer contribution is the sum of the Plan’s Employer Normal Cost Rate
(expressed as a percentage of payroll) plus the Employer Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) Contribution
Amount (billed monthly in dollars). Only the UAL portion of the employer contribution can be prepaid
(which must be received in full no later than July 31). Plan Normal Cost contributions will be made as
part of the payroll reporting process. If there is contractual cost sharing or other change, this amount will
change. §20572 of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law assesses interest at an annual rate of 10
percent if a contracting agency fails to remit the required contributions when due.

Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

1

2017-18

27.415%

27.603%

1.108%
0.000%
28.523%
8.987%
19.536%

1.108%
0.000%
28.711%
8.988%
19.723%

2016-17
Development of Normal Cost as a Percentage of Payroll
Base Total Normal Cost for Formula
Surcharge for Class 1 Benefits3
a) FAC 1
Phase out of Normal Cost Difference4
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Formula's Expected Employee Contribution Rate
Employer Normal Cost Rate
Projected Payroll for the Contribution Fiscal Year

$

3,729,077 $

4,182,715

Estimated Employer Contributions Based on Projected Payroll
Plan’s Estimated Employer Normal Cost
$

728,497 $

824,957

327,535
1,056,032 $

411,251
1,236,208

Plan’s Payment on Amortization Bases
Total Employer Contribution5

2

$

1

The results shown for Fiscal Year 2016-17 reflect the prior year valuation and do not take into account any lump sum
payment, side fund payoff, or rate adjustment made after June 30, 2015.

2

See page 8 for a breakdown of the Amortization Bases.

3

Section 2 of this report contains a list of Class 1 benefits and corresponding surcharges for each benefit.

4

The normal cost difference is phased out over a five year period. The phase out of normal cost difference is 100 percent
for the first year of pooling, and is incrementally reduced by 20 percent of the original normal cost difference for each
subsequent year. This is non-zero only for plans that joined a pool within the past 5 years. Most plans joined a pool
June 30, 2003, when risk pooling was implemented.

5

As a percentage of projected payroll the UAL contribution is 9.832 percent for an estimated total employer contribution
rate of 29.555 percent.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Plan’s Funded Status
June 30, 2014
1. Present Value of Projected Benefits (PVB)

$

40,041,588

June 30, 2015
$

43,703,919

2. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability (AL)

32,211,915

35,145,859

3. Plan’s Market Value of Assets (MVA)

26,506,359

27,832,408

5,705,556

7,313,451

82.3%

79.2%

4. Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(2) - (3)]
5. Funded Ratio [(3) / (2)]

Projected Employer Contributions
The estimate for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is based on a projection of the most recent information we have
available, including an estimated 0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on year to
date return through April 30, 2016).
The table below shows projected employer contributions (before cost sharing) for the next five fiscal years,

assuming CalPERS earns 0.0 percent for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and 7.50 percent every fiscal year
thereafter, and assuming that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that no further changes
to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur between now and the beginning of the
projection period.
Required
Contribution

Projected Future Employer Contributions

Fiscal Year

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

Normal Cost %
UAL $

19.723%
$411,251

19.7%
$533,225

19.7%
$662,147

19.7%
$741,788

19.7%
$828,446

19.7%
$891,038

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Benefits
None. This valuation generally reflects plan changes by amendments effective before the date of the report.
Please refer to the “Plan’s Major Benefit Options” and Appendix B of Section 2 for a summary of the plan
provisions used in this valuation.
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
None.

Subsequent Events
Risk Mitigation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy
can be found on our website.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Allocation of Plan’s Share of Pool’s
Experience/Assumption Change
It is the policy of CalPERS to ensure equity within the risk pools by allocating the pool’s experience
gains/losses and assumption changes in a manner that treats each employer equitably and maintains
benefit security for the members of the System while minimizing substantial variations in employer
contributions. The Pool’s experience gains/losses and impact of assumption/method changes is allocated to
the plan as follows:

1.

Plan’s Accrued Liability

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Projected UAL balance at 6/30/15
Pool’s Accrued Liability
Sum of Pool’s Individual Plan UAL Balances at 6/30/15
Pool’s 2014/15 Investment & Asset (Gain)/Loss
Pool’s 2014/15 Other (Gain)/Loss
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Asset (Gain)/Loss [(1)-(2)]/[(3)-(4)] * (5)
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Other (Gain)/Loss [(1)]/[(3)] * (6)
Plan’s New (Gain)/Loss as of 6/30/2015 [(7)+(8)]
Increase in Pool’s Accrued Liability due to Change in Assumptions
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Change in Assumptions [(1)]/[(3)] * (10)

$
$

$
$

35,145,859
5,795,752
18,467,886,519
3,713,009,355
765,720,345
(2,867,161)
1,523,156
(5,456)
1,517,699
0
0

Development of the Plan’s Share of Pool’s Market
Value of Assets
1.
2.
3.

Plan’s Accrued Liability
Plan’s UAL
Plan’s Share of Pool’s MVA [(1)-(2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Schedule of Plan’s Side Fund and Other Amortization Bases
There is a two-year lag between the valuation date and the start of the contribution fiscal year.



The assets, liabilities, and funded status of the plan are measured as of the valuation date: June 30, 2015.
The employer contribution determined by the valuation is for the fiscal year beginning two years after the valuation date: Fiscal Year 2017-18.

This two-year lag is necessary due to the amount of time needed to extract and test the membership and financial data, and the need to provide public agencies
with their employer contribution well in advance of the start of the fiscal year.
The Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is used to determine the employer contribution and therefore must be rolled forward two years from the valuation date to the
first day of the fiscal year for which the contribution is being determined. The UAL is rolled forward each year by subtracting the payment on the UAL for the fiscal
year and adjusting for interest.

Reason for Base
SHARE OF PRE-2013 POOL UAL
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
TOTAL

Date
Established
06/30/13
06/30/13
06/30/13
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/15
06/30/15

Amortization
Period
20
28
28
29
19
29
30
30

Balance
6/30/15
$3,130,113
$3,507,271
$(39,816)
$(2,508,127)
$1,675,556
$30,755
$1,523,156
$(5,456)
$7,313,452

Payment
2015-16
$222,830
$49,330
$(560)
$0
$(35,588)
$0
$0
$0
$236,012

Balance
6/30/16
$3,133,836
$3,719,170
$(42,222)
$(2,696,237)
$1,838,121
$33,062
$1,637,392
$(5,866)
$7,617,256

Payment
2016-17
$229,515
$101,620
$(1,154)
$(37,923)
$35,012
$465
$0
$0
$327,535

Amounts for Fiscal 2017-18
Scheduled
Balance
Payment
6/30/17
for 2017-18
$3,130,907
$236,401
$3,892,746
$157,002
$(44,192)
$(1,782)
$(2,859,135)
$(78,121)
$1,939,679
$72,125
$35,060
$958
$1,760,197
$24,757
$(6,306)
$(89)
$7,848,956
$411,251

The (gain)/loss bases are the plan’s allocated share of the risk pool’s (gain)/loss for the fiscal year as disclosed on the previous page. These (gain)/loss bases will be
amortized according to Board policy over 30 years with a 5-year ramp-up.
If the total Unfunded Liability is negative (i.e., plan has a surplus), the scheduled payment is $0, because the minimum required contribution under PEPRA must be
at least equal to the normal cost.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
The amortization schedule on the previous page shows the minimum contributions required according to CalPERS
amortization policy. There has been considerable interest from many agencies in paying off these unfunded
accrued liabilities sooner and the possible savings in doing so. As a result, we have provided alternate
amortization schedules to help analyze the current amortization schedule and illustrate the advantages of
accelerating unfunded liability payments.
Shown on the following page are future year amortization payments based on 1) the current amortization
schedule reflecting the individual bases and remaining periods shown on the previous page, and 2) alternate
“fresh start” amortization schedules using two sample periods that would both result in interest savings relative to
the current amortization schedule. Note that the payments under each alternate scenario increase by 3 percent
for each year into the future. The schedules do not attempt to reflect any experience after June 30, 2015 that
may deviate from the actuarial assumptions. Therefore, future amortization payments displayed in the Current
Amortization Schedule may not match projected amortization payments shown in connection with Projected
Employer Contributions provided elsewhere in this report.
The Current Amortization Schedule typically contains individual bases that are both positive and negative.
Positive bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in increases to
unfunded liability. Negative bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in
decreases to unfunded liability. The combination of positive and negative bases within an amortization schedule
can result in unusual or problematic circumstances in future years such as:




A positive total unfunded liability with a negative total payment,
A negative total unfunded liability with a positive total payment, or
Total payments that completely amortize the unfunded liability over a very short period of time

In any year where one of the above scenarios occurs, the actuary will consider corrective action such as replacing
the existing unfunded liability bases with a single “fresh start” base and amortizing it over a reasonable period.
The Current Amortization Schedule on the following page may appear to show that, based on the current
amortization bases, one of the above scenarios will occur at some point in the future. It is impossible to know
today whether such a scenario will in fact arise since there will be additional bases added to the amortization
schedule in each future year. Should such a scenario arise in any future year, the actuary will take appropriate
action based on guidelines in the CalPERS amortization policy. For purposes of this display, total payments
include any negative payments. Therefore, the amount of estimated savings may be understated to the extent
that negative payments appear in the current schedule.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
Alternate Schedules

Date

Current Amortization
Schedule
Balance
Payment

20 Year Amortization
Balance

Payment

15 Year Amortization
Balance

Payment

6/30/2017

7,848,955

411,251

7,848,955

592,639

7,848,955

719,510

6/30/2018

8,011,232

499,694

7,823,165

610,418

7,691,622

741,095

6/30/2019

8,093,981

593,075

7,777,008

628,730

7,500,110

763,328

6/30/2020

8,086,116

635,070

7,708,402

647,592

7,271,183

786,228

6/30/2021

8,034,121

681,887

7,615,094

667,020

7,001,343

809,815

6/30/2022

7,929,684

702,343

7,494,645

687,031

6,686,810

834,109

6/30/2023

7,796,205

723,414

7,344,415

707,642

6,323,498

859,133

6/30/2024

7,630,869

745,116

7,161,548

728,871

5,906,992

884,907

6/30/2025

7,430,632

767,470

6,942,955

750,737

5,432,526

911,454

6/30/2026

7,192,200

790,494

6,685,296

773,259

4,894,950

938,797

6/30/2027

6,912,013

814,209

6,384,961

796,457

4,288,705

966,961

6/30/2028

6,586,225

838,635

6,038,049

820,351

3,607,792

995,970

6/30/2029

6,210,677

863,794

5,640,345

844,961

2,845,732

1,025,849

6/30/2030

5,780,877

889,708

5,187,297

870,310

1,995,539

1,056,625

6/30/2031

5,291,974

916,399

4,673,987

896,419

1,049,672

1,088,323

6/30/2032

4,738,730

887,707

4,095,109

923,312

6/30/2033

4,173,740

856,469

3,444,932

951,011

6/30/2034

3,598,765

822,557

2,717,273

979,541

6/30/2035

3,015,827

785,840

1,905,458

1,008,928

6/30/2036

2,427,237

746,180

1,002,289

1,039,196

6/30/2037

1,835,624

341,600

6/30/2038

1,619,118

351,848

6/30/2039

1,375,748

362,403

6/30/2040

1,103,181

373,275

6/30/2041

798,900

279,297

6/30/2042

569,236

260,125

6/30/2043

342,226

186,351

6/30/2044

174,680

107,916

6/30/2045

75,891

24,608

6/30/2046

56,068

58,133

Totals

17,316,867

Estimated Savings

15,924,423
1,392,444

13,382,105
3,934,763

Current CalPERS Board policy prioritizes the order for which lump sum contributions in excess of the required employer
contribution shall be applied. Excess contributions shall first be applied toward payment on the plan’s side fund, and any
remainder shall then be applied toward the plan’s share of the pool’s unfunded accrued liability.
Please contact the plan actuary before making such a payment to ensure that the payment is applied correctly.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Employer Contribution History
The table below provides a recent history of the required employer contributions for the plan, as determined by
the annual actuarial valuation. It does not account for prepayments or benefit changes made during a fiscal year.

Fiscal
Year

Employer
Normal Cost

Unfunded Liability
Payment ($)

2016 - 17
2017 - 18

19.536%
19.723%

327,535
411,251

Funding History
The funding history below shows the plan’s actuarial accrued liability, share of the pool’s market value of assets,
share of the pool’s unfunded liability, funded ratio, and annual covered payroll.

Accrued
Liability
(AL)

Valuation
Date
06/30/2011
06/30/2012
06/30/2013
06/30/2014
06/30/2015

$

22,369,793
24,778,030
27,971,106
32,211,915
35,145,859

Share of Pool’s
Market Value of
Assets (MVA)
$

16,118,847
18,272,123
21,684,242
26,506,359
27,832,408

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

$

Plan’s Share of
Pool’s Unfunded
Liability

Funded
Ratio

6,250,946
6,505,907
6,286,864
5,705,556
7,313,451

72.1%
73.7%
77.5%
82.3%
79.2%

Annual
Covered
Payroll
$

3,465,227
3,445,300
3,375,436
3,412,633
3,827,777
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Analysis of Future Investment Return Scenarios
The investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 was not known at the time this report was produced. The
investment return in Fiscal Year 2015-16 as of April 30, 2016 is 0.0 percent before administrative expenses.
For purposes of projecting future employer contributions, we are assuming a 0.0 percent investment return
for Fiscal Year 2015-16.
The investment return realized during a fiscal year first affects the contribution for the fiscal year two years
later. For example, the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 will first be reflected in the June 30, 2016
actuarial valuation that will be used to set the Fiscal Year 2018-19 employer contributions, the Fiscal Year
2016-17 investment return will first be reflected in the June 30, 2017 actuarial valuation that will be used to
set the Fiscal Year 2019-20 employer contributions, and so forth.
A sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the effects of various investment returns during fiscal
years 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 on the employer contributions for fiscal years 2019-20, 2020-21, and
2021-22. The projected contributions assume that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that
no further changes to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur.
Five different investment return scenarios were selected.

The first scenario is a -3.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 5th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The second scenario is a 2.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 25th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The third scenario is a 7.5 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 49th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The fourth scenario is a 12.0 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 75th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

Finally, the last scenario is an 18.9 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19
fiscal years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets
were to give us about a 95th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.
The table below shows the estimated projected contributions and the estimated increases for the plan under
the five different scenarios.
2016-19 Investment
Return Scenario
(3.8%)
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
2.8%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
7.5%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
12.0%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
18.9%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution

Fiscal Year
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Estimated Change
Between 2018-19
and 2021-22

19.7%
$711,681

19.7%
$890,582

19.7%
$1,126,617

0.0%
$593,392

19.7%
$682,753

19.7%
$805,044

19.7%
$957,964

0.0%
$424,739

19.7%
$662,147

19.7%
$741,788

19.7%
$828,446

0.0%
$295,221

20.1%
$643,577

20.5%
$685,986

20.8%
$713,315

1.1%
$180,090

20.8%
$616,104

21.9%
$602,986

23.1%
$539,002

3.4%
$5,777

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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For the last two scenarios in the table above the results incorporate the impact of CalPERS Risk Mitigation
Policy. A 12.0% return would result in a reduction of the discount rate by 0.05% and a return of 18.9%
would reduce the discount rate by 0.15%. Reducing the discount rate increases both the plan’s accrued
liability and normal cost. More details about Risk Mitigation policy can be found on our website.

Analysis of Discount Rate Sensitivity
The following analysis looks at the Fiscal Year 2017-18 total normal cost rates and liabilities under two
different discount rate scenarios. Shown below are the total normal cost rates assuming discount rates that
are 1 percent lower and 1 percent higher than the current valuation discount rate. This analysis shows the
potential plan impacts if the Public Employees’ Retirement Fund (PERF) were to realize investment returns
of 6.50 percent or 8.50 percent over the long-term.
This analysis is intended to illustrate the long-term risk to the contribution rates.
Sensitivity Analysis
As of June 30, 2015
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Accrued Liability
Unfunded Accrued Liability

6.50% Discount Rate
(-1%)

7.50% Discount Rate
(assumed rate)

8.50% Discount Rate
(+1%)

36.1%
$40,602,964
$12,770,556

28.7%
$35,145,859
$7,313,451

23.1%
$30,693,482
$2,861,074

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Volatility Ratios
Actuarial calculations are based on a number of assumptions about long-term demographic and economic
behavior. Unless these assumptions (terminations, deaths, disabilities, retirements, salary growth, and
investment return) are exactly realized each year, there will be differences on a year-to-year basis. The
year-to-year differences between actual experience and the assumptions are called actuarial gains and
losses and serve to lower or raise required employer contributions from one year to the next. Therefore,
employer contributions will inevitably fluctuate, especially due to the ups and downs of investment returns.
Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR)
Plans that have higher asset-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return. For example, a plan with an asset-to-payroll ratio of 8 may
experience twice the contribution volatility due to investment return volatility, than a plan with an asset-topayroll ratio of 4. Shown below is the asset volatility ratio, a measure of the plan’s current contribution
volatility. It should be noted that this ratio is a measure of the current situation. It increases over time but
generally tends to stabilize as the plan matures.
Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR)
Plans that have higher liability-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return and changes in liability. For example, a plan with a liabilityto-payroll ratio of 8 is expected to have twice the contribution volatility of a plan with a liability-to-payroll
ratio of 4. The liability volatility ratio is also shown in the table below. It should be noted that this ratio
indicates a longer-term potential for contribution volatility. The asset volatility ratio, described above, will
tend to move closer to the liability volatility ratio as the plan matures.

Rate Volatility
1. Market Value of Assets

As of June 30, 2015
$

2. Payroll

3,827,777

3. Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR) [(1) / (2)]
4. Accrued Liability
5. Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR) [(4) / (2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

27,832,408

7.3
$

35,145,859
9.2
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Hypothetical Termination Liability
The hypothetical termination liability is an estimate of the financial position of the plan had the contract with
CalPERS been terminated as of June 30, 2015. The plan liability on a termination basis is calculated
differently compared to the plan’s ongoing funding liability. For the hypothetical termination liability
calculation, both compensation and service are frozen as of the valuation date and no future pay increases
or service accruals are assumed.
A more conservative investment policy and asset allocation strategy was adopted by the CalPERS Board for
the Terminated Agency Pool. The Terminated Agency Pool has limited funding sources since no future
employer contributions will be made. Therefore, expected benefit payments are secured by risk-free assets
and benefit security for members is increased while funding risk is limited. However, this asset allocation
has a lower expected rate of return than the PERF and consequently, a lower discount rate is assumed. The
lower discount rate for the Terminated Agency Pool results in higher liabilities for terminated plans.
The effective termination discount rate will depend on actual market rates of return for risk-free securities
on the date of termination. As market discount rates are variable, the table below shows a range for the
hypothetical termination liability based on the lowest and highest interest rates observed during an
approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date.

Market
Value of
Assets (MVA)
$27,832,408

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 2.00%
$72,284,657

Funded
Status
38.5%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 2.00%
$44,452,249

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 3.25%
$57,493,731

Funded
Status
48.4%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 3.25%
$29,661,323

1

The hypothetical liabilities calculated above include a 7 percent mortality contingency load in accordance with Board
policy. Other actuarial assumptions, such as wage and inflation assumptions, can be found in Appendix A.

2

The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the 10-year and 30-year
U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and liability durations as of the termination date.
The discount rates used in the table are based on 20-year Treasury bonds, rounded to the nearest quarter percentage
point, which is a good proxy for most plans. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.

In order to terminate the plan, you must first contact our Retirement Services Contract Unit to initiate a
Resolution of Intent to terminate. The completed Resolution will allow the plan actuary to give you a
preliminary termination valuation with a more up-to-date estimate of the plan liabilities. CalPERS advises
you to consult with the plan actuary before beginning this process.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Participant Data
The table below shows a summary of your plan’s member data upon which this valuation is based:
June 30, 2014

June 30, 2015

Reported Payroll

$

3,412,633

$

3,827,777

Projected Payroll for Contribution Purposes

$

3,729,077

$

4,182,715

Number of Members
Active

33

35

Transferred

39

37

6

6

20

21

Separated
Retired

List of Class 1 Benefit Provisions
This plan has the additional Class 1 Benefit Provisions:


One Year Final Compensation (FAC 1)

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT OPTIONS

SECTION 1 – PLAN SPECIFIC INFORMATION FOR THE SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN

Plan’s Major Benefit Options
Shown below is a summary of the major optional benefits for which your agency has contracted. A description of principal standard and optional plan provisions
is in Appendix B within Section 2 of this report.
Contract package
{sum_of_major_ben_1}
Benefit Provision

Active
Fire

Benefit Formula
Social Security Coverage
Full/Modified

3.0% @ 50
No
Full

Employee Contribution Rate

9.00%

Final Average Compensation Period
Sick Leave Credit
Non-Industrial Disability
Industrial Disability

Receiving
Fire

One Year
Yes
Standard
Yes

Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Optional Settlement 2W
1959 Survivor Benefit Level
Special
Alternate (firefighters)

Yes
level 4
Yes
No

No

Post-Retirement Death Benefits
Lump Sum
Survivor Allowance (PRSA)

$500
No

$500
No

2%

2%

COLA

CalPERS Actuarial Valuation – June 30, 2015
Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Section 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Section 2 may be found on the CalPERS website
(www.calpers.ca.gov) in the Forms and
Publications section

California Public Employees’ Retirement System
Actuarial Office
P.O. Box 942709
Sacramento, CA 94229-2709
TTY: (916) 795-3240
(888) 225-7377 phone – (916) 795-2744 fax
www.calpers.ca.gov

August 2016

SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Dear Employer,
As an attachment to this letter, you will find a copy of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation
report of the pension plan.
Because this plan is in a risk pool, the following valuation report has been separated into two
sections:



Section 1 contains specific information for the plan including the development of the
current and projected employer contributions, and
Section 2 contains the Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation appropriate to the plan as of June
30, 2015.

Section 2 can be found on the CalPERS website at (www.calpers.ca.gov). From the home page,
go to “Forms & Publications” and select “View All”. In the search box, enter “Risk Pool Report”
and from the results list download the Miscellaneous or Safety Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation
Report as appropriate.
Your June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation report contains important actuarial information about
your pension plan at CalPERS. Your assigned CalPERS staff actuary, whose signature appears in
the Actuarial Certification section on page 1, is available to discuss the report with you after
August 31, 2016.
Future Employer Contribution
Fiscal
Year
2017-18
2018-19 (projected)

Employer Normal
Cost Rate
19.723%
19.7%

+

Employer Payment of
Unfunded Liability
$538,254
$699,319

The exhibit above displays the minimum employer contributions, before any cost sharing, for
Fiscal Year 2017-18 along with estimates of the contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19. The total
employer contribution is the sum of a Normal Cost Rate applied to reported payroll plus an
Unfunded Liability dollar payment. The estimated contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 are
based on a projection of the most recent information we have available, including an estimated
0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on the year to date return
through April 30, 2016).

SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Page 2

For a projection of employer contributions beyond Fiscal Year 2018-19, please refer to the
“Projected Employer Contributions” in the “Highlights and Executive Summary” section. This 5year projection of future employer contributions supersedes any previous projections we have
provided. The “Risk Analysis” section of the valuation report also contains estimated employer
contributions in future years under a variety of investment return scenarios. Member
contributions, other than cost sharing, are in addition to the above amounts. The employer
contributions in this report do not reflect any cost sharing arrangements you may have with
your employees.
The estimates for Fiscal Year 2018-19 also assume that there are no future contract
amendments and no liability gains or losses (such as larger than expected pay increases, more
retirements than expected, etc.) This is an important assumption because these gains and
losses do occur and can have a significant effect on required contributions. Even for the largest
plans or pools, such gains and losses can impact the employer’s contributions. These gains and
losses cannot be predicted in advance so the projected employer contributions are estimates.
The actual required employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will be provided in next year’s
valuation report.
Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to
reduce funding risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment
performance that significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the
discount rate, expected investment return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum
excess investment return of 4% above the existing discount rate is necessary to cause a
funding risk mitigation event. The policy has no impact on the current year valuation results but
is expected to have an impact in future years. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be
found on our website.
Besides the above noted changes, there may also be changes specific to the plan such as
contract amendments and funding changes.
Further descriptions of general changes are included in the “Highlights and Executive Summary”
section and in Appendix A, “Statement of Actuarial Data, Methods and Assumptions” of the
Section 2 report. We understand that you might have a number of questions about these
results. While we are very interested in discussing these results with your agency, in the
interest of allowing us to give every public agency their results, we ask that you wait until after
August 31 to contact us with actuarial related questions.
If you have other questions, please call our customer contact center at (888) CalPERS or (888225-7377).
Sincerely,

ALAN MILLIGAN
Chief Actuary

ACTUARIAL VALUATION
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
Section 1 of this report is based on the member and financial data contained in our records as of June 30, 2015
which was provided by your agency and the benefit provisions under your contract with CalPERS. Section 2 of
this report is based on the member and financial data as of June 30, 2015 provided by employers participating
in the Safety Risk Pool to which the plan belongs and benefit provisions under the CalPERS contracts for those
agencies.
As set forth in Section 2 of this report, the pool actuary has certified that, in their opinion, the valuation of the
risk pool containing your SAFETY POLICE PLAN has been performed in accordance with generally accepted
actuarial principles consistent with standards of practice prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board, and that
the assumptions and methods are internally consistent and reasonable for the risk pool as of the date of this
valuation and as prescribed by the CalPERS Board of Administration according to provisions set forth in the
California Public Employees’ Retirement Law.
Having relied upon the information set forth in Section 2 of this report and based on the census and benefit
provision information for the plan, it is my opinion as the plan actuary that the side fund and other Unfunded
Accrued Liability bases as of June 30, 2015 and employer contribution as of July 1, 2017, have been properly
and accurately determined in accordance with the principles and standards stated above.
The undersigned is an actuary for CalPERS, who is a member of both the American Academy of Actuaries and
Society of Actuaries and meets the Qualification Standards of the American Academy of Actuaries to render the
actuarial opinion contained herein.

KELLY STURM, ASA, MAAA
Senior Pension Actuary, CalPERS
Plan Actuary

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Introduction
This report presents the results of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation of the SAFETY POLICE PLAN of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This actuarial valuation
sets the required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. The Risk Mitigation Policy does not have
an impact on the current year actuarial valuation. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on
our website.

Purpose of Section 1
This Section 1 report for the SAFETY POLICE PLAN of the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public
Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) was prepared by the plan actuary in order to:




Set forth the assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2015;
Determine the required employer contribution for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2017 through June
30, 2018; and
Provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2015 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties.

The pension funding information presented in this report should not be used in financial reports subject to
GASB Statement No. 68 for a Cost Sharing Employer Defined Benefit Pension Plan. A separate accounting
valuation report for such purposes is available from CalPERS and details for ordering are available on our
website.
The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not
contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary before
disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.
California Actuarial Advisory Panel Recommendations
This report includes all the basic disclosure elements as described in the Model Disclosure Elements for
Actuarial Valuation Reports recommended in 2011 by the California Actuarial Advisory Panel (CAAP), with
the exception of including the original base amounts of the various components of the unfunded liability in
the Schedule of Amortization Bases shown on page 8.
Additionally, this report includes the following “Enhanced Risk Disclosures” also recommended by the CAAP
in the Model Disclosure Elements document:



A “Deterministic Stress Test,” projecting future results under different investment income
scenarios
A “Sensitivity Analysis,” showing the impact on current valuation results using a 1 percent plus or
minus change in the discount rate.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Required Employer Contribution
Fiscal Year
Required Employer Contribution
Employer Normal Cost Rate

Fiscal Year

2016-17 1

2017-18

19.536%

19.723%

Plus Either
1) Monthly Employer Dollar UAL Payment

$

35,650.19

$

44,854.54

$

412,609

$

519,139

Or
2) Annual Lump Sum Prepayment Option

The total minimum required employer contribution is the sum of the Plan’s Employer Normal Cost Rate
(expressed as a percentage of payroll) plus the Employer Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) Contribution
Amount (billed monthly in dollars). Only the UAL portion of the employer contribution can be prepaid
(which must be received in full no later than July 31). Plan Normal Cost contributions will be made as
part of the payroll reporting process. If there is contractual cost sharing or other change, this amount will
change. §20572 of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law assesses interest at an annual rate of 10
percent if a contracting agency fails to remit the required contributions when due.

Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

1

2017-18

27.415%

27.603%

1.108%
0.000%
28.523%
8.987%
19.536%

1.108%
0.000%
28.711%
8.988%
19.723%

2016-17
Development of Normal Cost as a Percentage of Payroll
Base Total Normal Cost for Formula
Surcharge for Class 1 Benefits3
a) FAC 1
Phase out of Normal Cost Difference4
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Formula's Expected Employee Contribution Rate
Employer Normal Cost Rate
Projected Payroll for the Contribution Fiscal Year

$

5,245,744 $

5,416,071

Estimated Employer Contributions Based on Projected Payroll
Plan’s Estimated Employer Normal Cost
$

1,024,787 $

1,068,212

427,802
1,452,589 $

538,254
1,606,466

Plan’s Payment on Amortization Bases
Total Employer Contribution5

2

$

1

The results shown for Fiscal Year 2016-17 reflect the prior year valuation and do not take into account any lump sum
payment, side fund payoff, or rate adjustment made after June 30, 2015.

2

See page 8 for a breakdown of the Amortization Bases.

3

Section 2 of this report contains a list of Class 1 benefits and corresponding surcharges for each benefit.

4

The normal cost difference is phased out over a five year period. The phase out of normal cost difference is 100 percent
for the first year of pooling, and is incrementally reduced by 20 percent of the original normal cost difference for each
subsequent year. This is non-zero only for plans that joined a pool within the past 5 years. Most plans joined a pool
June 30, 2003, when risk pooling was implemented.

5

As a percentage of projected payroll the UAL contribution is 9.938 percent for an estimated total employer contribution
rate of 29.661 percent.
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CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Plan’s Funded Status
June 30, 2014
1. Present Value of Projected Benefits (PVB)

$

56,157,172

June 30, 2015
$

58,773,502

2. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability (AL)

43,462,664

46,401,841

3. Plan’s Market Value of Assets (MVA)

35,970,195

36,829,958

7,492,469

9,571,883

82.8%

79.4%

4. Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(2) - (3)]
5. Funded Ratio [(3) / (2)]

Projected Employer Contributions
The estimate for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is based on a projection of the most recent information we have
available, including an estimated 0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on year to
date return through April 30, 2016).
The table below shows projected employer contributions (before cost sharing) for the next five fiscal years,

assuming CalPERS earns 0.0 percent for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and 7.50 percent every fiscal year
thereafter, and assuming that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that no further changes
to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur between now and the beginning of the
projection period.
Required
Contribution

Projected Future Employer Contributions

Fiscal Year

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

Normal Cost %
UAL $

19.723%
$538,254

19.7%
$699,319

19.7%
$869,563

19.7%
$974,458

19.7%
$1,088,917

19.7%
$1,171,524

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Benefits
None. This valuation generally reflects plan changes by amendments effective before the date of the report.
Please refer to the “Plan’s Major Benefit Options” and Appendix B of Section 2 for a summary of the plan
provisions used in this valuation.
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
None.

Subsequent Events
Risk Mitigation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy
can be found on our website.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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ASSETS AND LIABILITIES


ALLOCATION OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S EXPERIENCE/ASSUMPTION
CHANGE



DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S MVA



SCHEDULE OF PLAN’S SIDE FUND & OTHER AMORTIZATION BASES



30-YEAR AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE AND ALTERNATIVES



EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION HISTORY



FUNDING HISTORY

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Allocation of Plan’s Share of Pool’s
Experience/Assumption Change
It is the policy of CalPERS to ensure equity within the risk pools by allocating the pool’s experience
gains/losses and assumption changes in a manner that treats each employer equitably and maintains
benefit security for the members of the System while minimizing substantial variations in employer
contributions. The Pool’s experience gains/losses and impact of assumption/method changes is allocated to
the plan as follows:

1.

Plan’s Accrued Liability

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Projected UAL balance at 6/30/15
Pool’s Accrued Liability
Sum of Pool’s Individual Plan UAL Balances at 6/30/15
Pool’s 2014/15 Investment & Asset (Gain)/Loss
Pool’s 2014/15 Other (Gain)/Loss
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Asset (Gain)/Loss [(1)-(2)]/[(3)-(4)] * (5)
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Other (Gain)/Loss [(1)]/[(3)] * (6)
Plan’s New (Gain)/Loss as of 6/30/2015 [(7)+(8)]
Increase in Pool’s Accrued Liability due to Change in Assumptions
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Change in Assumptions [(1)]/[(3)] * (10)

$
$

$
$

46,401,841
7,563,531
18,467,886,519
3,713,009,355
765,720,345
(2,867,161)
2,015,556
(7,204)
2,008,352
0
0

Development of the Plan’s Share of Pool’s Market
Value of Assets
1.
2.
3.

Plan’s Accrued Liability
Plan’s UAL
Plan’s Share of Pool’s MVA [(1)-(2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

$
$
$

46,401,841
9,571,883
36,829,958

Page 7
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Schedule of Plan’s Side Fund and Other Amortization Bases
There is a two-year lag between the valuation date and the start of the contribution fiscal year.



The assets, liabilities, and funded status of the plan are measured as of the valuation date: June 30, 2015.
The employer contribution determined by the valuation is for the fiscal year beginning two years after the valuation date: Fiscal Year 2017-18.

This two-year lag is necessary due to the amount of time needed to extract and test the membership and financial data, and the need to provide public agencies
with their employer contribution well in advance of the start of the fiscal year.
The Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is used to determine the employer contribution and therefore must be rolled forward two years from the valuation date to the
first day of the fiscal year for which the contribution is being determined. The UAL is rolled forward each year by subtracting the payment on the UAL for the fiscal
year and adjusting for interest.

Reason for Base
SHARE OF PRE-2013 POOL UAL
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
TOTAL

Date
Established
06/30/13
06/30/13
06/30/13
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/15
06/30/15

Amortization
Period
20
28
28
29
19
29
30
30

Balance
6/30/15
$4,066,046
$4,648,469
$(52,771)
$(3,402,550)
$2,262,840
$41,497
$2,015,556
$(7,204)
$9,571,883

Payment
2015-16
$289,458
$65,381
$(742)
$0
$(50,062)
$0
$0
$0
$304,035

Balance
6/30/16
$4,070,883
$4,929,316
$(55,960)
$(3,657,741)
$2,484,458
$44,609
$2,166,723
$(7,744)
$9,974,544

Payment
2016-17
$298,142
$134,685
$(1,529)
$(51,446)
$47,323
$627
$0
$0
$427,802

Amounts for Fiscal 2017-18
Scheduled
Balance
Payment
6/30/17
for 2017-18
$4,067,079
$307,087
$5,159,370
$208,088
$(58,572)
$(2,362)
$(3,878,731)
$(105,979)
$2,621,727
$97,486
$47,305
$1,293
$2,329,227
$32,761
$(8,325)
$(117)
$10,279,080
$538,257

The (gain)/loss bases are the plan’s allocated share of the risk pool’s (gain)/loss for the fiscal year as disclosed on the previous page. These (gain)/loss bases will be
amortized according to Board policy over 30 years with a 5-year ramp-up.
If the total Unfunded Liability is negative (i.e., plan has a surplus), the scheduled payment is $0, because the minimum required contribution under PEPRA must be
at least equal to the normal cost.
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
The amortization schedule on the previous page shows the minimum contributions required according to CalPERS
amortization policy. There has been considerable interest from many agencies in paying off these unfunded
accrued liabilities sooner and the possible savings in doing so. As a result, we have provided alternate
amortization schedules to help analyze the current amortization schedule and illustrate the advantages of
accelerating unfunded liability payments.
Shown on the following page are future year amortization payments based on 1) the current amortization
schedule reflecting the individual bases and remaining periods shown on the previous page, and 2) alternate
“fresh start” amortization schedules using two sample periods that would both result in interest savings relative to
the current amortization schedule. Note that the payments under each alternate scenario increase by 3 percent
for each year into the future. The schedules do not attempt to reflect any experience after June 30, 2015 that
may deviate from the actuarial assumptions. Therefore, future amortization payments displayed in the Current
Amortization Schedule may not match projected amortization payments shown in connection with Projected
Employer Contributions provided elsewhere in this report.
The Current Amortization Schedule typically contains individual bases that are both positive and negative.
Positive bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in increases to
unfunded liability. Negative bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in
decreases to unfunded liability. The combination of positive and negative bases within an amortization schedule
can result in unusual or problematic circumstances in future years such as:




A positive total unfunded liability with a negative total payment,
A negative total unfunded liability with a positive total payment, or
Total payments that completely amortize the unfunded liability over a very short period of time

In any year where one of the above scenarios occurs, the actuary will consider corrective action such as replacing
the existing unfunded liability bases with a single “fresh start” base and amortizing it over a reasonable period.
The Current Amortization Schedule on the following page may appear to show that, based on the current
amortization bases, one of the above scenarios will occur at some point in the future. It is impossible to know
today whether such a scenario will in fact arise since there will be additional bases added to the amortization
schedule in each future year. Should such a scenario arise in any future year, the actuary will take appropriate
action based on guidelines in the CalPERS amortization policy. For purposes of this display, total payments
include any negative payments. Therefore, the amount of estimated savings may be understated to the extent
that negative payments appear in the current schedule.
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
Alternate Schedules

Date

Current Amortization
Schedule
Balance
Payment

20 Year Amortization
Balance

Payment

15 Year Amortization
Balance

Payment

6/30/2017

10,279,080

538,254

10,279,080

776,126

10,279,080

942,279

6/30/2018

10,491,937

654,949

10,245,306

799,410

10,073,036

970,547

6/30/2019

10,599,767

778,160

10,184,858

823,392

9,822,229

999,663

6/30/2020

10,587,936

833,241

10,095,011

848,094

9,522,424

1,029,653

6/30/2021

10,518,108

894,979

9,972,814

873,537

9,169,038

1,060,543

6/30/2022

10,379,031

921,829

9,815,073

899,743

8,757,122

1,092,359

6/30/2023

10,201,686

949,484

9,618,330

926,735

8,281,324

1,125,130

6/30/2024

9,982,367

977,968

9,378,845

954,538

7,735,864

1,158,884

6/30/2025

9,717,066

1,007,307

9,092,572

983,174

7,114,498

1,193,650

6/30/2026

9,401,448

1,037,526

8,755,139

1,012,669

6,410,482

1,229,460

6/30/2027

9,030,826

1,068,652

8,361,817

1,043,049

5,616,537

1,266,344

6/30/2028

8,600,136

1,100,712

7,907,497

1,074,340

4,724,805

1,304,334

6/30/2029

8,103,904

1,133,733

7,386,660

1,106,571

3,726,803

1,343,464

6/30/2030

7,536,218

1,167,745

6,793,343

1,139,768

2,613,380

1,383,768

6/30/2031

6,890,690

1,202,777

6,121,107

1,173,961

1,374,663

1,425,281

6/30/2032

6,160,426

1,162,921

5,363,002

1,209,180

6/30/2033

5,416,716

1,119,590

4,511,523

1,245,455

6/30/2034

4,662,154

1,072,614

3,558,572

1,282,819

6/30/2035

3,899,706

1,021,811

2,495,410

1,321,303

6/30/2036

3,132,748

966,994

1,312,609

1,360,942

6/30/2037

2,365,103

441,371

6/30/2038

2,084,863

454,612

6/30/2039

1,769,875

468,251

6/30/2040

1,417,123

482,298

6/30/2041

1,023,350

357,368

6/30/2042

729,574

334,104

6/30/2043

437,886

238,723

6/30/2044

223,214

137,318

6/30/2045

97,581

29,614

6/30/2046

74,195

76,927

Totals

22,631,833

Estimated Savings

20,854,806
1,777,027

17,525,357
5,106,476

Current CalPERS Board policy prioritizes the order for which lump sum contributions in excess of the required employer
contribution shall be applied. Excess contributions shall first be applied toward payment on the plan’s side fund, and any
remainder shall then be applied toward the plan’s share of the pool’s unfunded accrued liability.
Please contact the plan actuary before making such a payment to ensure that the payment is applied correctly.
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Employer Contribution History
The table below provides a recent history of the required employer contributions for the plan, as determined by
the annual actuarial valuation. It does not account for prepayments or benefit changes made during a fiscal year.

