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Sent by Federal Express

Qctober 27, 2006

Boatd of Supervisors
Placer County

175 Fulweiler Avenne
Aubuin, CA 95603

Re: Issues Relating to the Placer Vineyaids Specific Plan
Dear Supervisors:

Our firm represents the applicants for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (“‘the
Pioject”), which, as you lkmow, has been the subject of 1ecent Planning Commissicn
workshops and should be before your Board for formal consideration in early December
In this Jetter and its attached exhibit, we offer analysis and substantial evidence in support
of approval of eithe: the “Base Plan” version of the Project o1 the “Blueprint Alternative”
and in opposition to appioval of three of the Piroject altematives: the No Project
Alterpative, the Rural Density Alternative, and the Reduced Density Alternative.! As
you will see, we offer below specific reasons why we believe that County decision-
makers can teject each of these three alternatives as “infeasible” within the meaning of
the Cahfornia Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resouices Code, § 21000 et seq.)
(“CEQA™Y We base our suggestions in patt on the opinions of cxperts tn marketing and

't The No Project Alternative provides that no additional development would ocour on
the Project site The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce the amount of development by
approximately 50 percent, allowing a maximum of only 7,500 dwelling units. The Raural Density
Alternative would consist of development of the Specific Plan area with approximately 500 new
single family residential lots with a minimum parcel size of 10 actes Including the
approximately 150 existing residences in the Specific Plun area, there would be approximately
650 dwelling units under the Rural Density Alternative. (Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report [“RDEIR™), p. 6-11)

EXHIBIT 5
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economics. We hope that you will find our reasoning, and the evidence supporting it, to
be persuasive as you consider approving either the Base Plan or the Blueprint Alternative.

Since the RDEIR analyzes both the sc-called Base Plan and the Bluepiint
Alternative at a pioject-level, the Board has the option of approving either the Base Plan
ot the Blueprint Alternative without the need for further formal CEQA documentation
This letter does not addiess whether the Blueprint Alteinative is infeasible, as we believe
that the Boatd, if it so chooses, could reject that alternative on puiely environmental
grounds, thus obviating the need to addiess “feasibility ” Paradoxically pethaps, the
Board could also embrace the Blueprint Alternafive on purely environmental grounds,
and could r¢ject all other alternatives, including the Base Plan, for failing to achieve the
samc long-term environmental benefits. The explanation for this paradox is as follows.
The RDEIR identifies numerous instances in which the envitonmental impacts of the
Blueprint Alternative, measured against existing on-site conditions, are more severe than
those of the Base Plan At the same time, however, the RDEIR identifies numerous
instances in which the envitonmental impacts of the Blueprint, measurcd against likely
futurc regional conditions, would be less severe than those of the Base Plan. We believe
that CEQA allows the Board, acting in its legislative capacity, to focus on either
environmental perspective in making 1ts decision on the final form and content of the
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.

ANALYSIS

A leticr written by economusts Tim Youmans and Eric Nickell of Economic and

Planming Systems {(“EPS™), one of Noithern California’s leading firms in the business of

ass¢ssing the economic and fiscal tamifications of develepment proposals, is submitied
herewith as Exhibit 1. Mr. Youmans and M. Nickell explain how reducing the allowable
dwelling units and commeicial development as proposed under the Reduced Density
Alternative would adversely affect the infrastructure and public facilities financing of the
Project and raise the cost of housing prices within the development We respectfully
submit that Mr. Youmans and Mt Nickell’s conclusions provide the Boaid with an ample
basis for 1ejecting the Reduced Density Alternative as impractical, undesitable, and
unmatketable — and thus infeasible. Through this evidence, we hope to persuade County
decision-makers that, when the problems associated with the Reduced Density
Alternative arc balanced against the social and economic benefits of the Base Plan o1 the
Blueprint Alternative, it will be clear that the Reduced Density Altetnative is an inferior
plan, which should be 1gjected
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Relevant Legal Principles

Before laying out in detail the expert evidence mentioned above, we will first lay
out a few legal principles, so that the Boatd of Supervisors can constder the evidence in
its proper context. These priuciples will demonstiate that the County’s decision-makers
enjoy considerable discietion in determining whether a particular a]tmnatwe set forth in
an EIR is “infeasible™ and thus may be rejected without violating the CEQA’

The CEQA Guidelines define “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in 2
successfir]l manner within a 1easonable period of time, taking into account cconomic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors ¥ (Cal. Code Regs , tit 14, div 6,
ch 3 {“CEQA Guidelines™), § 15365; see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21061.1) The
ultimate determination of whether an altermative is feasible or infeasible must be made by
an agency’s decisicn-tnaking body. Such a task cannot be delcgated to staff. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15025, subd (b}2)) Thus, the Board of Supervisors is not bound by
County staff’s opinion on these issnes. Any decision to rgject an alternative, however,
must be supported by substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd (b}; Pub
Resources Code, § 21681 .5.)

Agency decision-makers are fiee o 1gject an alternative that they consider
undesiiable from a policy standpoint, provided that any such decision reflects “a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological
factors 7 (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego {1982} 133 Cal App 3d 401, 417 (City of
Del Mm}) As the California Supreme Cowrt has emphasized, “[tlhe wisdom of
approving any development pigject, a delicate task which tequires a balancing of
interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their
constituents who are tesponsible for such decisions. The law as we intetpret and apply it
simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Citizens of

Goleta Valley v Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal 3d 533, 576 {Galeta I) )

2/ CEQA conlains a genera! statutory command that public agencies shounld not approve
project that would cause significant environmental effects when there are feasible mitigation
measures ol feasible alternatives that can substantially lessen such effects (Fub. Resowrces
Code, § 21002)) This mandate is effectuated, in part, thiough the requitement that, after
certifving a final EIR, Jead agency decision-makers must adopt findings describing the
disposition of each significant effect identified in the EIR  One possible finding 1s that proposed
mitigation measnics o1 alternatives, despite their environmental advantages compared with “the
project,” ate infeasible (Pub Resonices Code, § 21081, subd (a) )
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Evidence indicating that a proposed alternative would generate less tax 1evenue
than & project as proposed is alse a legitimate ground for re¢jecting the alterpative as
infeasible. (Foundation for San Francisco's Architectural Heritage v City and County of
San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal App.3d 893, 913 (Foundation) (noting that CEQA
“specifically provides for the weighing of economic, social and “other’ conditions”); see
also Pub. Resources Code § 21002 1, subd (¢)) In Foundation, which involved a
challenge fo a proposed retail project 1equiring the demolition of an existing historical
structure, the respondent lead agency’s decision-makers piopelly 1ejected project
alternatives that called for the rehabilitation of the existing struchure. The lead agency’s
analysis showed that the alternatives would have generated between 15 and 20 percent
less sales tax 1evenue for San Francisco than would have been created by the project as
proposed This information, combined with other data regarding the econornic costs of
the altematives, constituted “substantial evidence” supporting the Board of Supervisots’
finding that the alternatives were infeasible. (/. at pp. 913-914 )

As the Foundation decision makes clear, the broad definition of feasibility undex
CEQA does not limit the thought process of agency decision-makets to the question of
whether a proposed alternative is infeasible due to purely financial considerations.
Rather, the definition impliedly 1ecognizes the inevitable need to allow elected officials
to legislate or to otherwisc comsider the policy ramifications of their actions, while
requiring them generally to strive to find means to avoid ot reduce significant
environmental damage where reasonably possible.