Fiscal
Year

Employer
Normal Cost

Unfunded Liability
Payment ($)

2016 - 17
2017 - 18

19.536%
19.723%

427,802
538,254

Funding History
The funding history below shows the plan’s actuarial accrued liability, share of the pool’s market value of assets,
share of the pool’s unfunded liability, funded ratio, and annual covered payroll.

Accrued
Liability
(AL)

Valuation
Date
06/30/2011
06/30/2012
06/30/2013
06/30/2014
06/30/2015

$

31,683,461
34,039,245
37,072,364
43,462,664
46,401,841

Share of Pool’s
Market Value of
Assets (MVA)
$

22,837,648
25,101,644
28,739,875
35,970,195
36,829,958

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

$

Plan’s Share of
Pool’s Unfunded
Liability

Funded
Ratio

8,845,813
8,937,601
8,332,489
7,492,469
9,571,883

72.1%
73.7%
77.5%
82.8%
79.4%

Annual
Covered
Payroll
$

4,686,581
4,919,031
4,891,039
4,800,599
4,956,472
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Analysis of Future Investment Return Scenarios
The investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 was not known at the time this report was produced. The
investment return in Fiscal Year 2015-16 as of April 30, 2016 is 0.0 percent before administrative expenses.
For purposes of projecting future employer contributions, we are assuming a 0.0 percent investment return
for Fiscal Year 2015-16.
The investment return realized during a fiscal year first affects the contribution for the fiscal year two years
later. For example, the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 will first be reflected in the June 30, 2016
actuarial valuation that will be used to set the Fiscal Year 2018-19 employer contributions, the Fiscal Year
2016-17 investment return will first be reflected in the June 30, 2017 actuarial valuation that will be used to
set the Fiscal Year 2019-20 employer contributions, and so forth.
A sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the effects of various investment returns during fiscal
years 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 on the employer contributions for fiscal years 2019-20, 2020-21, and
2021-22. The projected contributions assume that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that
no further changes to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur.
Five different investment return scenarios were selected.

The first scenario is a -3.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 5th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The second scenario is a 2.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 25th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The third scenario is a 7.5 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 49th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The fourth scenario is a 12.0 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 75th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

Finally, the last scenario is an 18.9 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19
fiscal years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets
were to give us about a 95th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.
The table below shows the estimated projected contributions and the estimated increases for the plan under
the five different scenarios.
2016-19 Investment
Return Scenario
(3.8%)
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
2.8%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
7.5%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
12.0%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
18.9%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution

Fiscal Year
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Estimated Change
Between 2018-19
and 2021-22

19.7%
$935,110

19.7%
$1,171,354

19.7%
$1,483,480

0.0%
$784,161

19.7%
$896,830

19.7%
$1,058,164

19.7%
$1,260,305

0.0%
$560,986

19.7%
$869,563

19.7%
$974,458

19.7%
$1,088,917

0.0%
$389,598

20.1%
$845,028

20.5%
$900,703

20.8%
$936,697

1.1%
$237,378

20.8%
$808,751

21.9%
$791,041

23.1%
$706,291

3.4%
$6,972
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For the last two scenarios in the table above the results incorporate the impact of CalPERS Risk Mitigation
Policy. A 12.0% return would result in a reduction of the discount rate by 0.05% and a return of 18.9%
would reduce the discount rate by 0.15%. Reducing the discount rate increases both the plan’s accrued
liability and normal cost. More details about Risk Mitigation policy can be found on our website.

Analysis of Discount Rate Sensitivity
The following analysis looks at the Fiscal Year 2017-18 total normal cost rates and liabilities under two
different discount rate scenarios. Shown below are the total normal cost rates assuming discount rates that
are 1 percent lower and 1 percent higher than the current valuation discount rate. This analysis shows the
potential plan impacts if the Public Employees’ Retirement Fund (PERF) were to realize investment returns
of 6.50 percent or 8.50 percent over the long-term.
This analysis is intended to illustrate the long-term risk to the contribution rates.
Sensitivity Analysis
As of June 30, 2015
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Accrued Liability
Unfunded Accrued Liability

6.50% Discount Rate
(-1%)

7.50% Discount Rate
(assumed rate)

8.50% Discount Rate
(+1%)

36.1%
$53,433,043
$16,603,085

28.7%
$46,401,841
$9,571,883

23.1%
$40,679,570
$3,849,612
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Volatility Ratios
Actuarial calculations are based on a number of assumptions about long-term demographic and economic
behavior. Unless these assumptions (terminations, deaths, disabilities, retirements, salary growth, and
investment return) are exactly realized each year, there will be differences on a year-to-year basis. The
year-to-year differences between actual experience and the assumptions are called actuarial gains and
losses and serve to lower or raise required employer contributions from one year to the next. Therefore,
employer contributions will inevitably fluctuate, especially due to the ups and downs of investment returns.
Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR)
Plans that have higher asset-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return. For example, a plan with an asset-to-payroll ratio of 8 may
experience twice the contribution volatility due to investment return volatility, than a plan with an asset-topayroll ratio of 4. Shown below is the asset volatility ratio, a measure of the plan’s current contribution
volatility. It should be noted that this ratio is a measure of the current situation. It increases over time but
generally tends to stabilize as the plan matures.
Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR)
Plans that have higher liability-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return and changes in liability. For example, a plan with a liabilityto-payroll ratio of 8 is expected to have twice the contribution volatility of a plan with a liability-to-payroll
ratio of 4. The liability volatility ratio is also shown in the table below. It should be noted that this ratio
indicates a longer-term potential for contribution volatility. The asset volatility ratio, described above, will
tend to move closer to the liability volatility ratio as the plan matures.

Rate Volatility
1. Market Value of Assets

As of June 30, 2015
$

2. Payroll

4,956,472

3. Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR) [(1) / (2)]
4. Accrued Liability
5. Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR) [(4) / (2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

36,829,958

7.4
$

46,401,841
9.4
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Hypothetical Termination Liability
The hypothetical termination liability is an estimate of the financial position of the plan had the contract with
CalPERS been terminated as of June 30, 2015. The plan liability on a termination basis is calculated
differently compared to the plan’s ongoing funding liability. For the hypothetical termination liability
calculation, both compensation and service are frozen as of the valuation date and no future pay increases
or service accruals are assumed.
A more conservative investment policy and asset allocation strategy was adopted by the CalPERS Board for
the Terminated Agency Pool. The Terminated Agency Pool has limited funding sources since no future
employer contributions will be made. Therefore, expected benefit payments are secured by risk-free assets
and benefit security for members is increased while funding risk is limited. However, this asset allocation
has a lower expected rate of return than the PERF and consequently, a lower discount rate is assumed. The
lower discount rate for the Terminated Agency Pool results in higher liabilities for terminated plans.
The effective termination discount rate will depend on actual market rates of return for risk-free securities
on the date of termination. As market discount rates are variable, the table below shows a range for the
hypothetical termination liability based on the lowest and highest interest rates observed during an
approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date.

Market
Value of
Assets (MVA)
$36,829,958

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 2.00%
$100,417,740

Funded
Status
36.7%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 2.00%
$63,587,782

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 3.25%
$80,642,519

Funded
Status
45.7%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 3.25%
$43,812,561

1

The hypothetical liabilities calculated above include a 7 percent mortality contingency load in accordance with Board
policy. Other actuarial assumptions, such as wage and inflation assumptions, can be found in Appendix A.

2

The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the 10-year and 30-year
U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and liability durations as of the termination date.
The discount rates used in the table are based on 20-year Treasury bonds, rounded to the nearest quarter percentage
point, which is a good proxy for most plans. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.

In order to terminate the plan, you must first contact our Retirement Services Contract Unit to initiate a
Resolution of Intent to terminate. The completed Resolution will allow the plan actuary to give you a
preliminary termination valuation with a more up-to-date estimate of the plan liabilities. CalPERS advises
you to consult with the plan actuary before beginning this process.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Participant Data
The table below shows a summary of your plan’s member data upon which this valuation is based:
June 30, 2014

June 30, 2015

Reported Payroll

$

4,800,599

$

4,956,472

Projected Payroll for Contribution Purposes

$

5,245,744

$

5,416,071

Number of Members
Active

47

47

Transferred

22

22

Separated

11

10

Retired

39

39

List of Class 1 Benefit Provisions
This plan has the additional Class 1 Benefit Provisions:


One Year Final Compensation (FAC 1)

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT OPTIONS

SECTION 1 – PLAN SPECIFIC INFORMATION FOR THE SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN

Plan’s Major Benefit Options
Shown below is a summary of the major optional benefits for which your agency has contracted. A description of principal standard and optional plan provisions
is in Appendix B within Section 2 of this report.
Contract package
{sum_of_major_ben_1}
Benefit Provision

Active
Police

Benefit Formula
Social Security Coverage
Full/Modified

3.0% @ 50
No
Full

Employee Contribution Rate

9.00%

Final Average Compensation Period
Sick Leave Credit
Non-Industrial Disability
Industrial Disability

Receiving
Police

One Year
Yes
Standard
Yes

Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Optional Settlement 2W
1959 Survivor Benefit Level
Special
Alternate (firefighters)

Yes
level 4
Yes
No

No

Post-Retirement Death Benefits
Lump Sum
Survivor Allowance (PRSA)

$500
No

$500
No

2%

2%

COLA

CalPERS Actuarial Valuation – June 30, 2015
Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Section 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Section 2 may be found on the CalPERS website
(www.calpers.ca.gov) in the Forms and
Publications section

California Public Employees’ Retirement System
Actuarial Office
P.O. Box 942709
Sacramento, CA 94229-2709
TTY: (916) 795-3240
(888) 225-7377 phone – (916) 795-2744 fax
www.calpers.ca.gov

August 2016

PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Dear Employer,
As an attachment to this letter, you will find a copy of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation
report of the pension plan.
Because this plan is in a risk pool, the following valuation report has been separated into two
sections:



Section 1 contains specific information for the plan including the development of the
current and projected employer contributions, and
Section 2 contains the Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation appropriate to the plan as of June
30, 2015.

Section 2 can be found on the CalPERS website at (www.calpers.ca.gov). From the home page,
go to “Forms & Publications” and select “View All”. In the search box, enter “Risk Pool Report”
and from the results list download the Miscellaneous or Safety Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation
Report as appropriate.
Your June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation report contains important actuarial information about
your pension plan at CalPERS. Your assigned CalPERS staff actuary, whose signature appears in
the Actuarial Certification section on page 1, is available to discuss the report with you after
August 31, 2016.
Future Employer Contribution
Fiscal
Year
2017-18
2018-19 (projected)

Employer Normal
Cost Rate
11.990%
12.0%

+

Employer Payment of
Unfunded Liability
$118
$2

The exhibit above displays the minimum employer contributions, before any cost sharing, for
Fiscal Year 2017-18 along with estimates of the contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19. The total
employer contribution is the sum of a Normal Cost Rate applied to reported payroll plus an
Unfunded Liability dollar payment. The estimated contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 are
based on a projection of the most recent information we have available, including an estimated
0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on the year to date return
through April 30, 2016).

PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Page 2

For a projection of employer contributions beyond Fiscal Year 2018-19, please refer to the
“Projected Employer Contributions” in the “Highlights and Executive Summary” section. This 5year projection of future employer contributions supersedes any previous projections we have
provided. The “Risk Analysis” section of the valuation report also contains estimated employer
contributions in future years under a variety of investment return scenarios. Member
contributions, other than cost sharing, are in addition to the above amounts. The employer
contributions in this report do not reflect any cost sharing arrangements you may have with
your employees.
The estimates for Fiscal Year 2018-19 also assume that there are no future contract
amendments and no liability gains or losses (such as larger than expected pay increases, more
retirements than expected, etc.) This is an important assumption because these gains and
losses do occur and can have a significant effect on required contributions. Even for the largest
plans or pools, such gains and losses can impact the employer’s contributions. These gains and
losses cannot be predicted in advance so the projected employer contributions are estimates.
The actual required employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will be provided in next year’s
valuation report.
Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to
reduce funding risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment
performance that significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the
discount rate, expected investment return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum
excess investment return of 4% above the existing discount rate is necessary to cause a
funding risk mitigation event. The policy has no impact on the current year valuation results but
is expected to have an impact in future years. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be
found on our website.
Besides the above noted changes, there may also be changes specific to the plan such as
contract amendments and funding changes.
Further descriptions of general changes are included in the “Highlights and Executive Summary”
section and in Appendix A, “Statement of Actuarial Data, Methods and Assumptions” of the
Section 2 report. We understand that you might have a number of questions about these
results. While we are very interested in discussing these results with your agency, in the
interest of allowing us to give every public agency their results, we ask that you wait until after
August 31 to contact us with actuarial related questions.
If you have other questions, please call our customer contact center at (888) CalPERS or (888225-7377).
Sincerely,

ALAN MILLIGAN
Chief Actuary

ACTUARIAL VALUATION
as of June 30, 2015

for the
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN
of the
CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)

REQUIRED CONTRIBUTIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR
July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
Section 1 of this report is based on the member and financial data contained in our records as of June 30, 2015
which was provided by your agency and the benefit provisions under your contract with CalPERS. Section 2 of
this report is based on the member and financial data as of June 30, 2015 provided by employers participating
in the Safety Risk Pool to which the plan belongs and benefit provisions under the CalPERS contracts for those
agencies.
As set forth in Section 2 of this report, the pool actuary has certified that, in their opinion, the valuation of the
risk pool containing your PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN has been performed in accordance with generally accepted
actuarial principles consistent with standards of practice prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board, and that
the assumptions and methods are internally consistent and reasonable for the risk pool as of the date of this
valuation and as prescribed by the CalPERS Board of Administration according to provisions set forth in the
California Public Employees’ Retirement Law.
Having relied upon the information set forth in Section 2 of this report and based on the census and benefit
provision information for the plan, it is my opinion as the plan actuary that the side fund and other Unfunded
Accrued Liability bases as of June 30, 2015 and employer contribution as of July 1, 2017, have been properly
and accurately determined in accordance with the principles and standards stated above.
The undersigned is an actuary for CalPERS, who is a member of both the American Academy of Actuaries and
Society of Actuaries and meets the Qualification Standards of the American Academy of Actuaries to render the
actuarial opinion contained herein.

KELLY STURM, ASA, MAAA
Senior Pension Actuary, CalPERS
Plan Actuary

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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HIGHLIGHTS AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


INTRODUCTION



PURPOSE OF SECTION 1



REQUIRED EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION



PLAN’S FUNDED STATUS



PROJECTED EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTIONS



CHANGES SINCE THE PRIOR YEAR VALUATION



SUBSEQUENT EVENTS

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Introduction
This report presents the results of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation of the PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN of
the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This actuarial
valuation sets the required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. The Risk Mitigation Policy does not have
an impact on the current year actuarial valuation. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on
our website.

Purpose of Section 1
This Section 1 report for the PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN of the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public
Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) was prepared by the plan actuary in order to:




Set forth the assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2015;
Determine the required employer contribution for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2017 through June
30, 2018; and
Provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2015 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties.

The pension funding information presented in this report should not be used in financial reports subject to
GASB Statement No. 68 for a Cost Sharing Employer Defined Benefit Pension Plan. A separate accounting
valuation report for such purposes is available from CalPERS and details for ordering are available on our
website.
The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not
contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary before
disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.
California Actuarial Advisory Panel Recommendations
This report includes all the basic disclosure elements as described in the Model Disclosure Elements for
Actuarial Valuation Reports recommended in 2011 by the California Actuarial Advisory Panel (CAAP), with
the exception of including the original base amounts of the various components of the unfunded liability in
the Schedule of Amortization Bases shown on page 8.
Additionally, this report includes the following “Enhanced Risk Disclosures” also recommended by the CAAP
in the Model Disclosure Elements document:



A “Deterministic Stress Test,” projecting future results under different investment income
scenarios
A “Sensitivity Analysis,” showing the impact on current valuation results using a 1 percent plus or
minus change in the discount rate.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

Page 3

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Required Employer Contribution
Fiscal Year
Required Employer Contribution
Employer Normal Cost Rate

Fiscal Year

2016-17 1

2017-18

0.000%

11.990%

Plus Either
1) Monthly Employer Dollar UAL Payment

$

0

$

9.84

$

0

$

114

Or
2) Annual Lump Sum Prepayment Option

The total minimum required employer contribution is the sum of the Plan’s Employer Normal Cost Rate
(expressed as a percentage of payroll) plus the Employer Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) Contribution
Amount (billed monthly in dollars). Only the UAL portion of the employer contribution can be prepaid
(which must be received in full no later than July 31). Plan Normal Cost contributions will be made as
part of the payroll reporting process. If there is contractual cost sharing or other change, this amount will
change. §20572 of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law assesses interest at an annual rate of 10
percent if a contracting agency fails to remit the required contributions when due.

Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

1

2017-18

0.000%

23.490%

0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%
0.000%

0.000%
0.000%
23.490%
11.500%
11.990%

2016-17
Development of Normal Cost as a Percentage of Payroll
Base Total Normal Cost for Formula
Surcharge for Class 1 Benefits3
None
Phase out of Normal Cost Difference4
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Plan's Employee Contribution Rate
Employer Normal Cost Rate
Projected Payroll for the Contribution Fiscal Year

$

0 $

79,857

Estimated Employer Contributions Based on Projected Payroll
Plan’s Estimated Employer Normal Cost
$

0 $

9,575

0
0 $

118
9,693

Plan’s Payment on Amortization Bases
Total Employer Contribution5

2

$

1

The results shown for Fiscal Year 2016-17 reflect the prior year valuation and do not take into account any lump sum
payment, side fund payoff, or rate adjustment made after June 30, 2015.

2

See page 8 for a breakdown of the Amortization Bases.

3

Section 2 of this report contains a list of Class 1 benefits and corresponding surcharges for each benefit.

4

The normal cost difference is phased out over a five year period. The phase out of normal cost difference is 100 percent
for the first year of pooling, and is incrementally reduced by 20 percent of the original normal cost difference for each
subsequent year. This is non-zero only for plans that joined a pool within the past 5 years. Most plans joined a pool
June 30, 2003, when risk pooling was implemented.

5

As a percentage of projected payroll the UAL contribution is 0.148 percent for an estimated total employer contribution
rate of 12.138 percent.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Plan’s Funded Status
June 30, 2014
1. Present Value of Projected Benefits (PVB)

$

0

June 30, 2015
$

278,281

2. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability (AL)

0

1,905

3. Plan’s Market Value of Assets (MVA)

0

1,806

4. Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(2) - (3)]

0

99

0.0%

94.8%

5. Funded Ratio [(3) / (2)]

Projected Employer Contributions
The estimate for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is based on a projection of the most recent information we have
available, including an estimated 0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on year to
date return through April 30, 2016).
The table below shows projected employer contributions (before cost sharing) for the next five fiscal years,

assuming CalPERS earns 0.0 percent for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and 7.50 percent every fiscal year
thereafter, and assuming that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that no further changes
to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur between now and the beginning of the
projection period.
Required
Contribution

Projected Future Employer Contributions

Fiscal Year

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

Normal Cost %
UAL $

11.990%
$118

12.0%
$2

12.0%
$4

12.0%
$7

12.0%
$10

12.0%
$12

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Benefits
None. This valuation generally reflects plan changes by amendments effective before the date of the report.
Please refer to the “Plan’s Major Benefit Options” and Appendix B of Section 2 for a summary of the plan
provisions used in this valuation.
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
None.

Subsequent Events
Risk Mitigation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy
can be found on our website.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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ASSETS AND LIABILITIES


ALLOCATION OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S EXPERIENCE/ASSUMPTION
CHANGE



DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN’S SHARE OF POOL’S MVA



SCHEDULE OF PLAN’S SIDE FUND & OTHER AMORTIZATION BASES



30-YEAR AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE AND ALTERNATIVES



EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION HISTORY



FUNDING HISTORY

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Allocation of Plan’s Share of Pool’s
Experience/Assumption Change
It is the policy of CalPERS to ensure equity within the risk pools by allocating the pool’s experience
gains/losses and assumption changes in a manner that treats each employer equitably and maintains
benefit security for the members of the System while minimizing substantial variations in employer
contributions. The Pool’s experience gains/losses and impact of assumption/method changes is allocated to
the plan as follows:

1.

Plan’s Accrued Liability

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Projected UAL balance at 6/30/15
Pool’s Accrued Liability
Sum of Pool’s Individual Plan UAL Balances at 6/30/15
Pool’s 2014/15 Investment & Asset (Gain)/Loss
Pool’s 2014/15 Other (Gain)/Loss
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Asset (Gain)/Loss [(1)-(2)]/[(3)-(4)] * (5)
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Other (Gain)/Loss [(1)]/[(3)] * (6)
Plan’s New (Gain)/Loss as of 6/30/2015 [(7)+(8)]
Increase in Pool’s Accrued Liability due to Change in Assumptions
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Change in Assumptions [(1)]/[(3)] * (10)

$
$

$
$

1,905
0
18,467,886,519
3,713,009,355
765,720,345
(2,867,161)
99
0
99
0
0

Development of the Plan’s Share of Pool’s Market
Value of Assets
1.
2.
3.

Plan’s Accrued Liability
Plan’s UAL
Plan’s Share of Pool’s MVA [(1)-(2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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$
$
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Schedule of Plan’s Side Fund and Other Amortization Bases
There is a two-year lag between the valuation date and the start of the contribution fiscal year.



The assets, liabilities, and funded status of the plan are measured as of the valuation date: June 30, 2015.
The employer contribution determined by the valuation is for the fiscal year beginning two years after the valuation date: Fiscal Year 2017-18.

This two-year lag is necessary due to the amount of time needed to extract and test the membership and financial data, and the need to provide public agencies
with their employer contribution well in advance of the start of the fiscal year.
The Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is used to determine the employer contribution and therefore must be rolled forward two years from the valuation date to the
first day of the fiscal year for which the contribution is being determined. The UAL is rolled forward each year by subtracting the payment on the UAL for the fiscal
year and adjusting for interest.

Reason for Base
FRESH START
TOTAL

Date
Established
06/30/15

Amortization
Period
1

Balance
6/30/15
$99
$99

Payment
2015-16
$0
$0

Balance
6/30/16
$106
$106

Payment
2016-17
$0
$0

Amounts for Fiscal 2017-18
Scheduled
Balance
Payment
6/30/17
for 2017-18
$114
$118
$114
$118

The (gain)/loss bases are the plan’s allocated share of the risk pool’s (gain)/loss for the fiscal year as disclosed on the previous page. These (gain)/loss bases will be
amortized according to Board policy over 30 years with a 5-year ramp-up.
If the total Unfunded Liability is negative (i.e., plan has a surplus), the scheduled payment is $0, because the minimum required contribution under PEPRA must be
at least equal to the normal cost.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
The amortization schedule on the previous page shows the minimum contributions required according to CalPERS
amortization policy. There has been considerable interest from many agencies in paying off these unfunded
accrued liabilities sooner and the possible savings in doing so. As a result, we have provided alternate
amortization schedules to help analyze the current amortization schedule and illustrate the advantages of
accelerating unfunded liability payments.
Shown on the following page are future year amortization payments based on 1) the current amortization
schedule reflecting the individual bases and remaining periods shown on the previous page, and 2) alternate
“fresh start” amortization schedules using two sample periods that would both result in interest savings relative to
the current amortization schedule. Note that the payments under each alternate scenario increase by 3 percent
for each year into the future. The schedules do not attempt to reflect any experience after June 30, 2015 that
may deviate from the actuarial assumptions. Therefore, future amortization payments displayed in the Current
Amortization Schedule may not match projected amortization payments shown in connection with Projected
Employer Contributions provided elsewhere in this report.
The Current Amortization Schedule typically contains individual bases that are both positive and negative.
Positive bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in increases to
unfunded liability. Negative bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in
decreases to unfunded liability. The combination of positive and negative bases within an amortization schedule
can result in unusual or problematic circumstances in future years such as:




A positive total unfunded liability with a negative total payment,
A negative total unfunded liability with a positive total payment, or
Total payments that completely amortize the unfunded liability over a very short period of time

In any year where one of the above scenarios occurs, the actuary will consider corrective action such as replacing
the existing unfunded liability bases with a single “fresh start” base and amortizing it over a reasonable period.
The Current Amortization Schedule on the following page may appear to show that, based on the current
amortization bases, one of the above scenarios will occur at some point in the future. It is impossible to know
today whether such a scenario will in fact arise since there will be additional bases added to the amortization
schedule in each future year. Should such a scenario arise in any future year, the actuary will take appropriate
action based on guidelines in the CalPERS amortization policy. For purposes of this display, total payments
include any negative payments. Therefore, the amount of estimated savings may be understated to the extent
that negative payments appear in the current schedule.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

Page 9

CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
Alternate Schedules

Date

Current Amortization
Schedule
Balance
Payment

0 Year Amortization
Balance

6/30/2017

114

118

6/30/2018

0

0

6/30/2019

0

0

6/30/2020

0

0

6/30/2021

0

0

6/30/2022

0

0

6/30/2023

0

0

6/30/2024

0

0

6/30/2025

0

0

6/30/2026

0

0

6/30/2027

0

0

6/30/2028

0

0

6/30/2029

0

0

6/30/2030

0

0

6/30/2031

0

0

6/30/2032

0

0

6/30/2033

0

0

6/30/2034

0

0

6/30/2035

0

0

6/30/2036

0

0

6/30/2037

0

0

6/30/2038

0

0

6/30/2039

0

0

6/30/2040

0

0

6/30/2041

0

0

6/30/2042

0

0

6/30/2043

0

0

6/30/2044

0

0

6/30/2045

0

0

6/30/2046

0

0

Totals
Estimated Savings

118

N/A

0 Year Amortization

Payment

Balance

N/A

N/A

Payment
N/A

0

0

0

0

Current CalPERS Board policy prioritizes the order for which lump sum contributions in excess of the required employer
contribution shall be applied. Excess contributions shall first be applied toward payment on the plan’s side fund, and any
remainder shall then be applied toward the plan’s share of the pool’s unfunded accrued liability.
Please contact the plan actuary before making such a payment to ensure that the payment is applied correctly.
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Employer Contribution History
The table below provides a recent history of the required employer contributions for the plan, as determined by
the annual actuarial valuation. It does not account for prepayments or benefit changes made during a fiscal year.

Fiscal
Year

Employer
Normal Cost

Unfunded Liability
Payment ($)

2017 - 18

11.990%

118

Funding History
The funding history below shows the plan’s actuarial accrued liability, share of the pool’s market value of assets,
share of the pool’s unfunded liability, funded ratio, and annual covered payroll.

Accrued
Liability
(AL)

Valuation
Date
06/30/2015

$

1,905

Share of Pool’s
Market Value of
Assets (MVA)
$

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

1,806

$

Plan’s Share of
Pool’s Unfunded
Liability

Funded
Ratio

99

94.8%

Annual
Covered
Payroll
$

73,081
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Analysis of Future Investment Return Scenarios
The investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 was not known at the time this report was produced. The
investment return in Fiscal Year 2015-16 as of April 30, 2016 is 0.0 percent before administrative expenses.
For purposes of projecting future employer contributions, we are assuming a 0.0 percent investment return
for Fiscal Year 2015-16.
The investment return realized during a fiscal year first affects the contribution for the fiscal year two years
later. For example, the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 will first be reflected in the June 30, 2016
actuarial valuation that will be used to set the Fiscal Year 2018-19 employer contributions, the Fiscal Year
2016-17 investment return will first be reflected in the June 30, 2017 actuarial valuation that will be used to
set the Fiscal Year 2019-20 employer contributions, and so forth.
A sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the effects of various investment returns during fiscal
years 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 on the employer contributions for fiscal years 2019-20, 2020-21, and
2021-22. The projected contributions assume that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that
no further changes to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur.
Five different investment return scenarios were selected.

The first scenario is a -3.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 5th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The second scenario is a 2.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 25th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The third scenario is a 7.5 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 49th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The fourth scenario is a 12.0 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 75th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

Finally, the last scenario is an 18.9 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19
fiscal years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets
were to give us about a 95th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.
The table below shows the estimated projected contributions and the estimated increases for the plan under
the five different scenarios.
2016-19 Investment
Return Scenario
(3.8%)
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
2.8%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
7.5%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
12.0%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
18.9%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution

Fiscal Year
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Estimated Change
Between 2018-19
and 2021-22

12.0%
$8

12.0%
$17

12.0%
$29

0.0%
$27

12.0%
$6

12.0%
$11

12.0%
$18

0.0%
$16

12.0%
$4

12.0%
$7

12.0%
$10

0.0%
$8

12.0%
$3

12.0%
$4

12.2%
$0

0.2%
$(2)

12.2%
$0

12.6%
$0

13.0%
$0

1.0%
$(2)

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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For the last two scenarios in the table above the results incorporate the impact of CalPERS Risk Mitigation
Policy. A 12.0% return would result in a reduction of the discount rate by 0.05% and a return of 18.9%
would reduce the discount rate by 0.15%. Reducing the discount rate increases both the plan’s accrued
liability and normal cost. More details about Risk Mitigation policy can be found on our website.

Analysis of Discount Rate Sensitivity
The following analysis looks at the Fiscal Year 2017-18 total normal cost rates and liabilities under two
different discount rate scenarios. Shown below are the total normal cost rates assuming discount rates that
are 1 percent lower and 1 percent higher than the current valuation discount rate. This analysis shows the
potential plan impacts if the Public Employees’ Retirement Fund (PERF) were to realize investment returns
of 6.50 percent or 8.50 percent over the long-term.
This analysis is intended to illustrate the long-term risk to the contribution rates.
Sensitivity Analysis
As of June 30, 2015
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Accrued Liability
Unfunded Accrued Liability

6.50% Discount Rate
(-1%)

7.50% Discount Rate
(assumed rate)

8.50% Discount Rate
(+1%)

29.1%
$1,829
$23

23.5%
$1,905
$99

19.2%
$1,910
$104

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Volatility Ratios
Actuarial calculations are based on a number of assumptions about long-term demographic and economic
behavior. Unless these assumptions (terminations, deaths, disabilities, retirements, salary growth, and
investment return) are exactly realized each year, there will be differences on a year-to-year basis. The
year-to-year differences between actual experience and the assumptions are called actuarial gains and
losses and serve to lower or raise required employer contributions from one year to the next. Therefore,
employer contributions will inevitably fluctuate, especially due to the ups and downs of investment returns.
Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR)
Plans that have higher asset-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return. For example, a plan with an asset-to-payroll ratio of 8 may
experience twice the contribution volatility due to investment return volatility, than a plan with an asset-topayroll ratio of 4. Shown below is the asset volatility ratio, a measure of the plan’s current contribution
volatility. It should be noted that this ratio is a measure of the current situation. It increases over time but
generally tends to stabilize as the plan matures.
Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR)
Plans that have higher liability-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return and changes in liability. For example, a plan with a liabilityto-payroll ratio of 8 is expected to have twice the contribution volatility of a plan with a liability-to-payroll
ratio of 4. The liability volatility ratio is also shown in the table below. It should be noted that this ratio
indicates a longer-term potential for contribution volatility. The asset volatility ratio, described above, will
tend to move closer to the liability volatility ratio as the plan matures.

Rate Volatility
1. Market Value of Assets

As of June 30, 2015
$

2. Payroll

73,081

3. Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR) [(1) / (2)]
4. Accrued Liability
5. Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR) [(4) / (2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

1,806

0.0
$

1,905
0.0
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Hypothetical Termination Liability
The hypothetical termination liability is an estimate of the financial position of the plan had the contract with
CalPERS been terminated as of June 30, 2015. The plan liability on a termination basis is calculated
differently compared to the plan’s ongoing funding liability. For the hypothetical termination liability
calculation, both compensation and service are frozen as of the valuation date and no future pay increases
or service accruals are assumed.
A more conservative investment policy and asset allocation strategy was adopted by the CalPERS Board for
the Terminated Agency Pool. The Terminated Agency Pool has limited funding sources since no future
employer contributions will be made. Therefore, expected benefit payments are secured by risk-free assets
and benefit security for members is increased while funding risk is limited. However, this asset allocation
has a lower expected rate of return than the PERF and consequently, a lower discount rate is assumed. The
lower discount rate for the Terminated Agency Pool results in higher liabilities for terminated plans.
The effective termination discount rate will depend on actual market rates of return for risk-free securities
on the date of termination. As market discount rates are variable, the table below shows a range for the
hypothetical termination liability based on the lowest and highest interest rates observed during an
approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date.

Market
Value of
Assets (MVA)
$1,806

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 2.00%
$8,427

Funded
Status
21.4%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 2.00%
$6,621

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 3.25%
$8,427

Funded
Status
21.4%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 3.25%
$6,621

1

The hypothetical liabilities calculated above include a 7 percent mortality contingency load in accordance with Board
policy. Other actuarial assumptions, such as wage and inflation assumptions, can be found in Appendix A.

2

The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the 10-year and 30-year
U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and liability durations as of the termination date.
The discount rates used in the table are based on 20-year Treasury bonds, rounded to the nearest quarter percentage
point, which is a good proxy for most plans. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.

In order to terminate the plan, you must first contact our Retirement Services Contract Unit to initiate a
Resolution of Intent to terminate. The completed Resolution will allow the plan actuary to give you a
preliminary termination valuation with a more up-to-date estimate of the plan liabilities. CalPERS advises
you to consult with the plan actuary before beginning this process.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Participant Data
The table below shows a summary of your plan’s member data upon which this valuation is based:
June 30, 2014

June 30, 2015

Reported Payroll

$

0

$

73,081

Projected Payroll for Contribution Purposes

$

0

$

79,857

Number of Members
Active

0

1

Transferred

0

0

Separated

0

0

Retired

0

0

List of Class 1 Benefit Provisions
This plan has the additional Class 1 Benefit Provisions:


None

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT OPTIONS

SECTION 1 – PLAN SPECIFIC INFORMATION FOR THE PEPRA SAFETY FIRE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN

Plan’s Major Benefit Options
Shown below is a summary of the major optional benefits for which your agency has contracted. A description of principal standard and optional plan provisions
is in Appendix B within Section 2 of this report.
Contract package
{sum_of_major_ben_1}
Benefit Provision
Benefit Formula
Social Security Coverage
Full/Modified
Employee Contribution Rate
Final Average Compensation Period
Sick Leave Credit
Non-Industrial Disability
Industrial Disability

Active
Fire
2.7% @ 57
No
Full
11.50%
Three Year
Yes
Standard
Yes

Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Optional Settlement 2W
1959 Survivor Benefit Level
Special
Alternate (firefighters)

Yes
level 4
Yes
No

Post-Retirement Death Benefits
Lump Sum
Survivor Allowance (PRSA)

$500
No

COLA

CalPERS Actuarial Valuation – June 30, 2015
Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

2%

Page 19

Section 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Section 2 may be found on the CalPERS website
(www.calpers.ca.gov) in the Forms and
Publications section

California Public Employees’ Retirement System
Actuarial Office
P.O. Box 942709
Sacramento, CA 94229-2709
TTY: (916) 795-3240
(888) 225-7377 phone – (916) 795-2744 fax
www.calpers.ca.gov

August 2016

PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Dear Employer,
As an attachment to this letter, you will find a copy of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation
report of the pension plan.
Because this plan is in a risk pool, the following valuation report has been separated into two
sections:



Section 1 contains specific information for the plan including the development of the
current and projected employer contributions, and
Section 2 contains the Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation appropriate to the plan as of June
30, 2015.

Section 2 can be found on the CalPERS website at (www.calpers.ca.gov). From the home page,
go to “Forms & Publications” and select “View All”. In the search box, enter “Risk Pool Report”
and from the results list download the Miscellaneous or Safety Risk Pool Actuarial Valuation
Report as appropriate.
Your June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation report contains important actuarial information about
your pension plan at CalPERS. Your assigned CalPERS staff actuary, whose signature appears in
the Actuarial Certification section on page 1, is available to discuss the report with you after
August 31, 2016.
Future Employer Contribution
Fiscal
Year
2017-18
2018-19 (projected)

Employer Normal
Cost Rate
11.990%
12.0%

+

Employer Payment of
Unfunded Liability
$215
$475

The exhibit above displays the minimum employer contributions, before any cost sharing, for
Fiscal Year 2017-18 along with estimates of the contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19. The total
employer contribution is the sum of a Normal Cost Rate applied to reported payroll plus an
Unfunded Liability dollar payment. The estimated contributions for Fiscal Year 2018-19 are
based on a projection of the most recent information we have available, including an estimated
0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on the year to date return
through April 30, 2016).

PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
(CalPERS ID: 7695678946)
Annual Valuation Report as of June 30, 2015
Page 2

For a projection of employer contributions beyond Fiscal Year 2018-19, please refer to the
“Projected Employer Contributions” in the “Highlights and Executive Summary” section. This 5year projection of future employer contributions supersedes any previous projections we have
provided. The “Risk Analysis” section of the valuation report also contains estimated employer
contributions in future years under a variety of investment return scenarios. Member
contributions, other than cost sharing, are in addition to the above amounts. The employer
contributions in this report do not reflect any cost sharing arrangements you may have with
your employees.
The estimates for Fiscal Year 2018-19 also assume that there are no future contract
amendments and no liability gains or losses (such as larger than expected pay increases, more
retirements than expected, etc.) This is an important assumption because these gains and
losses do occur and can have a significant effect on required contributions. Even for the largest
plans or pools, such gains and losses can impact the employer’s contributions. These gains and
losses cannot be predicted in advance so the projected employer contributions are estimates.
The actual required employer contribution for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will be provided in next year’s
valuation report.
Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to
reduce funding risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment
performance that significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the
discount rate, expected investment return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum
excess investment return of 4% above the existing discount rate is necessary to cause a
funding risk mitigation event. The policy has no impact on the current year valuation results but
is expected to have an impact in future years. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be
found on our website.
Besides the above noted changes, there may also be changes specific to the plan such as
contract amendments and funding changes.
Further descriptions of general changes are included in the “Highlights and Executive Summary”
section and in Appendix A, “Statement of Actuarial Data, Methods and Assumptions” of the
Section 2 report. We understand that you might have a number of questions about these
results. While we are very interested in discussing these results with your agency, in the
interest of allowing us to give every public agency their results, we ask that you wait until after
August 31 to contact us with actuarial related questions.
If you have other questions, please call our customer contact center at (888) CalPERS or (888225-7377).
Sincerely,

ALAN MILLIGAN
Chief Actuary

ACTUARIAL VALUATION
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for the
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REQUIRED CONTRIBUTIONS
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
Section 1 of this report is based on the member and financial data contained in our records as of June 30, 2015
which was provided by your agency and the benefit provisions under your contract with CalPERS. Section 2 of
this report is based on the member and financial data as of June 30, 2015 provided by employers participating
in the Safety Risk Pool to which the plan belongs and benefit provisions under the CalPERS contracts for those
agencies.
As set forth in Section 2 of this report, the pool actuary has certified that, in their opinion, the valuation of the
risk pool containing your PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN has been performed in accordance with generally
accepted actuarial principles consistent with standards of practice prescribed by the Actuarial Standards Board,
and that the assumptions and methods are internally consistent and reasonable for the risk pool as of the date
of this valuation and as prescribed by the CalPERS Board of Administration according to provisions set forth in
the California Public Employees’ Retirement Law.
Having relied upon the information set forth in Section 2 of this report and based on the census and benefit
provision information for the plan, it is my opinion as the plan actuary that the side fund and other Unfunded
Accrued Liability bases as of June 30, 2015 and employer contribution as of July 1, 2017, have been properly
and accurately determined in accordance with the principles and standards stated above.
The undersigned is an actuary for CalPERS, who is a member of both the American Academy of Actuaries and
Society of Actuaries and meets the Qualification Standards of the American Academy of Actuaries to render the
actuarial opinion contained herein.

KELLY STURM, ASA, MAAA
Senior Pension Actuary, CalPERS
Plan Actuary

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Introduction
This report presents the results of the June 30, 2015 actuarial valuation of the PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN
of the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This actuarial
valuation sets the required employer contributions for Fiscal Year 2017-18.
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. The Risk Mitigation Policy does not have
an impact on the current year actuarial valuation. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy can be found on
our website.

Purpose of Section 1
This Section 1 report for the PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN of the CITY OF ROCKLIN of the California Public
Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) was prepared by the plan actuary in order to:




Set forth the assets and accrued liabilities of this plan as of June 30, 2015;
Determine the required employer contribution for this plan for the fiscal year July 1, 2017 through June
30, 2018; and
Provide actuarial information as of June 30, 2015 to the CalPERS Board of Administration and other
interested parties.

The pension funding information presented in this report should not be used in financial reports subject to
GASB Statement No. 68 for a Cost Sharing Employer Defined Benefit Pension Plan. A separate accounting
valuation report for such purposes is available from CalPERS and details for ordering are available on our
website.
The use of this report for any other purposes may be inappropriate. In particular, this report does not
contain information applicable to alternative benefit costs. The employer should contact their actuary before
disseminating any portion of this report for any reason that is not explicitly described above.
California Actuarial Advisory Panel Recommendations
This report includes all the basic disclosure elements as described in the Model Disclosure Elements for
Actuarial Valuation Reports recommended in 2011 by the California Actuarial Advisory Panel (CAAP), with
the exception of including the original base amounts of the various components of the unfunded liability in
the Schedule of Amortization Bases shown on page 8.
Additionally, this report includes the following “Enhanced Risk Disclosures” also recommended by the CAAP
in the Model Disclosure Elements document:



A “Deterministic Stress Test,” projecting future results under different investment income
scenarios
A “Sensitivity Analysis,” showing the impact on current valuation results using a 1 percent plus or
minus change in the discount rate.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Required Employer Contribution
Fiscal Year
Required Employer Contribution
Employer Normal Cost Rate

Fiscal Year

2016-17 1

2017-18

12.082%

11.990%

Plus Either
1) Monthly Employer Dollar UAL Payment

$

5.10

$

17.90

$

59

$

207

Or
2) Annual Lump Sum Prepayment Option

The total minimum required employer contribution is the sum of the Plan’s Employer Normal Cost Rate
(expressed as a percentage of payroll) plus the Employer Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) Contribution
Amount (billed monthly in dollars). Only the UAL portion of the employer contribution can be prepaid
(which must be received in full no later than July 31). Plan Normal Cost contributions will be made as
part of the payroll reporting process. If there is contractual cost sharing or other change, this amount will
change. §20572 of the Public Employees’ Retirement Law assesses interest at an annual rate of 10
percent if a contracting agency fails to remit the required contributions when due.

Fiscal Year

Fiscal Year

1

2017-18

23.582%

23.490%

0.000%
0.000%
23.582%
11.500%
12.082%

0.000%
0.000%
23.490%
11.500%
11.990%

2016-17
Development of Normal Cost as a Percentage of Payroll
Base Total Normal Cost for Formula
Surcharge for Class 1 Benefits3
None
Phase out of Normal Cost Difference4
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Plan's Employee Contribution Rate
Employer Normal Cost Rate
Projected Payroll for the Contribution Fiscal Year

$

225,401 $

445,479

Estimated Employer Contributions Based on Projected Payroll
Plan’s Estimated Employer Normal Cost
$

27,234 $

53,413

61
27,295 $

215
53,628

Plan’s Payment on Amortization Bases
Total Employer Contribution5

2

$

1

The results shown for Fiscal Year 2016-17 reflect the prior year valuation and do not take into account any lump sum
payment, side fund payoff, or rate adjustment made after June 30, 2015.

2

See page 8 for a breakdown of the Amortization Bases.

3

Section 2 of this report contains a list of Class 1 benefits and corresponding surcharges for each benefit.

4

The normal cost difference is phased out over a five year period. The phase out of normal cost difference is 100 percent
for the first year of pooling, and is incrementally reduced by 20 percent of the original normal cost difference for each
subsequent year. This is non-zero only for plans that joined a pool within the past 5 years. Most plans joined a pool
June 30, 2003, when risk pooling was implemented.

5

As a percentage of projected payroll the UAL contribution is 0.048 percent for an estimated total employer contribution
rate of 12.038 percent.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Plan’s Funded Status
June 30, 2014
1. Present Value of Projected Benefits (PVB)

$

2. Entry Age Normal Accrued Liability (AL)

763,933

June 30, 2015
$

1,547,094

20,385

86,030

3. Plan’s Market Value of Assets (MVA)

21,510

80,673

4. Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) [(2) - (3)]

(1,125)

5,357

5. Funded Ratio [(3) / (2)]

105.5%

93.8%

Projected Employer Contributions
The estimate for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is based on a projection of the most recent information we have
available, including an estimated 0.0 percent investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 (based on year to
date return through April 30, 2016).
The table below shows projected employer contributions (before cost sharing) for the next five fiscal years,

assuming CalPERS earns 0.0 percent for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and 7.50 percent every fiscal year
thereafter, and assuming that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that no further changes
to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur between now and the beginning of the
projection period.
Required
Contribution

Projected Future Employer Contributions

Fiscal Year

2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

Normal Cost %
UAL $

11.990%
$215

12.0%
$475

12.0%
$750

12.0%
$1,042

12.0%
$1,260

12.0%
$1,407

Changes since the Prior Year’s Valuation
Benefits
None. This valuation generally reflects plan changes by amendments effective before the date of the report.
Please refer to the “Plan’s Major Benefit Options” and Appendix B of Section 2 for a summary of the plan
provisions used in this valuation.
Actuarial Methods and Assumptions
None.

Subsequent Events
Risk Mitigation
The CalPERS Board of Administration adopted a Risk Mitigation Policy which is designed to reduce funding
risk over time. The policy establishes a mechanism whereby CalPERS investment performance that
significantly outperforms the discount rate triggers adjustments to the discount rate, expected investment
return and strategic asset allocation targets. A minimum excess investment return of 4% above the existing
discount rate is necessary to cause a funding risk mitigation event. More details on the Risk Mitigation Policy
can be found on our website.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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CALPERS ACTUARIAL VALUATION - June 30, 2015
PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN
CalPERS ID: 7695678946

Allocation of Plan’s Share of Pool’s
Experience/Assumption Change
It is the policy of CalPERS to ensure equity within the risk pools by allocating the pool’s experience
gains/losses and assumption changes in a manner that treats each employer equitably and maintains
benefit security for the members of the System while minimizing substantial variations in employer
contributions. The Pool’s experience gains/losses and impact of assumption/method changes is allocated to
the plan as follows:

1.

Plan’s Accrued Liability

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Projected UAL balance at 6/30/15
Pool’s Accrued Liability
Sum of Pool’s Individual Plan UAL Balances at 6/30/15
Pool’s 2014/15 Investment & Asset (Gain)/Loss
Pool’s 2014/15 Other (Gain)/Loss
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Asset (Gain)/Loss [(1)-(2)]/[(3)-(4)] * (5)
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Other (Gain)/Loss [(1)]/[(3)] * (6)
Plan’s New (Gain)/Loss as of 6/30/2015 [(7)+(8)]
Increase in Pool’s Accrued Liability due to Change in Assumptions
Plan’s Share of Pool’s Change in Assumptions [(1)]/[(3)] * (10)

$
$

$
$

86,030
955
18,467,886,519
3,713,009,355
765,720,345
(2,867,161)
4,415
(13)
4,402
0
0

Development of the Plan’s Share of Pool’s Market
Value of Assets
1.
2.
3.

Plan’s Accrued Liability
Plan’s UAL
Plan’s Share of Pool’s MVA [(1)-(2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Schedule of Plan’s Side Fund and Other Amortization Bases
There is a two-year lag between the valuation date and the start of the contribution fiscal year.



The assets, liabilities, and funded status of the plan are measured as of the valuation date: June 30, 2015.
The employer contribution determined by the valuation is for the fiscal year beginning two years after the valuation date: Fiscal Year 2017-18.

This two-year lag is necessary due to the amount of time needed to extract and test the membership and financial data, and the need to provide public agencies
with their employer contribution well in advance of the start of the fiscal year.
The Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is used to determine the employer contribution and therefore must be rolled forward two years from the valuation date to the
first day of the fiscal year for which the contribution is being determined. The UAL is rolled forward each year by subtracting the payment on the UAL for the fiscal
year and adjusting for interest.

Reason for Base
FRESH START
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
ASSUMPTION CHANGE
ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
NON-ASSET (GAIN)/LOSS
TOTAL

Date
Established
06/30/13
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/14
06/30/15
06/30/15

Amortization
Period
28
29
29
19
30
30

Balance
6/30/15
$(256)
$(2,011)
$19
$3,203
$4,415
$(13)
$5,357

Payment
2015-16
$0
$0
$0
$(2,151)
$0
$0
$(2,151)

Balance
6/30/16
$(275)
$(2,162)
$20
$5,673
$4,746
$(14)
$7,988

Payment
2016-17
$(17)
$(30)
$0
$108
$0
$0
$61

Amounts for Fiscal 2017-18
Scheduled
Balance
Payment
6/30/17
for 2017-18
$(278)
$(17)
$(2,293)
$(63)
$22
$1
$5,986
$223
$5,102
$72
$(15)
$0
$8,524
$216

The (gain)/loss bases are the plan’s allocated share of the risk pool’s (gain)/loss for the fiscal year as disclosed on the previous page. These (gain)/loss bases will be
amortized according to Board policy over 30 years with a 5-year ramp-up.
If the total Unfunded Liability is negative (i.e., plan has a surplus), the scheduled payment is $0, because the minimum required contribution under PEPRA must be
at least equal to the normal cost.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
The amortization schedule on the previous page shows the minimum contributions required according to CalPERS
amortization policy. There has been considerable interest from many agencies in paying off these unfunded
accrued liabilities sooner and the possible savings in doing so. As a result, we have provided alternate
amortization schedules to help analyze the current amortization schedule and illustrate the advantages of
accelerating unfunded liability payments.
Shown on the following page are future year amortization payments based on 1) the current amortization
schedule reflecting the individual bases and remaining periods shown on the previous page, and 2) alternate
“fresh start” amortization schedules using two sample periods that would both result in interest savings relative to
the current amortization schedule. Note that the payments under each alternate scenario increase by 3 percent
for each year into the future. The schedules do not attempt to reflect any experience after June 30, 2015 that
may deviate from the actuarial assumptions. Therefore, future amortization payments displayed in the Current
Amortization Schedule may not match projected amortization payments shown in connection with Projected
Employer Contributions provided elsewhere in this report.
The Current Amortization Schedule typically contains individual bases that are both positive and negative.
Positive bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in increases to
unfunded liability. Negative bases result from plan changes, assumption changes or plan experience that result in
decreases to unfunded liability. The combination of positive and negative bases within an amortization schedule
can result in unusual or problematic circumstances in future years such as:




A positive total unfunded liability with a negative total payment,
A negative total unfunded liability with a positive total payment, or
Total payments that completely amortize the unfunded liability over a very short period of time

In any year where one of the above scenarios occurs, the actuary will consider corrective action such as replacing
the existing unfunded liability bases with a single “fresh start” base and amortizing it over a reasonable period.
The Current Amortization Schedule on the following page may appear to show that, based on the current
amortization bases, one of the above scenarios will occur at some point in the future. It is impossible to know
today whether such a scenario will in fact arise since there will be additional bases added to the amortization
schedule in each future year. Should such a scenario arise in any future year, the actuary will take appropriate
action based on guidelines in the CalPERS amortization policy. For purposes of this display, total payments
include any negative payments. Therefore, the amount of estimated savings may be understated to the extent
that negative payments appear in the current schedule.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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30-Year Amortization Schedule and Alternatives
Alternate Schedules

Date

Current Amortization
Schedule
Balance
Payment

20 Year Amortization
Balance

15 Year Amortization

Payment

Balance

Payment

6/30/2017

8,524

215

8,524

644

8,524

781

6/30/2018

8,940

378

8,496

663

8,353

805

6/30/2019

9,219

550

8,446

683

8,145

829

6/30/2020

9,341

732

8,371

703

7,896

854

6/30/2021

9,282

835

8,270

724

7,603

879

6/30/2022

9,112

860

8,139

746

7,262

906

6/30/2023

8,904

886

7,976

768

6,867

933

6/30/2024

8,654

912

7,777

792

6,415

961

6/30/2025

8,357

940

7,540

815

5,900

990

6/30/2026

8,009

968

7,260

840

5,316

1,020

6/30/2027

7,606

997

6,934

865

4,657

1,050

6/30/2028

7,143

1,027

6,557

891

3,918

1,082

6/30/2029

6,614

1,058

6,125

918

3,090

1,114

6/30/2030

6,014

1,089

5,633

945

2,167

1,147

6/30/2031

5,336

1,122

5,076

974

1,140

1,182

6/30/2032

4,572

982

4,447

1,003

6/30/2033

3,897

833

3,741

1,033

6/30/2034

3,325

674

2,951

1,064

6/30/2035

2,876

505

2,069

1,096

6/30/2036

2,568

325

1,088

1,129

6/30/2037

2,424

335

6/30/2038

2,258

345

6/30/2039

2,070

355

6/30/2040

1,858

366

6/30/2041

1,618

377

6/30/2042

1,349

453

6/30/2043

980

379

6/30/2044

661

301

6/30/2045

399

256

6/30/2046

163

169

Totals

19,222

Estimated Savings

17,294
1,928

14,533
4,689

Current CalPERS Board policy prioritizes the order for which lump sum contributions in excess of the required employer
contribution shall be applied. Excess contributions shall first be applied toward payment on the plan’s side fund, and any
remainder shall then be applied toward the plan’s share of the pool’s unfunded accrued liability.
Please contact the plan actuary before making such a payment to ensure that the payment is applied correctly.
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Employer Contribution History
The table below provides a recent history of the required employer contributions for the plan, as determined by
the annual actuarial valuation. It does not account for prepayments or benefit changes made during a fiscal year.

Fiscal
Year

Employer
Normal Cost

Unfunded Liability
Payment ($)

2016 - 17
2017 - 18

12.082%
11.990%

61
215

Funding History
The funding history below shows the plan’s actuarial accrued liability, share of the pool’s market value of assets,
share of the pool’s unfunded liability, funded ratio, and annual covered payroll.

Accrued
Liability
(AL)

Valuation
Date
06/30/2013
06/30/2014
06/30/2015

$

472
20,385
86,030

Share of Pool’s
Market Value of
Assets (MVA)
$

693
21,510
80,673

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

$

Plan’s Share of
Pool’s Unfunded
Liability

Funded
Ratio

(221)
(1,125)
5,357

146.8%
105.5%
93.8%

Annual
Covered
Payroll
$

131,225
206,274
407,676
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Analysis of Future Investment Return Scenarios
The investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 was not known at the time this report was produced. The
investment return in Fiscal Year 2015-16 as of April 30, 2016 is 0.0 percent before administrative expenses.
For purposes of projecting future employer contributions, we are assuming a 0.0 percent investment return
for Fiscal Year 2015-16.
The investment return realized during a fiscal year first affects the contribution for the fiscal year two years
later. For example, the investment return for Fiscal Year 2015-16 will first be reflected in the June 30, 2016
actuarial valuation that will be used to set the Fiscal Year 2018-19 employer contributions, the Fiscal Year
2016-17 investment return will first be reflected in the June 30, 2017 actuarial valuation that will be used to
set the Fiscal Year 2019-20 employer contributions, and so forth.
A sensitivity analysis was performed to determine the effects of various investment returns during fiscal
years 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 on the employer contributions for fiscal years 2019-20, 2020-21, and
2021-22. The projected contributions assume that all other actuarial assumptions will be realized and that
no further changes to assumptions, contributions, benefits, or funding will occur.
Five different investment return scenarios were selected.

The first scenario is a -3.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 5th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The second scenario is a 2.8 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 25th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The third scenario is a 7.5 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal years.
Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were to give
us about a 49th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

The fourth scenario is a 12.0 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 fiscal
years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets were
to give us about a 75th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.

Finally, the last scenario is an 18.9 percent return for each of the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19
fiscal years. Based on the current investment allocation, this is what one would expect if the markets
were to give us about a 95th percentile return from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2019.
The table below shows the estimated projected contributions and the estimated increases for the plan under
the five different scenarios.
2016-19 Investment
Return Scenario
(3.8%)
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
2.8%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
7.5%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
12.0%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution
18.9%
Normal Cost
UAL Contribution

Fiscal Year
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Estimated Change
Between 2018-19
and 2021-22

12.0%
$894

12.0%
$1,473

12.0%
$2,124

0.0%
$1,649

12.0%
$810

12.0%
$1,225

12.0%
$1,635

0.0%
$1,160

12.0%
$750

12.0%
$1,042

12.0%
$1,260

0.0%
$785

12.0%
$702

12.0%
$891

12.2%
$942

0.2%
$467

12.2%
$634

12.6%
$0

13.0%
$0

1.0%
$(475)
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For the last two scenarios in the table above the results incorporate the impact of CalPERS Risk Mitigation
Policy. A 12.0% return would result in a reduction of the discount rate by 0.05% and a return of 18.9%
would reduce the discount rate by 0.15%. Reducing the discount rate increases both the plan’s accrued
liability and normal cost. More details about Risk Mitigation policy can be found on our website.

Analysis of Discount Rate Sensitivity
The following analysis looks at the Fiscal Year 2017-18 total normal cost rates and liabilities under two
different discount rate scenarios. Shown below are the total normal cost rates assuming discount rates that
are 1 percent lower and 1 percent higher than the current valuation discount rate. This analysis shows the
potential plan impacts if the Public Employees’ Retirement Fund (PERF) were to realize investment returns
of 6.50 percent or 8.50 percent over the long-term.
This analysis is intended to illustrate the long-term risk to the contribution rates.
Sensitivity Analysis
As of June 30, 2015
Plan’s Total Normal Cost
Accrued Liability
Unfunded Accrued Liability

6.50% Discount Rate
(-1%)

7.50% Discount Rate
(assumed rate)

8.50% Discount Rate
(+1%)

29.1%
$106,628
$25,955

23.5%
$86,030
$5,357

19.2%
$70,077
$(10,596)
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Volatility Ratios
Actuarial calculations are based on a number of assumptions about long-term demographic and economic
behavior. Unless these assumptions (terminations, deaths, disabilities, retirements, salary growth, and
investment return) are exactly realized each year, there will be differences on a year-to-year basis. The
year-to-year differences between actual experience and the assumptions are called actuarial gains and
losses and serve to lower or raise required employer contributions from one year to the next. Therefore,
employer contributions will inevitably fluctuate, especially due to the ups and downs of investment returns.
Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR)
Plans that have higher asset-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return. For example, a plan with an asset-to-payroll ratio of 8 may
experience twice the contribution volatility due to investment return volatility, than a plan with an asset-topayroll ratio of 4. Shown below is the asset volatility ratio, a measure of the plan’s current contribution
volatility. It should be noted that this ratio is a measure of the current situation. It increases over time but
generally tends to stabilize as the plan matures.
Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR)
Plans that have higher liability-to-payroll ratios experience more volatile employer contributions (as a
percentage of payroll) due to investment return and changes in liability. For example, a plan with a liabilityto-payroll ratio of 8 is expected to have twice the contribution volatility of a plan with a liability-to-payroll
ratio of 4. The liability volatility ratio is also shown in the table below. It should be noted that this ratio
indicates a longer-term potential for contribution volatility. The asset volatility ratio, described above, will
tend to move closer to the liability volatility ratio as the plan matures.

Rate Volatility
1. Market Value of Assets

As of June 30, 2015
$

2. Payroll

407,676

3. Asset Volatility Ratio (AVR) [(1) / (2)]
4. Accrued Liability
5. Liability Volatility Ratio (LVR) [(4) / (2)]

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool

80,673

0.2
$

86,030
0.2
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Hypothetical Termination Liability
The hypothetical termination liability is an estimate of the financial position of the plan had the contract with
CalPERS been terminated as of June 30, 2015. The plan liability on a termination basis is calculated
differently compared to the plan’s ongoing funding liability. For the hypothetical termination liability
calculation, both compensation and service are frozen as of the valuation date and no future pay increases
or service accruals are assumed.
A more conservative investment policy and asset allocation strategy was adopted by the CalPERS Board for
the Terminated Agency Pool. The Terminated Agency Pool has limited funding sources since no future
employer contributions will be made. Therefore, expected benefit payments are secured by risk-free assets
and benefit security for members is increased while funding risk is limited. However, this asset allocation
has a lower expected rate of return than the PERF and consequently, a lower discount rate is assumed. The
lower discount rate for the Terminated Agency Pool results in higher liabilities for terminated plans.
The effective termination discount rate will depend on actual market rates of return for risk-free securities
on the date of termination. As market discount rates are variable, the table below shows a range for the
hypothetical termination liability based on the lowest and highest interest rates observed during an
approximate 2-year period centered around the valuation date.

Market
Value of
Assets (MVA)
$80,673

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 2.00%
$69,404

Funded
Status
116.2%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 2.00%
$(11,269)

Hypothetical
Termination
Liability1,2
@ 3.25%
$69,404

Funded
Status
116.2%

Unfunded
Termination
Liability
@ 3.25%
$(11,269)

For plans where active members have little service the hypothetical termination liability methodology used
does not fully vest active members upon termination. In these cases the hypothetical termination liability
is understated.
1

The hypothetical liabilities calculated above include a 7 percent mortality contingency load in accordance with Board
policy. Other actuarial assumptions, such as wage and inflation assumptions, can be found in Appendix A.

2

The current discount rate assumption used for termination valuations is a weighted average of the 10-year and 30-year
U.S. Treasury yields where the weights are based on matching asset and liability durations as of the termination date.
The discount rates used in the table are based on 20-year Treasury bonds, rounded to the nearest quarter percentage
point, which is a good proxy for most plans. The 20-year Treasury yield was 2.75 percent on June 30, 2015.

In order to terminate the plan, you must first contact our Retirement Services Contract Unit to initiate a
Resolution of Intent to terminate. The completed Resolution will allow the plan actuary to give you a
preliminary termination valuation with a more up-to-date estimate of the plan liabilities. CalPERS advises
you to consult with the plan actuary before beginning this process.

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Participant Data
The table below shows a summary of your plan’s member data upon which this valuation is based:
June 30, 2014

June 30, 2015

Reported Payroll

$

206,274

$

407,676

Projected Payroll for Contribution Purposes

$

225,401

$

445,479

Number of Members
Active

3

6

Transferred

0

0

Separated

1

1

Retired

0

0

List of Class 1 Benefit Provisions
This plan has the additional Class 1 Benefit Provisions:


None

Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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PLAN’S MAJOR BENEFIT OPTIONS

SECTION 1 – PLAN SPECIFIC INFORMATION FOR THE PEPRA SAFETY POLICE PLAN OF THE CITY OF ROCKLIN

Plan’s Major Benefit Options
Shown below is a summary of the major optional benefits for which your agency has contracted. A description of principal standard and optional plan provisions
is in Appendix B within Section 2 of this report.
Contract package
{sum_of_major_ben_1}
Benefit Provision
Benefit Formula
Social Security Coverage
Full/Modified
Employee Contribution Rate
Final Average Compensation Period
Sick Leave Credit
Non-Industrial Disability
Industrial Disability

Active
Police
2.7% @ 57
No
Full
11.50%
Three Year
Yes
Standard
Yes

Pre-Retirement Death Benefits
Optional Settlement 2W
1959 Survivor Benefit Level
Special
Alternate (firefighters)

Yes
level 4
Yes
No

Post-Retirement Death Benefits
Lump Sum
Survivor Allowance (PRSA)

$500
No

COLA

CalPERS Actuarial Valuation – June 30, 2015
Rate Plan belonging to the Safety Risk Pool
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Section 2

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM

Section 2 may be found on the CalPERS website
(www.calpers.ca.gov) in the Forms and
Publications section

BACK TO AGENDA

City Council Report

___________________________________________________

Subject: Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) Actuarial Report - June 30, 2016, and Presentation
on OPEB Funding
Submitted by: Jason Johnson, Director of Administrative Services
Date: May 23, 2017
Kim Sarkovich, Assistant City Manager/Chief Financial Officer
Department: Administrative Services
•

Presentation: OPEB June 30, 2016 Actuarial Report and information regarding OPEB Funding and
Future Employer Contributions.

BACKGROUND:
In 2000, the City of Rocklin (City) approved setting aside funds for Retiree Health (OPEB) costs – the
City’s only OPEB costs are for Retiree Health benefits.
In 2003, the City adopted the CalPERS Vesting Schedule for new hires which, at that time, reduced the
actuarial costs of Retiree Health by limiting the amount of the City’s contributions based on years of
service.
In 2008, the City capped medical benefit contributions (current cap of $1,093). In 2012, the City
discovered that the CalPERS Vesting Schedule prevents placing a cap on retiree medical contributions for
employees hired under the CalPERS Vesting Schedule, resulting in higher OPEB costs (depending on
years of CalPERS service).
In 2014, the City of Rocklin opened an irrevocable trust fund through the CalPERS California Employers’
Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT) which as of June 30, 2016 had a balance of $8,342,146.
In 2015, the AFSCME unit along with the Confidential and Management groups agreed to rescind the
CalPERS Vesting Schedule. These actions, along with increasing payments to the trust, have reduced the
City’s Unfunded Liability from a high of $44,572,000 on June 30, 2012, to an estimated $23,355,000 as of
June 30, 2016; a reduction of $21,217,000.
As of June 30, 2016, the City designated $16,850,562 ($8,342,146 – CalPERS California Employers’
Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT), $7,447,200 – Investment in CFD #11 Bonds, and $1,061,216 – in the City’s
Retiree’s Health Fund) for OPEB benefits. As of June 30, 2016, 27% of the Actuarial Accrued Liability is
funded. Due to actuarial and accounting regulations, monies not deposited into an irrevocable trust

City Council Report
May 23, 2017
Page 2
cannot be applied to the City’s Actuarially Accrued Liability. If the monies held by the City (Investment in
CFD #11 Bonds, City’s Retiree Health Fund) as of June 30, 2016 were transferred to the CERBT, the
Actuarial Accrued Liability funding level would increase to approximately 54%.
Council previously approved a phasing in of the full Actuarially Defined Contribution (ADC) payment. For
FY 17/18 the City is budgeting 80% of the ADC, with 100% scheduled for FY 19/20. This Unfunded
Liability is expected to increase as a result of paying less than the full ADC. The ADC includes the current
“pay-as-you-go” costs for current retirees, future benefit costs earned in the current year, and an
amortized portion of unfunded liability costs (the amount owed for benefits already accrued by
employees that are not currently fully funded). The ADC for FY 17/18 is $3,218,000, and it is projected
to increase to $3,919,000 in FY 19/20.
FACTORS AFFECTING OPEB COSTS:
Several factors impact OPEB costs. Among these factors are the rates charged by insurance carriers, the
age of employees at retirement, how long retirees are on City insurance vs. a Medicare plan, the medical
contributions approved by the City, the contributions required by CalPERS, and the discount rate that
will be applied. The Discount Rate used for this actuarial valuation is 7%.
Health Insurance Rate Assumptions: The Actuarial Report assumes health insurance rates will continue
to increase. The 2018 estimate: Non-Medicare rates will increase by 6.5%; Medicare rates will increase
by 6.7%. It is anticipated that health insurance increases will slow through 2021, when they are
expected to level off at a 5% increase per year for both Non-Medicare and Medicare plans.
Demographic Assumptions: There were no significant changes to the demographic assumptions as
compared with the 2015 Actuarial Report.
CONCLUSION:
The OPEB actuarial reports will be completed every year. Staff will continue to bring these reports to
Council with an analysis of any changes that have occurred.
Staff will continue the process of reviewing alternatives to reduce OPEB costs and unfunded liability.

________________________________
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Reviewed for Content

_______________________________
Steven Rudolph, City Attorney
Reviewed for legal Sufficiency
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Bartel Associates, LLC
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BENEFIT SUMMARY
 Eligibility  Full-time employees retiring directly from City under CalPERS
(age 501 and 5 years, or disability)
 Medical2
All Miscellaneous &
Safety3
Safety Hired < 5/1/2003
Hired > 5/1/2003
 Cap greater of City cap and State
 City cap:
100/90 premium:
Single 2-Party Family
Single 2-Party Family
2016 $1,093 $1,093 $1,093
2016 $705 $1,343 $1,727
2017 1,093 1,093 1,093
2017
707
1,349 1,727
 Vesting schedule applied4:
CalPERS Service Vested Percent
< 10
0%
10
50%
↓
↓
> 20
100%
 Minimum 5 years City service
1
2
3

Miscellaneous PEPRA retirees age 52 and 5 years
Unrepresented/Hourly receive PEMHCA minimum ($125/month in 2016; $128/month 2017)
Includes police administration

May 9, 2017
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BENEFIT SUMMARY
 Surviving  Surviving spouse coverage based on retirement plan election
Spouse
 Same benefit continues to surviving spouse
 Other
 No City paid dental, vision, life, Medicare Part B
 Pay As
You Go
($000s)

4

Fiscal Year
2015/16
2014/15
2013/14
2012/13
2011/12
2010/11
2009/10
2008/09
2007/08
2006/07
2005/06

Payments
$1,222
1,121
1,014
918
806
697
578
483
454
384
350

100% vested at disability retirement or 20 years City service

May 9, 2017
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IMPLIED SUBSIDY

Implied Subsidy


For PEMHCA, employer cost for allowing retirees to participate at active rates.

General trend:
$800

$700

$600

$500

$400

$300
Blended Premium
Cost by Age



25
600
400

30
600
420

35
600
460

40
600
500

45
600
550

50
600
600

55
600
640

60
600
700

64
600
800

Sample active age 40, retire age 60:
Premiums
$600 Active
$600 Retiree

May 9, 2017

PEMHCA
$1,200

Cost of
Benefits
$500 Active
$700 Retiree

3

IMPLIED SUBSIDY

Implied Subsidy






5

GASB 45 defers to actuarial standards of practice.
Previous Actuarial Standards of Practice No. 65 (ASOP 6) allows community rated
plans to value liability using premiums, resulting in no implied subsidy.
In May 2014, Actuarial Standards Board released revised ASOP 6:

Requires implied subsidy valued for community rated plans such as PEMHCA.

Timing: effective with all valuations on or after March 31, 2015 with earlier
implementation encouraged
Valuation includes implied subsidy.

Measuring Retiree Group Benefits Obligations and Determining Retiree Group Benefits Plan Costs or Contributions.

May 9, 2017
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PARTICIPANT STATISTICS

Actives
 Count
 Miscellaneous
 Unrepresented/Hourly
 Safety
 Total
 Average
 Age
 City Service
 CalPERS Service
 Pay
 Total Payroll (000’s)

6/30/08

6/30/10

6/30/12

6/30/13

196
n/a
89
285

154
39
86
279

136
27
87
250

139
23
86
248

6/30/15 6/30/16
144
8
89
241

138
5
89
232

42.7
43.4
44.7
44.1
44.5
44.5
8.2
9.5
10.9
10.6
10.5
10.4
10.2
11.6
13.3
13.0
12.9
12.9
$74,000 $67,600 $67,800 $69,000 $85,300 $87,000
21,077 18,853 16,956 17,174 20,553 20,186

May 9, 2017
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PARTICIPANT STATISTICS

Retirees
6/30/08

6/30/10

6/30/12

6/30/13

6/30/15 6/30/16

37
17
54

44
24
68

56
27
83

67
31
98

60.2

61.4

62.0

62.1

63.2

63.5

55.6
56.8
$781

57.5
53.0
$827

57.4
52.3
$877

57.4
52.7
$887

57.7
53.0
$860

57.8
53.0
$874

6

 Count
 Miscellaneous
 Safety
 Total
 Average
 Age
 Service Retirement Age
 Miscellaneous
 Safety
 Monthly Benefit

6

77
34
111

Waived retirees excluded (3, 5, 6, 7, 10 and 13 at June 30, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2015 and 2016, respectively)

May 9, 2017
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84
37
121

PARTICIPANT STATISTICS

Historical Participant Counts
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

6/30/08
285

6/30/10
279

6/30/12
250

6/30/13
248

6/30/15
241

6/30/16
232

Benefitting Retirees

54

68

83

98

111

121

Ratio Actives/Retiree

5.3

4.1

3.0

2.5

2.2

1.9

Actives

May 9, 2017
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PARTICIPANT STATISTICS

Participant Reconciliation

 June 30, 2015

Total

241

111

352

(20)

-

 New Retirees

(12)

12

-

-

23

(2)

(2)

23

 Data Corrections8

-

 June 30, 2016

8

Retirees7

 Withdrawal/Death
 New Hires

7

Actives

232

Waived retirees excluded (10 and 13 at June 30, 2015 and 2016, respectively)
Excluded 3 retirees who waived coverage and included 1 new retiree

May 9, 2017

8

121

(20)

353

ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTION HIGHLIGHTS

 Valuation Date





 Funding Plan9




9

June 30, 2015 Valuation
June 30, 2015
2016/17 GASB 45
2016/17 & 2017/18 Funding
Pay-as-you-go
(for 2012/13 ARC)
Pre-funded phase-in:
(for 2013/14 ARC and after)
ARC %
FYE
2014
25% + $1M
2015
30%
2016
40%
2017
50%
:
:
2022+
100%







June 30, 2016 Valuation
June 30, 2016
2017/18 & 2018/19 Funding
2017/18 GASB 75
Pay-as-you-go
(for 2012/13 ARC)
Pre-funded phase-in:
(for 2013/14 ARC and after)
ARC %
FYE
2015
30%
2016
60%
2017
70%
2018
80%
2019
90%
2020+
100%

City contributes pay-go plus applicable percentage of difference between full ARC (at Full ARC Discount Rate) and pay-go.
In 2013/14 City contributed additional $1 million.
In addition to the percentages contributed through the funding plan, the City sets aside General Fund surplus per the
Retiree’s Health Reserve Key Management Practice.

May 9, 2017
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ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTION HIGHLIGHTS

 Full ARC

Discount Rate
 Valuation
Discount Rate

May 9, 2017

June 30, 2015 Valuation
 7.25%

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 7.00%

 No pre-funding: 4.50%

 7.00%
 Pre-funded through CERBT
Strategy 1 starting 13/14

(for 2012/13 ARC)
 ARC Phase-In
(for 2013/14 ARC and after)
 4.50% for portion not funded
 7.25% for portion funded
 Select & Ultimate rates:
Discount Rate
FYE
2013
4.50%
2014
6.11%
2015
5.33%
2016
5.60%
2017
5.88%
:

:

2022+

7.25%

10

ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTION HIGHLIGHTS
June 30, 2015 Valuation
 Medical Plan at  Actives:
Retirement
Medical Plan Pre-65 Post-65
Blue Shield
10%
0%
BS Net Value 15%
0%
Kaiser
50%
30%
UnitedHealth
5%
20%
PERS Choice 20%
25%
PERSCare
0%
25%
 Retirees < 65:
 Pre-65: Same as current
election
 Post 65: Post 65 assumptions
for actives
 Retirees ≥ 65: Same as current
election

May 9, 2017

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Actives:
Medical Plan Pre-65 Post-65
Blue Shield
10%
0%
BS Net Value
0%
0%
Kaiser
55%
30%
UnitedHealth 15%
20%
PERS Choice 20%
25%
PERSCare
0%
25%
 Retirees < 65:
 Pre-65: Same as current
election
 Post 65: Post 65 assumptions
for actives
 Retirees ≥ 65: Same as current
election
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ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTION HIGHLIGHTS

 City Cap

Increases
 PEMHCA
Minimum
Increases

 Healthcare

Trend

May 9, 2017

June 30, 2015 Valuation
 None

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Same

Year
PEMHCA Min
2014
$ 119
2015
122
2016
125
2017
4.5% increase/year
Increase from Prior Year
Non-Medicare Medicare
Year
All Plans
All Plans
2015
Actual Premiums
2016
Actual Premiums
2017
7.0%
7.2%
2018
6.5%
6.7%
2019
6.0%
6.1%
2020
5.5%
5.6%
2021+
5.0%
5.0%

Year
PEMHCA Min
2015
$ 122
2016
125
2017
128
2018
4.5% increase/year
Increase from Prior Year
Non-Medicare Medicare
Year
All Plans
All Plans
2015
Actual Premiums
2016
Actual Premiums
2017
Actual Premiums
2018
6.5%
6.7%
2019
6.0%
6.1%
2020
5.5%
5.6%
2021+
5.0%
5.0%
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ASSETS

Market Value of Plan Assets
(Amounts in 000’s)

 Market Value (Beginning of Year)

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

$

$ 1,772

$ 4,045

-

 Contributions

1,744

 Benefit Payments

2,27710

4,26611

-

-

-

 Administration Expenses

(0)

(2)

(3)

 Investment Earnings

28

(2)

34

 Market Value (End of Year)

1,772

4,045

8,342

 Approximate annualized MVA Return

22.5%

(0.2%)

0.8%

2014/15

2015/16

-

$ 1,757

$ 4,138

1,744

2,277

4,266

-

-

-

13

104

228

1,757

4,138

8,632

5.9%

5.5%

10
11

Includes contribution accrual of $777,000.
Includes contribution accrual of $1,766,400.

May 9, 2017
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ASSETS

Actuarial Value of Plan Assets
(Amounts in 000’s)

2013/14
 Actuarial Value (Beginning of Year)

$

 Contributions
 Benefit Payments
 Credited Return

 Actuarial Value (End of Year)
 Approximate AVA Return

May 9, 2017

10.3%

14

ASSETS

Historical Asset Returns
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
(5%)
(10%)
(15%)
MVA
Expected Return
AVA

May 9, 2017

13/14
22.55%
7.25%
10.31%

14/15
-0.21%
7.25%
5.93%

15

ASSETS

This page intentionally blank

May 9, 2017

16

15/16
0.77%
7.25%
5.50%

RESULTS

Actuarial Obligations
(Amounts in 000’s)

6/30/15
S&U12

S&U12

$ 27,449
17,736
45,185

$ 25,240
18,748
43,988

$ 25,557
18,582
44,139

14,409
17,736
32,145
4,138
28,007
1,585
1,510

13,239
18,748
31,987
8,632
23,355
1,494
1,603

13,624
18,582
32,206
8,632
23,574
1,498
1,603

 Discount Rate
 Present Value of Benefits
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 Actives
 Retirees
 Total
Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL)
 Actives
 Retirees
 Total
Actuarial Value of Assets
Unfunded AAL (UAAL)
2017/18 Normal Cost
2017/18 Pay-As-You-Go Cost

6/30/16
7.00% DR

Select & Ultimate discount rates based on the portion of the ARC funded each year (see slide 10 for details).