It 35 trug that, where an agency is r1equired to determine whether an
environmentally superior alternative to a specific privaie develepment project is
cconomically infeasible, the agency must rely on specific information, and cannot simply
assert that the alternative will cost the applicant money or reduce its profit margin
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal App 3d 1167, 1180-
1181 (Goleta 1).) Heie, however, the County’s determinations need not be judged against
this very nairow concept of economic feasibility. Rather, as indicated above, CEQA case
law recognizes a broader concept of feasibility that aliows agencies to consider factors
beyond the pure quantitative economics of a private project This is particularly true
where the project at issue is a land use plan covering a laxge area, and occurring within a
regional context in which continued population growth 1s foreseeable.

In the City of Del Mar case, the petitioner municipality (el Mar), in attempting to
force the approval of an altetnative development project less dense than what its sister
city (San Diego} had proposed and appioved, asserted that the jespondent lead agency
“ha[d] misconsttued the scope of CEQA’s infeasibility requirement” by egquating
“feasibility” with “desitability ¥ The Court of Appeal disagreed Emphasizing that San
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Diego had attempted to accommodate varicus economic and social factors 1 reaching its
land use decision, the court reascned as follows:

“feasibility” under CEQA encompasses “desirability” to the extent that
desizability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors

{133 Cal. App 3d at p 417 (emphasis added) )

Under City of Del Mar, a court reviewing a lead agency’s ultimaie assessment as
to whether an alternative is “infeasible” - a determinatton made in findings, not in the
EIR - looks only to sce whether the agency has reasonably balanced competing
environmental, economic, social, and technelogical considerations, and has supported its
decision with substantial evidence

Importantly, a decision-making body's findings on the feasibility of the
alternatives may be supported by amy “substantial evidence in the record” (Pub
Resources Code, § 21081.5; CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (b); see also Sequovah
Hills Homeowners Association v City of Qakland (1993) 23 Cal. App 4th 704, 715 (in
assessing the feasibility of alternatives in findings, “the agency may rteceive such
information in whatever form it desires’; CEQA Guidelines, § 15131, subd (c¢).) Thus,
the courts have consistently upheld agency decisions to rely on substantial information
submitted by project applicants in rejecting project alternatives set forth in EIRs. (See,
¢.g, Sun Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App.4th 656, 690-693; Association of Irritated Residents v.
County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal App 4th 1383, 1400-1401; and Sierra Club v County
of Napa (2004 121 Cal App 4th 1490, 1507-1508 )

In short, the kind of substantial evidence discussed below provides legitimate
grounds upon which Placer County, thiough its decision-makers, may conclude that the
No Projective Alternative, the Reduced Density Alternative, and the Rurzl Density
Alternative are infeasible. We will pow addiess that evidence in detail for each
alternative

A No Project Alternative

Because, as explained on pages 6-11 to 6-12 of the RDEIR, a No Project
Alternative that assumed futmie development consistent with Exhibit 1 to the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan would result in impacts substantially the same as
those of the project itself, there would be little practical value in evaluating such an
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alternative. Thus, the County has chosen to equate the “No Project Alternative” for the
Project with a2 “No Development” or “No Build” alternative

The applicants contend that the No Project Altetnative is infessible because,
among othet reasons, it 1s inconsistent with both the *Urban™ designation on the property
in the General Plan {see RDEIR, vol. I, p 3-1) and the land use vision embodied in
“Exhibit 17 tc the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan. Concurrently with adoption
ol the Placer County General Plan in 1954, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution
No. 94-238, which amended the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to include the
West Placer Specific Plan area. This amendment, included as Exhibit 1 of Resolution
No. 94-238 (and included as Appendix D of the RDEIR), inchides standaids for
development in the Specific Plan a1ea.

Exhibit 1 states that the West Placer Specific Plan (now the Placct Vinevards
Specific Plan area} was identified in the 1990 Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan as
an area to be examined as part of the then-pending Countywide General Plan Update,
which was ultimately completed in 1994 At the end of that update, the Board
“envisioned” the atea as “a mixed use comumunity including residential, 1etail,
commercial, and business/professional uses, as well as public facilities such as parks,
schools, and open space.” More specifically, “[a] maximum of 14,132 dwelling units”
was identified for the area, along with specified acreages for other types of land uses. By
adopting Exhibit I and imposing an “Urban™ general plan land use designation on the
Placer Vineyards area, the Board of Supervisors, in 1994, made a policy decision that the
atea should be developed at wiban densities The only precondition to development
approvals was the adoption of a specific plan Now that the landowners have invested
millions of dollars completing the specific plan process in reliance on the Board’s 1994
policy decision, 1t is too late io 1evisit that basic decision. “[A]n EIR is not ordinarily an
occasion for the reconsideration o1 overhaul of fundamenrtal land use policy ™ (Goleta 17,
supra, 52 Cal 3d atp. 573.)

In short, the No Project Alternative is impractical and unrealistic in the long-term
absent 1adical General Plan and Community Plan amendments, in the sense that the
permanent prescrvation of status quo conditions is not consistent with either the Gencral
Pian or Community Plan as cunently written. For these reasons, the applicants uige
County decision-makers to conclude that the No Project Alternative is infeasible.

B Ruial Density Alternative

Similarty, the Project applicants assert that the Rural Density Alternative is
infeasible m light of the County’s commitment, in Exhibit 1 of the Dry Creek/West
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Placer Community Plan, to carry out the General Plan objective of developing the Project
atea As noted above, the Rural Density Altemnative consists of development of the
Specific Plan arca entitely with single family residential lots with a minimum parcel size
of 10 acres, for a total of approximately 500 new dwelling units  Since approximately
150 rural residential dwelling units already exist within the Specific Plan area, the total
number of dwelling units would be approximately 650.

The Rural Density Alternative is plainly inconsistent with Exhibit | of the Dry
Creek/West Placer Community Plan, which provides for up to two mixcd pedestrian-
ottented villages oz towns and a larger iown center in the Specific Plan atea The Rusal

Density Altemnative does not provide for a Town Center, villages, o1 any form of

commercial, office, ot industrial development Reduced 1esidential densities reduce the
potental for effective transit service, as well as bicycle and pedestrian movement, and
they continue to emphasize automobile use

With the exception of the existing rutal 1esidential development on the site, the
project site 1s currently designated for Agriculture (80-acre minimum patcel size), with
small areas designated for Commercial, Industrial, and Greenbelt and Open Space Ten-
acre parcels could not, for the most part, be created without an amendment to the Placer
County General Plan.

Not only 1s this type of low-density develepment not consistent with the County’s
stated vision for the Specific Plan area, but the Project applicants contend that the Rural
Density Alternative is infeasible because it is an inefficient use of land. Such low-density
development provides significantly less housing and no jobs, while still causing a number
of significant environmental impacts. (See RDEIR, pp. 6-30 tc 6-38 ) For these 1easons,
the applicants believe this type of low-density residential development is undesitable,
both fiom a marketability standpoint and from an environmental perspective. To the
extent that the Base Plan, with densities far beyond those of the Ruial Density
Alternative, creates some of the long-term growth management benefits associated with
the Blueprint Alternative, the Rural Density Alternative could also be 1ejectcd om purely
envirenmental grounds

Finally, we believe it is ¢lear that the Rural Density alternative would not satisfy
thiee of the four stated Specific Plan objcctives:

¢ To promote compact mixed-use development that strives to provide a balance
of uses, diverse housing and transpoitation choices and contributes to a jobs to
housing balance within the region;
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» To establish a pedestrian friendly community and access to a regional system
of trails that link neighborhoods together; and

s To develop a series of neighborhood areas with their own unique site identity
with wiban centers and community serving facilities (schools, parks and public
amenities).

As summatized hete, and as fully explained in the EIR, we believe there is substantial
evidence for County decision-makeis to reject the Rural Density Alternative as infeasible

C. Reduced Density Alternative

The Project applicants beligve that the Reduced Density Alternative is infeasible
for the reasons discussed in the Technical Memorandum (subtnitted herewith as Exhibit
1} prepared by Tim Youmans and Eric Nickell of EPS. Mr. Youmans and M1 Nickell
analyzed the consequences and ramifications of the Reduced Density Alternative from
the standpoint of infrasttucture and public facilities financing, and conclude that the
adoption of the Reduced Density Alternative would have four notable adverse effects.

The first would be a lack of any substantial improvement in the curtent jobs-
housing imbalance within the portion of the sub-1egion located near the major job center
of Placer County, which is the City of Roseville (“City™). As explained in the EPS
Technical Memorandum, the Reduced Density Alternative offers the lcast change to the
City’s current jobs-to-housing ratic  Currently, the City has 1 6 jobs {o1 every housing
unit This alternative, combined with the City’s current jobs and housing counts, would
diop the ratio in the area including the City and Placer Vineyards to 1 43 jobs per housing
unit -- & very modest improvement. This figure suggests that the Reduced Dcensity
Alternative would represent a lost opportunity for building more homes and apartments

pear the regiona)l job center, and that many people working in Roseville would have to-

drive long distances to get there, with adverse implications for regional transportation
infiashucture, The Base Plan would 1each a considerably better 1esult: a 1.32 satio within
the City and Placer Vineyards {The Blueprint Alteinative would achieve a 1 18 ratio )

A second criticism of the Reduced Density Alternative is that it would not provide
for efficient use of the land in providing housing and employment sites, compared to the
Base Plan and the Blueprint Alternative. While the Base Plan would accommodate 6 6
persons per acie and the Blueprint Atternative would accommodate 9.4 persons per acre,
the Reduced Density Alternative limits its density to only 3.4 persons per acre. The EPS
Technical Memorandum concludes that the Reduced Density Alternative, in light of its
inefficient land use, would be expected to worsen the following performance measures at
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buildout: (1) contiguous habitat and ccolegical function; {2} fransporiation choices; (3)
business activity in employment and retail centers; (4) share of land area devoted to
roads; and (5) gencial level of community activity tn public places

Third, the EPS Technical Memorandum concludes that the Reduced Density
Alternative provides far less support for the town center, compared to the Base Plan and
the Blueprint Alternative This alternative would have a resident population of 18,000 in
the Plan area and a job base of 4,700 — ncarly 50 percent less than thc Base Plan’s

density. The EPS memorandum concludes that, in order to bring an equal number of

visitors to the town center as the Base Plan, the Reduced Density Alternative would need
to diaw fiom a much wider area in southwest Placer County.  Attiacting an additional
20,000 wisitors (either workers or residents from other plan areas) into the heart of the
Placer Vineyards community in the Reduced Density Alternative could prove very
difficult from a market perspective and would alter pedestrian usage patterns in the
pioject, emphasizing parking for visitors with less accessibility from neighborhoods
coniigtous to the town center

Finally, as explained in the EPS Technical Memorandum, expanded transit service
for the Specific Plan area at the levels recommended by Placer County is less feasible
under the Reduced Density Alternative than under the Base Plan and the Blueprint
Alternative {See Exhibit 1, Table 6) As shown in Table 6, the decicase in farcbox-
recovery ratio, or the percentage of total operating costs supported by passenger fares,
would be pronounced, with commuter service falling from 89 peicent farebox recovery
(Blueprint Alternative) to 32 percent {Reduced Density Altemative). For interregional
plus typical suburban local setvice, farebox-tecovery tatios would fall fiom 27 petcent
under the Blueprint Altemative to a mere 10 percent under the Reduced Density
Alternative The Base Plan’s farebox-recovery 1atios are between the 1anges specified
above Notably, lowe: farebox-recovery ratios in the Reduced Density Alternative might
constiain the transit agency in securing State and federal funding for expanded service.

For the reasons discussed above, and as fully explained in the EPS Technical
Memorandum, the applicants contend thete is substantial evidence to suppost the decision

by County decision-makers to 1eject the Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible

D. Blueprint Alternative

As noted earlier, the Project applicanis believe that, based on its long-term
cnvironmenial benefits, the Board could choose to adopt the Bluepriot Alternative.
Under the Blueprtint Alternative, densities for residential, commescial, and public/quasi-
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public land uses are morc similar to the Saciamento Area Council of Governments
{SACOG) recommended development principles than those found in the Base Plan.

As explained on pages 6-38 through 6-147 and 6-171 through 6-172 of the
Revised Draft EIR, the Blueprint Alteinative would increase project-related impacts in
Visual Quality and Aesthetics; Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality;
Archaeological/ Paleontological Resources; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality;
Noise; and Public Services/Infrastruchne. Although vicwing impacts in a CEQA-related
context leads to the conclusion that the Blueprint Alternative is the least desmable
altetnative fiom an envhionmental perspective, this alternative could have superior long-
term regional environmental benefits. Those, however, will hkely only occun to thenr
fullest possible extent if a similar regional approach to growth is pursued by all
surrcundmg jurisdictions Even in the absence of similar planning commitments by other
jurisdictions, however, approval by Placer County of the Blucprint Alternative could, by
reducing per capita consumption of vatious resources, as well as by reducing per capita
ait pollution and vehicle miles traveled, have the effect of reducmg the extent to which
population growth and development, with their attendant environmental impacts, would
occur elsewhere in the region. (RDEIR, pp. 6-171 t0 6-172.)