May 9, 2017
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RESULTS

Historical Funded Status
(Amounts in 000’s)
$45,000
$40,000
$35,000
$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0
6/30/08
Retiree pay-go

May 9, 2017

6/30/10

6/30/12

Retiree AAL less pay-go

18

6/30/13
Active AAL

6/30/15
AVA

6/30/16
MVA

RESULTS

Actuarial (Gain)/Loss Analysis
(Amounts in 000’s)

AAL
$ 32,145
34,150

 6/30/15 Actual
 6/30/16 Expected
 Experience (Gains)/Losses

 Premiums less than expected
 Demographic & other
 Total
 Assumption Changes
 Medical plan at retirement
 Retiree over 65 waived participation
 Discount Rate from S&U to 7.00%
 Total
 Total (Gain)/Loss
 6/30/16 Actual

May 9, 2017

(1,231)
(655)
(1,886)
(206)
(71)
219
(58)
(1,944)
32,206

19

RESULTS

Schedule of Funding Progress (GASB 45)
(Amounts in 000’s)

Entry Age
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
(b)
$ 31,939
41,873

Unfunded
Actuarial
Accrued
Liability
(b-a)
$ 31,939
41,873

-

44,572

44,572

-

16,956

262.9%

-

31,396

31,396

-

16,956

185.2%

4,138
8,632

30,473
32,145
31,987

30,473
28,007
23,355

12.9%
27.0%

17,732
20,553
20,186

171.9%
136.3%
115.7%

Actuarial
Actuarial Value of
Valuation
Assets
Date
(a)
6/30/2008 $
6/30/2010
6/30/2012
(pay-go)
6/30/2012
(phase-in)
6/30/2013
6/30/2015
6/30/2016

May 9, 2017
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Funded Covered
Ratio
Payroll
(a/b)
(c)
$ 21,077
18,853

UAAL as
Percentage
of Covered
Payroll
((b-a)/c)
151.5%
222.1%

RESULTS

Actuarially Determined Contribution (ADC)
(Amounts in 000’s)

6/30/15
Valuation
2016/17

6/30/16
Valuation
2017/18
2018/19

 ADC - $

 Normal Cost
 UAAL Amortization
 Total
 Payroll
 ADC - % of Total Agency Payroll
 Normal Cost
 UAAL Amortization
 Total

May 9, 2017

$ 1,509
2,430
3,939
21,221

$ 1,498
2,123
3,621
20,842

$ 1,547
2,231
3,778
21,519

7.1%
11.5%
18.6%

7.2%
10.2%
17.4%

7.2%
10.4%
17.6%

21

RESULTS

Actuarially Determined Contributions
(Amounts in 000’s)

May 9, 2017
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RESULTS

Amortization Bases
(Amounts in 000’s)

 Outstanding Balance

May 9, 2017

6/30/15 Valuation
6/30/16
$ 27,682

6/30/16 Valuation
6/30/17
6/30/18
$ 23,464
$ 23,385

23

RESULTS

Amortization Payments
(Amounts in 000’s)

 Amortization Payment
 Amortization Years

May 9, 2017

6/30/15 Valuation
2016/17
$ 2,430
16

24

6/30/16 Valuation
2017/18
2018/19
$ 2,123
$ 2,231
15
14

RESULTS

Net OPEB Obligation (NOO)
(Amounts in 000’s)

 NOO (beginning of year)
 Annual OPEB Cost

 ARC
 Interest on NOO
 Adjustment for NOO
 Annual OPEB Cost
 Contributions
 Benefit Payments
 Cash
 Implied Subsidy
 Trust Pre-Funding
 Total Contribution
 NOO at (end of year)
13

2012/13
$15,572

CAFR
2013/14 2014/15
$20,305 $21,830

5,652
5,652

918
918
20,305

4,310
(28)
4,282

1,014
1,744
2,758
21,830

2015/16
$20,366

Estimated
2016/17
$18,598

3,938
1,081
(3,085)
1,934

4,242
1,232
(1,754)
3,720

3,995
1,093
(1,981)
3,107

1,121
2,277
3,398
20,36613

1,222
4,266
5,488
18,598

1,273
269
1,678
3,220
18,485

Included beginning balance adjustments of $(1,548,000) and expenses of $3,789.

May 9, 2017
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RESULTS

10-Year Contribution Projection
(Amounts in 000’s)

Contributions

FY
Ending
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027

(a)
ADC at
7.00%
$ 3,621
3,778
3,919
4,044
4,171
4,300
4,432
4,567
4,702
4,839

May 9, 2017

Benefit Payments
(c)
(d)
(b)
Implied
Total
Cash
Subsidy (b) + (c)
$ 1,331
$ 272
$1,603
1,444
302
1,746
1,573
369
1,942
1,690
375
2,065
1,787
386
2,173
1,905
2,062
2,229
2,399
2,509

421
442
449
472
492

2,326
2,504
2,678
2,871
3,001

26

(g)
(e)
(f)
Total
Phase-in Pre-Funding Contribution
%
[(a) -(d)]*(e)
(d) + (f)
80%
$ 1,615
$ 3,218
90%
1,829
3,575
100%
1,977
3,919
100%
1,979
4,044
100%
1,998
4,171
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

1,975
1,927
1,890
1,832
1,838

4,300
4,432
4,567
4,702
4,839

RESULTS

Projected Trust Contribution Comparison
2015 vs. 2016 Valuations
(Amounts in 000’s)
$3,000

$2,500

$2,000

$1,500

$1,000

$500

$0

16/17
16 Val 1,678
15 Val 1,215

17/18
1,615
1,538

18/19
1,829
1,825

May 9, 2017

19/20
1,977
2,093

20/21
1,979
2,402

21/22
1,998
2,724

22/23
1,975
2,708

23/24
1,927
2,655

24/25
1,890
2,641

25/26
1,832
2,607
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RESULTS

Projected Funded Status
(Amounts in 000’s)
$100,000
$90,000
$80,000
$70,000
$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000
$0
6/30/16

6/30/21

6/30/26
AAL

May 9, 2017
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Assets

6/30/31

6/30/36

RESULTS

Actuarial Obligations by Cash and Implied Subsidy
June 30, 2016
(amounts in 000’s)

 Present Value of Benefits
 Actives
 Retirees
 Total
 Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL)
 Actives
 Retirees
 Total
 Actuarial Assets14
 Unfunded AAL (UAAL)
 2017/18 Normal Cost
 2017/18 Pay-As-You-Go Cost
14

Cash
Subsidy

Implied
Subsidy

$ 21,241
15,959
37,200

$ 4,316
2,623
6,939

$ 25,557
18,582
44,139

11,032
15,959
26,991
7,228
19,763
1,278
1,331

2,592
2,623
5,215
1,404
3,811
220
272

13,624
18,582
32,206
8,632
23,574
1,498
1,603

Total

Assets allocated on AAL.

May 9, 2017
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RESULTS

Actuarially Determined Contribution (ADC)
2017/18 Fiscal Year
(amounts in 000’s)

Cash
Subsidy

Implied
Subsidy

Total

$ 1,278
1,783
3,061
20,842

$ 220
340
560
20,842

$ 1,498
2,123
3,621
20,842

6.1%
8.6%
14.7%

1.1%
1.6%
2.7%

7.2%
10.2%
17.4%

 ADC - $
 Normal Cost
 UAAL Amortization
 Total
 Projected Payroll
 ADC - %
 Normal Cost
 UAAL Amortization
 Total

May 9, 2017
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RESULTS

Estimated 2017/18 Implied Subsidy Transfer for Medical Coverage
For Illustrative Purposes Only
(Amounts in 000’s)

Before Implied Subsidy
Actives
Retirees
 Total Premium
 Member Contribution15
 Employer Contribution

3,409
3,409

1,703
(372)
1,331

After Implied Subsidy
Actives
Retirees




15

Total Premium
Member Contribution
Implied Subsidy Transfer
Employer Contribution

3,409
(272)
3,137

1,703
(372)
272
1,603

Total
5,112
(372)
4,740
Total
5,112
(372)
4,740

Assumes no member contribution for actives.

May 9, 2017

31

ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION
This report presents the City of Rocklin Retiree Healthcare Plan (“Plan”) June 30, 2016 actuarial valuation. The
purpose of this valuation is to:
 Determine the Plan’s June 30, 2016 Funded Status, and
 Calculate the 2017/18 and 2018/19 Actuarially Determined Contributions.
Information provided in this report may be useful to the City for the Plan’s financial management. Future
valuations may differ significantly if the Plan’s experience differs from our assumptions or if there are changes in
Plan design, actuarial methods, or actuarial assumptions. The project scope did not include an analysis of this
potential variation.
The valuation is based on Plan provisions, participant data, and asset information provided by the City as
summarized in this report, which we relied on and did not audit. We reviewed the participant data for
reasonableness.
To the best of our knowledge, this report is complete and accurate and has been conducted using generally
accepted actuarial principles and practices. As members of the American Academy of Actuaries meeting the
Academy Qualification Standards, we certify the actuarial results and opinions herein.
Respectfully submitted,

Doug Pryor, ASA, EA, MAAA
Vice President
Bartel Associates, LLC
May 9, 2017
May 9, 2017
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PREMIUMS

2015 PEMHCA Monthly Medical Premiums
Sacramento
Non-Medicare
EE
EE+1
Family

Plan
Anthem Select

EE

Medicare
EE+1
Family

$811.14 $1,622.28 $2,108.96 $445.38 $890.76 $1,336.14

Anthem Tradional

940.16

1,880.32

2,444.42

445.38

890.76

1,336.14

Blue Shield Access+

809.22

1,618.44

2,103.97

352.63

705.26

1,057.89

Blue Shield NetValue

758.45

1,516.90

1,971.97

352.63

705.26

1,057.89

Kaiser

660.96

1,321.92

1,718.50

295.51

591.02

886.53

UnitedHealthCare

623.45

1,246.90

1,620.97

267.41

534.82

802.23

PERS Choice

679.26

1,358.52

1,766.08

339.47

678.94

1,018.41

PERS Select

669.16

1,338.32

1,739.82

339.47

678.94

1,018.41

PERSCare

751.21

1,502.42

1,953.15

368.76

737.52

1,106.28

PORAC

675.00

1,292.00

1,642.00

402.00

802.00

1,281.00

May 9, 2017
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PREMIUMS

2016 PEMHCA Monthly Medical Premiums
Sacramento
Plan
Anthem Select

Non-Medicare
EE
EE+1
Family
$ 902.07 $1,804.14 $2,345.38

EE
n/a

Anthem Traditional

1,112.54

2,225.08

2,892.60

n/a

n/a

n/a

Blue Shield Access+

885.33

1,770.66

2,301.86

n/a

n/a

n/a

Blue Shield NetValue

900.73

1,801.46

2,341.90

n/a

n/a

n/a

Health Net SmartCare

747.55

1,495.10

1,943.63

n/a

n/a

n/a

Kaiser

695.11

1,390.22

1,807.29 $297.23 $594.46 $ 891.69

UnitedHealthCare

686.36

1,372.72

1,784.54

320.98

641.96

962.94

PERS Choice

727.58

1,455.16

1,891.71

366.38

732.76

1,099.14

PERS Select

665.35

1,330.70

1,729.91

366.38

732.76

1,099.14

PERSCare

810.40

1,620.80

2,107.04

408.04

816.08

1,224.12

PORAC

699.00

1,399.00

1,789.00

442.00

881.00

1,408.00
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Medicare
EE+1
Family
n/a
n/a

PREMIUMS

2017 PEMHCA Monthly Medical Premiums
Sacramento
Non-Medicare
EE
EE+1
Family

Plan

EE

Medicare
EE+1
Family

Anthem Select

$ 907.08 $1,814.16 $2,358.41

n/a

n/a

n/a

Anthem Tradional

1,286.41

2,572.82

3,344.67

n/a

n/a

n/a

Blue Shield Access+

859.42

1,718.84

2,234.49

n/a

n/a

n/a

Health Net SmartCare

672.66

1,345.32

1,748.92

n/a

n/a

n/a

Kaiser

690.56

1,381.12

1,795.46 $300.48 $600.96 $ 901.44

UnitedHealthCare

756.78

1,513.56

1,967.63

324.21

648.42

972.63

PERS Choice

723.47

1,446.94

1,881.02

353.63

707.26

1,060.89

PERS Select

641.47

1,282.94

1,667.82

353.63

707.26

1,060.89

PERSCare

812.40

1,624.80

2,112.24

389.76

779.52

1,169.28

PORAC

699.00

1,467.00

1,876.00

464.00

924.00

1,477.00
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PREMIUMS

PEMHCA Monthly Premium Increases16
Sacramento
Medical Plan
Anthem Select
Anthem Traditional
Blue Shield Access+
Blue Shield NetValue
Health Net Smartcare
Kaiser
United HealthCare
PERS Choice
PERS Select
PERSCare
PORAC
16

Non-Medicare
2016
2017
11.2%
0.6%
18.3%
15.6%
9.4%
(2.9%)
18.8%
n/a
n/a
(10.0%)
5.2%
(0.7%)
10.1%
10.3%
7.1%
(0.6%)
(0.6%)
(3.6%)
7.9%
0.2%
3.6%
4.3%

The increases are for Single premiums only.
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Medicare
2016
2017
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
0.6%
1.1%
20.0%
1.0%
7.9%
(3.5%)
7.9%
(3.5%)
10.7%
(4.5%)
10.0%
5.0%

DATA SUMMARY

Active Participant Statistics
June 30, 2016
Miscellaneous

Safety

138

89

 Count

Unrepresented
Hourly
5

Total
232

 Average:

 Age
 Service
 CalPERS Service
 Pay
 Total Payroll (000s)

17

46.8
10.0
12.2
$ 74,72217
10,685

41.6
11.3
14.5
$ 106,754
9,501

33.8
3.6
5.2
n/a
n/a

44.5
10.4
12.9
$ 87,010
20,186

Includes Unrepresented Hourly Pay

May 9, 2017
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DATA SUMMARY

Active Participant Statistics
June 30, 2015
Miscellaneous

Safety

144

89

 Count

Unrepresented
Hourly
8

Total
241

 Average:

 Age
 Service
 CalPERS Service
 Pay
 Total Payroll (000s)

18

46.9
10.4
12.5
$ 70,01218
10,642

41.5
11.3
14.3
$ 111,357
9,911

Includes Unrepresented Hourly Pay

May 9, 2017
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34.1
3.6
5.7
n/a
n/a

44.5
10.5
12.9
$ 85,281
20,553

DATA SUMMARY

Retired Participant Statistics
June 30, 2016

 Currently receiving benefit
 Count < 65
 Count > 65
 Total Count
 Average age
 Average Retirement Age
 Disabled Retirees
 Service Retirees
 Waived
 Count < 65
 Count > 65
 Total Count
 Average age
 Average retirement age

May 9, 2017

Misc.

Safety

Total

44
40
84
66.0

30
7
37
58.0

74
47
121
63.5

55.2
57.8

41.7
53.0

44.7
56.7

8
4
12
61.7
56.6

1
1
77.3
37.0

8
5
13
62.9
55.0
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DATA SUMMARY

Retired Participant Statistics
June 30, 2015

 Currently receiving benefit
 Count < 65
 Count > 65
 Total Count
 Average age
 Average Retirement Age
 Disabled Retirees
 Service Retirees
 Waived
 Count < 65
 Count > 65
 Total Count
 Average age
 Average retirement age

May 9, 2017
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Misc.

Safety

Total

40
37
77
65.7

28
6
34
57.4

68
43
111
63.2

55.2
57.7

41.7
53.0

44.7
56.6

5
4
9
61.6
56.9

1
1
76.3
37.0

5
5
10
63.1
54.9

DATA SUMMARY

Active Medical Plan Coverage
Plan
Anthem Select
Anthem Traditional
Blue Shield Access+
Blue Shield NetValue
Health Net SmartCare
Kaiser
United HealthCare
PERS Choice
PERS Select
PERSCare
PORAC
Waived
Total

Region
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
North
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

EE
2
2
5
8
28
5
1
1
4
56

May 9, 2017

EE+1
2
1
1
29
11
3
3
4
54

Family
1
4
44
12
2
1
19
83

Waived
39
39

Total
2
2
8
13
1
101
28
1
5
4
1
27
39
232

Waived
8
8

Total
3
5
41
8
1
7
5
1
1
2
8
82
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DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Medical Plan Coverage
Under Age 65
Plan
Blue Shield Access+
Blue Shield NetValue
Kaiser
United HealthCare
PERS Choice

PERSCare
PORAC
Waived
Total

May 9, 2017

Region
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Bay Area
Out of State
Sacramento
Out of State
Sacramento

EE
2
2
11
1
1
2
1
20

E-10

EE+1
1
2
21
2
5
2
1
1
35

Family
1
9
6
1
1
1
19

DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Medical Plan Coverage
Over Age 65
Plan
Blue Shield Access+
Kaiser

United HealthCare
PERS Choice

PERS Select
PERSCare
Waived
Total

Region
Sacramento
North
Out of State
Sacramento
South
North
Sacramento
South
Bay Area
North
Out of State
Sacramento
Bay Area
Bay Area
Out of State
Sacramento

May 9, 2017

EE
1
1
3
1
1
2
5
14

EE+1
1
7
1
1
4
2
1
1
4
3
1
1
2
1
30

Family
1
2
3

Waived
5
5

Total
1
1
1
11
1
1
5
2
1
1
6
4
1
1
4
6
5
52

≥ 25
1
3
4
2
10

Total
6
16
22
33
35
47
36
25
10
2
232
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DATA SUMMARY

Actives by Age and Service
Total
Age
< 25
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
≥ 65
Total

<1
4
4
3
5
1
2
1
20

May 9, 2017

1-4
2
11
11
12
6
9
2
5
1
59

5-9
1
7
7
3
8
2
5
1
34

City Service
10-14
15-19
1
8
1
13
13
9
16
13
11
4
3
3
3
1
51
48

E-12

20-24
3
3
3
1
10

DATA SUMMARY

Actives by Age and Service
Miscellaneous
Age
< 25
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
≥ 65
Total

<1
3
4
1
2
1
2
1
14

1-4
2
5
8
9
2
9
2
5
1
43

5-9
1
3
2
4
1
5
1
17

May 9, 2017

City Service
10-14
15-19
5
3
3
6
5
10
9
4
3
3
3
1
31
24

20-24
3
2
1
6

≥ 25
1
1
4
2
8

Total
5
10
12
18
8
26
28
24
10
2
143

20-24
3
1
4

≥ 25
2
2

Total
1
6
10
15
27
21
8
1
89
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DATA SUMMARY

Actives by Age and Service
Safety
Age
< 25
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
≥ 65
Total

<1
1
2
3
6

May 9, 2017

1-4
6
3
3
4
16

5-9
4
5
3
4
1
17

City Service
10-14
15-19
1
3
1
10
10
3
11
3
2
20
24
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DATA SUMMARY

Active Age Distribution
Total
60
6/30/15 Valuation

50

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

40
30
20
10
0
<25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-65

≥65

Age

May 9, 2017
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DATA SUMMARY

Active Service Distribution
Total
90
80

6/30/15 Valuation

70

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

60
50
40
30
20
10
0
0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19
Service

May 9, 2017
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20-24

≥25

DATA SUMMARY

Active Age Distribution
Miscellaneous
35
6/30/15 Valuation

30

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

25
20
15
10
5
0
<25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-65

≥65

Age

May 9, 2017
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DATA SUMMARY

Active Service Distribution
Miscellaneous
60
50

6/30/15 Valuation
6/30/16 Valuation

Number

40
30
20
10
0
0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19
Service

May 9, 2017
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20-24

≥25

DATA SUMMARY

Active Age Distribution
Safety
30
25

6/30/15 Valuation
6/30/16 Valuation

Number

20
15
10
5
0

<25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-65 ≥65
Age

May 9, 2017
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DATA SUMMARY

Active Service Distribution
Safety
30

6/30/15 Valuation

25

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

20
15
10
5
0
0-4

5-9

10-14

15-19
Service

May 9, 2017
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20-24

≥25

DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Medical Coverage by Age Group
Total
Age
Under 50
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85 & Over
Total < 65
Total ≥ 65
Total
Average Age

EE
1
1
7
11
4
4
4
2
20
14
34
66.6

May 9, 2017

EE+1
2
7
11
15
17
6
6
1
35
30
65
63.9

Family
2
7
7
3
2
1
19
3
22
57.9

Waived
1
3
4
3
1
1
8
5
13
62.9

Total
5
16
28
33
26
12
7
4
3
82
52
134
63.5
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DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Age Distribution
Total
35
30

6/30/15 Valuation
6/30/16 Valuation

Number

25
20
15
10
5
0
<50

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69
Age

May 9, 2017
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70-74

75-79

80-84

≥85

DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Medical Coverage by Age Group
Miscellaneous
Age
Under 50
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85 & Over
Total < 65
Total ≥ 65
Total
Average Age

EE
1
2
10
3
4
4
2
13
13
26
69.0

May 9, 2017

EE+1
2
8
12
15
4
6
1
22
26
48
65.8

Family
3
5
1
1
9
1
10
58.8

Waived
1
3
4
3
1
8
4
12
61.7

Total
7
18
27
22
9
6
4
3
52
44
96
65.4
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DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Age Distribution
Miscellaneous
30
6/30/15 Valuation

25

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

20
15
10
5
0
<50

May 9, 2017

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69
Age

E-24

70-74

75-79

80-84

≥85

DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Medical Coverage by Age Group
Safety
Age
Under 50
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85 & Over
Total < 65
Total ≥ 65
Total
Average Age

EE
1
5
1
1
7
1
8
58.9

May 9, 2017

EE+1
2
5
3
3
2
2
13
4
17
58.3

Family
2
4
2
2
1
1
10
2
12
57.1

Waived
1
1
1
77.3

Total
5
9
10
6
4
3
1
30
8
38
58.5
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DATA SUMMARY

Retiree Age Distribution
Safety
12
6/30/15 Valuation

10

6/30/16 Valuation

Number

8
6
4
2
0
<50

50-54

55-59

60-64

65-69
Age

May 9, 2017
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70-74

75-79

80-84

≥85

DATA SUMMARY

Medical Plan Participation
Plan
Anthem Select
Anthem Traditional
Blue Shield Access+
Blue Shield NetValue
Health Net Smartcare
Kaiser
United HealthCare
PERS Choice
PERS Select
PERSCare
PORAC
Total

Active
1%
1%
4%
7%
1%
52%
15%
3%
2%
1%
13%
100%

May 9, 2017

Retiree
Post-65
0%
0%
2%
0%
0%
30%
17%
26%
2%
23%
0%
100%

Pre-65
0%
0%
4%
7%
0%
55%
10%
18%
0%
3%
3%
100%

Total
0%
0%
3%
4%
0%
45%
13%
21%
1%
11%
2%
100%
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DATA SUMMARY

Participant Counts by Tier
6/30/08 6/30/10 6/30/12 6/30/13 6/30/15 6/30/16
 Actives
 Tier 1

160

146

129

116

166

154

 Tier 2

125

94

94

109

67

73

-

39

27

23

8

5

285

279

250

248

241

232

 Tier 1

54

66

80

92

106

108

 Tier 2

-

2

3

6

4

11

 Unrepresented/Hourly

-

-

-

-

1

2

54

68

83

98

111

121

 Unrepresented/Hourly
 Total
 Retirees19

 Total

19

Waived retirees excluded

May 9, 2017
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ACTUARIAL METHODS







June 30, 2015 Valuation
Cost Method
 Entry Age Normal
Amortization
 Level percentage of payroll
Actuarial Value  Valuation assets projected to
June 30, 2016 (using actual
of Assets
June 30, 2015 assets)
 Asset gains/losses recognized
over 5 years
 Shorter period but same
method as CalPERS Pension
 Corridor: 80% & 120% of
market value
Future New
 Closed group – no new
Entrants
participants

May 9, 2017

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Same
 Same
 Valuation assets projected to
June 30, 2017 (using actual
June 30, 2016 assets)
 Asset gains/losses recognized
over 5 years
 Shorter period but same
method as CalPERS Pension
 Corridor: 80% & 120% of
market value
 Same

E-29

ACTUARIAL METHODS
 Unfunded

Liability
Amortization

 ACA Excise

Tax

May 9, 2017

 Initial UAAL – 19-year fixed  Initial UAAL – 19-year fixed

(closed) period (16 years
(closed) period (15 years
remaining at 6/30/17)
remaining at 6/30/18)
 Assumption Changes,
 Assumption Changes,
Experience Gains/Losses and
Experience Gains/Losses and
Contribution Gaines/Losses –
Contribution Gaines/Losses –
15-year fixed (closed) period
15-year fixed (closed) period
 Maximum 30-year combined  Maximum 30-year combined
period
period
 Estimated by 2% load on

cash subsidy

E-30

 Same

ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS

 General Inflation 
 Payroll Increases 

 Service



Retirement

20

June 30, 2015 Valuation
3.00%
Aggregate Increases: 3.25%
Merit Increases: CalPERS
1997-2011 Experience Study
CalPERS 1997-2011
Experience Study20

Benefit
ERA

Misc.
2%@55
60.9

Safety
3%@50
54.8 (Fire)
54.0 (Police)

PEPRA
Benefit
ERA

Misc.
2%@62
61.8

Safety
2.7%@57
54.0 (Fire)
54.0 (Police)

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Same
 Same

 CalPERS 1997-2011

Experience Study
Benefit
ERA

Misc.
2%@55
61.0

Safety
3%@50
54.0 (Fire)
54.7 (Police)

PEPRA
Benefit
ERA

Misc.
2%@62
62.5

Safety
2.7%@57
56.4 (Fire)
54.0 (Police)

2%@60 for miscellaneous hired after 6/30/12.

May 9, 2017
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ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS

 Mortality,



Termination,
Disability



 Participation at



Retirement




May 9, 2017

June 30, 2015 Valuation
June 30, 2016 Valuation
CalPERS 1997-2011
 Same
Experience Study
Fully generational with Scale
MP14 modified to converge
to ultimate improvement rates
in 2022 for pre and postretirement mortality
Actives and Retirees currently  Same, but with 10% of
covered: 100%
retirees currently waived
electing at 65
Actives currently waived:
80%
Retirees currently waived:
20% elect at 65
Unrepresented & Hourly:
60%
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ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS

 Marital Status at



Retirement

 Medicare

Eligible Rate
 Spouse Age







 Dependents at



Retirement


May 9, 2017

June 30, 2015 Valuation
Currently Covered: same as
current election
Currently Waived: 80%
married
100%
Everyone eligible for
Medicare will elect Part B
coverage
Actives: Males 3 years older
than females
Retirees: Males 3 years older
than females if spouse birth
date not provided
Actives:
 Misc: 20%
 Safety: 30%
Retirees: same as current
coverage until age 65

June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Same

 Same

 Same

 Same
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ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS

 Surviving

June 30, 2015 Valuation
 100%

Spouse
Participation

May 9, 2017
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June 30, 2016 Valuation
 Same

DEFINITIONS

Present Value of Benefits

May 9, 2017
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DEFINITIONS
 Annual

Required
Contribution
(ARC)

 Net OPEB

Obligation
(NOO)
 Annual
OPEB Cost
(AOC)

 GASB 45 contribution is Normal Cost plus amortization of:

 Initial UAAL and AAL for plan, assumption, and method changes
 Experience gains and losses (difference between actual experience
and that expected from assumptions)
 Contribution gains and losses (difference between ARC and actual
contributions)
 NOO is accumulated amounts expensed but not funded
 Net OPEB Asset if amounts funded exceed those expensed
 Expense for current period including:

 ARC
 Interest on NOO
 Adjustment of NOO
 Adjustment of NOO prevents double counting of expense since ARCs
include amortization of prior contribution gains and losses previously
expensed

May 9, 2017
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BACK TO AGENDA

Annual Budget
DRAFT
Fiscal Year
2017-2018

Vision Statement
To become a City that provides its citizens with
exceptional quality of life, while maintaining its
small town sense of community.
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FY 2017-2018 Budget Transmittal Letter

Honorable Mayor and City Council:
It is my pleasure to present the Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-2018 Budget and Capital
Investment Plan for the City of Rocklin. The Budget continues the City’s practice of
careful planning and conservative fiscal oversight. The result of this disciplined
approach are high municipal services, continued investment in maintaining and
upgrading public facilities and infrastructure and appropriate reserves needed to give
our City the resiliency to adapt to changes which are proving to be the norm in our
current economic environment. Balancing these multiple obligations guided our
deliberations as we put this budget together under continuing revenue limitations.
I am pleased to offer a balanced and sustainable budget for FY 2017/18. The overall
budget for the City of Rocklin is $78,585,800. The size of this budget is indicative of the
breath, depth and diversity of services, projects and activities undertaken by the City of
Rocklin for public safety, quality of life, infrastructure maintenance, transportation and
development related services. This budget continues the practice of conservative
revenue estimates, especially in the General Fund.
Every city endeavors to pass a balanced budget. But a budget that is balanced isn’t
always one representing a healthy spending plan. At the most basic level a sustainable
operating budget is one where normally occurring revenues are equal to your normally
occurring expenditures and alternatively one-time sources of revenue are used for onetime expenditures. The City of Rocklin began this changeover several years ago as we
transitioned from a growth plan to a sustainability plan made ever more essential by our
pending built-out status.
Along with sustaining natural, human and physical agendas, we must also be fiscally
sustainable. Otherwise quality of life declines as infrastructure and service levels
deteriorate, or higher taxes are required just to maintain the status quo. Therefore the
City of Rocklin works hard to find the appropriate balance between quality of life assets
and our ability to sustain them fiscally. While truly smart growth must reflect what people
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City Structure

City of Rocklin Overview
Organizational Charts
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CITY OF ROCKLIN OVERVIEW
Structure of the Government
Body
The City of Rocklin operates under a
Council-Manager form of government,
which vests authority in an elected City
Council. The City Council is the City’s
legislative and policy-making body and
appoints the City Manager who is
responsible for the overall administration
of the City. In addition to the
appointment of the City Manager, the
City Council also appoints the City
Attorney, City Treasurer, City Clerk and
members of the Board of Appeals,
Planning Commission, and Parks,
Recreation & Arts Commission.
The city-wide organizational chart
displays the relationships between
organizational units of the City
government. Day-to-day operations are
handled by the City’s departments. The
departments are run by Department
Directors who report to the City
Manager. This organization ensures the
City Manager can keep the City Council
aware of operational issues of
importance and of city-wide concern.

Rocklin Police Department
Photograph by Dayna Amboy

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

City Profile and History
The City of Rocklin is located at the
junction of Interstate 80 and State
Highway 65, near the base of the Sierra
foothills in California’s Gold Country. It is
part of the Sacramento-Roseville-ArdenArcade Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA), which includes the four counties
of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and
Yolo. Rocklin is ideally located in
proximity to many tourist locations and
recreational amenities. It is within 20
minutes of Folsom Lake, 30 minutes of
downtown and Old Sacramento, and
less than 2 hours from Lake Tahoe, the
Pacific Ocean, and San Francisco.
Rocklin, which encompasses 19.87
square miles with a population of 64,417
as of January 1, 2017, is the second
largest incorporated area by population
in Placer County. The City has long
been known as a safe community with
low crime rates, excellent schools and
beautiful parks. The City’s Insurance
Protection Class Code or ISO Rating is
2, putting the Rocklin Fire Department in
the top 2% in the nation. Rocklin also
continues to enjoy one of the lowest
crime rates in the Greater Sacramento
Area. The Rocklin Police Department is
one of only 22 accredited agencies in
California and among only 5% in the
entire nation.
Schools in Rocklin are highly rated. The
Rocklin Unified School District (RUSD)
was ranked as the third best school
district in the Sacramento Metro area in
2017 by niche.com. Sierra College is
ranked first in Northern California for
transfers to four-year universities and
has almost 14,000 students taking forcredit courses at their main Rocklin
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campus. Additionally, the City of Rocklin
is home to the fast-growing William
Jessup
University,
the
Greater
Sacramento region's only private fouryear, residential university.
The City of Rocklin has a long history,
but much of the growth has been within
the last 30 years. Rocklin was first
recognized as a destination along the
transcontinental railroad in 1864, about
the same time granite mining began.
Rocklin was incorporated in 1893 during
the heyday of railroad and granite
mining activity. But both industries
declined in the early 1900s when
Rocklin’s
railroad
round
house
operations moved from Rocklin to
nearby Roseville and cement largely
replaced granite as a building material
of choice.

Quarry Park
Photograph by Grant Wiggins

North of Rocklin’s core was Spring
Valley Ranch, founded in 1855 by the
Whitney
family.
Whitney’s
ranch
included sheep and a wide variety of
agricultural products and grew from
12,000 acres to 27,000 acres by 1913.
This land was eventually subdivided and
sold off to various development interests
including the Sunset International
Petroleum Corporation in 1960. This
group developed what is known as the
Sunset Whitney neighborhood, centered
around a beautiful golf course.
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Big Gun Quarry Waterfall
Photograph by Haleigh Schaeffer

The mid 1980s, marked the initial
development of Stanford Ranch, a 3,000
acre master planned community that
had been part of Whitney’s Spring
Valley Ranch. This began a period of
steady growth for Rocklin that continues
today with additional master plan areas
including Whitney Oaks (1,000 acres)
and Whitney Ranch (1,300 acres) as
well as other quality developments that
fill Rocklin’s almost 20 square miles.
Growth in Rocklin has not only included
residential, but retail, office and
industrial development as well. Rocklin
is home to local, national and
international businesses providing jobs
in a wide variety of industries including
high-tech, logistics, communications and
professional and business services.
Rocklin is now nearing the end of its
growth phase. With few remaining large,
undeveloped parcels and no opportunities for large-scale annexations, City
leaders are shifting their focus from one
of growth to long-term sustainability.
Rocklin is rich in traditions and history.
Throughout the years, the City
continues to be a leader in providing
excellent services, a safe community,
and maintaining a high quality of life.
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ECONOMIC &
COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

LEGAL SECRETARY

ASSISTANT CITY
ATTORNEY

CITY ATTORNEY

CITY CLERK

FIRE

BOARDS AND
COMMISSIONS

PARKS AND
RECREATION

CITY MANAGER

CITY COUNCIL

CITIZENS

POLICE

ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

ASSISTANT CITY
MANAGER/CFO

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

CITY OF ROCKLIN

5/10/2017

PUBLIC SERVICES
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DEPUTY CITY CLERK

CITY CLERK

WEBSITE
TECHNICIAN
(P/T)

ASSISTANT CITY
MANAGER/CFO

ASSOCIATE
MANAGEMENT ANALYST

DIRECTOR OF
CITY COMMERCE &
COMMUNICIATIONS

CITY MANAGER

PROGRAM
ASSISTANT II
(P/T)
(2)

RECREATION, ARTS, AND
EVENT TOURISM
PROGRAM MANAGER

DEPARTMENT
DIRECTORS
(5)

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

NOTE: P/T = Part Time
4/24/2017

MARKETING AND
DEVELOPMENT
SPECIALIST

RECREATION, ARTS, AND
EVENT TOURISM
PROGRAM MANAGER

FINANCE
OFFICER

ACCOUNTANT II

OFFICE ASSISTANT
II
(P/T)

ACCOUNTING
TECHNICIAN II
(3)

SENIOR
ACCOUNTANT
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IT SPECIALIST

SENIOR
IT SPECIALIST

IT ANALYST

SENIOR NETWORK
SERVICES
ADMINISTRATOR

IT MANAGER

DIRECTOR
OF
ADMINISTRATIVE
SERVICES

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST

HUMAN RESOURCES
TECHNICIAN II
(2)

PAYROLL
ADMINISTRATOR

HUMAN RESOURCES
MANAGER

SENIOR HUMAN
RESOURCES
TECHNICIAN

ASSISTANT CITY
MANAGER/CFO

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT

NOTE: P/T = Part Time
4/24/2017

RECREATION
BUSINESS
TECHNICIAN

FINANCIAL
ANALYST

SENIOR PLANNER

LAND
DEVELOPMENT
ENGINEER

ASSISTANT
PLANNER

ASSOCIATE
PLANNER

DEPARTMENTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE
SPECIALIST

PLANNING/
BUILDING
TECHNICIAN

OFFICE
ASSISTANT II

PLANNING/
BUILDING
TECHNICIAN

DIRECTOR
OF THE
OFFICE OF
LONG RANGE PLANNING

MANAGER OF
PLANNING
SERVICES

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES SPECIALIST

PERMIT
SERVICES
SUPERVISOR

PLANNING/
BUILDING
TECHNICIAN

DIRECTOR OF
ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE
ASSISTANT II
(2)

FIRE
PREVENTION
PLANS
EXAMINER
PLANNING/
BUILDING
TECHNICIAN

CHIEF
BUILDING
OFFICIAL

BOARD OF
APPEALS

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

5/10/2017

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING
COMMISSION

CITY ENGINEER
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BUILDING
INSPECTOR I

BUILDING
INSPECTOR II
(2)

MANAGER OF
BUILDING
SERVICES
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FIREFIGHTER/
PARAMEDIC
(8)

VOLUNTEER PERSONNEL

FIRE ENGINEER
(9)

FIRE CAPTAIN
(9)

FIRE PREVENTION
OFFICER

DEPARTMENTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE
SPECIALIST

FIREFIGHTER
(4)

BATTALION CHIEF-LINE
(3)

FIRE CHIEF

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

FIRE DEPARTMENT

5/10/2017
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CODE
COMPLIANCE
OFFICER I
(P/T)

IRRIGATION
MAINTENANCE
TECHNICIAN
(2)

LANDSCAPE
SERVICES
WORKER
(3)

LANDSCAPE
SERVICES
TRADES WORKER
(3)

LANDSCAPE
INSPECTOR

PARK SERVICES
MANAGER

PARKS DIVISION
SUPERVISOR

PROGRAM
ASSISTANT II
(P/T)

SENIOR OFFICE
ASSISTANT

SR. DEPARTMENTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE
SPECIALIST

DIRECTOR OF
PARKS AND
RECREATION

PROGRAM
ASSISTANT II
(P/T)

OFFICE
ASSISTANT II
(P/T)
(2)

SENIOR PROGRAM
ASSISTANT
(P/T)

NOTE: P/T = Part Time
4/24/2017

SENIOR BUILDING
MAINTENANCE
WORKER

RECREATION, ARTS,
AND EVENT TOURISM
PROGRAM MANAGER

RECREATION
COORDINATOR

PARKS,
RECREATION, AND
ARTS COMMISSION

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER - C
POLICE OFFICER (5)
(WEEKDAY
DAYSHIFT)
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POLICE OFFICER
(2)

POLICE OFFICER-C
POLICE OFFICER (2)
(TRAFFIC)

ANIMAL CONTROL
OFFICER (2)
(ANIMAL CONTROL)

POLICE OFFICER - C
POLICE OFFICER (5)
(WEEKDAY G-YARD)

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER (6)
(WEEKDAY SWING)

POLICE
LIEUTENANT

VOLUNTEERS

COMMUNITY
SERVICE OFFICER
(VOLUNTEER )

COMMUNITY
SERVICE OFFICER
(CRIME
PREVENTION)

RESERVE
POLICE OFFICER - V
(3)

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER - C
POLICE OFFICER (4)
(WEEKEND
DAYSHIFT)

POLICE CAPTAIN
(OPERATIONS)

POLICE OFFICER
(2)
(FTO)

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER (4)
(WEEKDAY SWING)

POLICE
LIEUTENANT

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
TO POLICE CHIEF

POLICE OFFICER - C
POLICE OFFICER (4)
(WEEKEND G-YARD)

POLICE CHIEF

COMMUNITY
SERVICE OFFICER
(CRIME LAB)

POLICE OFFICER
(RATTF)

POLICE OFFICER
(SIU)

CRIME ANALYST

POLICE CLERK
(P/T)
(RECORDS)

POLICE
RECORDS CLERK
(3)
(RECORDS)

POLICE
TECHNICAL
ASSETS
COORDINATOR

4/24/2017

PS DISPATCHER II
(P/T)
(9-1-1 CENTER)

PS DISPATCHER
I (1)
II (10)
(9-1-1 CENTER)

PUBLIC SAFETY
DISPATCH
SUPERVISOR
(2)

MGR POLICE RECORDS
& COMMUNICATION
(SUPPORT SERVICES)

POLICE RECORDS
SUPERVISOR

POLICE CAPTAIN
(INVESTIGATIONS

EVIDENCE/
PROPERTY
TECHNICIAN

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER (4)
(YOUTH SERVICES)

P/T POLICE CLERK
CALEA

POLICE
LIEUTENANT
(PROF. STD UNIT)

NOTES: P/T = Part Time
C = Police Corporal designation
V - Volunteer

POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER (3)
(INVESTIGATIONS)

SENIOR POLICE
TECHNICIAN
(TRAINING )
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POLICE DEPARTMENT

IRRIGATION
MAINTENANCE
TECHNICIAN
(2)

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES
TECHNICIAN

PUBLIC WORKS
INSPECTOR II

LANDSCAPE
SERVICES WORKER

SR. IRRIGATION
MAINTENANCE
TECHNICIAN

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES
SPECIALIST

LANDSCAPE
SERVICES
SUPERVISOR
(STREETS)

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES OPERATIONS
MANAGER

LANDSCAPE SERV.
TRADES WORKER
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BUILDING
MAINTENANCE
WORKER
(2)

BUILDING
MAINTENANCE
SUPERVISOR

FACILITIES
OPERATIONS
SUPERINTENDENT

BUILDING TRADES
WORKER
(4)

PUBLIC SERVICES
MANAGER

GIS ANALYST I

GIS ANALYST II

ENGINEERING
TECHNICIAN I

4/24/17

TRAFFIC CONTROL
& LIGHTING
TECHNICIAN
(2)

STREET
MAINTENANCE
WORKER
(4)
SENIOR
CONSTRUCTION
INSPECTOR

SR. TRAFFIC
CONTROL &
LIGHTING
TECHNICIAN

SR. STREET
MAINTENANCE
WORKER
(2)

PUBLIC SERVICES
BUSINESS
TECHNICIAN

ASSOCIATE
CIVIL ENGINEER

TRAFFIC
MAINTENANCE
SUPERVISOR

STREET
MAINTENANCE
SUPERVISOR

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OF PUBLIC SERVICES

PUBLIC SERVICES
ADMINISTRATIVE
SUPERVISOR

DIRECTOR OF
PUBLIC SERVICES

Organizational Chart – FY 2017-18

PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT

EQUIPMENT
MECHANIC II
(3)

FLEET SERVICES
SUPERVISOR
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KEY MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Governmental budgeting allocates and balances the resources drawn from the public to
the demand for services and projects. Budgeting helps policy makers set goals, assists
program managers and department heads in the improvement of organizational
performance, and ensures that both elected and appointed officials are accountable to
the public.
Budget guidelines are essentially policy statutes that provide a sense of the budgetary
environment. Budget guidelines and Financial Policy Statements address the budget’s
scope and the assignment of roles to various budgetary participants. The following
formal policy statements are presented to establish the financial goals of the
organization and the principles that will govern budget deliberations.