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Board of Supervisors can, and we believe should,
1eject the No Project Alternative, the Ruzal Density Alternative and the Reduced Density
Alternative as infeasible. We believe the Board of Supervisors could approve either the
Base Plan or the Bluepnint Altemnative without the need for further environmental 1eview
under CEQA

We welcome the opportunity to discuss these important issues in greater detail
“durning the upcoming administrative process.

Very truly yours,

REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE & MANLEY, LLLLP

WD

mes (G Moose

353



Board of Supervisors
Placer County

October 27, 2006
Page i1

ce: Tom Miller
Michael Johnson
Scott Finley
Kent MacDiarmid
Tim Taton
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Ta: Jitn Mopse and Megan Quinn, Remy, Thomas, Moose & Manley, LLP
Fiom: Tim Youmans, Eric Nickell, ef af

Subjer;’r: lechnical Evaluation of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Reduced Density
Alternative; FP5 4114079

Date: September 6, 2006

Ihe Place: Vineyards Specific Plan (Plan) proposcs development of 5,232 acres in
Southwesl Place: Cournty into a community containing 14,132 housing units, 3 5 million
squarte feet of office and relail space, and more than 1,200 acres of public nses

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc, {EP’S) has been retained by the Flan’s landowners to
evaluate one of the project alternatives curtently under review by Placer County
{County) as pait of its lead agency responsibilities under the Californiz Enviionmental
Quality Act {CEQA) The Revised Diaft Envitorunental Impact Report (RDEIR) labels
this alternative as the Reduced Density Altetnative because it proposes an
approximately S0-percent deciease in overall density of jobs and housing compared to
the Proposed Project

The analysis set forth below is irtended to assist the County's Board of Supervisors in its
task of detezmining whethei the Reduced Density Alternative is infeasible

PLANNING CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVE OF ANALYSIS

It approving its 1994 General Plan, the Courty Board of Supervisors expressed its inkent
to ultimately approve utban levels of development on the Placer Vineyards project site
This intention was cmbedied in an amendment to the Diy Creek/West Placer
Community Plan effectuated by Exhibit 1 to Resolution No 94-238, adopted on August
16, 1934

Exhibit ¥ identified the ultimate vision of the pertion of the Community Plan “generally
west of Watt Ave and south of Baseline Road * Among other things, Exhibit 1 provides
that the ptoject area shall include, among others, the following components:

EACNAMNENTO BEREELEY DENYER
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=  Upto 14,132 residential units; commeicial and industrial uses;
+ A public transit system; and

¢ A Town Center

Exhibit 1 also sets forth certain “utban design” standards to be met in an upcoming
specific plan Based on these policy directives, as well as evolving principles of sound
land use planning favoring the efficient use of Jand and location of residenfial uses near
fob centers (see also Genelal Plan policies 1 A Land | B 1 and Goal 1 M), the plan
identified several mme specific project objectives set forth on pages 3-14 through 3-18 ot
the RDEIR. The policy framewmk created by the County and the plan’s objectives rely
on the following four planning and public finance principles:

+ Improve Seuthwest Placer County’s jobs and housing balance;
+ Maintain the most efficient use of land possible;

= {reate o successful town center offering leisure and entertainment uses in
addition to a mix of residential, employment, and retail uses; and

*  Operate a transit systerm with commuter, interregional, and high suburban
SEIVICe components

Each of the next four sections desciibes these objectives in more detail and then
evaluates whether the Reduced Density Alternative fulfills the planring ot public
finance objective better than the Propesed Project a1, when data is available, eiher EIR
altetnatives, such as the Blueprint Plan Alternative.

INTRODUCTION TO ALTERNATIVES

In general, the Blueprint Plan Alternative is the most dense land use plan, and the
Reduced Density Alternative is the least dense of the EIR alternatives. The Proposed
Project provides inte1mediate numbers of units and jobs cornpared to the Blueprint and
Reduced Density Alternatives  All three alternatives propose different combinations of
public and private uses for the entire 5,232-acze plan area

TTOUSING

Proposed Project

Table 1 provides acres and numbes of uruts for each Jand vse alternative. 1The RDEIR
document on pages 3-14 and 3-15 provides the following objectives for the Proposed
Project.

T 5 at] et e Wt 1 8 . T 3 ELE Ao £ indbeatios” Frpoen’s 1m0 Zrdor
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s Premote compact, mixed use development that shives to provide a balance of
uses and diverse housing and transpottation choices;

» Provide a full range of housing densities affordable to all income levels; and

«  Provide higher density housing in clusters at the town centet, village centers,
commercial nodes, and concentrated along major franspoitation corridors

The Proposed Project achieves these housing objectives by planning foc 14,132
residential units in residential, nonresidential, and public land uses Appreximately
66 percent of all units are designated as eithet medium-density (4-8 units per acre} ot
high-density {7-21 units pe1 acre}

Blueprint Alternative

In contrast, the Bluep:iint Plan Alternative’s uncerlying cbjectives, based on Sactamenta
Area Council of Governments’ (SACOGs) recommended development principles that
detined the 20022004 Blueprinl Piocess, include these:

+ Impiement mixed use development to promote active and vital neighborhoods
while helping te reduce the number and length of aute trips;

+ Creafe environments that are compacty built, and use space in an efficient
mannéer that encourages walking, biking, and using public transit; and

* Increase gensities in the Plan area, and reduce the need (o wbanize additional
lands outside the Plan area as pepulation grows

The Blueprint Plan Alternative proposes a total of 21,631 1esidential units over the
5,232 aczes to achieve a more dense community Of the residential units, 15,556 o1

72 petcent ate proposed as medium- ot high-density In addition, the Blueprint Plan
Afernative increases mixed wse 1esidential umits to 1,732 units from 636 units in the
Propesed Project

Reduced Density Alternative

The implicit objectives of the Reduced Density Alternative differ fiom the stated
objectives of the Proposed Project and Blueprint Plan Alternative in the following ways:

» (reate communities that are less dense and promote open space and patk land
uses; and

*  Focus more significantly on lew-density residential land uses, and 1educe
nonresidential land uses to achieve a lower density cormmtnity .