Authorization
In accordance with Chapter 3.28 of the
Rocklin Municipal Code, the City
Manager shall prepare and submit by
May 15th of each year, the annual
budget to the City Council. The budget
shall include an explanation message,
and shall contain itemized statements
for recommended City expenditures and
estimated revenues. The City Council
shall conduct one or more hearings on
the proposed budget and make changes
as deemed appropriate. The City
Council shall adopt a final budget on or
before June 30th of each year. The City
Manager shall keep the City Council
fully advised as to the financial condition
and future needs of the City and shall
make recommendations to the City
Council concerning the affairs of the
City.

Basis of Budgeting
An operating, capital project and
transfer budget is adopted each fiscal
year for the General Fund and certain
Special Revenue, Capital Project, Debt
Service, Permanent, Proprietary, and
Fiduciary Funds. The proposed budget
shall be balanced by fund, meaning that
the recommended appropriations do not
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exceed the combined total of estimated
revenues and unreserved fund balance
for each of the City’s individual funds
subject to appropriation. The level of
budgetary control for the City is at the
fund level.
Department heads are given authority to
control their budgets and to make
changes indicated to meet program
objectives and to meet performance
goals. In no case may total expenditures
of a particular department or fund
exceed what is appropriated by the City
Council without approval by the City
Council. Unexpended appropriations
shall lapse at year end.

Fund Accounting
The City follows principles of fund
accounting for all governmental and
proprietary funds. Each fund is a fiscal
and accounting entity with a selfbalancing set of accounts recording
cash and other financial resources,
together with all related liabilities and
segregated for the purpose of carrying
on specific activities or attaining certain
objectives in accordance with specific
regulations, restrictions or limitations.
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Investment Policy

Capital Investment Plan

The primary objective of the City’s
investment policy, Legislative Policy #1,
is the preservation of investment
principal. The City’s investment portfolio
will provide sufficient liquidity to meet
the City’s operating and capital
requirements to insure the orderly
execution of the City’s business affairs.
In investing public funds, the City will
strive to maximize the return of its
investment portfolio, but will avoid
assuming unreasonable risks. To control
risks regarding specific security types,
the City will diversify its investments. A
comprehensive report related to the
City’s investment performance will be
provided quarterly to the City Council.
Confidence in the City’s investment
policies is based on clear and constant
communication
of
decisions
and
performance of investments.

The City will develop and implement a
five-year capital investment plan, which
will require the City to anticipate longterm needs. The five-year capital
investment plan will determine the
capital investment priorities, provide for
the budget of current year projects, and
provide for the forecasting and
anticipation of future year expenditures.

Fiscal Procedures
The City of Rocklin budget process and
related financial procedures are in
compliance with the recommended
standards as outlined by the Government Finance Officers Association. They
meet all Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP), the recommended
best practices of the Governmental
Accounting Standards Board (GASB)
and the City’s internal financial policies.
The City will maintain an accounting
system to provide all of the data needed
to allow for the timely preparation of
financial statements for the entire City in
conformity with GAAP. The City will
contract for an independent audit of the
City’s finances and for compliance with
GASB and state laws. The audit will be
published annually as a Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR).
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Capital Assets
Capital assets, which include property,
plant, equipment, and infrastructure
assets (e.g. roads, bridges, sidewalks,
and similar items), are defined by the
City as assets with an initial, individual
cost of $10,000 ($5,000 if grant funded)
or more, $100,000 for infrastructure and
an estimated life in excess of one year.

Fleet Equipment
The City’s budget will provide for the
adequate maintenance and repair of
fleet equipment and for their orderly
replacement.

Risk Management
The City operates a risk management
and loss prevention program to
minimize losses.
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One-Time Revenues

Capital Expenditures

A local government that becomes
dependent on one‐time revenue, or on a
source of revenue that will soon
disappear, can, in essence, create
deficits for itself. The City of Rocklin will
utilize General Fund one time or
temporary funds to obtain capital assets,
fund capital projects, replenish the
General Fund Operating Reserve and/or
make other nonrecurring purchases.
Otherwise, strategic planning to earmark
replacement revenue must be identified
at the onset.

All capital projects planned and
budgeted for in any given fiscal year will
have funding identified and proven to be
available. This means that all projects
are subject to funding already received
in prior fiscal years. Funds that are
earmarked for receipt in current fiscal
years will not be utilized for current year
expenditures.

Debt Policy
Sound budget management requires
that the City determine the availability of
revenue to support future capital
improvements (infrastructure). In addition to the policies and procedures for
land secured financing as enacted by
Resolution No. 2005-112, the City
utilizes “Capital Needs Financing” as
noted below and conducts ongoing
analysis of refunding opportunities.

Operating Funds – Operating
Expenditures
All Non-General Fund Operating Funds
will maintain sufficient cash balances to
cover a minimum of seven months of
operating expenditures planned and
budgeted at the end of every fiscal year.
This means that operations within these
Funds are subject to funding already
received. This policy will ensure the City
maintains sufficient cash on hand to
cover its normal operations and enable
it to identify and avoid potential cash
flow issues.

De‐obligation
Capital Needs Financing
The City of Rocklin will, where possible,
and in accordance with the adopted
Capital Investment Plan, employ pay‐as‐
you‐go financing to save interest
expenditures, preserve debt capacity for
future borrowing, and not encumber
future budgets with mandatory debt
service expenditures. Exceptions to this
practice will be for capital expenditures,
which are determined to be time
sensitive for purposes of public health,
safety, welfare, or for economic gain.
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In the event that an unplanned capital
project is identified as a higher priority
than a budget initially appropriated, the
funded project list may be altered to
take into account the new project. In this
event, all projects will be reviewed and a
new priority list established. Any
project(s) that are removed from the
current funded project list will have the
attached funding source de‐obligated
and that funding source will be attached
to the new project(s) and/or returned to
the reserve.
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General Fund Operating
Reserve
The City of Rocklin will maintain an
operating reserve equal to 25% of the
planned budgeted expenditures in the
General Fund (less any capital
equipment and/or project costs). These
reserved dollars will be used to support
unforeseen emergencies, operating
insufficiencies and short‐term internal
loans. Management will exercise every
mechanism available, e.g. budget cuts,
hiring freezes, etc., to avoid use of the
reserve. Should the reserve level
exceed 25%, excess funds may be
transferred to support the City’s Capital
Investment Plan. To the extent the
reserve level falls below 25%, a plan will
be executed to replenish the reserve at
the targeted funding level within three
years.

General Fund Disaster
Contingency Reserve
The City of Rocklin will maintain an
emergency reserve equal to $1 million
as set by Resolution No. 2012-136.
These reserved dollars will be used in
the event of a “declared” emergency
providing financial support for recovery
efforts as directed by the City Council.

Self-Insured Losses Reserve
The City of Rocklin will maintain a self
insured losses reserve equal to $2
million. These reserved dollars will be
used for losses not covered under
existing insurance programs.

Retiree’s Health Reserve
The City of Rocklin will maintain a
Retiree’s Health Reserve. These
reserved dollars will be used to fund a
Retiree’s Health Trust to offset the
retiree’s health accrued liability. Interest
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earned on these funds will be used to
offset current retiree’s health insurance
premium payments. Additionally, the
Retiree’s Health Fund will be partially
funded by annual transfers-in of 45% of
the General Fund’s current fiscal year’s
fund balance surplus as limited by the
transfer to the GF – Special Reserve
Funds and the total amount transferred
into the General Fund through the
annual Indirect Cost Allocation.

Fleet Capital Reserve
The City of Rocklin will maintain Fleet
Capital Reserves in the Fleet Fund for
the purchase of new and replacement
vehicles and other capital assets.
Reserve amounts will be expensed to
each Operating Fund based upon the
vehicles assigned. These amounts will
be calculated utilizing the annual asset
depreciation expense, and allocated
through a modified Fleet Allocation
process. In the case where funds
reserved in the Fleet Fund for a
particular asset to be replaced, or an
additional new asset to be purchased,
are insufficient to cover the entire cost of
the asset, additional amounts will be
expensed to the appropriate Operating
Fund in that year.

General Fund – Special Reserve
Funds
At the end of each fiscal year, after
calculating the 25% General Fund
Operating Reserve, any General Fund
surplus (net amount by which the fund
balance is increased in that fiscal year)
will be transferred to the GF–Special
Reserve Funds and to the Retiree’s
Health Fund as limited by the total
amount transferred into the General
Fund through the annual Indirect Cost
Allocation. The surplus will be split
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between the funds with 45% transferred
to the GF–Streets Maintenance Reserve
Fund, 10% transferred to the GFEconomic Development Reserve Fund,
and 45% transferred to the Retiree’s
Health Fund.

Unfunded Pension Liability
Reduction
In the event that at the end of the prior
fiscal year there was an increase in the
General Fund unassigned (unreserved)
Fund Balance, 50% of this increase will
be used to pay down the City’s
unfunded pension liability. This transfer
of funds will occur during the budget
process following each year in which an
increase occurs.
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“75:25” Operating Expenditure
Rule
To support fiscal stability, the City will
work to maintain a personnel to
operations/maintenance
expenditure
ratio no greater than 75:25. Pension and
health care costs can be extremely
volatile, and can lead to significant yearover-year
expenditure
increases.
Maintaining a healthy balance between
personnel and operations/maintenance
expenditures allows for greater control
over total expenditures and allows the
City to more easily respond to
unforeseen costs. The City will analyze
its personnel to operations/maintenance
expenditure ratio during the budget
process each year, and make prudent
adjustments to bring the ratio back to
appropriate levels within three years.
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BUDGET AND REVENUE HIGHLIGHTS
The City Budget

Revenue Overview

The City’s budget document contains
a complete overview of the projected
revenues
and
the
proposed
departmental expenditures for a given
fiscal year. The City’s budget is
separated on a department/function
basis into Administrative Services,
Economic & Community Development,
Fire, Legislative, Parks & Recreation,
Police, Public Services, each with
differing goals, objectives, and the
ability to generate fees or other
revenue to fund a portion or all of their
operating costs.

Revenue is presented in the City
budget by major revenue categories:
Taxes,
Licenses
and
Permits,
Intergovernmental Revenues, Fines,
Forfeitures & Penalties, Charges for
Services, Use of Money and Property,
and Miscellaneous. The budgeted
revenue is presented in total and is
also broken down into sub-categories
within each major category.

The City’s budget process is set forth
in Chapter 3.28 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code. Section 3.28.050
states, “The Council shall adopt a final
budget on or before June 30 of each
year by resolution”. Though generally
considered good stewardship of public
resources and a fiduciary duty to the
citizens of the City, there is no stated
requirement in the Rocklin Municipal
Code, or state statutes, that the City
approves a balanced budget.
The City, like other state and local
governments, uses fund accounting to
ensure and demonstrate compliance
with finance-related legal requirements. The City budget includes the
following types of funds: General
Fund, Special Revenue funds, Capital
Project funds, Debt Service funds,
Internal Service fund, Permanent
funds, and Agency funds. Fund
descriptions are included in the Fund
Overview section.
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Revenue estimates are based on
information received from City departments, outside agencies (County of
Placer Assessor, State Department of
Finance, Placer County Transportation
Planning Agency, etc.), historical data
and current economic trends. The City
takes a conservative approach to
forecasting revenue.

Unlike a private business, some of the
City’s revenue is restricted to certain
uses by law. A special tax is levied for
the specific purpose approved by the
voters. Fees are charged for specific
services. Many intergovernmental
revenues (i.e. State & Federal funds)
are designated by law for specific
types of activities/projects.

Major sources of the City’s General
Fund
revenue
for
day-to-day
operations and services come from
property tax and sales and use tax.
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Property Tax:

Under California
law, property taxes are assessed and
collected by the counties up to 1% of
assessed value, plus other increases
approved by the voters. The property
taxes go into a pool and are then
allocated to the cities by statutory
formula. Approximately 12.6% of ad
valorem property taxes levied in
Rocklin go to the City.

levies to which it is entitled, whether or
not collected.
The current economic climate within
the housing and commercial real
estate markets has remained stable
over the last year. The City is
projecting property tax revenues to
increase at 7.4% in fiscal year 20172018. This increase is a result of
assessed values for existing property
increasing by 2.0%, increased values
related to property transfers, and
Prop 8 adjustments.

Sales Tax: Sales tax is imposed on

Quarry Park on Rocklin Road
Photograph by Grant Wiggins

Property taxes attach annually as an
enforceable lien on January 1. Taxes
are levied on January 1, are payable in
two installments, and are delinquent
on December 10 and April 10. Placer
County (the County) is responsible for
the collection and allocation of
property taxes. The County apportions
secured property tax revenue in
accordance with the alternate methods
of distribution, the “Teeter Plan,” as
prescribed by Section 4717 of the
California Revenue and Taxation
code. Therefore, the City receives
100% of the secured property tax
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retailers for the privilege of selling
tangible
personal
property
in
California. A use tax is imposed on
purchasers whenever sales tax does
not apply, such as for goods
purchased out of state for use in
California. The sales and use tax rate
in a specific California location has
three parts: the State tax rate, the local
tax rate and any district tax rate that
may be in effect. State sales and use
taxes provide revenue to the state’s
General Fund, to cities and counties
through specific state fund allocations,
and to other local jurisdictions. The
current sales tax rate in Placer County
– City of Rocklin – is 7.25%. The
7.25% is distributed to various
agencies with 1.0% going to the City of
Rocklin and 6.25% going to other
agencies.
The City is forecasting an increase of
8.2% in sales tax revenues for the
2017-2018 fiscal year due to continued
retail
development
and
strong
consumer spending trends.
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FUND OVERVIEW
Consistent with other governmental agencies, the City uses fund accounting. A fund
is a grouping of related accounts that is used to maintain control over resources that
have been segregated for specific activities or objectives. All of the funds of the City
can be divided into three categories: governmental funds, proprietary funds, and
fiduciary funds.

Governmental Funds
Governmental funds include the
General Fund, Special Revenue,
Capital Project, Permanent, and Debt
Service funds.
The General Fund is used to account
for resources traditionally associated
with the City which are not required
legally or by sound financial management to be accounted for in another
fund. From this fund the City’s general
operating expenditures are paid, the
fixed charges, and the capital costs
that are not paid through other funds.
Special Revenue Funds are used to
account for specific revenues that are
legally or otherwise restricted to
expenditures for particular purposes.
Examples of Special Revenue Funds
include State Gas Tax and SB325 Tax
(sales tax on fuel purchases).
Capital Project Funds are used to
account for financial resources used
for the acquisition or construction of
major capital facilities other than those
financed
by
proprietary
funds.
Examples of Capital Project Funds
include Traffic Circulation Impact fees
and Capital Construction Impact Fees.
Permanent Funds, such as the
Conservation Easement Endowment
Fund, are used to report resources
that are legally restricted to the extent
that only earnings, and not principal,
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may be used to support the City’s
programs.
Debt Service Funds account for the
accumulation of financial resources for
the payment of interest and principal
on the general long-term debt of the
City or its component units.

Proprietary Funds
The City maintains one type of
proprietary fund, an internal service
fund. Internal service funds are an
accounting methodology used to
accumulate
and
allocate
costs
internally among the City’s various
functions. The Fleet Internal Service
Fund is used to account for the
financing of the City’s fleet services
provided by one City department to
other departments on a costreimbursement basis.

Fiduciary Funds
Agency Funds account for assets held
by the City in a purely custodial
capacity. Examples of Agency Funds
include the Wetlands Maintenance
Trust and the Boroski Landfill
Monitoring Trust.
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Revenues

Revenues by Category
Revenues
General Fund Revenues by Category
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City of Rocklin
Revenues by Category
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

38,073,400

39,366,000

40,282,600

Licenses and Permits

6,780,700

7,905,400

7,417,600

Intergovernmental

6,298,800

8,917,900

12,438,700

101,500

121,700

108,700

Charges for Services

4,505,300

4,886,200

5,217,000

Use of Money and Property

1,676,400

2,021,500

1,781,100

Miscellaneous

3,715,500

14,169,100

3,686,000

$61,151,600

$77,387,800

$70,931,700

Taxes

Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

Total All
Intergovernmental
17.5%

Fines, Forfeitures &
Penalties 0.2%

Charges for Services
7.3%

Use of Money and
Property 2.5%
Miscellaneous 5.2%

Licenses and Permits
10.5%

Taxes 56.8%
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City of Rocklin
Revenues
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

Taxes

Business Licenses

345,000

345,000

350,000

Franchise

2,135,000

2,090,000

2,145,000

Other

8,301,300

8,427,500

8,427,400

Property

14,157,100

14,576,900

15,198,200

Sales

12,135,000

12,869,800

13,127,000

Transfer

385,000

426,800

405,000

Transient Occupancy

615,000

630,000

630,000

38,073,400

39,366,000

40,282,600

Building Permits

2,068,000

2,169,800

2,452,800

Capital Construction Fees

1,300,000

1,700,000

1,500,000

56,600

55,700

56,600

111,600

114,500

98,200

Oak Tree Mitigation Fees

97,200

133,000

113,200

Other

68,400

86,500

87,200

Park Development Fees

961,400

714,500

709,800

Public Facilities Impact Fees

330,200

660,400

471,700

1,775,300

2,198,900

1,898,100

12,000

72,100

30,000

6,780,700

7,905,400

7,417,600

1,319,800

3,778,200

4,073,700

630,200

585,600

605,300

4,324,800

4,527,100

7,735,700

24,000

27,000

24,000

6,298,800

8,917,900

12,438,700

TOTAL Taxes
Licenses and Permits

Dog Licenses
Land Use Permits & EIQ's/CEQA

Traffic Impact Fees
Whitney Ranch Trunk Sewer Fee

TOTAL Licenses and Permits
Intergovernmental

Grants
Other
State Gas Tax
State Motor Vehicle In-Lieu

TOTAL Intergovernmental
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City of Rocklin
Revenues
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

101,500

121,700

108,700

TOTAL Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

101,500

121,700

108,700

Business License Application Fees

9,900

7,800

7,800

Concurrent App/Tent Subdv Maps

139,200

191,300

161,100

Contract & Misc Revenue Fees

937,300

969,800

920,500

Engineering Inspection/Plan Checks

945,300

867,800

825,900

Fleet Internal Service Fund Charges

1,389,800

1,793,500

2,276,500

Other

862,700

932,400

938,700

Program Fees

221,100

123,600

86,500

4,505,300

4,886,200

5,217,000

836,900

1,042,900

867,900

Other

31,000

60,800

500

Rents

808,500

917,800

912,700

1,676,400

2,021,500

1,781,100

420,600

437,900

409,900

0

4,400

0

Insurance Revenues

410,700

396,000

414,900

Other

258,500

273,600

131,100

0

10,143,800

0

Retirees Health

2,625,700

2,913,400

2,730,100

TOTAL Miscellaneous

3,715,500

14,169,100

3,686,000

$61,151,600

$77,387,800

$70,931,700

Charges for Services

TOTAL Charges for Services
Use of Money and Property

Interest

TOTAL Use of Money and Property
Miscellaneous

Administrative Fees
Donations

Proceeds From Bond Issue

Categories:
Rocklin Total
AnnualAll
Budget
DRAFT FY 2017-2018
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City of Rocklin
General Fund Revenues by Category
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

30,299,100

31,504,100

32,420,800

2,304,600

2,426,500

2,694,800

Intergovernmental

631,700

1,169,700

659,500

Fines, Forfeitures & Penalties

101,500

118,400

108,700

2,427,300

2,430,000

2,267,500

Use of Money and Property

979,400

1,111,900

1,094,600

Miscellaneous

940,600

1,002,100

955,900

$37,684,200

$39,762,700

$40,201,800

Taxes
Licenses and Permits

Charges for Services

Total All

Licenses and Permits
6.7%

Intergovernmental
1.6%

Fines, Forfeitures &
Penalties 0.3%
Charges for Services
5.6%
Use of Money and
Property 2.7%
Miscellaneous 2.4%

Taxes 80.7%

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

Page 31

(This page intentionally left blank)

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

Page 32

Expenditures

Department Expenditure Summary
Expenditures by Department
Operations Expenditures
Operations Expenditures by Department &
Fund
Capital Expenditures
Capital Expenditures by Department & Fund
Total Departmental Expenditures by Fund
Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

Page 33

City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER / CFO
DIRECTOR OF ADMIN SERVICES
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY MANAGER
CITY CLERK
FINANCE OFFICER
PRINCIPAL SYSTEMS ENGINEER
SR NETWORK SERVICES ADMINISTRATOR
MANAGEMENT ANALYST
NETWORK SERVICES ADMINISTRATOR
FINANCIAL ANALYST
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ANALYST
DEPUTY CITY CLERK
SR ACCOUNTANT
SR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SPEC
ACCOUNTANT I/II
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SPECIALIST
PAYROLL ADMINISTRATOR
SR HUMAN RESOURCES TECHNICIAN
HUMAN RESOURCES TECHNICIAN I/II
RECREATION BUSINESS TECHNICIAN
ACCOUNTING TECHNICIAN I/II
PART-TIME OFFICE ASST I/II *

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.50
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
0.50
0.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
0.00
3.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.50
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.50
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
3.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
3.00
1.00

22.00

23.00

22.00

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE
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95,000
7,068,200
4,197,400

95,000
8,972,900
6,193,000

88,000
8,073,500
6,090,300

11,360,600

15,260,900

14,251,800
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

Funding Sources

CAPITAL CONST - DEBT SERVICE
CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES
CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION
CFD #5
CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE
COMMUNITY PARK FEES
GAS TAXES
GENERAL FUND
LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES
RETIREES HEALTH FUND
SALES TAX SB325
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE
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537,500
2,200
2,400
900
336,700
39,600
52,100
113,000
6,530,500
160,200
28,000
5,000
0
3,227,000
16,300
303,400
5,800

2,098,400
0
3,300
800
349,600
35,000
3,200
163,400
7,396,200
171,300
30,700
0
100
4,715,200
13,700
280,000
0

823,700
0
3,300
800
336,100
34,200
51,300
216,200
8,533,800
187,600
31,500
0
0
3,736,000
11,800
285,500
0

11,360,600

15,260,900

14,251,800
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR OF ECONOMIC & COMM DEV
DIR OF OFFICE OF LONG RANGE PLNG
CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL
CITY ENGINEER
MNGR OF PLANNING SERVICES
MANAGER OF BUILDING SERVICES
SR PLANNER
ASSOCIATE PLANNER
BUILDING DIVISION SUPERVISOR
LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER
FIRE PREVENTION PLANS EXAMINER
SR BLDG INSP/PLANS EXAMINER
PARK SERVICES MANAGER
MGR HOUSING & CODE COMPLIANCE
PERMIT SERVICES SUPERVISOR
ASSISTANT PLANNER
BUILDING INSPECTOR I/II
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SPEC
PLANNING/BUILDING TECHNICIAN
SR OFFICE ASSISTANT
OFFICE ASSISTANT I/II
PART-TIME CODE COMPLIANCE OFFICER *

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
3.00
0.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
2.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.25
1.00
1.00
0.50
1.00
1.00
0.25
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
2.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
0.00
3.00
0.00

25.00

26.00

24.00

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE

0
3,074,000
1,046,000

0
3,059,200
959,000

0
3,207,000
869,600

4,120,000

4,018,200

4,076,600

53,100
3,774,900
0
50,000
242,000

53,100
3,793,700
0
0
171,400

53,100
3,922,900
30,000
0
70,600

4,120,000

4,018,200

4,076,600

Funding Sources

CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
GENERAL FUND
LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
FIRE
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
FIRE
FIRE CHIEF
BATTALION CHIEF - LINE
FIRE CAPTAIN
FIRE ENGINEER
FIREFIGHTER (PARAMEDIC)
FIREFIGHTER
FIRE PREVENTION OFFICER
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SPEC

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
3.00
9.00
9.00
7.00
5.00
1.00
0.00

1.00
3.00
9.00
9.00
8.00
4.00
1.00
0.00

1.00
3.00
9.00
9.00
8.00
4.00
1.00
1.00

35.00

35.00

36.00

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE

39,900
6,767,700
320,600

53,900
7,237,000
314,500

39,900
7,109,600
325,100

7,128,200

7,605,400

7,474,600

39,900
7,074,400
13,900

53,900
7,537,100
14,400

39,900
7,420,300
14,400

7,128,200

7,605,400

7,474,600

Funding Sources

CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES
GENERAL FUND
ROCKLIN CFD #1
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
LEGISLATIVE
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
LEGISLATIVE
CITY MANAGER
CITY ATTORNEY
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
CITY CLERK
DIR OF CITY COMMERCE & COMM.
RAET PROGRAM MANAGER
ASSOCIATE MANAGEMENT ANALYST
DEPUTY CITY CLERK
MARKETING & DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST
LEGAL SECRETARY
PART-TIME WEBSITE TECH *
PART-TIME PROGRAM ASSISTANT II *

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.50
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.50
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.50
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.50
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00

7.00

8.00

14.00

0
1,731,600
1,161,500

0
1,599,900
1,595,100

0
1,997,600
721,000

2,893,100

3,195,000

2,718,600

20,000
2,873,100
0
0
0

20,000
2,936,700
11,300
227,000
0

20,000
2,500,700
0
43,000
154,900

2,893,100

3,195,000

2,718,600

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE

Funding Sources

BOROSKI LANDFILL MONITORING
GENERAL FUND
GF - CODE ENFORCE. RESERVE
GF - ECONOMIC DEV. RESERVE
QUARRY PARK FUND

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

Page 38

City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
PARKS & RECREATION
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
PARKS & RECREATION
DIRECTOR OF PARKS & RECREATION
DIRECTOR OF REC, ARTS, & EVENTS
PARK SERVICES MANAGER
RECREATION BUSINESS PROG. MANAGER
RAET PROGRAM MANAGER
SPECIAL EVENTS MANAGER
PARKS DIVISION SUPERVISOR
MARKETING & DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST
RECREATION SUPERVISOR
SR DEPARTMENT ADMIN SPECIALIST
RECREATION BUSINESS TECH
LANDSCAPE INSPECTOR
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SPEC
RECREATION COORDINATOR
LANDSCAPE SVCS TRADE WORKER
IRRIGATION MAINTENANCE TECHNICIAN
SR BUILDING MAINTENANCE WORKER
LANDSCAPE SERVICES WORKER
SR OFFICE ASSISTANT
PART-TIME CODE COMPLIANCE OFFICER *
PART-TIME OFFICE ASST I/II *
PART-TIME SR PROGRAM ASSISTANT *
PART-TIME PROGRAM ASSISTANT II *
PART-TIME PARKS & REC SPEC I/II *

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
2.00
0.00
0.00
5.00

0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
3.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
2.00
1.00
4.00
0.00

1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
0.00

15.00

16.00

23.00

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE

0
1,154,600
500,500

0
1,251,400
497,900

0
2,210,400
2,280,000

1,655,100

1,749,300

4,490,400

0
1,379,500
0
0
275,600

0
1,535,300
0
0
214,000

1,484,200
2,898,400
47,800
60,000
0

1,655,100

1,749,300

4,490,400

Funding Sources

CFD #5
GENERAL FUND
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES
QUARRY PARK FUND
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
POLICE
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
POLICE
POLICE CHIEF
POLICE CAPTAIN
POLICE LIEUTENANT
MGR OF POLICE RECORDS & COMM
POLICE SERGEANT
POLICE OFFICER (CORPORAL)
POLICE OFFICER
PUBLIC SAFETY DISPATCH SUPERVISOR
COMMUNITY SERVICE OFFICER
CRIME ANALYST
POLICE RECORDS SUPERVISOR
POLICE TECHNICAL ASSETS COORD
EXECUTIVE ASST TO POLICE CHIEF
SENIOR POLICE TECHNICIAN
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SPEC
EVIDENCE/PROPERTY TECHNICIAN
PUBLIC SAFETY DISPATCHER I/II
ADMINISTRATIVE ASST TO POLICE CHIEF
POLICE RECORDS CLERK
ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER
PART-TIME POLICE DISPATCHER I/II *
PART-TIME POLICE CLERK *

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
6.00
5.00
41.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
11.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
5.00

1.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
6.00
5.00
41.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
11.00
0.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
5.00

1.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
6.00
5.00
43.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
11.00
0.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
2.00

92.00

92.00

91.00

103,200
13,451,600
822,300

165,000
13,425,000
796,600

20,000
13,928,000
770,800

14,377,100

14,386,600

14,718,800

64,300
38,900
14,218,100
19,000
36,800
0

64,600
38,900
14,237,000
8,700
36,800
600

0
0
14,710,100
8,700
0
0

14,377,100

14,386,600

14,718,800

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE

Funding Sources

ASSET FORFEITURE - FEDERAL
ASSET FORFEITURE - STATE
GENERAL FUND
QUARRY PARK FUND
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC SAFETY/ PD GRANTS
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
PUBLIC SERVICES
FY 16-17
Original
Budget
PUBLIC SERVICES
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC SERVICES
DEPUTY DIRECTOR - PUBLIC SERVICES
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES OPER MGR
PUBLIC SERVICES MGR
ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER
FACILITIES OPERATIONS SUPERINTENDENT
GIS ANALYST I/II
ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEER
TRAFFIC MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR
FACILITIES MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR
STREET MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR
PUBLIC SERVICES ADMIN SUPV
LANDSCAPE SERVICES SUPERVISOR
FLEET SERVICES SUPERVISOR
SR CONSTRUCTION INSPECTOR
SR TRAFFIC CONTROL & LIGHTING TECH
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES SPECIALIST
PUBLIC WORKS INSPECTOR I/II
BUILDING MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR
TRAFFIC CONTROL & LIGHTING TECH
ENGINEERING TECHNICIAN 1
PUBLIC SERVICES BUSINESS TECHNICIAN
LANDSCAPE INSPECTOR
SR IRRIGATION MAINTENANCE TECH
BUILDING TRADES WORKER
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES TECH
EQUIPMENT MECHANIC I/II
LANDSCAPE SERVICES TRADES WORKER
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
SR STREET MAINTENANCE WORKER
IRRIGATION MAINTENANCE TECHNICIAN
TRAFFIC MAINTENANCE ASSISTANT
BUILDING MAINTENANCE WORKER
LANDSCAPE SERVICES WORKER
STREET MAINTENANCE WORKER

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
0.00
3.00
4.00
1.00
2.00
4.00
1.00
3.00
4.00
3.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
2.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
4.00
0.00
3.00
4.00
1.00
2.00
4.00
0.00
2.00
4.00
3.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
4.00
1.00
3.00
1.00
0.00
2.00
2.00
0.00
2.00
1.00
4.00

53.00

52.00

43.00

Expenditure Categories

CAPITAL EXPENSE
COMPENSATION
OPERATING EXPENSE
Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

3,638,100
6,434,600
9,514,900

7,009,000
6,438,000
9,818,000

16,638,300
5,466,400
8,750,300

19,587,600

23,265,000

30,855,000
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City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
PUBLIC SERVICES
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

Funding Sources

ADA
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES
CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
CFD #5
CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE
GAS TAXES
GENERAL FUND
GF - STREETS MAINT. RESERVE
LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1
LOW CARBON TRANSIT PROGRAM
LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES
PARK REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
PROP 1B PTMISEA
PROP 1B TSSSDRA
ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL
SALES TAX SB325
SB325 TRANSIT FUNDS
STREETS SR/GRANTS FUND
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE
VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018

48,400
115,200
1,500
200,200
3,641,200
235,400
962,800
4,575,500
620,200
1,627,200
221,600
0
0
249,500
0
45,300
0
0
0
3,182,300
630,000
630,000
18,500
434,800
2,148,000

48,400
0
2,000
278,800
3,688,600
233,100
967,400
4,691,100
746,400
1,644,200
217,300
0
0
248,200
0
45,300
98,300
0
1,904,400
2,880,800
613,700
943,800
18,500
1,545,600
2,449,100

0
243,600
2,000
160,500
2,136,000
262,200
1,024,200
6,653,500
700,000
1,729,500
216,300
37,900
50,000
103,100
60,000
0
350,000
70,200
5,175,700
5,707,100
695,700
2,410,000
15,000
292,800
2,759,700

19,587,600

23,265,000

30,855,000

Page 42

City of Rocklin
Department Expenditure Summary
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

Positions Totals

249.00

252.00

253.00

3,876,200

7,322,900

16,786,200

Compensation Totals:

39,682,300

41,983,400

41,992,500

Operating Expense Totals:

17,563,200

20,174,100

19,807,100

$61,121,700

$69,480,400

$78,585,800

Expenditures Categories Totals

Capital Expense Totals:

Total All Departments:

* Denotes part-time positions that are not fulltime equivalents.
**Includes 13 permanent part-time positions.
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**

City of Rocklin
Expenditures by Department
Budget Year 17/18

Economic &
Community
Development, 5.2%

Fire, 9.5%

Legislative, 3.5%
Parks & Recreation,
5.7%

Administrative
Services, 18.1%

Police, 18.7%

Public Services,
39.3%

Rocklin Annual Budget DRAFT FY 2017-2018
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City of Rocklin
Operations Expenditures
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

11,265,600

15,165,900

14,163,800

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

4,120,000

4,018,200

4,076,600

FIRE

7,088,300

7,551,500

7,434,700

LEGISLATIVE

2,893,100

3,195,000

2,718,600

PARKS & RECREATION

1,655,100

1,749,300

4,490,400

POLICE

14,273,900

14,221,600

14,698,800

PUBLIC SERVICES

15,949,500

16,256,000

14,216,700

$57,245,500

$62,157,500

$61,799,600

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

TOTAL Operations Expenditures:
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City of Rocklin
Operations Expenditures by Department & Fund
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
CAPITAL CONST - DEBT SERVICE
CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES
CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION
CFD #5
CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE
COMMUNITY PARK FEES
GAS TAXES
GENERAL FUND
LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES
RETIREES HEALTH FUND
SALES TAX SB325
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES:

537,500
2,200
2,400
900
336,700
39,600
52,100
113,000
6,530,500
160,200
28,000
5,000
0
3,227,000
16,300
208,400
5,800

2,098,400
0
3,300
800
349,600
35,000
3,200
163,400
7,396,200
171,300
30,700
0
100
4,715,200
13,700
185,000
0

823,700
0
3,300
800
336,100
34,200
51,300
216,200
8,533,800
187,600
31,500
0
0
3,736,000
11,800
197,500
0

11,265,600

15,165,900

14,163,800

53,100
3,774,900
0
50,000
242,000

53,100
3,793,700
0
0
171,400

53,100
3,922,900
30,000
0
70,600

4,120,000

4,018,200

4,076,600

7,074,400
13,900

7,537,100
14,400

7,420,300
14,400

7,088,300

7,551,500

7,434,700

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
GENERAL FUND
LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE

TOTAL ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT:
FIRE
GENERAL FUND
ROCKLIN CFD #1

TOTAL FIRE:
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City of Rocklin
Operations Expenditures by Department & Fund
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

LEGISLATIVE
BOROSKI LANDFILL MONITORING
GENERAL FUND
GF - CODE ENFORCE. RESERVE
GF - ECONOMIC DEV. RESERVE
QUARRY PARK FUND

TOTAL LEGISLATIVE:

20,000
2,873,100
0
0
0

20,000
2,936,700
11,300
227,000
0

20,000
2,500,700
0
43,000
154,900

2,893,100

3,195,000

2,718,600

0
1,379,500
0
0
275,600

0
1,535,300
0
0
214,000

1,484,200
2,898,400
47,800
60,000
0

1,655,100

1,749,300

4,490,400

14,218,100
19,000
36,800
0

14,175,500
8,700
36,800
600

14,690,100
8,700
0
0

14,273,900

14,221,600

14,698,800

PARKS & RECREATION
CFD #5
GENERAL FUND
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES
QUARRY PARK FUND

TOTAL PARKS & RECREATION:
POLICE
GENERAL FUND
QUARRY PARK FUND
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC SAFETY/ PD GRANTS

TOTAL POLICE:
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City of Rocklin
Operations Expenditures by Department & Fund
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

PUBLIC SERVICES
ADA
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES
CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT
CFD #5
CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE
GAS TAXES
GENERAL FUND
GF - STREETS MAINT. RESERVE
LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2
LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1
LOW CARBON TRANSIT PROGRAM
OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
PARK REPAIR & MAINTENANCE
PROP 1B TSSSDRA
ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL
SALES TAX SB325
SB325 TRANSIT FUNDS
TECHNOLOGY FEE
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE
VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