The Reduced Density Alternative propeses a total of 7,500 residential units in the Plan
arga ©Of those units, 4,154 or 55 percent a1e propesed for 1ural-density {1 unit per acie)
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ot low-density uses {2-6 units per acie) In contrast to the aother plans, the Reduced
Density Alternative includes only 3t percent of medium- o1 high-dersity 1esidential

JOBS

Each alternative includes estimated population increases for the I'lan area and
contesponding iob creation Table 2 gives housing units, population, and jabs for each
of the project alternatives  All thiee alternatives coffer a close split behween retail and
office/public jobs The Proposed Troject estimates 34,762 new residents in the Plan area,
with an gstimated 7,500 new jobs ceated The majerity of the new jobs will be located in
the business park and town center

The Blueprint Flan Alernative estimates an increase in population of 49,400 with an
addition of 8,200 new jobs T[he focus of the additional employment is in the commetrcial
mixed use retail and office spaces, given the Blueprint Plan Altetnative’s larger share of
mixed use land development The Reduced Density Alleinative estimates 17,700 rew
residents to the project atea with 4,700 new jobs I every land use alternative, the town
cepter is a major component, altheugh not the majerity component, of total employment

EVALUATION OF REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE

This section of the analysis examines the Reduced Density Alternative by using the four
planning and pihlic finance principles to gauge the economic performance of proposed
development in the Sacramento region:

1 Jobs-housing balance Does the alternative reduce burdens placed on the
1egion’s ttansportation infrasttucture by bringing jobs mote into balance with
housing?

2 Efficiency of land use Does the altetnative make efficlent use of land in
providing housing and employment sites for growih?

3  Town center viakility Does the alternative support a town center with movie
theaters and othet entertainment uses, including dance clubs, live music,
theatets, and att galleries?

4 T:iansit service feasibility Does the alternative support a viable level of hiansit
service that includes commuter, intetregional, Americans with Disabilities
{ADA}, and suburban local routes?

Fartn AT r o e A s T F I At v et LIELY T
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SUBREGIONAL JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE

A jobs-and-housing balance reduces a 1egion’s heavy dependence an a transpartation
system that must be capable of moving thousands of woike: s leng distances between
home and work each day In a typical community in California, ihe average number of
watkers per household is between 1.0 and 1 5. Statewide, the ratio is 1 3 jobs pe
housing unit 1 The prevalence of single-parent households or retiree households are
two of many possible community characteristics that may decrease this ratio in different
parts of the State

In some communities, the jobs-to-housing ratio may climb towards 2 0 o1 may fall below
0 5, aned for these cases, movement of a greater number of workers into or oul of the
tegion is necessaty This analysis evaluates the Reduced Density Alternative for how
effectively it improves the jobs-housing balance of the majo: job centes of the County,
which is the City of Roseville {City) The City has I & jobs for every housing unit As a
result, expensive regional transpottation infiastiuchure must be in place to move
workets into the City to emplayment sites such as offices, Tetail centers, and light
industrial parks

Results

1able 3 presents the jobs-to-housing ratie for the City in 2005 and for the City combined
with the jobs and housing planned by three land use alternatives for the Plan  In each
land use alternative, more housing units than jobs are added to Southwest Placet
County, and the combined jobs-to-housing 1atio falls  When comparing the different
altetnatives, the Blueprint Flan Alternative in combination with the City offers the
lowesl jobs-to-housing ratio of I 2

The Reduced Density Alternative offers the least change to the City’s current jobs-to-
housing ratio This alternative, combined with the City's curzent jobs and housing
caunts, has 1 4 jobs per housing unit. These differences suggest that more wotkers will
be needed fiom cutside Roseville and the pigject atea in the Reduced Density
Alternative with adverse implications fu1 regional transportation nfrastiucture.

Table 4 gives distance calculations between many housing sites in the region that
provide workers for employers in the City and future employers in the project area

Because some of the City’s worktorce lives in other surrounding cities and
unincoiporated paits of Sacamento and Placer Counties, land use planning for the next

1 California Depattment of Finence and California Foomomic Development Deparbment, Febiuary
2006

F Lo d 1P F e ey i 124 Arhre 4T 300 AR e 7 et Pty 177007 #20 der

3éo



Tectrnical Memorandum
September &, 2006
Page 6

510 [5 yeais of growth in Southwest Placer County should attempt to locate more
workers neater the City’s job sites  The total cormmute mileage then would drop, and
less travel demand would be placed on Interstale 82 o1 other highly congested regional
and interregional roadways.

EFFICIENCY OF LAND 1USE

I the next 5 to 15 years in Southwest Placer County, the County’s planning decisions en
density —in terms of housing units or jobs per acte —will be 2 strong determinant of this
area’s suppottable level of public amenities Density also influences the scale and types
of environmental impacts accompanying population gsowth  Although some variation
in amenities and environmental impacts would be expected from any two projects buikt
at the same density, lower density communities are in general less desirable than high-
density communities for the following reasens:

s Development spread over a laiger area distupts multiple habitat ateas and leaves-

less 1nom for habitat preservation;

= Lower densities create more dependence on automobile transpottation, in turn
increasing pollution and communities centered on cars and not people;

= Lowen density communities lack the concentiations of activity needed to attract
jubs, infiasiructure, commercial services, public spaces, tansit services, 1etail,
and civie uses;

# Communities that are mere spread out require more water and paved acreage, in
turn creating rmore indirect source water pollution from pavement 1unoff; and

= Lower density communities do not promote community gathering because of the
greater distance between neighbors, businesses, and recreation areas

Results

Table 2 compares the generation of population and jobs taor each land use in the three
land use alternatives The differences in density are significant While the Proposed
Project would accomunodate € & persons per acie and the Blueprint Flan Alternative
would accommeodate % 4 persons per acze, the Reduced Density Alternative limits its
density to 3 4 persons per acre, almost half of the Proposed Project’s level and almost
one-third the density of the Blueprint Plan Aliernative

While a full evaluation of each of the planning criteria listed above is beyond the scope
of this memaiandum, the qualitative performance of the Reduced Density Alternative is
expected to be infeiios to the other two alternatives, given the role played by density in
achieving public amenities o1 minimizing enviionmental impacts A reduction in
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planned density would be expected to worsen the following perfotmance measuies at
buildout:

« Contiguous habitat and ecelogical function, including achievermnent of habitat
preservation consistent with the Placer Legacy progiam and any multi-species
habitat conset vation plan that might be approved pursuant to the program;

+ Transpertation choices;
*  Business activity in employment and relail centers;
» Share of land area devoled to 10ads; and

»  General level of cormmunity activity in public places

For the Reduced Density Alteinative, additional land outside of the Plan area, most of it
in agriculture or open space uses, would be required Lo house and piovide employment
for the same number of residents and workers accommodated in the othes alternatives