TOTAL PUBLIC SERVICES:
TOTAL Operations Expenditures:
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48,400
1,600
1,500
200,200
3,641,200
235,400
962,800
4,510,500
620,200
1,627,200
221,600
0
149,500
45,300
0
0
1,072,800
630,000
18,500
434,800
1,528,000

48,400
0
2,000
278,800
3,684,600
233,100
967,400
4,488,900
746,400
1,640,200
217,300
0
146,800
45,300
0
1,300
1,096,100
613,700
18,500
67,800
1,959,400

0
0
2,000
160,500
2,129,700
262,200
1,024,200
3,352,200
700,000
1,629,500
216,300
37,900
101,700
0
70,200
21,500
1,276,600
695,700
15,000
292,800
2,228,700

15,949,500

16,256,000

14,216,700

$57,245,500

$62,157,500

$61,799,600
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City of Rocklin
Capital Expenditures
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

95,000

95,000

88,000

0

0

0

39,900

53,900

39,900

LEGISLATIVE

0

0

0

PARKS & RECREATION

0

0

0

103,200

165,000

20,000

3,638,100

7,009,000

16,638,300

$3,876,200

$7,322,900

$16,786,200

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
FIRE

POLICE
PUBLIC SERVICES
TOTAL Capital Expenditures :
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City of Rocklin
Capital Expenditures by Department & Fund
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

95,000

95,000

88,000

95,000

95,000

88,000

0

0

0

39,900

53,900

39,900

TOTAL FIRE:

39,900

53,900

39,900

TOTAL LEGISLATIVE:

0

0

0

TOTAL PARKS & RECREATION:

0

0

0

0

61,500

20,000

ASSET FORFEITURE - STATE

38,900

38,900

0

ASSET FORFEITURE - FEDERAL

64,300

64,600

0

103,200

165,000

20,000

TECHNOLOGY FEE

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES:

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
TOTAL ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT:
FIRE
CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES

LEGISLATIVE

PARKS & RECREATION

POLICE
GENERAL FUND

TOTAL POLICE:
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City of Rocklin
Capital Expenditures by Department & Fund
Budget Year 17-18
FY 16-17
Original
Budget

FY 16-17
Projected
Actual

FY 17-18
Budget

PUBLIC SERVICES

65,000

202,200

3,301,300

2,109,500

1,784,700

4,430,500

113,600

0

243,600

PROP 1B PTMISEA

0

98,300

350,000

CFD #5

0

4,000

6,300

LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2

0

4,000

100,000

630,000

943,800

2,410,000

LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET

0

0

50,000

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES

0

0

60,000

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE

0

1,477,800

0

100,000

101,400

1,400

0

1,903,100

5,154,200

620,000

489,700

531,000

3,638,100

7,009,000

16,638,300

$3,876,200

$7,322,900

$16,786,200

GENERAL FUND
SALES TAX SB325
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN

STREETS SR/GRANTS FUND

OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES
ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL
VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

TOTAL PUBLIC SERVICES:

TOTAL Capital Expenditures:
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53,100
30,000
-

GF - STREETS MAINT. RESERVE

GF - CODE ENFORCE. RESERVE

GF - ECONOMIC DEV. RESERVE

TECHNOLOGY FEE

RETIREES HEALTH FUND

GAS TAXES

SALES TAX SB325

SB325 TRANSIT FUNDS

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN

PROP 1B TSSSDRA

PROP 1B PTMISEA

LOW CARBON TRANSIT PROGRAM

REC FACILITIES CONTRIBUTION

LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1

ROCKLIN CFD #1

CFD #5

CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE

LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2

STREETS SR/GRANTS FUND

ASSET FORFEITURE - STATE

ASSET FORFEITURE - FEDERAL

TRAFFIC SAFETY/ PD GRANTS

CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION

CDBG 2000 - OAK COURT

CDBG - FIRST TIME HOME BUYERS

CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT

LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES

COMMUNITY PARK FEES

TRAFFIC CIRCULATION IMPACT FEE

CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES

OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES

WHITNEY RANCH TRUNK SEWER PROJ

ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL

CAPITAL CONST - DEBT SERVICE

VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

BOROSKI LANDFILL MONITORING

120

121

122

130

151

201

210

211

212

216

217

219

221

230

231

232

233

235

240

242

243

244

251

253

254

257

270

300

301

302

304

305

306

311

400

500

727

$14,251,800

$4,076,600

SUP LAW ENF SERVE AB3229

ADA

PARK REPAIR & MAINTENANCE

736

737

738

TOTAL

-

-

CONS. EASEMENT ENDOW

729

-

-

-

-

WETLANDS MAINT PARCEL 34

-

-

-

823,700

-

-

-

-

-

51,300

-

-

3,300

-

-

800

-

-

-

-

187,600

34,200

336,100

-

31,500

-

-

-

-

-

-

11,800

216,200

3,736,000

285,500

-

-

-

-

8,533,800

Administrative
Services

728

70,600

-

QUARRY PARK FUND

111

3,922,900

GENERAL FUND

100

Economic &
Community
Development

City of Rocklin

$7,474,600

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

39,900

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

14,400

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

7,420,300

Fire

$2,718,600

-

-

-

-

-

20,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

43,000

-

-

154,900

2,500,700

Legislative

Total Departmental Expenditures by Fund
Budget Year 17-18

$4,490,400

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

47,800

-

-

-

60,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1,484,200

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

2,898,400

Parks &
Recreation

$14,718,800

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

8,700

14,710,100

Police

$30,855,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

2,759,700

-

5,175,700

-

103,100

2,000

292,800

-

60,000

50,000

160,500

-

-

-

-

-

-

2,410,000

1,729,500

262,200

2,136,000

-

216,300

-

37,900

350,000

70,200

243,600

695,700

5,707,100

1,024,200

-

15,000

-

-

700,000

-

6,653,500

Public
Services

$78,585,800

-

-

-

-

-

20,000

2,759,700

823,700

5,175,700

-

150,900

41,900

363,400

51,300

120,000

80,000

216,900

-

-

800

-

-

-

2,410,000

1,917,100

296,400

3,956,300

14,400

247,800

-

37,900

350,000

70,200

243,600

695,700

5,718,900

1,240,400

3,736,000

300,500

43,000

-

700,000

163,600

46,639,700

Total
By Fund

Fund Analysis

Fund Analysis Budget Projection 2016-2017
Fund Analysis Budget Estimate 2017-2018
Summary of Transfers Budget 2017-2018
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Projection 2016-2017

Beginning
Balance

Revenue

Expenses

FUNDS
100
GENERAL FUND Reserved
248,200

189,000

305,000

Self Insured Losses

1,000,000

375,000

1,200,700

Disaster Contingency

1,000,000

12,338,500

564,000

1,505,700

9,807,600

39,011,100

40,621,400

22,146,100

39,575,100

42,127,100

(51,500)

216,900

222,700

1,256,400

-

746,400

Building Repair Allocation

Operating Reserve
GENERAL FUND Reserved Totals
100

GENERAL FUND Unreserved
TOTAL GENERAL FUND

10,090,300

111

QUARRY PARK FUND

120

GF - STREET MAINT. RESERVE

121

GF - CODE ENFORCE. RESERVE

299,100

-

11,300

122

GF - ECONOMIC DEV. RESERVE

268,200

-

227,000

130

TECHNOLOGY FEE

528,200

417,200

335,300

151

RETIREES HEALTH FUND

8,508,400

2,913,400

4,715,200

201

GAS TAX ALL SECTIONS

1,925,700

1,184,500

1,130,800

210

SALES TAX - SB325

1,832,500

2,871,900

2,894,500

211

SB325 TRANSIT FUNDS

-

613,700

613,700

212

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITY

(49,400)

49,400

-

216

PROP 1B TSSSDRA

-

-

-

217

PROP 1B PTMISEA

(98,500)

-

98,300

219

LOW CARBON TRANSIT PROGRAM

-

-

-

221

REC FACILITIES CONTRIBUTION

34,300

-

-

230

LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1

-

250,300

248,000

231

ROCKLIN CFD #1

-

1,443,200

14,400

232

CFD #5

2,088,000

4,017,300

4,038,200

233

CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE

220,900

276,400

268,100

235

LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2

1,470,600

1,894,900

1,815,500
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Projection 2016-2017

Transfers
In

Interest

Transfers
Out

Ending
Balance

132,200
1,825,700

2,000,000
1,000,000

375,600

10,465,900

-

2,201,300

-

13,598,100

187,600

832,400

669,300

8,548,000

187,600

3,033,700

669,300

22,146,100

-

-

-

(57,300)

-

292,200

#

-

802,200

-

32,400

#

-

320,200

-

32,400

#

-

73,600

-

-

-

610,100

563,700

292,300

-

7,562,600

11,700

-

207,900

1,783,200

9,800

-

633,200

1,186,500

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

(196,800)

-

-

-

-

200

-

-

34,500

-

-

2,300

-

-

-

1,428,800

-

13,600

2,800

83,600

1,999,900

1,500

-

5,800

224,900

9,100

-

26,300

1,532,800

-

#

# Represents transfer of annual GF surplus with 45% going Retiree's Health (Fund 151) and
the remainder split 45% Reserved for Streets Projects (Fund 120), 5% Reserved for
Economic Development (Fund 122) and 5% Reserved for Code Enforcement (Fund 121).
Transfer is limited by the Indirect Cost Allocation to the General Fund.
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Projection 2016-2017

Beginning
Balance
FUNDS
STREETS SR/GRANTS FUND
240

Revenue

Expenses

(829,600)

1,773,400

943,800

242

ASSET FORFEITURE - STATE

38,900

8,800

38,900

243

ASSET FORFEITURE - FEDERAL

64,400

-

64,600

244

TRAFFIC SAFETY / PD GRANTS

(5,300)

5,900

600

251

CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION

336,500

-

800

253

CDBG 2000 - OAK COURT

308,700

-

-

254

CDBG - FIRST TIME HOME BUYERS

124,200

-

-

257

CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT

-

396,600

335,200

270

LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET

11,944,700

-

-

300

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES

(204,500)

375,000

100

301

COMMUNITY PARK FEES

(625,600)

339,500

3,200

302

TRAFFIC CIRC IMPACT FEE

416,300

2,847,900

1,717,000

304

CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES

1,072,200

2,374,500

55,900

305

OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES

1,524,900

133,000

248,200

306

WHITNEY RANCH TRUNK SEWER FEE

67,500

72,100

-

311

ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL

-

8,000,000

1,904,400

400

CAPITAL CONST - DEBT SERVICE

-

2,143,800

2,098,400

500

VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

4,675,000

2,013,300

2,449,100

727

BOROSKI LANDFILL MONITORING TR

-

-

20,000

728

WETLANDS MAINT TRUST PARCEL 34

65,200

-

-

729

CONS. EASEMENT ENDOW

453,500

-

-

736

SUP LAW ENF SERVE AB3229

-

106,900

-

737

ADA

48,400

-

48,400

738

PARKS REPAIR & MAINTENANCE

45,300

30,000

45,300

59,899,700

76,344,900

69,480,400

TOTAL All Funds:
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Projection 2016-2017

Transfers
In

Interest

Transfers
Out

Ending
Balance

-

-

-

-

100

-

-

8,900

200

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

335,700

-

-

-

308,700

-

-

-

124,200

-

-

61,400

-

172,200

-

-

12,116,900

-

-

-

170,400

-

-

-

(289,300)

15,200

-

360,100

1,202,300

12,300

-

526,900

2,876,200

9,000

-

48,400

1,370,300

600

-

-

140,200

16,800

-

16,800

6,095,600

100

532,900

-

578,400

12,000

-

56,200

4,195,000

-

20,000

-

-

4,400

-

2,000

67,600

2,800

-

2,800

453,500

-

-

106,900

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

30,000

1,042,900

4,238,700

4,238,700

67,807,100
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Estimate 2017-2018

Beginning
Balance

Revenue

Expenses

FUNDS
100
GENERAL FUND Reserved
132,200

189,000

320,000

Self Insured Losses

2,000,000

414,900

1,153,200

Disaster Contingency

1,000,000

13,598,100

603,900

1,473,200

8,548,000

39,407,500

45,166,500

22,146,100

40,011,400

46,639,700

Building Repair Allocation

Operating Reserve
GENERAL FUND Reserved Totals
100

GENERAL FUND Unreserved
TOTAL GENERAL FUND

10,465,900

111

QUARRY PARK FUND

(57,300)

280,500

163,600

120

GF - STREET MAINT. RESERVE

802,200

-

700,000

121

GF - CODE ENFORCE. RESERVE

320,200

-

-

122

GF - ECONOMIC DEV. RESERVE

73,600

-

43,000

130

TECHNOLOGY FEE

610,100

401,500

300,500

151

RETIREES HEALTH FUND

7,562,600

2,730,100

3,736,000

201

GAS TAX ALL SECTIONS

1,783,200

1,269,700

1,240,400

210

SALES TAX - SB325

1,186,500

5,946,600

5,718,900

211

SB325 TRANSIT FUNDS

-

695,700

695,700

212

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILIT

-

243,600

243,600

216

PROP 1B TSSSDRA

-

70,200

70,200

217

PROP 1B PTMISEA

(196,800)

460,000

350,000

219

LOW CARBON TRANSIT PROGRAM

-

37,900

37,900

221

REC FACILITIES CONTRIBUTION

34,500

-

-

230

LIGHTING MAINTENANCE DIST NO 1

-

250,200

247,800

231

ROCKLIN CFD #1

-

1,442,200

14,400

232

CFD #5

1,999,900

4,000,000

3,956,300

233

CFD #6 OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE

224,900

276,400

296,400

235

LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING MAINT 2

1,532,800

1,893,000

1,917,100
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Estimate 2017-2018

Transfers
In

Interest

Transfers
Out

Ending
Balance

1,200
738,300

2,000,000
1,000,000

363,700

10,829,600

-

1,102,000

-

13,830,800

190,400

2,264,400

20,000

5,223,800

190,400

3,366,400

20,000

19,054,600

-

-

-

59,600

-

-

-

102,200

-

-

-

320,200 *

-

320,200 *

-

-

350,800

-

-

-

711,100

507,500

-

-

7,064,200

12,200

-

191,200

1,633,500

17,100

-

1,155,300

276,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

(86,800)

-

-

-

-

200

-

-

34,700

-

-

2,400

-

-

-

1,427,800

-

14,900

3,200

78,300

1,983,400

1,700

-

7,300

199,300

10,500

-

24,900

1,494,300

* Code Enforcement Reserve Fund (121) closed as of 7/1/17 with balance transferred to Economic Development Reserve
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Estimate 2017-2018

Beginning
Balance
FUNDS
STREETS SR/GRANTS FUND
240
242

ASSET FORFEITURE - STATE

Revenue

Expenses

-

2,410,000

2,410,000

8,900

-

-

-

-

243

ASSET FORFEITURE - FEDERAL

-

244

TRAFFIC SAFETY / PD GRANTS

-

-

-

251

CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION

335,700

-

800

253

CDBG 2000 - OAK COURT

308,700

-

-

254

CDBG - FIRST TIME HOME BUYERS

124,200

-

-

257

CDBG - HUD ENTITLEMENT

-

264,400

216,900

270

LOW MOD INCOME HOUSING ASSET

12,116,900

-

80,000

300

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES

170,400

450,000

120,000

301

COMMUNITY PARK FEES

(289,300)

259,800

51,300

302

TRAFFIC CIRC IMPACT FEE

1,202,300

2,179,200

363,400

304

CAPITAL CONST IMPACT FEES

2,876,200

1,971,700

41,900

305

OAK TREE MITIGATION FEES

1,370,300

113,200

150,900

306

WHITNEY RANCH TRUNK SEWER FEE

140,200

30,000

-

311

ROCKLIN PFA - CAPITAL

6,095,600

-

5,175,700

400

CAPITAL CONST - DEBT SERVICE

578,400

-

823,700

500

VEHICLE FLEET MANAGEMENT

4,195,000

2,276,500

2,759,700

727

BOROSKI LANDFILL MONITORING TR

-

-

20,000

728

WETLANDS MAINT TRUST PARCEL 34

67,600

-

-

729

CONS. EASEMENT ENDOW

453,500

-

-

736

SUP LAW ENF SERVE AB3229

-

100,000

-

737

ADA

-

-

-

738

PARKS REPAIR & MAINTENANCE

30,000

-

-

67,807,100

70,063,800

78,585,800

TOTAL All Funds:
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CITY OF ROCKLIN
Fund Analysis Budget Estimate 2017-2018

Transfers
In

Interest

Transfers
Out

Ending
Balance

-

-

-

-

100

-

-

9,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

334,900

-

-

-

308,700

-

-

-

124,200

-

-

47,500

-

16,600

-

150,000

11,903,500

2,300

-

22,700

480,000

-

-

7,900

(88,700)

25,900

-

57,200

2,986,800

25,200

-

501,600

4,329,600

9,400

-

24,700

1,317,300

1,000

-

-

171,200

15,000

-

15,000

919,900

-

510,000

-

264,700

10,300

-

60,500

3,661,600

-

20,000

-

-

4,400

-

2,100

69,900

3,200

-

3,200

453,500

-

-

100,000

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

30,000

867,900

4,219,800

4,219,800

60,153,000
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City of Rocklin
Summary of Transfers
Budget 2017-2018
"Transfer To" Funds
Fund

100

122

232

400

100

20,000

121

"Transfer From" Funds

727

320,200

TOTALS

Purpose

20,000 Boroski
320,200 Discontinue Code Enforc. Fund

201

13,600

13,600 Facilities Maint. Allocation

201

149,200

201

28,400

210

3,200

210

927,800

927,800 Indirect Cost Allocation

210

215,000

215,000 Engineering Services Fee

210

9,300

230

700

230

1,700

231

1,427,800

232

30,800

30,800 Facilities Maint. Allocation

232

47,500

47,500 Workers Comp Allocation

233

1,800

1,800 Facilities Maint. Allocation

233

5,500

5,500 Workers Comp Allocation

235

9,300

9,300 Facilities Maint. Allocation

235

15,600

15,600 Workers Comp Allocation

257

47,500

47,500 CDBG HUD

270

150,000

300

3,700

300

19,000

19,000 Indirect Cost Allocation

301

7,900

7,900 Indirect Cost Allocation

302

57,200

57,200 Indirect Cost Allocation

149,200 Indirect Cost Allocation
28,400 Workers Comp Allocation
3,200 Facilities Maint. Allocation

9,300 Workers Comp Allocation
700 Facilities Maint. Allocation
1,700 Workers Comp Allocation
1,427,800 Special Revenue

150,000 Admin Services Fee
3,700 Engineering Services Fee

304

495,000

495,000 Debt Service

304

6,600

6,600 Indirect Cost Allocation

305

23,600

23,600 Indirect Cost Allocation

305

1,100

1,100 Workers Comp Allocation

311

15,000

15,000 Interest to Debt Service

500

45,000

45,000 Facilities Maint. Allocation

500

15,500

15,500 Workers Comp Allocation

728

2,100

729
736
Totals

2,100 Wetlands Maintenance
3,200

100,000
3,366,400 320,200

3,200 Cons. Eas. Endowment
100,000 SLES Transfer

3,200 510,000
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Special
Reports

Fleet Equipment Purchases
Park Construction Projects
Street Construction/Repair Projects
Other Capital/Equipment Projects
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City of Rocklin
Budget Year 17-18
Fleet Equipment Purchases

TOTAL
COST

FUNDING SOURCES
FUNDED
ADDITIONAL
RESERVES
CAPITAL

REPLACEMENT VEHICLES & EQUIPMENT:
FIRE
1 BATTALION CHIEF VEHICLE

$

45,000

$

45,000

$

- (A)

6 MARKED PATROL VEHICLES

$

270,000

$

270,000

$

- (A)

$
$
$
$
$

80,000
64,000
32,000
25,000
15,000

$
$
$
$
$

80,000
64,000
32,000
25,000
15,000

$
$
$
$
$

-

$

45,000

$

-

$

45,000 (B)

PUBLIC SERVICES
1 MESSAGE BOARD

$

15,000

$

-

$

15,000 (C)

PARKS & RECREATION
1 FOUR-SEAT GATOR

$

14,000

$

-

$

14,000 (D)

$

605,000

$

531,000

$

74,000

POLICE

PUBLIC SERVICES
2 F-350 UTILITY
2 F-250 TRUCK
1 F-350 TRUCK
1 FORD ESCAPE
1 MESSAGE BOARD

(A)
(A)
(A)
(A)
(A)

NEW VEHICLES & EQUIPMENT:
POLICE
1 MARKED PATROL VEHICLE

TOTAL PURCHASES:

Funding Sources for Additional Capital:
(A) Full replacement cost is funded with Vehicle Fleet Management Reserves
(B) General Fund - $45,000
(C) SB325 Sales Tax - $10,500; CFD #5 - $4,500
(D) General Fund - $6,300; CFD #5 - $6,300; Oak Tree Mitigation - $1,400
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City of Rocklin
Budget Year 17-18
Park Construction Projects

PROJECT

FUNDING SOURCE

17-18 BUDGET
AMOUNT

TOTAL
PROJECT COST

REPAIR PROJECTS
Misc. Landscaping & Irrigation

100 - General Fund

$

45,600

$

45,600 (A)

Misc. Landscaping & Irrigation

232 - CFD #5

$

46,000

$

46,000 (B)

Misc. Landscaping

305 - Oak Tree Mitigation

$

10,000

$

10,000 (C)

Adventure Park

100 - General Fund

$

3,250,000

$

3,250,000 (D)

Adventure Park Parking Lot

311 - Lease Revenue Bonds

$

500,000

$

500,000 (E)

Quarry Park Phase II

311 - Lease Revenue Bonds

$

206,000

$

904,000 (F)

$

60,000

$

325,000 (G)

$ 4,117,600

$

PARK IMPROVEMENTS

Water Park - Johnson Springview 300 - Park Development

TOTAL:

5,080,600

Funding Sources:
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)

General Fund - $45,600
CFD #5 - $46,000
Oak Tree Mitigation Fund - $10,000
General Fund - $3,250,000
Lease Revenue Bonds Capital - $500,000
Lease Revenue Bonds Capital - $904,000
Park Development Funds - $325,000
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City of Rocklin
Budget Year 17-18
Street Construction/Repair Projects
17-18 BUDGET
AMOUNT

TOTAL
PROJECT COST

PROJECT

FUNDING SOURCE

Road Resurfacing

120 - GF Streets Maintenance Reserve

$

700,000

$

700,000 (A)

3rd Street at Sunset Drainage

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

15,000

$

100,000 (B)

Citywide Dig Outs

210 - SB325 Sales Tax
240 - Streets Grants

$
$

105,000
1,000,000

$

1,105,000 (C)

Creekwood Creek Crossing Road Repair

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

75,000

$

75,000 (D)

Dominquez Road Reconstruction

210 - SB325 Sales Tax
240 - Streets Grants

$
$

215,000
160,000

$

375,000 (E)

212 - Bike & Ped Fund
217 - Prop 1B PTMISEA

$
$

130,000
350,000

$

565,000 (F)

Granite Drive Median

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

70,000

$

945,000 (G)

Intersection & Road at New Fire, Big Gun

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

1,275,000

$

1,425,000 (H)

Lost Ave. Resurfacing

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

230,000

$

1,003,311 (I)

Pacific Street at Rocklin Roundabout

210 - SB325 Sales Tax
240 - Streets Grants

$
$

200,000
1,250,000

$

2,900,000 (J)

Partial Road Reconstruction of Rocklin
Ranch Industrial Park

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

360,000

$

360,000 (K)

Road Reconstruction Sierra CollegeScarborough to Nightwatch

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

450,000

$

450,000 (L)

Rocklin Road Sidewalk & Island

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

850,000

$

850,000 (M)

Sceptre Drive and Camelot Repair

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

25,000

$

200,000 (N)

Stormwater Pipe

210 - SB325 Sales Tax

$

550,000

$

14,725,000 (O)

Sunset Blvd. Sidewalk

212 - Bike & Ped Fund

$

113,600

$

113,600 (P)

Traffic Signal ITS Phase I

235 - Landscaping & Lighting Main. 2

$

100,000

$

3,600,000 (Q)

$

8,223,600

$

Front Street Realignment

TOTAL:
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City of Rocklin
Budget Year 17-18
Street Construction/Repair Projects
Funding sources:
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)
(I)
(J)

General Fund Streets Maintenance Reserve - $700,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $100,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $105,000; Regional Surface Transportation Program - $1,000,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $75,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $215,000; Developers- $160,000
Bike & Pedestrian Fund - $130,000; Prop 1B PTMISEA - $435,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $795,000; Developers - $150,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $1,425,000
SB325 Sales Tax - $1,003,311
SB325 Sales Tax - $200,000; CMAQ - $2,700,000

(K) SB325 Sales Tax - $360,000
(L) SB325 Sales Tax - $450,000
(M) SB325 Sales Tax - $850,000
(N) SB325 Sales Tax - $200,000
(O) SB325 Sales Tax - $1,050,000; Unfunded (TBD in future years) - $13,675,000
(P) Bike & Pedestrian Fund - $113,600
(Q) L&L 2 - $100,000; Unfunded (TBD in future years) - $3,500,000
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City of Rocklin
Budget Year 17-18
Other Capital/Equipment Projects

17-18 BUDGET
AMOUNT

TOTAL
COST

PROJECTS

FUNDING SOURCE

City Hall Refurbishment

311 - Lease Revenue Bonds

$

Fire Station 1- New Building

311 - Lease Revenue Bonds

$ 3,646,000

$ 4,121,000 (B)

Fire Station 2- Dorm and EOC

311 - Lease Revenue Bonds

$

302,000

$

465,000 (C)

PD - Evidence Fridge & Freezer

100 - General Fund

$

20,000

$

20,000 (D)

Servers and Storage

130 - Technology Fee Fund

$

88,000

$

88,000 (E)

Fire - SCBAs

304 - Capital Const. Impact Fees

$

39,900

$

39,900 (F)

500,000

$

815,000 (A)

EQUIPMENT

TOTAL:

$ 4,595,900

$ 5,548,900

Notes/Funding sources:
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)

Lease Revenue Bonds Capital - $815,000
Lease Revenue Bonds Capital - $4,111,000; Capital Contruction Impact Fees - $10,000
Lease Revenue Bonds Capital - $465,000
General Fund - $20,000
Technology Fee Fund - $88,000
Capital Construction Impact Fees- $39,900
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN
The City of Rocklin Capital Investment Plan (CIP Plan) is a planning document that sets
forth the City’s capital improvements for the next five years to ensure that municipal
infrastructure, facilities, and equipment are appropriate and adequate to serve the
needs of the people of the City of Rocklin.
The CIP Plan determines the timing, sequence, and location of capital projects/capital
equipment requests. The CIP Plan is dynamic. Each year, all projects and equipment
purchases included within the plan are reviewed and requests for new
projects/equipment purchases are considered. Pursuant to the City’s Strategic Plan,
Community Plan and long-range planning objectives, each project/equipment request is
analyzed according to need, relative priority and the City’s ability to implement it using
available resources. Adjustments are made to existing capital projects and purchases
due to changes in the conditions and/or timeline needs. A CIP committee has been
formed and is comprised of representatives from Finance, Engineering, Public Services,
as well as the City Manager, to review and score all capital requests.
A CIP project, by definition, must include the following:
• Relatively high monetary value (greater than $10,000 for equipment and
$100,000 for capital projects)
• Long life (greater than five years)
• Result in the creation, or revitalization, of a capital asset
Some examples of a CIP project would be remodeling or expansion of existing facilities,
purchase of vehicles and other large equipment, street construction or reconstruction.
Projects and capital purchases identified in the CIP Plan are guided by various
development plans and policies established by the City Council and City Administration.
Some of the studies and documents that influence the CIP Plan include: The General
Plan, Pavement Management Plan, Storm Drain Master Plan, Park Reserve Study,
Facilities Reserve Study, City Council Policies, Administrative Policies, and the City of
Rocklin’s Mission Statement and Core Values.
The CIP Committee is recommending thirty-nine (39) capital projects and Twenty (20)
capital purchases:
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Capital Projects
- Fourteen (14) projects are ongoing spanning multiple years and have already
received approval and funding has been identified:
ADA Transition Plan
City Hall Refurbishment
Fire Station 1 (#23) Design/Construction
Existing Fire Station 1 Remodel
Fire 2 Dorm Room and EOC
Granite Drive Median
Intersection and Roadway at New Fire 1 and Big Gun
Front Street Realignment
Lost Ave. Road Resurfacing
Pacific Street at Rocklin Road Roundabout
Quarry Phase II Design
Rocklin Road Sidewalk & Center Island
Stormwater Pipe Replacement
Sunset Blvd. Sidewalk
- Thirteen (13) projects are new and funding has been identified:
3rd Street at Sunset Blvd – Drainage
FY 17-18 Road Resurfacing
Adventure Park
Adventure Park Parking Lot
Citywide Dig Outs
Creekwood Creek Crossing Roadway Repair
Dominguez Road Reconstruction
Partial Road Reconstruction of Rocklin Ranch Industrial Park
Railroad Ave. Parking Project
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd.- Scarborough to Nightwatch
Sceptre Drive and Camelot Drive Repair
Traffic Signal ITS Phase I
Water Park – Johnson Springview Park
-Twelve (12) projects have been identified and are unfunded:
B Street Pedestrian Corridor
Finn Hall Annex
Front Street Plaza
Johnson Springview Parking Lot
Kathy Lund Community Park Parking Lot Extension
Memorial Park Refurbishment
Quarry Alley Work
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Quarry Park Parking Lot
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd. – Clover Valley to City Limits
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd – Rocklin Road to El Don Drive
Sierra Meadows/Pacific Landscape Beautification Project
Veterans Park
Capital Purchases
Equipment
- K9 Upfit for existing vehicle
- New Variable Message Board
- Pieces of equipment currently in service will be replaced:
Wanco Variable Message Board
Utility Trailer Replacement
General Small Equipment
Vehicles
New/Used vehicles will be purchased:
- One (1) Police vehicle
- One (1) Gator
Existing vehicles up for replacement:
- Six (6) Police vehicles
- One (1) Fire vehicle
- Six (6) Public Services vehicles
The City’s Annual Budget specifically identifies capital projects and purchases and each
must have approved funding by the City Council before work begins.
The City recognizes the on-going responsibility to maintain and improve its capital
infrastructure and facilities to meet the demands of a dynamic city. The five (5) year CIP
Plan is based on City Council and Administration’s recognition of the need to have a
comprehensive and financially balanced plan.
This CIP document contains the following:
Executive Summary
Recommended CIP List by Funding Resource
2017-2021 Capital Project Requests
2017-2021 Capital Purchase Requests
Capital Investment Plan Overview
Capital Investment Plan Policies
Capital Investment Plan Process/Timeline
Capital Investment Prioritization Worksheet
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2017-2018
RECOMMENDED CIP LIST BY FUNDING SOURCE
FUND 100 (General)
Adventure Park
Total

3,250,000
3,250,000

FUND 120 (Streets Reserve)
FY 17-18 Road Resurfacing
Total

700,000
700,000

FUND 210 (SB325)
3rd Street at Sunset Drainage
Citywide Dig Outs
Creekwood Creek Crossing Roadway Repair
Dominguez Road Reconstruction
Granite Drive Median
Intersection and Roadway at New Fire 1, Adventure Park & Big Gun
Lost Avenue Road Resurfacing
Rocklin Road Sidewalk & Island
Pacific Street at Rocklin Road Roundabout
Partial Road Reconstruction of Rocklin Ranch Industrial Park
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd. - Scarborough to Nightwatch
Sceptre Drive and Camelot Drive Repair
Stormwater Pipe
Total

15,000
105,000
75,000
215,000
70,000
1,275,000
230,000
850,000
200,000
360,000
450,000
25,000
550,000
4,420,000

FUND 212 (Bike Ped)
Front Street Realignment
Sunset Blvd. Sidewalk
Total

130,000
113,600
243,600

FUND 217 (PTMISEA)
Front Street Realignment
Total

350,000
350,000

FUND 235 (L & L Maint. 2)
Traffic Signal ITS Phase I
Total

100,000
100,000

FUND 240 (Streets Grants)
Citywide Dig Outs
Dominguez Road Reconstruction
Pacific Street at Rocklin Rd Roundabout
Total

1,000,000
160,000
1,250,000
2,410,000

FUND 257 (CDBG-HUD)
ADA Transition Plan
Total

160,500
160,500

FUND 300 (Park Development)
Water Park - Johnson Springview Park
Total

60,000
60,000

Fund 311 (COPS Bond)
Adventure Park Parking Lot
City Hall Refurbishment
Fire Station 1 (#23) Design/Construction
Fire Station 2 Dorm Room and EOC
Quarry Park Phase II
TOTAL

500,000
500,000
3,646,000
302,200
206,000
5,154,200

Capital Purchases / Fleet
Department Requests
Fleet Requests

134,000
796,000

TOTAL
TOTAL CIP

930,000
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CAPITAL
PROJECTS

9 of 124

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK

10 of 124

11 of 124

26

28

30

32

City Hall Refurbishment

Citywide Dig Outs

Creekwood Creek Crossing
Roadway Repair

22

Adventure Park

B Street Pedestrian
Corridor

20

ADA Transition Plan

24

18

3rd Street at Sunset Blvd.
Drainage

Adventure Park Parking
Lot

16

New

43

New

70

New

Existing

100*

58

Existing

100*

New

Existing

100*

67

New

New

STATUS

64

61
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FY 17-18 Road Resurfacing

PROJECT

315,000

278,800

PRIOR
YEARS

75,000

1,105,000

500,000

500,000

3,250,000

160,500

15,000

700,000

2017-2018
COST

100,000

85,000

2018-2019
COST

100,000

2019-2020
COST

100,000

2020-2021
COST

1,100,000

75,000

1,105,000

815,000

1,100,000

500,000

3,250,000

739,300

100,000

700,000

UNFUNDED TOTAL PROJECT
COST
COST

2017-2021 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS

This is a yearly cost and roads are prioritized according

JUSTIFICATION

Remodel the current City Hall, which will include new
siding, windows, doors, dry rot repair and moisture
barrier replacement.

Unfunded

311 (COP
Bond)

210 (SB325)

The current condition of the culverts, which are partially
filled with sediment, is reducing the conveyance
capacity which could lead to upstream flooding. 50 yr.
capacity exists w/current sedimentation, however this is
a 100yr facility and is just short of capacity for this
event.

Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

210 (SB325) / as part of general repairs is necessary to preserve the
240 (Streets roadways and prevent major rehabilitation in the
coming years. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Grant)

The removing and replacing of asphalt needs to be done

Per the strategic plan, the B Street corridor will enhance
parks, open space and trail opportunities by connecting
Johnson Springview Park with the new Heritage Park
corridor. This will aid in moving the community around
the Quarry District area. Strategic Plan 1.5 – Review all
City Owned Parks & Landscaping for Beautification and
Sustainability Opportunities.

257 (CDBG)

Upgrade existing curbs, gutters, sidewalks for ADA
compliance. As identified in the Strategic Plan 1.3
Implement ADA transition plan.
The Adventure Park will be an economic engine drawing
citizens to the City's downtown area as part of the
destination venue Quarry Park. This speaks to the
Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a
Special Events destination to help revitalize the
100 (General) downtown area, OCR - 62 - Encourage preservation and
incorporation of existing rock quarries, major rock out
croppings and geologically unique areas in future
development and LU-10 - Encourage preservation and
adaptive reuse of significant historic structures and
sites.
This parking lot will add additional parking that will
serve the Adventure Park, Quarry Park, and Big Gun
311 (COP
Retail. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry
Bond)
Park Development - Create a Special Events destination
to help revitalize the downtown area.

210 (SB325)

Existing conditions cause delays for the left turn lane
from Sunset to 3rd Street. By extending the turn lane, it
will free the straight movement through the
intersection. By removing the valley gutter and
constructing a smoother transition onto 3rd Street,
traffic will not have to slow for the bump, and they will
be able to proceed normally through the intersection.
This will result in fewer delays for the drivers using the
traffic signal. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.11
Traffic Enhancements and Upgrades - Maintain and
enhance street aesthetics while sustaining a steady flow
of traffic in a safe and secure manner.

Infrastructure Plan".

120 (Streets to the Pavement Condition Index. This speaks to
Strategic Plan Item 1.4 " Develop & Implement City
Reserve)

FUNDING
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34

36

38

40

42

44

46

48

50

Finn Hall Annex

Fire Station 1 (#23) Design/
Construction

Existing Fire Station 1
Remodel

Fire Station 2 Dorm Room
and EOC

Front Street Plaza

Front Street Realignment

Granite Drive Median

Intersection and Roadway
at New Fire 1, Adventure
Park and Big Gun Entrance

Existing

Existing

100*

100*

Existing

Existing

100*

100*

Existing

Existing

100*

100*

Existing

New

72

100*

New

STATUS

70

PAGE # RANKING

Dominguez Road
Reconstruction

PROJECT

150,000

85,000

162,800

100,000

475,000

PRIOR
YEARS

1,275,000

70,000

480,000

302,200

3,646,000

375,000

2017-2018
COST

875,000

900,000

2018-2019
COST

2019-2020
COST

2020-2021
COST

365,000

130,000

1,425,000

945,000

565,000

365,000

465,000

1,000,000

4,121,000

130,000

375,000

UNFUNDED TOTAL PROJECT
COST
COST

2017-2021 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS
JUSTIFICATION

210 (SB325)

212 (Bike Ped)
/ 217
(PTMISEA))
100 (General)
Developer
Fees / 210
(SB325)

Unfunded

311 (COP
Bond)

311 (COP
Bond)

304 (Capital
Constr.)
/
311 (COP
Bond)

Unfunded

Turning movements will provide traffic flow along with
an emergency fire signal and entrance into the new fire
station and maintenance road. The entrance will be
shared with any future Big Gun retail development. This
project will allow for utility stubs to be brought in for
future fire station and Big Gun retail and will speak to
Strategic Plan 1.11 Traffic Enhancement and Upgrades,
Objective 1.12 Quarry Park Development.

The median will promote traffic safety by limiting the
movements to the businesses and housing along Granite
Drive. The lighting scheme and landscaping design will
enhance the aesthetics of the Granite Drive corridor.

Adding additional park & ride on the north side of the
tracks will help to meet the parking needs of increased
travel via rail and Quarry District visitors.

The plaza can be used for special events and in
conjunction with events held at Peter Hill Heritage Park,
which is located directly across the street. This speaks to
Strategic Plan 1.13a 5 - Explore additional locations for
new and existing special events within the City.

The existing space is outdated and in need of
repair/replacement. This remodel will include
remodeling the dorm room and building individual
sleeping alcoves in the dorm room for privacy and
adding square footage for back up EOC #2.

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.12 Quarry Park
Development. The existing fire station is directly
adjacent to the amphitheater and is part of the park
itself. This refurbishment of the building will tie it to the
rest of the park and it's theme as well as add office/area
within the building for special events. This will be
completed once the new fire station is finished and staff
moved.

Due to the age of the building it is no longer functional
for the Fire Department’s needs. Moving Fire Station 1
to a new location with modern facilities will allow for the
utilization of modern technology and increase efficiency
and service. Strategic Plans: Assist with Quality of Life
Goal 4.0.

The patio will enhance and upgrade the land
surrounding the existing facility and area adjacent to
Quarry Park and the proposed Veterans Park. This
speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a Special Events
destination to help revitalize the downtown area."