PLAN SUFPORT FOR TOWN CENTER ENTERTAINMENT USES

Accarding to a recent issue of Urban [and, new suburban town centeis seek to integtate
a full range of evervday uses and activities in a pedestrian-friendly environment Many
experts believe that residential commundties anchmed with 2 town center can
outperform sirnilar communities buik with traditional shapping and employment
centels because people desire homes fromn which they may walk to stores, restaurants,
enterfainment, and work. Fram the employer point of view, the town center has the
potential to tuin the location of the workplace into an arnenity that wotkers particulaly
value Providing access to retail, housing, entectainment, hotels, and public facilities
such as libraties, the town center essentially bundles a wide variety of activities into an
attractive, exciting place 2

More importantly, town centers require adequate market support in terms of the
1esidents, employees, and visitors who will shop in the retail establishments and
fiequent the public spaces and use public se1vices, such as transit and libraties
Especially when more regional entertainment 1ses are placed in the town center, such as
cinepiexes, corminunify theaters, art galleries, dance clubs, live music, er restaurants with
patio dining areas, the town center must draw customers from widet areas and must
benefit from a workforce that stays in the lown cender after office houts to meet friends
or famnily, perhaps fo1 dinner o1 a show

2 “Raising the Ba1,” Chatles Lockwood, irhan Land, February 2003, as viewed in Febiuary 2006 in
the member’s only area of www.uliorg
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Bevond attracting pecple {rom worksites in the town cente, a town center’s
entertainrment afferings must benefit iom residents 1eturning in the evening o1 on the
weekends, perhaps to mid-1ise condominiums, townheouses, o1 apattments in oz
adjacent to the town center, and who wish to have an evening out with friends or family
In sum, town centers requite a latger on-site visitos, iesident, or employee population to
genelate meie of an active daytime-nighttime public tealm.

Results

Current land use plans for the Proposed Project’s town center encourage the following
three kinds of lown center land uses:

« Retail stores and setvices:

Furmbure stoies;

Clothing and household goeds;

Music stores and video outlets;

Hotels:

Motels;

Restaurants, many with outdoot dining;
Eais; and

Open markets

s Entertainment uses:

Pertorming arts o1 movie theaters; and

Night clubs

& Recreation and civic activites:

Parks;

Amphitheaters;

Plazas;

Libraries, chuiches, and post offices; and

Eecreation centers

The goal of the town center js the creation of 2 highly visible, higher intensity, active,
social and cultural gathering place supporting a mix of uses with office o1 residential
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uses located above ground-floor shops ¥ To assemble the full range of these activities,
each project altel nalive should provide the necessary inarket support Table 2 estimates
resident and employment population in the Plan ai1ea for each project alternative. The
Blueprint Plan Alternative and the Proposed Pioject suppotl the lown center best, given
resident populations of 49,000 and 35,000 people, respectively, and job bases of 8,200
and 7,500, respectively

The Reduced Density Alternative provides (ar less suppeif for the entertainment uses of
the town center because this alternative has a resident population of 18,000 in the Plan
area and a job base of 4,700 The overall population density of the Reduced Density
Alternative is nearly 50 percent of the Proposed Froject’s density

To bring the number of visitors to the town center that the FProposed Frojedt biings, the
entertainment district would need to draw from a much wider area in Southwest Placer
County Athacting an additional 20,000 visitors (either workers or residents fromn other
plan areas) into the heart of the Placer Vinievards Community in the Reduced Density
Alternative could prove very difficult from a market perspective and would alter
pedestian usage patterns in the picject, emphasizing parking for the visitor with less
aceessibility tom neighbothoods configuous to the town centet

FEASIBILITY OF TRANSIT SERVICES

Transil systems requite an attay of funding mechanisms, most of thetn federal and State
grant programs, to support new capital and eperating expenditures The disbursements
of many of these funds, especially those that can be used to support operations, ate
based on population/setvice level allocation formulas Growth in these funds fluctuates
with local and natignal economic condibions although changes in population and service
levels also play a tole. Howeven, federal and State agencies allocate fiansit funding to
areas with significant amounts of new develepment, in part based on a critical review of
the amount and reliability of local funding sources.

One of the primary lecal unding suwces used to fund cperating expenses of a transit
systemn is the 1evenue generated from passenger fares, including the sale of hansit
passes, single-fale purchases, and other transit-pass programs targeting student or
senior populations The percentage of total operating costs supported by passenger
fares is known as the farebox-recovery ratio  Most hansit agencies establish a minimum
farebox recovery—ratio goal Transif routes, either individually ot in combination, that
do not meet 1his goal may be eithe; changed or eliminated

3 Macer Vineyards Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, Quad-Knapf, March 2006, pp 4 11510
41418
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Herce, transit agencies plan new ot expanded service by evaluating the impact of the
new service on the agency’s ovesal! fareboxaecovery ratio Commmuter routes, because
they depend on warkers traveling each weekday to regionally significant employrment
centers, usually are able to command a highet fare  This highet fare often can boost the
{arebox-recovery ratio to more than 50 o1 even 75 percerit.

I ower farebox-tecovery ratios, however, are expected for the more numerous
interregional and local roules, especially in suburban seftings For new growth areas in
which development density (the number of residentia) units per acre o commercial
space square footage per acte) is lowey, the ridership of routes planned o1 these arcas
can be expected to drop as well, both because of highe: average rides houschold
incomes and because of less convenient bansil schedules and the spacing of ransit
system stops

Resulls

if ridership on Placer Vineyards’ planned transit roules varies in proportion to
population density in the Plan area and operating costs and fares are generally fixed (sce
Table 5 {01 the full set of assumptions), then project alteinatives with lower densities
wili tesult in lowet farebox-recovery ratics  As shown in Table 6, the decrease in
farebox-recovery rabio is propounced, with commuter service falling from 8% percent
farebox recovery (Blueprint Plan Alternative) ta 32 percent (Reduced Density
Alternative) For interregional plus typical suburban local service, farebox-1ecovery
ratios fal’ from 27 percent (Biueprint Plan Alternative) to 10 percent (Reduced Density
Altemnative The Pioposed Project’s farebox-recovery ratios aie between the ranges
specificd above

Lower farebox-recovery ratios in the Reduced Densily Alternative may constrain the
transit agency in securing State and federal funding for expanded service For instance,
in 2005, the County Tiangportalion Planning Agency adopted farebox-recavery
staridaids requiting intracomrmunity fixed-route services 1o have a ratio of 10 to

15 percent While expanded service will requite a coordinated package of capital and
eperating funding whose detalls have not yet been finalized, service fe1 the Plan atea at
the levels recommended by the County is less feasible under the Reduced Densiky
Altetnative than under the Proposed Project and Blueprint Plan Alteinative

Comparison with County Recommendation

The County cormmissioned a transit service study for growing areas of West Place;
County and has indicated that the preferred level of transit service for the Flan area is
bus se1vice with the following four types of rontes:
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s Interregional (comrmunity-to-community in Placer and Sacramento Counties);
» High Suburban Local (point-to-point in West Placer County);

v Commuter (West Placer County to downtown Sacramento o1 other job centers);
and

s  ADA {transit for disabled residents)