Properties along Dominguez Ave. are under construction
and the developers are/will be providing partial funding
for road repair/resurface. The portion of the road
210 (SB325) /
between the railroad tracks and Pacific Ave. has failed
240 (Streets
and is in need of reconstruction. It is anticipated that
Grant)
with preventative maintenance the life cycle of the road
will be approximately 30 years. Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

FUNDING
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62

64

66

68

Quarry District Alley Work

Quarry Park Parking Lot

Quarry Park Phase II

58

Memorial Park
Refurbishment

Partial Road
Reconstruction Rocklin
Ranch Industrial Park

56

Lost Avenue Road
Resurfacing

60

54

Kathy Lund Community
Park Parking Lot Extension

Pacific Street at Rocklin
Road Roundabout

52

New

Existing

New

Existing

100*

62

100*

Existing

Existing

Existing

New

Existing

STATUS

69

100*

100*

100*

52

100*
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Johnson Springview
Parking Lot

PROJECT

65,000

300,000

773,311

PRIOR
YEARS

206,000

360,000

1,450,000

230,000

2017-2018
COST

633,000

1,150,000

2018-2019
COST

2019-2020
COST

2020-2021
COST

220,000

715,000

105,000

260,000

300,000

904,000

220,000

715,000

360,000

2,900,000

105,000

1,003,311

260,000

300,000

UNFUNDED TOTAL PROJECT
COST
COST

2017-2021 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS

The roadways in Quarry District are failing. They are in

We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the
park due in part to sports activities, special events and
the reopening of the water park after several years of
drought. With this increase the need for additional
parking is required. Paving the vacant area at the park
will help alleviate parking congestion. This supports
Strategic Plan 1.13, Special Events Enhancements.

We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the
park, which fills the existing parking lots to capacity.
With the anticipated opening of venues in the Quarry
District and the possible connection to Peter Hill
Heritage Park via B Street, the need for additional
parking is required. This supports Strategic Plan 1.13,
Special Events Enhancements.

JUSTIFICATION

Design and construct Phase II of Park. This speaks to the
Strategic Plan item 1.12 - Quarry Park Development - to
create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the
downtown area.

Unfunded

311 (COP
Bond)

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.4 - Maintain and
enhance the Physical Environment, part of the Citywide
infrastructure plan, and Strategic Plan 1.10 - Storm
Water Management Plan because these dirt alleyways
discharge stormwater directly into the drainage system.
Paving the alleyways also ties in to eradicating blight.
This project works in conjunction with the relocation of
Memorial Park to Grove Street between Finn Hall and
the Police Department. Adding additional parking in this
area speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a Special
Events destination to help revitalize the downtown
area."

Unfunded

210 (SB325)

This is an industrial area and has a lot of regular and
heavy vehicular traffic. The amount of traffic has
increased over time causing the streets to become
fatigued and susceptible to water damage. This
addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop &
Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

210 (SB325) /
Replace existing signalized intersection with a multilane
240 (Str.
roundabout, new pavement and street lighting system
Grant)

Unfunded

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.5 - Review all
City owned parks & landscaping for beautification and
sustainability opportunities, and item 1.12 - Create a
Special Events destination to help revitalize the
downtown area. The existing shade structures in
Memorial Park are worn and in need of replacement.
Replacing them will also provide the opportunity to
incorporate the Quarry Park theme which is directly
adjacent to the park.

improve traffic flow.

210 (SB325) need of repair to allow increased vehicle capacity and to

Unfunded

Unfunded

FUNDING
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80

82

84

Sierra Meadows and
Pacific Landscape
Beautification

Stormwater Pipe
Replacement

76

Road Reconstruction
Sierra College Blvd.
(Scarborough-Nightwatch)

Sceptre Drive & Camelot
Drive Repair

74

Road Reconstruction
Sierra College Blvd.
(Rocklin Rd-El Don)

78

72

Road Reconstruction
Sierra College Blvd. (Clover
Valley-City Limit)

Rocklin Road Sidewalk and
Center Island

70

100*

100*

69

100*

66

64

64

59
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Railroad Avenue Parking

PROJECT

Existing

Existing

New

Existing

New

New

New

New

STATUS

500,000

PRIOR
YEARS

550,000

25,000

850,000

450,000

2017-2018
COST

175,000

300,000

2018-2019
COST

2019-2020
COST

2020-2021
COST

13,675,000

124,000

250,000

625,000

250,000

14,725,000

124,000

200,000

850,000

450,000

250,000

625,000

550,000

UNFUNDED TOTAL PROJECT
COST
COST

2017-2021 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS

210 (SB325)
/Unfunded

Unfunded

210 (SB325)

210 (SB325)

210 (SB325)

Unfunded

Unfunded

This project will provide public parking for development
in the downtown area and serve as a roadway
connection for Railroad Ave between Midas Ave and
Rocklin Rd. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.12
Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events
destination to help revitalize the downtown area.
Developer Contribution is $300,000.

Developer
Contribution
(240)/
Unfunded

This work falls under Strategic Plan item 1.10b - Conduct
stream and outfall inspections to determine operation
efficiencies and potential maintenance issues and/or
system failures, and item 1.10d - Create a Stormwater
System Master Plan. The MB report has identified over
$14.3 million dollars of CIP work over the next 5 years.
Approximately $9,000,000 for the replacement of
corrugated metal pipe, $1,200,000 for major outfall
work and $4,000,000 for other pipes that are reaching
their end of life-cycle.

This beautification project will replace existing blight
with a clean and attractive streetscape. Strategic Plan:
Fiscal Stability Goal 7.0; Economic Prosperity Goal 3.0,
Objective 3.3.

As a result of the natural road settling (over 20 years),
on both Sceptre Dr. and Camelot Dr. along the creek
crossing, undulations in the roadway and along the
sidewalk have occurred which have created drainage
issues and is creating ADA barriers on the sidewalk. This
addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.3 Implement ADA
Transition Plan & Item 1.4 Develop and Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

Purchase Right of Way to adjust Rocklin Road Street
alignment and construct sidewalk, center island,
intersection. This will improve Rocklin Road's traffic
circulation and reduce traffic impediments. The fuel
tanks for the prior gas station have been removed. We
have been working with the California State Water
Resources Board (CSWRB) and Placer County to
determine the full extent of the environmental impacts
and requirements. The CSWRB has determined that the
ground water is clean, safe and non-toxic.

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and
needs to have a partial reconstruction. This will involve a
partial reconstruction of both the travel way and
shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and
needs to have a partial reconstruction. This will involve a
partial reconstruction of both the travel way and
shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and
needs to be reconstructed. This will involve
reconstruction of the travel way and will not include the
shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

JUSTIFICATION

FUNDING
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90

Veterans Park

Totals

92

88

Traffic Signal ITS Phase I

Water Park - Johnson
Springview Park

86

New

67

New

New

70

57

Existing

STATUS

100*
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Sunset Blvd. Sidewalk

PROJECT

3,204,911

PRIOR
YEARS

16,848,300

60,000

100,000

113,600

2017-2018
COST

4,483,000

265,000

2018-2019
COST

100,000

2019-2020
COST

100,000

2020-2021
COST

21,864,000

245,000

3,500,000

46,600,211

325,000

245,000

3,600,000

113,600

UNFUNDED TOTAL PROJECT
COST
COST

2017-2021 CAPITAL PROJECT REQUESTS
JUSTIFICATION

300 (Park
Develop.)

Unfunded

235 (L & L
Maint. 2)

This project was identified as item 6.1, recommendation
for Johnson Springview Park in the Parks and Trails
Master Plan. This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.5 Improve, enhance and restore the City's street medians,
roadways, and parkland while creating an
environmentally friendly and welcoming atmosphere for
our residents and visitors and item 1.5j implementation of the parks and trails master plan
recommendations.

Staff has worked with the Veterans to select a site that
will improve upon the existing Memorial Park and
provide seating, pathway, and landscaping. This site will
provide a more peaceful and private setting than the
current site that faces a major roadway and entrance
into the Quarry Park destination venue. This is in
support of Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the
downtown area.

As past and forecasted future performance of
investments continue to influence project decisions, the
ability for Rocklin to implement systems to collect the
data that can be used to generate
measurable/comparable performance indicators will be
critical. With an ITS Master Plan, Rocklin should have
the ability to develop and evaluate This addresses the
Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

Developer is installing sidewalk curb and gutter along its
development on Sunset Blvd. This will leave a gap
between their property line and Coronado Way. This
212 (Bike-Ped)
project will fill in the gap between the existing sidewalk
and the proposed development and create a continuous
path.

FUNDING
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$ 700,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$ 700,000
$ 700,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This is a yearly cost and roads are prioritized according to the
Pavement Condition Index. This speaks to Strategic Plan Item 1.4
“Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan".

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Resurface various roadways and streets within the City of Rocklin. This
includes the various methods of resurfacing e.g. HDMB, Slurry, etc.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 700,000
$ 700,000

120 (Street Reserve)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
FY 17-18 ROAD RESURFACING

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __1/6/2017____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
FY 17-18 Road Resurfacing
Total Score: 61
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Various streets and roadway within the City Limits
4. Description
Resurface various roadways and streets within the City of Rocklin. This includes the various methods of resurfacing e.g. HDMB,
Slurry, etc
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This is a yearly cost and roads are prioritized according to the Pavement Condition Index. This speaks to Strategic Plan Item 1.4 "
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan".

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 120 (Street Reserve)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

$

700,000

$

700,000

$

700,000

$

700,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

Date __1/6/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director of Public Services___
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$

$

REQUESTED

700,000

700,000
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PROJECT TITLE
3 STREET AT SUNSET BLVD
DRAINAGE

$ 15,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 18-19
$ 15,000
$ 85,000
$ 100,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

Existing conditions cause delays for the left turn lane from Sunset to
3rd Street. By extending the turn lane, it will free the straight
movement through the intersection. By removing the valley gutter and
constructing a smoother transition onto 3rd Street, traffic will not have
to slow for the bump, and they will be able to proceed normally
through the intersection. This will result in fewer delays for the drivers
using the traffic signal. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.11 Traffic
Enhancements and Upgrades - Maintain and enhance street aesthetics
while sustaining a steady flow of traffic in a safe and secure manner.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Lane extension and gutter redesign/construction

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 100,000
$ 100,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

RD

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker__________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
3rd Street at Sunset Blvd. Drainage
3. Location:
Intersection of Sunset Blvd. and 3rd Street
4. Description
Lane extension and gutter redesign/construction

2. Ranking
Total Score: 64
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Existing conditions cause delays for the left turn lane from Sunset to 3rd Street. By extending the turn lane, it will free the straight
movement through the intersection. By removing the valley gutter and constructing a smoother transition onto 3rd Street, traffic
will not have to slow for the bump, and they will be able to proceed normally through the intersection. This will result in fewer
delays for the drivers using the traffic signal. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.11 Traffic Enhancements and Upgrades Maintain and enhance street aesthetics while sustaining a steady flow of traffic in a safe and secure manner.
6. Expenditure Schedule
EXPENDED
FY 17-18
FY 18-19
FY 19-20 FY 20-21 UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS
Cost Elements
THRU 16-17
1. Planning & Design:
$
15,000
$
15,000
2. Land:
3. Construction:
$
85,000
$
85,000
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
$
15,000 $
85,000
$
100,000
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
REQUESTED
PROJECT FUNDING
EXPENDED
1. 210 (SB325)
$
100,000
2.
3.
4.
5.
TOTAL:
$
100,000
If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director of Public Services___
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$160,500

Total FY 17-18 Costs

Total Cost

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction
FY 16-17
FY 17-18
FY 18-19
FY 19-20
FY 19-20

(Multiple Years)
$278,800
$160,500
$100,000
$100,000
$100,000
$739,300

As identified in the Strategic Plan 1.3 Implement ADA Transition Plan.
Existing barriers have been identified and will be prioritized and
repaired.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Upgrade existing curbs, gutters, sidewalks for ADA Compliance.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$739,300
$739,300

257 (CDBG)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ADA TRANSITION PLAN

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18 (MULTIPLE YEARS)

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
ADA Transition Plan
3. Location:
Various locations throughout City
4. Description
Upgrade existing curbs, gutters, sidewalks for ADA compliance.

2. Ranking
Total Score: *100
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
As identified in the Strategic Plan 1.3 Implement ADA transition plan. Existing barriers have been identified and will be prioritized and
repaired.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 257 (CDBG)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$ 278,800 $ 160,500 $

100,000 $

100,000 $ 100,000

$

739,300

$ 278,800 $ 160,500 $

100,000 $

100,000 $ 100,000

$

739,300

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

$ 278,800 $

TOTAL:

$ 278,800 $

REQUESTED

460,500

460,500

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$3,250,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$3,250,000
$3,250,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

The Adventure Park will be an economic engine drawing citizens to the
City's downtown area as part of the destination venue Quarry Park.
This speaks to the Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown
area, OCR - 62 - Encourage preservation and incorporation of existing
rock quarries, major rock out croppings and geologically unique areas
in future development and LU-10 - Encourage preservation and
adaptive reuse of significant historic structures and sites.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Develop a design-build agreement and construct an Adventure Park
destination venue to include café with patio, restrooms, pavilion,
pathways along with items such as a grand zip line, swing bridges,
cargo net climber area, freefall jump station, rappelling station, stream
play, etc.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$3,250,000
$3,250,000

100 (General)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ADVENTURE PARK

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __3/16/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Adventure Park
Total Score: 43
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
On Pacific Street between Ruhkala Road and Rocklin Road
4. Description
Develop a design-build agreement and construct an Adventure Park destination venue to include café with patio, restrooms,
pavilion, pathways along with items such as a grand zip line, swing bridges, cargo net climber area, freefall jump station,
rappelling station, stream play, etc.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The Adventure Park will be an economic engine drawing citizens to the City's downtown area as part of the destination venue
Quarry Park. This speaks to the Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events destination to help
revitalize the downtown area, OCR - 62 - Encourage preservation and incorporation of existing rock quarries, major rock out
croppings and geologically unique areas in future development and LU-10 - Encourage preservation and adaptive reuse of
significant historic structures and sites.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 100 (General)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

$ 3,250,000

$

3,250,000

$ 3,250,000

$

3,250,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

Date 3/16/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$

$

REQUESTED

3,250,000

3,250,000
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$ 500,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 17-18
$ 49,000
$ 451,000
$ 500,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This parking lot will add additional parking that will serve the
Adventure Park, Quarry Park, and Big Gun Retail. This is in support of
Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events
destination to help revitalize the downtown area.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Construct a parking lot that will add approximately 200 parking stalls to
the area.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 500,000
$ 500,000

311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ADVENTURE PARK PARKING LOT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __1/6/17_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Adventure Park Parking Lot
Total Score: 67
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
On Pacific Street between Ruhkala Road and Rocklin Road
4. Description
Construct a parking lot that will add approximately 200 parking stalls to the area
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This parking lot will add additional parking that will serve the Adventure Park, Quarry Park, and Big Gun Retail. This is in support
of Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

$

49,000

$

49,000

$

451,000

$

451,000

$

500,000

$

500,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

Date __1/6/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$

$

REQUESTED

500,000

500,000
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$1,100,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 100,000
$1,000,000
$1,100,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

Per the strategic plan, the B Street corridor will enhance parks, open
space and trail opportunities by connecting Johnson Springview Park
with the new Heritage Park corridor. This will aid in moving the
community around the Quarry District area. Strategic Plan 1.5 – Review
all City Owned Parks & Landscaping for Beautification and Sustainability
Opportunities.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Convert B Street to a pedestrian friendly green space to improve access
between Johnson Springview Park and Heritage Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$1,100,000
$1,100,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
B STREET PEDESTRIAN CORRIDOR

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
B Street Pedestrian Corridor
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
B Street between Front Street and Fifth Street
4. Description
Convert B Street to a pedestrian friendly green space to improve access between Johnson Springview Park and Heritage Park.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Per the strategic plan the B Street corridor will enhance parks, open space and trails opportunities by connecting Johnson
Springview Park with the new Heritage Park corridor. This will aid in moving the community around the Quarry District area.
Strategic Plan 1.5 – Review all City Owned Parks & Landscaping for Beautification and Sustainability Opportunities.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS
$

PROJECT FUNDING

100,000 $

100,000

$ 1,000,000 $

1,000,000

$ 1,100,000 $

1,100,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

$

REQUESTED

1,100,000

1,100,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$500,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$815,000
$815,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

City Hall is in need of repair due to the age of the building and failing
materials.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Remodel the current City Hall, which will include new siding, windows,
doors, dry rot repair, and moisture barrier replacement.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$815,000
$815,000

311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
CITY HALL REFURBISHMENT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
City Hall Refurbishment
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
3970 Rocklin Road
4. Description
Remodel the current City Hall, which will include new siding, windows, doors, dry rot repair and moisture barrier replacement.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes ____ No __X___
City Hall is in need of repair due to the age of the building and failing materials.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

PROJECT TOTALS

$ 315,000 $

500,000

$

815,000

$ 315,000 $

500,000

$

815,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

$ 315,000 $

TOTAL:

$ 315,000 $

REQUESTED

500,000

500,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$1,105,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 17-18
$ 105,000
$1,000,000
$1,105,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

The removing and replacing of asphalt needs to be done as part of
general repairs is necessary to preserve the roadways and prevent
major rehabilitation in the coming years. This addresses the Strategic
Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Removing and replacing degraded asphalt on various arterial and
collector roads in Rocklin.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 105,000
$1,000,000
$1,105,000

210 (SB325)
240 (RSTP)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
CITYWIDE DIG OUTS

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES

PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Citywide Dig Outs
Total Score: 70
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Various streets within the City Limits
4. Description
Removing and replacing degraded asphalt on various arterial and collector roads in Rocklin.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The removing and replacing of asphalt needs to be done as part of general repairs is necessary to preserve the roadways and
prevent major rehabilitation in the coming years. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2. 240 (RSTP)
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT TOTALS

$ 1,105,000

$

1,105,000

$ 1,105,000

$

1,105,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes ___X____ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:_________12%___________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director_______________

31 of 124

$
$

$

REQUESTED

105,000
1,000,000

1,105,000

32 of 124

$ 75,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost
$ 75,000
$ 75,000

The current condition of the culverts, which are partially filled with
sediment, is reducing the conveyance capacity which could lead to
upstream flooding. 50 yr. capacity exists w/current sedimentation;
however this is a 100yr facility and is just short of capacity for this
t
PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction
FY 17-18

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Remove accumulated sediment along the culverts under Creekwood
Drive.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 75,000
$ 75,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
CREEKWOOD CREEK CROSSING ROADWAY REPAIR

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________
1. Project Name
Creekwood Creek Crossing Roadway Repair
3. Location:

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

2. Ranking
Total Score: 58
Department Priority: High

Intersection of Creekwood Dr. & Clover Valley Creek

4. Description
Remove accumulated sediment along the culverts under Creekwood drive.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __ __ No __X___
The current condition of the culverts, which are partially filled with sediment, is reducing the conveyance capacity which could
lead to upstream flooding. 50 yr. capacity exists w/current sedimentation, however this is a 100yr facility and is just short of
capacity for this event.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

75,000

$

75,000

$

75,000

$

75,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director

PROJECT TOTALS

$

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

____________
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$

$

REQUESTED

75,000

75,000
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$375,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$375,000
$375,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

Properties along Dominguez Road are under construction and the
developers are/will be providing partial funding for road
repair/resurface. The portion of the road between the railroad tracks
and Pacific Street has failed and is in need of reconstruction. It is
anticipated that with preventative maintenance the life cycle of the
road will be approximately 30 years. Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop &
Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Resurface Dominguez Road with road reconstruction between the
railroad tracks and Pacific Street.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$160,000
$215,000
$375,000

240 (Developers)
210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
DOMINGUEZ ROAD RECONSTRUCTION

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________
1. Project Name

Date Prepared __1/6/2017____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

Dominguez Road Reconstruction

2. Ranking
Total Score: 70
Department Priority: High

3. Location:
Dominguez Road
4. Description
Resurface Dominguez Road with road reconstruction between the railroad tracks and Pacific Street.

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Properties along Dominguez Road are under construction and the developers are/will be providing partial funding for road
repair/resurface. The portion of the road between the railroad tracks and Pacific Street has failed and is in need of
reconstruction. It is anticipated that with preventative maintenance the life cycle of the road will be approximately 30 years.
Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 240 (Developers)
2. 210 (SB325)
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

$

375,000

$

375,000

$

375,000

$

375,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

Date __1/6/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director of Public Services___
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$
$

$

REQUESTED

160,000
215,000

375,000

36 of 124

$130,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 10,000
$120,000
$130,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

The patio will enhance and upgrade the land surrounding the existing
facility and area adjacent to Quarry Park and the proposed Veterans
Park. This speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a Special Events
destination to help revitalize the downtown area."

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Add patio area between PD access Road & Finn Hall. The annex is
currently used by the Theatre Group.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$130,000
$130,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
FINN HALL ANNEX

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared 2/14/2017
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Finn Hall Annex
Total Score: 72
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
4090 Rocklin Road
4. Description
Add patio area between PD access Road & Finn Hall. The annex is currently used by the Theatre Group.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The patio will enhance and upgrade the land surrounding the existing facility and area adjacent to Quarry Park and the proposed
Veterans Park. This speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area."

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __1/6/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$

10,000 $

10,000

$

120,000 $

120,000

$

130,000 $

130,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

130,000

130,000

38 of 124

$3,646,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 15/16 & FY 16/17
FY 17/18
$ 320,000
$ 155,000
$3,711,000
$4,121,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Land
Construction
Total Cost

Due to the age of the building it is no longer functional for the Fire
Department's needs. Moving Fire Station 1 to a new location with
modern facilities will allow for the utilization of modern technology and
increase efficiency and service. There is a proposal to sell existing
surplus City property to fund this acquisition.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Design and construct Fire Station 1 at new location on Pacific Street.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 10,000
$4,111,000
$4,121,000

SOURCES OF FUNDING
304 (Capital)
311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

PROJECT TITLE
FIRE STATION 1 (#23) DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division _Public Services____________
Contact Person_Rick Forstall____________________

Date Prepared _2/27/2016
Phone Number_916-625-5285_____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Fire Station 1 (#23) Design/Construction
3. Location:
Within one mile of current FireStation 1.
4. Description
Design and construct Fire Station 1 at new location on Pacific Street.

2. Ranking
Total Score:*100
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes _X__ No ___
Due to the age of the building it is no longer functional for the Fire Department's needs. Moving Fire Station 1 to a new location with modern
facilities will allow for the utilization of modern technology and increase efficiency and service. There is a proposal to sell existing surplus City
property to fund this acquisition.
6. Expenditure Schedule

EXPENDED
FY 17-18
Cost Elements
THRU 16-17
1. Planning & Design:
$ 320,000
$ 155,000
2. Land:
3. Construction:
$ 3,646,000
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc: Proj. Mgmnt
Totals:
$ 475,000 $ 3,646,000
7. Funding Schedule:
Funding Source
Project Funding
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2. 304 (Capital Construction)
3.
4.
5.

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

$
$

TOTAL

$

PROJECT TOTALS
$
$
$

320,000
155,000
3,646,000

$

4,121,000

EXPENDED
REQUESTED
465,000 $
3,646,000
10,000

475,000 $

3,646,000

If this is a grant is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___x____
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date _2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position __Director - Public Services___

39 of 124
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$ 900,000

Total FY 18-19 Costs

FY 16-17
FY 18-19
$ 100,000
$ 900,000
$1,000,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.12 Quarry Park Development to create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown
area. The existing fire station is directly adjacent to the amphitheater
and is part of the venue itself. This refurbishment of the building will tie
it to the rest of the venue and its theme as well as add office/area
within the building for special events. This will be completed once the
new fire station is finished and staff moved.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Refurbish and extend the fire station adjacent to Quarry Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$1,000,000
$1,000,000

311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
EXISTING FIRE STATION #1 REMODEL

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Existing Fire Station #1 Remodel
3. Location:
4060 Rocklin Road
4. Description
Refurbish and extend the fire station adjacent to Quarry Park.

2. Ranking
Total Score: *100
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.12 Quarry Park Development - to create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the
downtown area. The existing fire station is directly adjacent to the amphitheater and is part of the venue itself. This
refurbishment of the building will tie it to the rest of the venue and its theme as well as add office/area within the building for
special events. This will be completed once the new fire station is finished and staff moved.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17
$ 100,000

FY 17-18

$ 100,000

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

PROJECT TOTALS
$

100,000

$

900,000

$

900,000

$

900,000

$

1,000,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

$ 100,000 $

TOTAL:

$ 100,000 $

REQUESTED

900,000

900,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$302,200

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 16-17
FY 17-18
$ 30,000
$435,000
$465,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

The existing space is outdated and in need of repair/replacement. This
remodel will include remodeling the dorm room and building individual
sleeping alcoves in the dorm room for privacy and adding square
footage for back up EOC #2. Estimate 100k for dorm and 65k for EOC
#2.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Remodel the dorm room at Fire Station #2 and add square footage for
EOC #2.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$465,000
$465,000

311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
FIRE STATION 2 DORM ROOM AND EOC

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Fire Station 2 Dorm Room and EOC
Total Score:*100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Rocklin Fire Department #2/Crest Drive
4. Description
Remodel the dorm room, kitchen and offices at Fire Station #2 and add square footage for EOC #2.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes ____ No __X___
The existing space is outdated and in need of repair/replacement. This remodel will include remodeling the kitchen, offices, dorm
room (building individual sleeping alcoves in the dorm room for privacy) and adding square footage for back up EOC #2.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17
$ 30,000

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

PROJECT TOTALS
$

30,000

$ 132,800 $

302,200

$

435,000

$ 162,800 $

302,200

$

465,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

$ 162,800 $

TOTAL:

$ 162,800 $

REQUESTED

302,200

302,200

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$365,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 15,000
$350,000
$365,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

The plaza can be used for special events and in conjunction with events
held at Peter Hill Heritage Park, which is located directly across the
street. This speaks to Strategic Plan 1.13a 5 - Explore additional
locations for new and existing special events within the City.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Create a plaza area that will serve as an open market, special event and
community gathering area.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$365,000
$365,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
FRONT STREET PLAZA

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Front Street Plaza
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Vacant Parcel between 5220 & 5250 Front Street
4. Description
Create a plaza area that will serve as an open market, special event and community gathering area.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The plaza can be used for special events and in conjunction with events held at Peter Hill Heritage Park, which is located directly
across the street. This speaks to Strategic Plan 1.13a 5 - Explore additional locations for new and existing special events within the
City.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

UNFUNDED
$

15,000 $

15,000

$

350,000 $

350,000

$

365,000 $

365,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

365,000

365,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___

45 of 124

46 of 124

PUBLIC SERVICES

FRONT STREET REALIGNMENT

$480,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 16-17 & FY 17-18
$565,000
$565,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

Adding additional park & ride on the north side of the tracks will help
to meet the parking needs of increased travel via rail and Quarry
District visitors. Strategic Plan: 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Add additional curb, gutter, sidewalk and relocate road parking for the
railroad corridor along the north side of the tracks from B Street to Farron
Street.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$435,000
$130,000
$565,000

217 (PTMISEA)
212 (Bike Ped)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

DEPARTMENT

PROJECT TITLE

PROJECT LOCATION

FY 16-17 & FY 17-18

CONSTRUCTION YEAR

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Front Street Realignment
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Front Street
4. Description
Add additional curb, gutter and sidewalk and relocate road parking for the railroad corridor along the north side of the tracks
from Rocklin Road to Farron Street.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Adding additional park & ride on the north side of the tracks will help to meet the parking needs of increased travel via rail and
Quarry District visitors. Strategic Plan: 1.4 - Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 217 (PTMISEA)
2. 212 (Bike Ped)
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

85,000 $

480,000

$

565,000

$

85,000 $

480,000

$

565,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

85,000

$
$

$

85,000

$

REQUESTED

350,000
130,000

480,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$ 70,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 18-19
$ 70,000
$875,000
$945,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

The median will promote traffic safety by limiting the movements to
businesses and housing along Granite Drive. The lighting scheme and
landscaping design will enhance the aesthetics of the Granite Drive
corridor.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Construct and landscape median to include double arched light poles.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$150,000
$795,000
$945,000

Developer Funds (Cresleigh)
210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
GRANITE DRIVE MEDIAN

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Granite Drive Median
3. Location:
Dominguez to Sierra College (4000 feet)
4. Description
Construct and landscape median to include double arched light poles.

2. Ranking
Total Score: 100*

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes ____ No __X___
The median will promote traffic safety by limiting the movements to businesses and housing along Granite Drive. The lighting
scheme and landscaping design will enhance the aesthetics of the Granite Drive corridor.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Developer Funds
2. 210 (SB325)
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18
$

$

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

70,000

$

70,000

$

875,000

$

875,000

70,000 $

875,000

$

945,000

PROJECT FUNDING
Cresleigh - Est

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$
$

$

REQUESTED

150,000
795,000

945,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$1,425,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 16-17
FY 17-18
$ 50,000
$ 75,000
$1,300,000
$1,425,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Project Management
Construction
Total Cost

Turning movements will provide traffic flow along with an
emergency fire signal and entrance into the new fire station and
maintenance road. The entrance will be shared with any future Big
Gun retail development. This project will allow for utility stubs to
be brought in for future fire station and Big Gun retail and will
speak to Strategic Plan 1.11 Traffic Enhancement and Upgrades,
Objective 1.12 Quarry Park Development.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Install turning movements and roadway at new Fire 1 and Big Gun
entrance into Quarry Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$1,425,000
$1,425,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
INTERSECTION AND ROADWAY AT NEW FIRE 1,
ADVENTURE PARK AND BIG GUN ENTRANCE

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________
1. Project Name

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

Intersection and Roadway at New Fire 1,
Adventure Park and Big Gun Entrance

2. Ranking
Total Score: 51.5
Department Priority: High

3. Location:
Pacific Street
4. Description
Install turning movements and roadway at new Fire, Adventure Park 1 and Big Gun entrance into Quarry Park.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Turning movements will provide traffic flow along with an emergency fire signal and entrance into the new fire station and
maintenance road. The entrance will be shared with Adventure Park and any future Big Gun retail development. This project will
allow for utility stubs to be brought in for future fire station and Big Gun retail and will speak to Strategic Plan 1.11 Traffic
Enhancement and Upgrades, Objective 1.12 Quarry Park Development.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc: Proj. Mgmnt.
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17
$ 50,000

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT TOTALS
$

50,000

$ 100,000 $ 1,200,000

$

1,300,000

$
75,000
$ 150,000 $ 1,275,000

$
$

75,000
1,425,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

Date __2/27/2016_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$ 150,000

$

$ 150,000

$

REQUESTED

1,275,000

1,275,000

52 of 124

$300,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$300,000
$300,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the park due in part
to special events and sports activities, which fills the existing parking
lots to capacity. With the anticipated opening of venues in the Quarry
District and the possible connection to Peter Hill Heritage Park via B
Street, the need for additional parking is required. Paving the vacant
area at the park will help alleviate parking congestion. This supports
Strategic Plan 1.13, Special Events Enhancements.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Pave the vacant area adjacent to the volleyball and basketball courts.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$300,000
$300,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
JOHNSON SPRINGVIEW PARKING LOT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Johnson Springview Parking Lot
3. Location:
Johnson Springview Parking Lot
4. Description
Pave the vacant area adjacent to the volleyball and basketball courts.

2. Ranking
Total Score: *100
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the park due in part to special events and sports activities, which fills the
existing parking lots to capacity. With the anticipated opening of venues in the Quarry District and the possible connection to
Peter Hill Heritage Park via B Street, the need for additional parking is required. Paving the vacant area at the park will help
alleviate parking congestion. This supports Strategic Plan 1.13, Special Events Enhancements.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

300,000 $

300,000

$

300,000 $

300,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

$

REQUESTED

300,000

300,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$260,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$260,000
$260,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the park due in part
to sports activities, special events and the reopening of the water park
after several years of drought. With this increase the need for
additional parking is required. Paving the vacant area at the park will
help alleviate parking congestion. This supports Strategic Plan 1.13,
Special Events Enhancements.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Extend the existing parking lot which will add approximately 65 parking
spaces. The parking lot will be adjacent to the existing water park and
Church.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$260,000
$260,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
KATHY LUND COMMUNITY PARK
PARKING LOT EXTENSION

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Kathy Lund Community Park Parking Lot Extension
Total Score: 52
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Kathy Lund Community Park
4. Description
Extend the existing parking lot which will add approximately 65 parking spaces. The parking lot will be adjacent to the existing
water park and church.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
We are experiencing an increase in attendance at the park due in part to sports activities, special events and the reopening of
the water park after several years of drought. With this increase the need for additional parking is required. Paving the vacant
area at the park will help alleviate parking congestion. This supports Strategic Plan 1.13, Special Events Enhancements.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$

260,000 $

260,000

$

260,000 $

260,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

260,000

260,000

56 of 124

$230,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

Years prior to FY 16-17
FY 16-17
FY 16/17 – FY 17/18
$ 133,311
$ 35,500
$ 60,000
$ 774,500
$1,003,311

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Land
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Land
Project Management
Construction
Total Cost

The roadways in “Quarry District” are failing. They are in need of repair
to allow increased vehicle capacity and to improve traffic flow.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Resurface existing roadway and improve drainage as able. Specific
scope and specifications to follow once initial assessment is completed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$1,003,311
$1,003,311

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
LOST AVENUE ROAD RESURFACING

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 16-17 & FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person_Rick Forstall___________

Date Prepared _ 2/27/2016______________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Lost Avenue Road Resurfacing
Total Score:*100
3. Location:
Department Priority : High
Lost Avenue
4. Description
Resurface exising roadway and improve drainage as able. Specific scope and specifications to follow once initial assesment is completed.

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The roadways in "Quarry District" are failing. They are in need of repair to allow increased vehicle capacity and to improve traffic flow.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc: Proj. Mgmnt.
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule: .
Funding Source
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
FY 17-18
THRU 16-17
$ 133,311
$
35,500
$ 564,500 $ 210,000
$
$

40,000 $
773,311 $

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21 UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

20,000
230,000

Project Funding

EXPENDED

TOTAL

$
$
$

133,311
35,500
774,500

$
$

60,000
1,003,311

$ 773,311

$

$ 773,311

$

REQUESTED

230,000

230,000

If this is a grant is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No____
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date ___02/27/206______

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position: Director, Public Services_

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because
the project has already been approved by Staff and Council.
Originally included Winding Way and Ruhkala which will be contingent on
development projects.
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$105,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$105,000
$105,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.5 - Review all City owned parks
& landscaping for beautification and sustainability opportunities, and
item 1.12 - Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the
downtown area. The existing shade structures in Memorial Park are
worn and in need of replacement. Replacing them will also provide the
opportunity to incorporate the Quarry Park theme which is directly
adjacent to the park.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Replace existing shade structures - 1 large structure and 3 small
structures.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$105,000
$105,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
MEMORIAL PARK REFURBISHMENT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Memorial Park Refurbishment
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Memorial Neighborhood Park on Rocklin Road
4. Description
Replace existing shade structures - 1 large structure and 3 small structures.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.5 - Review all City owned parks & landscaping for beautification and sustainability
opportunities, and item 1.12 - Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area. The existing shade
structures in Memorial Park are worn and in need of replacement. Replacing them will also provide the opportunity to
incorporate the Quarry Park theme which is directly adjacent to the park.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

105,000 $

105,000

$

105,000 $

105,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

$

REQUESTED

105,000

105,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$ 1,450,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES

FY 15-16 & FY 16-17
FY 17-18
FY 17-18 & FY 18-19
$ 300,000
$ 100,000
$ 200,000
$2,300,000
$2,900,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Land
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Land
Project Management
Construction
Total Cost

Traffic study conducted by Omni-Means has indicated the LOS is
unacceptable due to the addition of new developments, i.e. Rocklin
Commons and other developments in the vicinity along Granite Dr.
Replacing the signals will lead to an acceptable LOS and reduced traffic
conflicts. Rocklin Road pavement is deteriorated and has had no
structural overlays in the last 10 years.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Replace existing signalized intersection with a multilane roundabout, new
pavement, and street lighting system.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 200,000
$ 2,700,000
$ 2,900,000

210 (SB325)
240 (CMAQ)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
PACIFIC STREET AT ROCKLIN ROAD
ROUNDABOUT
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18 & FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared _ 2/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Pacific Street at Rocklin Road Roundabout
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Rocklin Rd. at Pacific Street
4. Description
Replace existing signalized intersection with a multilane roundabout, new pavement, and street lighting system.

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Traffic study conducted by Omni-Means has indicated the LOS is unacceptable due to the addition of new developments, i.e. Rocklin
Commons and other developments in the vicinity along Granite Dr. Replacing the signals will lead to an acceptable LOS and reduced traffic
conflicts. Rocklin Road pavement is deteriorated and has had no structural overlays in the last 10 years.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc: Proj. Mgmnt.
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
Funding Source
1. 210 (SB325)
2. 240 (CMAQ)
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17
$ 300,000

$

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21 UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTAL

$ 100,000
$ 1,150,000 $

1,150,000

$
$
$

$ 200,000
300,000 $ 1,450,000 $

1,150,000

$
$

Project Funding

EXPENDED

$
$ 300,000 $

TOTAL $ 300,000

$

300,000
100,000
2,300,000
200,000
2,900,000
REQUESTED

200,000
2,400,000

2,600,000

If this is a grant is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:__________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date ___2/27/2016

Submitted by__Justin Nartker____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already
been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director___
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$360,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$360,000
$360,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This is an industrial area and has a lot of regular and heavy vehicular
traffic. The amount of traffic has increased over time causing the
streets to become fatigued and susceptible to water damage. This
addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Partial road reconstruction and resurfacing of the Rocklin Ranch
Industrial Park which is comprised of Alvis Court, Del Mar Ave,
Monopoly Ct, and Citrus Ave.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$360,000
$360,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
PARTIAL ROAD RECONSTRUCTION OF ROCKLIN
RANCH INDUSTRIAL PARK

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Partial Road Reconstruction of Rocklin Ranch Ind. Park
3. Location:

2. Ranking
Total Score: 69
Department Priority: High

Alvis Court, Del Mar Ave, Monopoly Ct, Citrus Ave.

4. Description
Partial road reconstruction and resurfacing of the Rocklin Ranch Industrial Park which is comprised of Alvis Court, Del Mar
Avenue, Monopoly Court, and Citrus Avenue.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This is an industrial area and has a lot of regular and heavy vehicular traffic. The amount of traffic has increased over time causing
the streets to become fatigued and susceptible to water damage. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement
City Infrastructure Plan.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT TOTALS

$

360,000

$

360,000

$

360,000

$

360,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature ______________________________
Position _Deputy Director________________
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$

$

REQUESTED

360,000

360,000
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$715,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 40,000
$675,000
$715,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.4 - Maintain and enhance the
Physical Environment, part of the Citywide infrastructure plan, and
Strategic Plan 1.10 - Storm Water Management Plan because these dirt
alleyways discharge stormwater directly into the drainage system.
Paving the alleyways also ties in to eradicating blight.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Pave alleyways within the Quarry District. Identify and resolve drainage
issues within the alleys.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$715,000
$715,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
QUARRY DISTRICT ALLEY WORK

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Quarry District Alley work
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
See Attached Map
4. Description
Pave alleyways within the Quarry District. Identify and resolve drainage issues within the alleys.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.4 - Maintain and enhance the Physical Environment, part of the Citywide infrastructure
plan, and Strategic Plan 1.10 - Storm Water Management Plan because these dirt alleyways discharge stormwater directly into
the drainage system. Paving the alleyways also ties in to eradicating blight.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

UNFUNDED
$

40,000 $

40,000

$

675,000 $

675,000

$

715,000 $

715,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

715,000

715,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$220,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 10,000
$210,000
$220,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This project works in conjunction with the relocation of Memorial Park
to Grove Street between Finn Hall and the Police Department. Adding
additional parking in this area speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a
Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area."