High suburban local service is defined in the study to include bus hiequencies of

13 minutes during peak hours and 30 minutes during off-peak hours The transit sepvice
study itself recommends a typical suburban local level of service, which lowers bus
frequencies to 60 minutes and spaces bus steps every quarter-mile

This analysis evaluates the ability of the project alternatives to suppott a typical
subuiban local level of service based or cost and performance assumptions in the transit
study High suburban lecal service in the Plan azea would cost more fo operate and,

over the long term, be mote difficult to operate and fund than the typical subutban local
service level.
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Table 1
Placar Vineyard Sphctiic Plan EIR Altorathves Analysie
EIR ARarnatives Reakdontial and Nonresidentiol Land Use

EIR At rmativies
Land Use Propusad Proect Bluepnnt Reducad Density
Arrag LifWs Aol Ly Arrag Limis.
Residentlal
Spoclel Manning Area [ ave A1 ure 411 are pak!
Age Restncted [2] 0 4 235 1.331 Q o]
Rural Rasidantial [3) 0 G u] ] 847 g47
Leow-Density (4] 933 3 426 352 1759 1002 3 507
Medium-Density 14] ] 1135 254 1280 9,814 300 1614
High-Density 207 3,097 320 L v 45 B9
Subtotal - Residentlai 2,344 13,188 3186 49,057 2474 E,671
Rennes idantinl
Commercal Mixed-Use Regidential 151
LML Fasidentia) 35 36 79 173z a4 h0S
WU Retad m 3 17 7
MU Office [7] 8 17 7
Subtotal CMU 51 638 113 1.732 48 L1
Busiess Fark
Business Park Relail a ] g
Business Park Cifice 21 a1 44
Subtatal Buainsas Park 80 14 a0 I} 43 1]
Town Center
Town Center Relail 34 28 1%
Tawn Cemer Office a B 3]
Subtotsl Town Center 4% o iz 1] 24 i)
Commercial Retail 24 34 20
Powar Center Retall 60 B0 40
Diffica 13 k3| 20
BSubtaota! Nonresidential 09 638 ng 4,732 n &05
Public and Oihar
Puldic a3 23 53
Relgious 91 1) 14 g4z &4 224
Elzmentary Schools 72 &0 0
Widdle Schools 45 5O 20
High Schools 50 B0 40
Parks 20 261 Fak
Open Space 709 T14 1310
Maar Roads a3z 25 kral
Subtctal Public and Crihey 1,558 308 18387 f42 2,055 224
Total All Land Llass {8] 5,232 14,132 E,232 21,821 5,232 7,500
Haonrestdantial Sublotal 309 B1f kl:hl 1732 201 505
LKL Resldantial 35 B3 L) T TE2 4 605
Nonresidental Lexs CMLU Resldeniisl 2r4 1] 231 1] 187 4]
™ “rag comm”

Souwrces. Flacar Vineyards Public Facliies Financig Flan, Placsr Virayards Spaciic Plan Admiaistralwe Drafl EDAW Half Densliy
Summary, ERS

[1] (nthe Specal Planmng Araa there are 150 existing onits and potential for an addilional 261 units

[2] Pareal 1A Gn the ownership lard use map in the Specific Plan is esarved as resdantal communty for agieg adults (S5¢ and aldar}
Howsing 15 praposed lo be low-dansity of approsamalely 3 5 unils par acfa

[3] Low-donsity unlls 3-8 unils per bore

[4] Medium-density units 4-8 uniks per acee

9] Figh-denady anits 7-21 oouts per aore

e] Ofthe tetal Cenmarcial Miked Use acreaga, T0% is residential and 308 is commercial

[7] Commercial uses ara 30% retail and 50% oice according 1o the Specific Plan.

[8] Tetaiz may nat agual the sums of land uses BecaLrse of rounding
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Table 2
Placer Vineyard &pecific Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis
Drensity of Project and Project Aternatives

Placer Vineyards EIR Alfernatives

Land Uz Assumptlons P;org?:;d Blueprint R;: :;;d
Resldential Units
Spacial Plarning Arsa 411 417 213
Age Restricted 0 1,33% 0
Rural Residential 0 0] B47
Low-Density 3426 1,759 3,007
Medium -Densgity 8254 9,514 1614
High-Density 3,097 5,742 690
CMU Residentia. 536 1,732 BOS
Religinus 308 Baz 224
Subtotal - Units 14,132 21,531 7,500
Populatlon personsfunit
Special Planning Area 25 1.110 1,028 533
Age Resticted 18 1625 2378 1,089
Rural Residential 25 o o 1,305
Low-Density 25 7733 4398 B, 128
Medium-Density 25 [E-R=RE:] 26 666 4,035
High-Density 20 5688 11.484 1,380
CMU Residential 24 1,698 3 464 1,210
Subtotal - Papulatcn 3,762 49,417 17,680
Johs sq f# femployee
Commaercial Mixed-lise
CMU Retail 500 2a7 662 282
CMU Gffice 333 445 a93 424
Subtotal CMU T43 1,865 T06
Business Park
Buginess Park Redail 594 1895 197 107
Business Park Office 200 1970 1183 B4
Subtotal Business Park 1,dE5 1,380 a7
Town Center
Town Center Retail S04 1,333 1004 753
Town Center Office 333 500 37 283
Sebtotal Town Center 1,833 1,381 1.4036
Commercial Retail 500 741 741 436
Fower Centar Ratail 500 1,307 1,307 B71
Office 400 1,082 996 663
Schools 1417 sludents at 764 2a7
Subiotal - Joba T.822 B, 164 4718
Total Projact Acres 5.232 5,232 5,232
Population Density PETSoNsAace 6.8 9.4 34
Job Deansity jobsiacre 14 1.6 0.4
T J “oamEnT

Sources. Placer Vineyards Public Facilities Financing Plan, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Adrimstrative
Draft, EDAW HzEf Density Summary, EPS

Praparad by EPS 13 11407 M1 EIR Aits 08 15 06 nis 882005
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Prapared by EPS

Table 3

Placer Vineyard Specific: Plan EIR Alternatives Anhalysh

Jobs te Housing Ratio for City of Rosaville and Project Area

Jobs Housing Ratio
City of Rosaville 86,250 42 244 157
Placsr Vineyards £I1R Alternatives [1]
Propotsed Project 7.522 13,824 O 54
Blueprint 8,164 26,739 039
Reduced Depsily 4718 7.275 0 &5
Gity of Rosevilla with Placer Vingyands EIR
Alermatives at Buildaut
Proposed Project 13,772 56,068 1.32
Blueprint 74 414 63,033 118
Reduced Density 70,968 49,520 1.43
m_rose”

Sources: SACOG March 2001 Projections by RAD, SACOG 2004 Projections,

Flacer Vineyards Specific Plan Revised Draft EIR, ERPS

1! Includes CMU Residential units

i4
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Table 4
Placer Wineyard Specific Plan EIR Alternatives Analyais
Roseville Commute Dlstances

Distance to Flaasant Distance to Douglas
SroverSR 65 Intersaction, Boulevard Corridor,
Area Rosaville [1] Rosaville [2]
Rocklin 36 43
Loomis 71 75
Antelope ad 74
Lincaln 81 122
Project Area [3] 11.3 : 11.4
Narth Nalomas ig4 i84
West Sacramento 242 298
Sacraments 253 220
“digtance”

[11 The intersection of Fleasant Grove and State Road £5 is used as a mid-point because of
the large amount of sffice space in that area of tha city

[2] The address of 2260 Douglas Bivd is used because of the large amount of office uses

in that area of the city

[3] The address of 7470 Country Acres Ln, Elverta, CA was used as a proxy for the centroid
of the project's commuting pepulation

Prepared by EPS 17 TI407 MT EfR A%s 08 1506 215 S/5/2006
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TiMm R, YOUMANS

Background  Tim Youmans is a founding partner and Managing Principal of
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., {(EPS) M Youmans is an urban
land economist with morte than 23 years’ experience in real estate
maz ket research, development feasibility, and public finance He has
developed a reputation as a strong strategist in overcoming difficult
issues and effectively presenting information to decision makeis He
has extensive expeiience ir. public/private negotations

Expertise School Facility Financing — M. Youmans dizects the development of
school facilities financing plans for school districts located throughoui
notthern Calitornia  He has significant experience in developing
facility master plans for school districts, negotiating development
impact fees, and irnplementing Mello-Roos CFDs

Eiscal apd Economic Impact Apalysis—Mr . Youmans has broad
expetience with economic and fiscal evaluation of development projects
and land use plans Often conducted during the course of
environmental review and project approval, these evaluations involve
maodeling of the regional economic impacts of new development,
irmpacts upon public agency operating costs and revenues, and ability
te miligate impacts and finance needed infrashiucture

Public Finance—M: Youwmans has compleled comptehensive financing
plars fo1 numerous majom master plan and specific plan projects, often
continuing work on thelr implementation He has established and
assisted with the implementation of numerous development impact fee
" progtam throughout the Sacramento region  He is also one of the
leading special tax consultants in creating and administering Mello-
Roos CEDs M. Youmans is familiar with the uniquely local problemns
facing public agencies and developers in financing infrastructure
improvements without everbuidening the proposed projects

Real Estate Market and Feasibility Analysis Mr. Youmans has
conducted real estate market and finandat feasibility analyses fm
private and public real estate development projects, redeveiopment
projects, and military base—euse strategies. His experlise includes
forecasting the demand for residential, retail/comenercial, hotel, office,
and industiial uses and analyzing project returns, residual land values
and other finandal patameters under a range of pioject and financing

assumptions
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Employment
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Business lmprovement Districts —Mr Youmans has apslied his
knowledge and expetience with propeity-based assessment districts,
real estate economics, and downtown revitalization to Business
Improvement Districts {B1Ds) in major cities in the westetn United
States Fie reviews and refines assessment formulas, baseline budgets,
and property data to arrive at equitable assessment methodologies.

Lznd Use and Transpertation Planning—M1 Youmans combines
transpe: tation-planning expetience with real estate development
feasibility skills to provide & strong capability in the evaluation of land
use and transportation issues Financing plans include analysis of
funding needs, Tecommendations for funding sources, and creation of
funding implementation programs

M1 Youmans is a frequent educater on subjects related to public
finance and serves on the Advisory Committee for the UC Dravis
Extension Public Finance Program He has developed several UC Davis
extension coulses as well as patticipated in many seminars. Heis
currently teaching a one-day seminal on Public/Private Negotiabions

1983 —present Founding partmer and Managing Principal, EPS

1979-1983 Pioject Manager, Angus Mclonald and Associates

19771979 Planner, Golden Gate Bridge Hwy & Transportation Diist

18721576  Computel Prograrmmer, Control Data and
Warmner/Eleckira/Atlantic Records

1970-1971 Al Defense Artillery Officet, United States Army

Master of Science, Management {(Utban Land Economics Emphasis),

University of California, Los Angles, 1973

Bachelor of Azts, with honors, Economics, University of California,

Santa Batbara, 1969

Urban Lend Institute (ULL, Full Member

Urban I and Institute District Council, Vice Chaitman and Treasuret
Lambda Alpha Intetnational Hanerary Land Feonemics Sociely,
President of Sacramente Chapter (2004-2005)

Sactamento Area Commeice and Tiade Organization (SACTO)
Building Institute of America (BlA), Membet
Cealition for Adequate School Housing (CASH), Member
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ERIC J. NICKELL

Backgiound  Eric Nickell, a Vice President at Economic & Planning Systems, Inc
(EPS}, is a public finance consultant with academic fraining in economics
and public policy. His practice seeks to resolve matters of public
se1vices and infrastracture funding, assist cilies and counties in planning
for growth, and measule site specific rtegulatory impacts and 1eal estate
feasibility for landowners, planners, and elected cfficials

Expertise Public Finance—~ M: Nickell has prepared fiscal impact studies to help
jurisdictions unde stand the budgetary impacts of new development,
and how planned projects may impact the level of services provided to
existing city and county residents Besides fiscal impact studies, Mt
Nickell has assisted scveral Califoinia cities and counties in prepating
and updating nexus studies for significant impact fee programs  These
programs fund the infrastiucture needed to serve new development in
the fastest growing regions of the state.

Regulatory Impacts on Project Feasibility — Federal agencies with

endange:ed spacies and wetlands regulatory responsibilities
increasingly require analyses of project costs and measures of
development feasibility for a set of project alternatives demonstrating
reduced environmental impacts  Mr. Nickell has prepared studies
compating the project alternatives by using pro forma and development
cost estimates to supplement regulatory permitting requirements for
small and large pioposed projects in the Sactamento Valley

Employment Vice President, Economic & Planning Systems, Ing
Senior Associate, Kconomic & Planning Systems, Inc
Maragerment Aralyst, VIIETTA/Public Management Consulting
Government Relations Manager, Arirona Medical Board
Government Relations Analyst, California Optometiic Association
Research Assistant, Resow ces for the Puture

Research Assistant, Lus Alamos National Laboratory

Education Master of Public Affairs, concentiation in Econormnics and Public Policy,
Woodiow Wilson Schoal of Public Affairs, Princeton University, 1995

Bachelor of Arts, Chemistiy, Celozado College, 1991
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