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Add approximately 30-40 additional parking spaces that will provide
additional parking for Quarry Park, Retail Outlets and City Hall.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$220,000
$220,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
QUARRY PARK PARKING LOT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Quarry Park Parking Lot
3. Location:

2. Ranking
Total Score: 62
Department Priority: High

Rocklin Road between between City Hall and existing Fire Station #1.

4. Description
Add approximately 30 -40 additional parking spaces that will provide additional parking for Quarry Park, Retail Outlets and City
Hall.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This project works in conjunction with the relocation of Memorial Park to Grove Street between Finn Hall and the Police
Department. Adding additional parking in this area speaks to Strategic Plan 1.12 - "Create a Special Events destination to help
revitalize the downtown area."

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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PROJECT TOTALS

$

10,000 $

10,000

$

210,000 $

210,000

$

220,000 $

220,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED

$

$

REQUESTED

220,000

220,000
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$ 206,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 16-17
FY 17-18 & FY 18-19
$ 65,000
$ 839,000
$ 904,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.12 - Quarry Park Development to create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown
area.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Design and construct Phase II of Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 904,000
$ 904,000

311 (COP Bond)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
QUARRY PARK PHASE II

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18 & FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Quarry Park Phase II
3. Location:
Quinn Quarry Park behind City Hall
4. Description
Design and construct Phase II of Park.

2. Ranking
Total Score:*100
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.12 - Quarry Park Development - to create a Special Events destination to help revitalize
the downtown area.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 311 (COP Bond)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17
$ 65,000

$

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

PROJECT TOTALS
$

65,000

$

206,000 $

633,000

$

839,000

65,000 $

206,000 $

633,000

$

904,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

$

REQUESTED

904,000

904,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$300,000

Total FY 18-19 Costs

FY 18-19
FY 18-19
$105,000
$445,000
$550,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design & Environmental
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

This project will provide public parking for development in the
downtown area and serve as a roadway connection for Railroad Ave
between Midas Ave and Rocklin Rd. This is in support of Strategic Plan
1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events destination to
help revitalize the downtown area.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Construct parking stalls, curb gutter sidewalk (one side) and drainage
improvements along Railroad Ave connecting to Cedar St and Midas
Ave.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$300,000
$250,000
$550,000

SOURCES OF FUNDING
Developer Contribution
Unfunded
Total Project Costs

PROJECT TITLE
RAILROAD AVENUE PARKING PROJECT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared 2/14/2017
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Railroad Avenue Parking
Total Score: 59
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Railroad Ave between Cedar St. and Midas Ave.
4. Description
Construct parking stalls, curb gutter sidewalk (one side) and drainage improvements along Railroad Ave connecting to Cedar St
and Midas Ave
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This project will provide public parking for development in the downtown area and serve as a roadway connection for Railroad
Ave between Midas Ave and Rocklin Rd. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development - Create a Special
Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area. Developers contribution - $300,000.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc: Environment
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Developer Cont. (240)
2. Unfunded
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19
$

60,000

$

195,000

$
$

45,000
300,000

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/14/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$

60,000

$

250,000 $

445,000

$

$
250,000 $

45,000
550,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$
$

$

REQUESTED

300,000
250,000

550,000
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$625,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$625,000
$625,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to be
reconstructed. This will involve reconstruction of the travel way and
will not include the shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item
1.4 Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$625,000
$625,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ROAD RECONSTRUCTION SIERRA COLLEGE BLVD
BETWEEN CLOVER VALLEY & CITY LIMITS

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name

2. Ranking
Total Score: 64
Department Priority: High

Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd.

3. Location:
Sierra College Between Clover Valley and City Limits
4. Description
Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to be reconstructed. This will involve reconstruction of the travel
way and will not include the shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director_____________

73 of 124

PROJECT TOTALS

$

625,000 $

625,000

$

625,000 $

625,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No__X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED

$

$

REQUESTED

625,000

625,000
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$250,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$250,000
$250,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to have a
partial reconstruction. This will involve a partial reconstruction of both
the travel way and shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$250,000
$250,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ROAD RECONSTRUCTION SIERRA COLLEGE BLVD.
BETWEEN ROCKLIN ROAD & EL DON

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd.
3. Location:
Sierra College Between Rocklin Rd. and El Don Drive
4. Description
Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

2. Ranking
Total Score: 64
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to have a partial reconstruction. This will involve a partial
reconstruction of both the travel way and shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker______________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director_________________
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PROJECT TOTALS

$

250,000 $

250,000

$

250,000 $

250,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No__X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED

$

$

REQUESTED

250,000

250,000
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$450,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
$450,000
$450,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to have a
partial reconstruction. This will involve a partial reconstruction of both
the travel way and shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4
Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$450,000
$450,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ROAD RECONSTRUCTION SIERRA COLLEGE BLVD.
BETWEEN SCARBOROUGH & NIGHTWATCH

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Road Reconstruction Sierra College Blvd.
3. Location:
Sierra College Between Scarborough and Nighwatch
4. Description
Reconstruct this portion Sierra College Blvd.

2. Ranking
Total Score: 66
Department Priority: High

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
The above portion of Sierra College Blvd. is failing and needs to have a partial reconstruction. This will involve a partial
reconstruction of both the travel way and shoulders. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT TOTALS

$

450,000

$

450,000

$

450,000

$

450,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director__________
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$

$

REQUESTED

450,000

450,000
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$ 850,000

$ 850,000
$ 850,000

FY 17-18
$850,000
$850,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This project will realign Rocklin Road, improve traffic flow, and
construct and incorporate the sidewalk, center island, and intersection.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Adjust Rocklin Road’s street alignment and construct sidewalk, center
island, and intersection. This will improve Rocklin Road's traffic
circulation and reduce traffic impediments. The fuel tanks for the prior
gas station have been removed and the ROW has been obtained. We
have been working with the California State Water Resources Board
(CSWRB) and Placer County to determine the full extent of the
environmental impacts and requirements. The CSWRB has determined
that the ground water is clean, safe and non-toxic.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs
,
Total FY 17-18 Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
ROCKLIN ROAD SIDEWALK & CENTER ISLAND PROJECT

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person: Rick Forstall_____

Date Prepared __2/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5585__________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
Rocklin Road Sidewalk & Center Island Project
3. Location:
Rocklin Road between Granite and I-80 North West Exit
4. Description

2. Ranking
Total Score: *100
Department Priority : High

Adjust Rocklin Road’s street alignment and construct sidewalk, center island, and intersection. This will improve Rocklin Road's traffic
circulation and reduce traffic impediments. The fuel tanks for the prior gas station have been removed and the ROW has been obtained. We
have been working with the California State Water Resources Board (CSWRB) and Placer County to determine the full extent of the
environmental impacts and requirements. The CSWRB has determined that the ground water is clean, safe and non-toxic.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This project will realign Rocklin Road, improve traffic flow, and construct and incorporate the sidewalk, center island, and intersection.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:Environmental
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
Funding Source
1. 210 (Traffic Impact)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

850,000

$

850,000

$

850,000

$

850,000

Project Funding

EXPENDED

TOTAL

$

$

REQUESTED

850,000

850,000

If this is a grant is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No_X_
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

02/27/2016

Submitted by__Rick Forstall______

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because the project has
already been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position: Director of Public Services
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$ 25,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 18-19
25,000
$175,000
$200,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

As a result of the natural road settling (over 20 years), on both Sceptre
Dr. and Camelot Dr. along the creek crossing, undulations in the
roadway and along the sidewalk have occurred which have created
drainage issues and is creating ADA barriers on the sidewalk. This
addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.3 Implement ADA Transition Plan &
Item 1.4 Develop and Implement City Infrastructure Plan.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Repair dips and undulations on the roadway along the creek crossing at
Sceptre Dr. and Camelot Dr.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$200,000
$200,000

210 (SB325)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
SCEPTRE DRIVE AND CAMELOT DRIVE REPAIR

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name:

2. Ranking
Total Score: 69
Department Priority: High

Scepter Drive & Camelot Drive Repair

3. Location:
Various streets and roadway within the City Limits

4. Description
Repair dips and undulations on the roadway along the creek crossing at Sceptre Dr. and Camelot Dr.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
As a result of the natural road settling (over 20 years), on both Sceptre Dr. and Camelot Dr. along the creek crossing, undulations
in the roadway and along the sidewalk have occurred which have created drainage issues and is creating ADA barriers on the
sidewalk. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.3 Implement ADA Transition Plan & Item 1.4 Develop and Implement City
Infrastructure Plan.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18
$

$

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

25,000

PROJECT TOTALS
$

25,000

$

175,000

$

175,000

25,000 $

175,000

$

200,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___X___
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director____________
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$

$

REQUESTED

200,000

200,000
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PUBLIC SERVICES

SIERRA MEADOWS AND PACIFIC LANDSCAPE
BEAUTIFICATION PROJECT

$124,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
$124,000
$124,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This beautification project will replace existing blight with a clean and
attractive streetscape. Strategic Plan: 1.5 Review all City Owned Park
& Landscaping for Beautification and Sustainability Opportunities.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Design and install landscaping & sidewalk lighting along Sierra Meadows
Drive.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$124,000
$124,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

DEPARTMENT

PROJECT TITLE

PROJECT LOCATION

TBD

CONSTRUCTION YEAR

Department & Division _Public Services____________
Contact Person_Rick Forstall_________________

Date Prepared _2/27/2016
Phone Number_916-625-5231_____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Sierra Meadows and Pacific Landscape Beautification Project
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Sierra Meadows Drive and Pacific Street
4. Description
Design and install landscaping & sidewalk lighting along Sierra Meadows Drive.

5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes _X_ No ____
This beautification project will replace existing blight with a clean and attractive streetscape. Strategic Plan: 1.5 Review all City Owned
Park & Landscaping for Beautification and Sustainability Opportunities.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
Funding Source
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

UNFUNDED

$

124,000 $

124,000

$

124,000 $

124,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

124,000

124,000

If this is a grant is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No___x____
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date _2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because the project has
already been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position Director - Public Services___
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FY 17-18
$14,725,000
$14,725,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Construction
Total Cost

This work falls under Strategic Plan item 1.10b - Conduct stream and
outfall inspections to determine operation efficiencies and potential
maintenance issues and/or system failures, and item 1.10d - Create a
Stormwater System Master Plan. The MB report has identified over
$14.3 million dollars of CIP work over the next 5 years. Approximately
$9,000,000 for the replacement of corrugated metal pipe, $1,200,000
for major outfall work and $4,000,000 for other pipes that are reaching
their end of life-cycle.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Repair & replace existing corrugated metal drainage pipe at various
locations within the city’s storm drain system.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$

Total FY 17-18 Costs

550,000

$ 1,050,000
$13,675,000
$14,725,000

210 (SB325)
Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
STORMWATER PIPE REPLACEMENT PROJECTS

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________
1. Project Name
Stormwater Pipe Replacement Projects
3. Location:
Quarry District/Downtown Area
4. Description

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

2. Ranking
Total Score:*100
Department Priority: High

Repair & replace existing corrugated metal drainage pipe at various locations within the city’s storm drain system.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This work falls under Strategic Plan item 1.10b - Conduct stream and outfall inspections to determine operation efficiencies and
potential maintenance issues and/or system failures, and item 1.10d - Create a Stormwater System Master Plan. The MB report
has identified over $14.3 million dollars of CIP work over the next 5 years. Approximately $9,000,000 for the replacement of
corrugated metal pipe, $1,200,000 for major outfall work and $4,000,000 for other pipes that are reaching their end of life-cycle.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 210 (SB325)
2. Unfunded
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED

PROJECT TOTALS

$ 500,000 $

550,000

$ 13,675,000 $

14,725,000

$ 500,000 $

550,000

$ 13,675,000 $

14,725,000

PROJECT FUNDING

$

TOTAL:

$

EXPENDED

500,000

$
$

500,000 $

REQUESTED

550,000
13,675,000

14,225,000

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because it has already been
approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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PUBLIC SERVICES

SUNSET BLVD. SIDEWALK

$113,600

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 17-18
$ 20,000
$ 93,600
$113,600

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

Developer is installing sidewalk curb and gutter along its development
on Sunset Blvd. This will leave a gap between their property line and
Coronado Way. This project will fill in the gap between the existing
sidewalk and the proposed development and create a continuous path.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Construct, sidewalk, curb and gutter along Sunset Blvd. from Coronado
Way, 600 feet towards South Whitney Blvd.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$113,600
$113,600

212 (Bike Ped)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

DEPARTMENT

PROJECT TITLE

PROJECT LOCATION

FY 17-18

CONSTRUCTION YEAR

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Rick Forstall___________________

Date Prepared __02/27/2016_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Sunset Boulevard Sidewalk
Total Score: *100
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Southerly side of Sunset Blvd.
4. Description
Construct sidewalk, curb, and gutter along Sunset Blvd. from Coronado Way, 600 feet towards South Whitney Blvd.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes ___ No __X___
Developer is installing sidewalk curb and gutter along its development on Sunset Blvd. This will leave a gap between their
property line and Coronado Way. This project will fill in the gap between the existing sidewalk and the proposed development
and creat a continuous path.

6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 212 (Bike Ped)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

20,000

$

20,000

$

93,600

$

93,600

$

113,600

$

113,600

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

$

$

REQUESTED

113,600

113,600

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/27/2016_

Submitted by__Rick Forstall_____________

9. Ranking Notes
*Project was automatically given a score of 100 because the project has
already been approved by Staff and Council.

Signature _______________________________
Position _Director of Public Services___
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$ 100,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Equipment
Miscellaneous
Total Cost
$ 100,000
$2,600,000
$ 460,000
$ 440,000
$3,600,000

As past and forecasted future performance of investments continue to
influence project decisions, the ability for Rocklin to implement
systems to collect the data that can be used to generate
measurable/comparable performance indicators will be critical. With
an ITS Master Plan, Rocklin should have the ability to develop and
evaluate mitigation measures for peak hour traffic congestion. This
addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City
f
l
PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
FY 17-18
Construction
TBD

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Acquire consultant through RFP process to study Rocklin's gaps in
transportation infrastructure, and identify technologies to enhance
Rocklin's safety and drivability.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$ 100,000
$3,500,000
$3,600,000

235 (L&L2)
Unfunded (CMAQ as available)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
TRAFFIC SIGNAL ITS PHASE I

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 17-18 & FY 19-20

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Justin Nartker___________________

Date Prepared __01/06/2017_____________
Phone Number__916-625-5514____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Traffic Signal ITS Phase I
Total Score: 70
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Rocklin and adjacent agencies
4. Description
Acquire consultant through RFP process to study Rocklin's gaps in transportation infrastructure, and identify technologies to
enhance Rocklin's safety and drivability.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
As past and forecasted future performance of investments continue to influence project decisions, the ability for Rocklin to
implement systems to collect the data that can be used to generate measurable/comparable performance indicators will be critical.
With an ITS Master Plan, Rocklin should have the ability to develop and evaluate mitigation measures for peak hour traffic
congestion. This addresses the Strategic Plan Item 1.4 Develop & Implement City Infrastructure Plan.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 235 (L&L2)
2. Unfunded
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18
$

$

FY 18-19

FY 19-20

100,000

100,000

PROJECT FUNDING

TOTAL:

Date __1/06/2017_

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Justin Nartker_____________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Deputy Director__________
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$

100,000

$ 2,600,000 $
$ 460,000 $

2,600,000
460,000

$ 440,000 $
$ 3,500,000 $

440,000
3,600,000

EXPENDED

CMAQ as Available

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No__X____
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

FY 20-21 UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$
$

$

REQUESTED

100,000
3,500,000

3,600,000
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$245,000

Total Unfunded Costs

TBD
TBD
$ 35,000
$210,000
$245,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Total Cost

Staff has worked with the Veterans to select a site that will improve
upon the existing Memorial Park and provide seating, pathway, and
landscaping. This site will provide a more peaceful and private setting
than the current site that faces a major roadway and entrance into the
Quarry Park destination venue. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.12
Quarry Park Development - Create a Special Events destination to help
revitalize the downtown area.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Relocate Memorial Park to Grove Street Between Finn Hall and the
Police Department.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$245,000
$245,000

Unfunded
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
VETERAN’S PARK

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
TBD

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Sarah Novo

Date Prepared 2/13/2017
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Veterans Park
Total Score: 67
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Grove Street between Finn Hall and the Police Department
4. Description
Relocate Memorial Park to Grove Street Between Finn Hall and the Police Department.
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
Staff has worked with the Veterans to select a site that will improve upon the existing Memorial Park and provide seating,
pathway, and landscaping. This site will provide a more peaceful and private setting than the current site that faces a major
roadway and entrance into the Quarry Park destination venue. This is in support of Strategic Plan 1.12 Quarry Park Development Create a Special Events destination to help revitalize the downtown area.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. Unfunded
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

PROJECT FUNDING

8. Submitting Authority

Date __2/13/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Sarah Novo__________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Parks Services Manager___
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$

35,000 $

35,000

$

210,000 $

210,000

$

245,000 $

245,000

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

$

$

REQUESTED

245,000

245,000
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$ 60,000

Total FY 17-18 Costs

FY 17-18
FY 18-19
$ 60,000
$ 240,000
$ 25,000
$325,000

PROJECT SCHEDULE
Design
Construction

COST BREAKDOWN
Design
Construction
Miscellaneous
Total Cost

This project was identified as item 6.1, recommendation for Johnson
Springview Park in the Parks and Trails Master Plan. This speaks to the
Strategic Plan item 1.5 - Improve, enhance and restore the City's street
medians, roadways, and parkland while creating an environmentally
friendly and welcoming atmosphere for our residents and visitors and
item 1.5j - implementation of the parks and trails master plan
recommendations.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Design and installation of water play area recreational element at
Johnson Springview Community Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

$325,000
$325,000

300 (Park Development)
Total Project Costs

SOURCES OF FUNDING

PROJECT TITLE
WATER PARK – JOHNSON SPRINGVIEW PARK

DEPARTMENT
PUBLIC SERVICES
PROJECT LOCATION

CONSTRUCTION YEAR
FY 18-19

Department & Division __Public Services___________
Contact Person__Sarah Novo

Date Prepared 2/14/2017
Phone Number__916-625-5285____________

ATTACH ADDITIONAL SHEETS AS NEEDED

1. Project Name
2. Ranking
Water Park - Johnson Springview Park
Total Score: 51
3. Location:
Department Priority: High
Johnson Springview Park
4. Description
Design and installation of a water play area recreational element at Johnson Springview Community Park
5. Justification & Useful Life. Does this add/meet or assist with the Strategic Plan: Yes __X__ No _____
This project was identified as item 6.1, recommendation for Johnson Springview Park in the Parks and Trails Master Plan. This
speaks to the Strategic Plan item 1.5 - Improve, enhance and restore the City's street medians, roadways, and parkland while
creating an environmentally friendly and welcoming atmosphere for our residents and visitors and item 1.5j - implementation of
the parks and trails master plan recommendations.
6. Expenditure Schedule
Cost Elements
1. Planning & Design:
2. Land:
3. Construction:
4. Equipment:
5. Payroll:
6. Misc:
Totals:
7. Funding Schedule:
FUNDING SOURCE
1. 300 (Park Dev.)
2.
3.
4.
5.

EXPENDED
THRU 16-17

FY 17-18
$

$

FY 18-19

FY 19-20 FY 20-21

60,000

$

60,000

$

240,000

$

240,000

$
60,000 $

25,000
265,000

$
$

25,000
325,000

PROJECT FUNDING

EXPENDED

TOTAL:

If this is a grant, is this a matching fund? Yes _______ No______
Percentage Matching Funds:____________________
8. Submitting Authority

UNFUNDED PROJECT TOTALS

Date __2/14/2017

9. Ranking Notes

Submitted by__Sarah Novo__________
Signature _______________________________
Position _Park Services Manager___
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$

$

REQUESTED

325,000

325,000
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CAPITAL
PURCHASES
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Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria**
Battalion Chief Suburban
Ford F-350 Utility
Ford F-350 Utility
Ford F-250 Truck
Ford F-250 Truck
Ford F-350 Truck
Ford Escape
Wanco Variable Message Board
Utility Trailer Replacements
Small Tools
Total Replacement Costs

FACILITIES
Electronic Door Controls
Police Range Target System
Total Facilities Cost
FLEET EQUIPMENT/VEHICLE REQUESTS
Marked Patrol Unit
K9 Upfit
Parks Gator
Variable Message Board
Total New Requests

Asset Description

PD
PD
PD
PD
PD
PD
Fire
PR
PS
PS
PS
PS
PS
PS
PS
PS

PD
PD
Parks
PS

FAC
PD

Division

2009
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011
2007
2001
2001
1999
2000
2002
2001
2005

**

Upfit cost for the Marked Patrol Units Includes

Lights, and Siren
Cage and prisoner seat
In-Car Camera System
Radar System (reused on replacement vehicles)
Police Radio
Installation
Total

Item

Cost
$ 6,500
$ 2,500
$ 7,500
$ 5,000
$ 8,000
$ 5,500
$ 35,000

89,091
95,640
86,023
89,338
87,259
93,790
90,000
86,149
67,534
103,835
77,645
N/A
72,623
N/A
N/A

Acquisition Mileage /
Year
Hours

* Does not include approximately $41,000 in vehicle trade in credits or the sale of any vehicles to be replaced.

5108
5110
5113
5114
5117
5118
2343
6403
9407
1302
1342
4403
8201
4809

New
New
New
New

Unit #

Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ Tahoe
Replace w/ 1-Ton Utility
Replace w/ 1-Ton Utility
Replace w/ 1-Ton Pickup
Replace w/ 1-Ton Pickup
Replace w/ 1-Ton Pickup
Replace w/ Chevrolet Equinox
Replace
Replace
Replace

2 New Positions for MPU
Upfit Exisitng Tahoe with K9 Equipment
Diesel Gator
New Variable Message Board

New/Replace/Deferred

FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$

$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
22,500 $
20,000 $
265,000 $

30,000
30,000
30,000
30,000
30,000
30,000
25,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
3,000
2,500

35,000 $
25,000
$
$
60,000 $

6540

45,000
45,000
45,000
45,000
45,000
45,000
45,000
40,000
40,000
32,000
32,000
32,000
25,000
15,000
531,000

14,000
15,000
74,000

45,000

7040

$

150,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$

Gen. Fund (100)
Unfunded
$
Unfunded
$
$
150,000 $

FY 17/18 CIP COSTS

75,000
75,000
75,000
75,000
75,000
75,000
70,000
43,000
43,000
35,000
35,000
35,000
27,500
15,000
22,500
20,000
796,000

80,000
25,000
14,000
15,000
134,000

150,000
130,000
150,000

Total Cost
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Unit #
5108
5110
5113
5114
5117
5118
2343
6403
9407
1302
1342
4403
8201
4809
Var
Var

City of Rocklin Capital Investment Plan
Estimated Asset Retirement Revenues*
Description
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Marked Patrol Unit Crown Victoria
Battalion Chief Suburban
Ford F-350 Utility
Ford F-350 Utility
Ford F-250 Pickup
Ford F-250 Pickup
Ford F-350 Pickup
Ford Escape
Variable Message Board
Utility Trailer Replacement
Small Tools Replacement
Total Estimated Revenues:

*These are estimates, sale price could differ.
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Est. Sale Price
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
7,000
$
3,500
$
3,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
2,500
$
1,500
$
500
$
2,500
$
500
$
41,500
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Department & Division: Public Services Department______Date Prepared January 4, 2017
Contact Person__Matt McClure_______________________Phone Number__916-625-5277____________
1. Project Name & Reference No. __Electronic Door Controls

4. One Time Cost _____ $150,000
Per Unit
Total
Purchase price
$ 150,000 $ 150,000
or annual rental $ $
________ ________
Sales Tax
________ ________
Plus: Installation
________ ________
or other costs $ $
________ ________
Less: Sale of
________ ________
Gold Elite Consoles
________ ________
other discount $ $
________ ________
Net purchase Cost
$ 150,000 $ 150,000
or annual rental $ $
________ ________
6. Annual Recurring Cost _$1,500
Annual Fleet Cost ____________________
7. Number of Similar Items in Inventory_______________

2. Form of Acquisition (check appropriate)
Purchase*___X__________
Rental ___________
* Is rental option available? Yes _____ No _X____
3. Number of Units Requeste 4
5. Purpose of Expenditure (check appropriate)
( ) Schedule replacement
( ) Present Equipment obsolete
( ) Replace worn-out equipment
( ) Reduce personnel time
( ) Expanded service
( ) New operation
(X ) Increased safety .
(X ) Improve procedures, records, etc.

8. Estimated Use of Requested Item(s)
Weeks per year _52____Approx. months (if seasonal)___
For the weeks used, estimate:
Average days per_7___
Average hours per day used_24__
Estimated useful life in years_10

9. Justification
Puchase the control software and door hardware to up-fit City Hall, Historic City Hall, Recreation, and Corporation Yard with
electronic card access This will reduce the amount of staff time required to issue and return keys and will allow access to
building to be modified at any given time.
10. Funding Source:
1. Unfunded
TOTAL:
11. Replaced item(s)
Item
A.

Requested
$150,000
$150,000
Prior Year's
Make

Age

Comments

B.
12. Recommended Disposition of Replacement Item(s)
Possible use by other agencies _________________

Trade-in $______________

Sale _____

13. Submitting Authority
Submitted by _____________________________________________

Date_______________________________

Signature ____________________________________________
Position_______________________________________________
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Department & Division: Police Department_____________Date Prepared Janurary 4, 2017
Contact Person__Scot Horillo_________________________Phone Number__916-625-5425_____________
1. Project Name & Reference No. __Police Range Target System
2. Form of Acquisition (check appropriate)
Purchase*___X__________
Rental ___________
* Is rental option available? Yes _____ No _X____
3. Number of Units Requeste 4
5. Purpose of Expenditure (check appropriate)
( ) Schedule replacement
(X ) Present Equipment obsolete
(X ) Replace worn-out equipment
( X ) Reduce personnel time
( ) Expanded service
( ) New operation
( ) Increased safety .
( ) Improve procedures, records, etc.

4. One Time Cost _________________________
Per Unit
Total
Purchase price
$ 90,149 $ 90,149
or annual rental $ $
________ ________
Sales Tax
$ 9,027 $ 9,027
Plus: Installation
$ 30,213 $ 30,213
or other costs $ $
________ ________
Less:
________ ________
________ ________
other discount $ $
________ ________
Net purchase Cost
$ 129,389 $ 129,389
or annual rental $ $
________ ________
6. Annual Recurring Cost 0
Annual Fleet Cost ____________________
7. Number of Similar Items in Inventory_______________
8. Estimated Use of Requested Item(s)
Weeks per year _52____Approx. months (if seasonal)___
For the weeks used, estimate:
Average days per_2-3___
Average hours per day used_1+__
Estimated useful life in years_10

9. Justification
This system was installed in 2005 and staff has been notified that parts for the system are outdated and no longer being
manufactured. Over time electronics, clutches and cables wear and fail from use requiring repair and/or replacement. To
travel to outside approved ranges would require travel time of approximately 20-30 minutes one way and would not be cost
effective.
Requested
10. Funding Source:
1. Unfunded
$129,389
TOTAL:
$129,389
11. Replaced item(s)
Prior Year's
Item
Make
Age
Comments
A. Target System
Mancon
12
D.
12. Recommended Disposition of Replacement Item(s)
Possible use by other agencies __No_______________

Trade-in $___0_________

Sale __0___

13. Submitting Authority
Submitted by _____________________________________________

Date_______________________________

Signature ____________________________________________
Position_______________________________________________
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FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Police
Request Description
One (1) new Marked Patrol Unit
Chevrolet Tahoe
Replacement
New Purchase
Equipment To Be Replaced
New Purchase
Replacement Reason
New Purchase

FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
100-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$45,000
$45,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$35,000
$35,000

TOTAL
$80,000
$80,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Police
Request Description
K-9 Up-fit to existing Chevrolet Tahoe
Replacement
Equipment To Be Replaced
New Purchase- K-9 Up-fit
Replacement Reason
To allow for a second K-9 operation.

FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
100-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$0
$0
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OPERATING (6540)
$25,000
$25,000

TOTAL
$25,000
$25,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Parks Division
Request Description
One (1) new Diesel Gator
Replacement
New purchase
Equipment to Be Replaced
New purchase

FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
100-825
232-825
305-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$ 6,300
$ 6,300
$ 1,400
$14,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$0
$0
$0
$0

TOTAL
$ 6,300
$ 6,300
$ 1,400
$14,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Public Services
Request Description
Request purchase of one (1) new Variable Message Board
Replacement
New Purchase
Equipment To Be Replaced
New Purchase
Replacement Reason
New Purchase

FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
210-825
232-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$10,500
$ 4,500
$15,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$0
$0
$0

TOTAL
$10,500
$ 4,500
$15,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Police
Request Description
Six (6) Marked Patrol Vehicles
Replacement
2017 Chevrolet Tahoe PPV
Equipment To Be Replaced
Six (6) Marked Patrol Units
Replacement Reason
These vehicles have reached the end of their life cycle and have high mileage.
Recommended replacement due to vehicles service records and condition.
Replacement Unit #
Units 5108, 5110, 5113, 5114, 5117, & 5118

FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$270,000
$270,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$ 180,000
$ 180,000

TOTAL
$450,000
$450,000

2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Fire
Request Description
One (1) Suburban for the
Battalion Chief
Replacement
2017 Chevrolet Tahoe
Equipment To Be Replaced
One (1) Ford Suburban
Replacement Reason
This vehicle has reached the end of its life cycle and has high mileage.
Recommended replacement due to vehicle service records and condition.
Replacement Unit #
Unit 2343
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$45,000
$45,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$25,000
$25,000

TOTAL
$70,000
$70,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Parks and Landscape Divisions
Request Description
Two (2) 2001 Ford F350 Utility Trucks.
Replacement
2017 Chevrolet 3500 Utility Truck
Equipment To Be Replaced
Two (2) Ford F350 Utility Trucks
Replacement Reason
These vehicles each have 15 years in service and have out lived their life cycle by 5
years. Parts are becoming obsolete for these vehicles.
Scheduled Replacement FY2011 (Deferred 6 years).
Replacement Unit #
6403 & 9407
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$80,000
$80,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$ 6,000
$ 6,000

TOTAL
$86,000
$86,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Parks & Public Services
Request Description
Two (2) 1999 & 2000
Ford F250 Pickup Trucks and one (1) 2002
Ford F350 Pickup Truck
Replacement
2017 Chevrolet 1-ton Truck
Equipment to Be Replaced
Three (3) Ford Pick Up Trucks
Replacement Reason
These vehicles have outlived their life cycles and have high mileage. Replacing with a
one-ton truck will increase their hauling capacity.
Replacement Unit #
1302, 1342 & 4403
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$96,000
$96,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$9,000
$9,000

TOTAL
$115,000
$115,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Public Services
Request Description
One (1) 2001 Ford Escape
Replacement
2017 Chevrolet Equinox
Equipment To Be Replaced
One (1) Ford Escape
Replacement Reason
This vehicle has reached the end of its life cycle and has high mileage.
Recommended replacement due to vehicle service records and condition.
Replacement Unit #
Units 8201
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$25,000
$25,000
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OPERATING (6540)
$2,500
$2,500

TOTAL
$27,500
$27,500

FY 2017-2018 FLEET NON-CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Public Services
Request Description
One (1) Variable Message Board
Replacement
Variable Board Message Board
Equipment to Be Replaced
One (1)Wanco Variable Message Board
Replacement Reason
Replacement parts are no longer available and the current condition of the unit.
Replacement Unit #
4809
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$15,000
$15,000

112 of 124

OPERATING (6540)
$0
$0

TOTAL
$15,000
$15,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Public Services
Request Description
Replacement of Utility Trailers
Replacement
Various Utility Trailer
Equipment To Be Replaced
Utility Trailers
Replacement Reason
Currently the trailers are starting to require structural repairs due to age and condition.
Replacement Unit #
Various
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
$0
$0
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OPERATING (6540)
$25,000
$25,000

TOTAL
$25,000
$25,000

FY 2017-2018 FLEET NON-CAPITAL REQUESTS

Budget Year
2017-2018

Priority
1

Duration
One-Time

Recommended

Department/Division
Other
Request Description
Replacement
Equipment to Be Replaced
Small pumps, chain saws, back pack blowers,
weed eaters, edgers, push mowers, and
other equipment.
Replacement Reason
Old equipment needs replacement; equipment failure.
Replacement Unit #
Various
FISCAL DETAILS
FUND – DIVISION
500-825
Total Expenditures

CAPITAL (7040)
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OPERATING (6540)
$20,000
$20,000

TOTAL
$20,000
$20,000

PLAN, POLICIES,
PROCESS &
PRIORITIZATION
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CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN
Throughout the course of a year the various City departments identify and compile lists
of capital improvement projects/capital equipment requests that are then submitted
during the budget process. In order to systematically review and evaluate these yearly
requests, a Capital Investment Plan (CIP) has been developed to prioritize capital
project and equipment requests. The Capital Investment Plan (CIP) is a planning
document that sets forth the City’s capital improvements to ensure that the municipal
infrastructure, facilities, and equipment are appropriate and adequate to serve the
needs of the citizens of Rocklin. The process includes:
•
•
•
•

Creating a CIP Committee to review and evaluate requests and generate annual
reports
CIP project definition
Identifying project criteria/ranking
Developing standard forms/policies and timeline for capital requests

COMMITEE
The CIP Committee is comprised of the following staff representing various
departments.
Ricky A. Horst, City Manager
Rick Forstall, Public Services, Director
Justin Nartker, Public Services, Deputy Director
David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager
Matt McClure, Public Services Manager
Jason Johnson, Finance & Budget, Budget & Technology Manager
Chad Butler, Police Chief
Karen Egyud, Public Services Administrative Supervisor
The responsibilities of the committee include:
• Monitor and recommend policies
• Establish and follow CIP planning calendar
• Recommend prioritization of projects/equipment
• Prepare annual 5‐year Capital Investment Plan
• Ensure all projects/equipment are adequately funded prior to commencement
• Ensure all projects are bid out in accordance with city policy and procedure
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CIP PROJECT
A CIP project is defined as and must include the following:
Relatively high monetary value (greater than $10,000 for equipment and
$100,000 for capital projects)
• Long life (greater than five years)
• Result in the creation or revitalization, of a capital asset or the revitalization of a
capital asset
•

Some examples of a CIP project would be remodeling or expansion of existing facilities,
purchase of vehicles and other large equipment, street construction or reconstruction.
DETERMINE PROJECT CRITERIA/RANKING
Projects are prioritized by the committee based on City critical objectives and strategies,
the General Plan & Strategic Plan, special studies and reports, City Council and
department priorities, and anticipated funding sources. Projects are also evaluated and
ranked on the following criteria:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Capital Costs
Operating Costs
Priority Classification
Useful Life Expectancy
Revenues
Funding Source
Public Perception
Environmental Health/Safety

Once all of the project requests have been evaluated and ranked by the CIP Committee,
they will be reviewed by Senior Staff for comments and sent back to the CIP Committee.
Upon final review by the committee, the findings will be compiled into the CIP
Annual Report for Council’s review.
STANDARD FORMS/POLICIES
To streamline the process and bring uniformity in content, standard forms were created
to use when submitting a capital project/equipment request for consideration. They
consist of:
•
•
•

Capital Project Request
Capital Project Request for Equipment or Major Rental
Capital Improvement Prioritization Worksheet

The forms above, along with the CIP policies and the process timeline, have been
attached for your review.
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Capital Investment Plan (CIP) Policies
City of Rocklin

1. Annually review and monitor the state of the City's capital equipment and
infrastructure, setting priorities for its replacement and renovation based on needs,
funding alternatives, and availability of resources. The City will develop a five year plan
for capital improvements, update it annually and make all capital improvements in
accordance with the plan.
2. The City will maintain its physical assets at a level adequate to protect the City's
capital investment and to minimize future maintenance and replacement costs. The
Capital Budget will provide for adequate maintenance and orderly replacement of
capital assets from current revenues where possible.
3. The Capital Budget represents only the first year of the CIP. The primary difference
between the Capital Budget and the CIP is that, through the annual Budget Resolution
passed by the City Council, the Capital Budget legally authorizes expenditures during the
upcoming fiscal year. The CIP includes the first year projections as well as future projects
for which financing has not been secured or legally authorized. The funding
allocation for future years of the CIP is therefore subject to change.
4. Capital projects will conform to the following criteria:
A. will be part of an approved Capital Investment Plan;
B. will contain a statement of fiscal impact (including funding sources and
estimated costs);
C. will be selected according to the established Capital Investment Plan; and
D. will have an assigned project manager.
5. Once the projects are prioritized by the CIP Committee, they will be reviewed by
Senior Staff for comments and sent back to the CIP Committee. Upon final review by
the CIP Committee the findings will be compiled into the CIP Annual Report.
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CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN (CIP) TIMELINE
AUG

Establish a Capital
Planning Committee

SEP

Review of Existing
Capital Assets

Review all current capital projects/assets in process.

Assess Financial
Capacity

Determine funding sources/amounts available for capital projects.

Solicit, Compile and
Evaluate* New Project
Requests

Departments should begin submitting project requests to the CIP
Committee for evaluation.

OCT

OCT

NOV

DEC

MONTHLY

AUG

Prioritize Projects

Once all new projects have been compiled and evaluated, they
should be prioritized following set guidelines.

Develop a Financing
Plan

Based upon prioritization and financial capacity, a financial plan
is developed.

Adopt a Capital

The Capital Investment Plan is submitted to council for approval.
(Revisions to the plan may be necessary during this time.)

JAN to JUN Investment Plan

DAILY

Create/Maintain
Policies and Procedures

Monitor and Manage
Approved Projects
within the CIP

A manager is assigned to all projects and will provide the CIP Committee
with periodic updates regarding progress and cost.

Update
Existing/Ongoing
Capital Projects

The CIP Committee will meet periodically to review current capital projects.

* The evaluation process should encompass all related project/asset costs including future operating,
overhead and maintenance costs.
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CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN (CIP) WORKSHEET
Project Name:

Estimated Cost:

A.

Capital Costs

No Impact
Low
High

10
7
5

B.

Operating Costs

Reduces
Minor Increase <5%
Major Increase >5%

10
5
2

C.

Priority Classificaton

Mandatory
Maintnenance
Improve Efficiency
New Service/Item

10
7
5
2

D.

Useful Life Expectancy

20 Years+
10 to 19 Years
5 to 9 Years
<5 Years

10
7
5
2

E.

Revenues

Increases Revenues
No Effect
Reduces Revenues

10
5
2

F.

Funding Source

Grant/Outside Source
Non-General Fund
General Fund

10
7
2

G.

Public Perception

Positive
Neutral
Negative

10
5
2

H.

Environmental Health/Safety

No Impact
Some Impact
Significant Impact

10
5
2

Total Score:
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A.

Capital Costs - Approximation of the project costs that are attributable to the General Fund.

B.

Operating Costs - Approximate annual operating costs associated with the project after completion.
Consideration should also be given to the funding source of these costs.

C.

Priority Classificaton - The non-subjective priority assigned to the project.

D.

Useful Life Expectancy - Years of expected service life after completion.
This will usually be the depreciable life of the asset.

E.

Revenues - The effect this will this have on revenue generation, if any.

F.

Funding Source - A high-level determination of funding sources for the project.

G.

Public Perception - The expected perception of the public regarding this project.

H.

Environmental Health/Safety - Health or safety impact to be considered, if any.
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