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Boad of Supervisors 
Place1 County 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Re: Issues Relating to the Placer Vineya1.d~ Specific Plan 

Dear Supervisors: 

Our firm represents the applicants for the Place1 Vineya~ds Specific Plan ("the 
Project"), which, as you know, has been the subject of recent Planning Commission 
workshops and should be before your Boa~d f o ~  fo~mal consideration in early Decemba 
In this letter and its attached exhibit, we offer analysis and substantial evidence in support 
of approval of either the "Base Plan" version of the Project or the "E31ueprint Altexnative" 
and in opposition to app~oval of three of the Project alternatives: the No Project 
Alte~native, the Rural Density Alternative, and the Reduced Density Alternative ' As 
you will see, we offer below specific reasons why we believe that County decision- 
make~s can reject each of these three alternatives as "infeasible" within the meaning of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub Resources Code, 5 21000 et seq) 
("CEQA") We base our suggestions in part on the opinions of experts in marketing and 

'/ The No Project Alternative provides that no additional development would occur 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 Rural Density 
Alte~native would consist of development of the Specific Plan area with approximately 500 new 
single family residential lots with a minimum parcel size of 10 acres Including the 
approximately 150 existing residences in the Specific Plan area, there would be approximately 
650 dwelling units under the Rural Density Alternative (Revised D~aft Environmental Impact 
Repo~t ["RDEIR"], p 6- 1 1 ) 

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

Since the RDEIR analyzes both the so-called Base Plan and the Blueprint 
Alternative at a project-level, the Board has the option of approving either the Base Plan 
or the Blueprint Alternative without the need for further formal CEQA documentation 
This letter does not address whether the Blueprint Alternative is infeasible, as we believe 
that the Board, if it so chooses, could reject that alternative on purely environmental 
grounds, thus obviating the need to address "feasibility " Paradoxically perhaps, the 
Board could also embrace the Blueprint Alternative on pu~ely environmental grounds, 
and could reject all other alternatives, including the Base Plan, for f ' l ing  to achieve the 
same long-term environmental benefits The explanation for this pmadox is as follows 
The RDEIR identifies numerous instances in which the environmental 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 environmental impacts of' the Blueprint, measured against likely 
future 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 its decision on the final form and content of the 
Place1 Vineyards Specific Plan 

ANALYSIS 

A letter written by economists Tim Youmans and Eric Nickel1 of Economic and 
Planning Systems ("EPS"), one of Northern California's leading firms in the business of' 
assessing the economic and fiscal ramifications of development proposals, is submitted 
herewith as Exhibit 1 MI Youmans and Mr Nickel1 explain how reducing the allowable 
dwelling units and commercial development as proposed under the Reduced Density 
Alternative would adve~sely affect the infiastmcture and pubIic facilities financing of the 
Project and raise the cost of housing prices within the development We respectfully 
submit that MI Youmans and MI Nickell's conclusions provide the Board with an ample 
basis for rejecting the Reduced Density Alternative as impractical, undesirable, and 
unmarketable - and thus infeasible, Through this evidence, we hope to pe~suade County 
decision-makers that, when the problems associated with the Reduced Density 
Alternative we balanced against the social and economic benefits of'the Base Plan ox the 
Blueprint Alternative, it will be clear that the Reduced Density Alternative is an inferior 
plan, which should be rejected 
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Relevant Legal Princivles 

Befo~e laying out in detail the expert evidence mentioned above, we will first lay 
out a few legal principles, so that the Board of Supervisors can consider the evidence in 
its proper context. These principles will demonsfiate that the County's decision-makers 
enjoy considerable discretion in determining whether a particular alternative 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 a 
successfirl manner within a reasonable period of' time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors " (Cal. Code Regs , tit 14, div 6, 
ch 3 ("CEQA Guidelines"), 5 15365; see also Pub Resources Code, 5 2 1061 1 ) The 
ultimate determination of whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible must be made by 
an agency's decision-making body Such a task cannot be delegated to staff. (CEQA 
Guidelines, 9 15025, subd (b)(2) ) Thus, the Board of Supe~viso~s is not bound by 
County staff's opinion on these issues, Any decision to reject an alternative, however, 
must be supported by substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines, $ 15091, subd (b); Pub 
Resources Code, $ 2 108 1.5.) 

Agency decision-makers aIe free to   eject an alternative that they consider 
undesilable fiom a policy standpoint, provided that any such decision reflects "a 
reasonable balancing of' the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factoxs " (City oj  Del Mar v City oJ Sun Dlego (1 982) 133 Cal App 3d 401, 417 (City of 
Del Mar) ) As the California Supreme Court has emphasized, "[tlhe wisdom of 
approving any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of 
interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of' the local officials and their 
constituents who are responsible fox such decisions The law as we interp~et and apply it 
simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefbre balanced " (Cztizens oj 
Goleta Valley v Board oJSupervisors (1990) 52 Cal3d 553,576 (Goleta IT) ) 

2/ CEQA contains a gene~al statutory command that public agencies should not appxove 
project that would cause signz3cant environmental effects when the~e a e  feasible mitigation 
measures or feasible alte~natives that can substantially lessen such effects (Pub Resources 
Code, 5 21002.) This mandate is effectuated, in part, through the requitement that, after 
certifying a final EIR, lead agency decision-makers must adopt findings describing the 
disposition of each significant effect identified in the EIR One possible finding is that p~oposed 
mitigation measures or alternatives, despite their envi~onmental advantages compared with ''the 
p~oject," are infeasible (Pub Resources Code, 2 1081, subd (a) ) 
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Evidence indicating that a proposed alternative would generate less tax revenue 
than a project as proposed is also a legitimate ground for rejecting the alternative as 
infeasible (Foundation for Sun Francisco 's Ar chitectur a1 Her itage v City and County o j  
San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal .App 3d 893, 9 13 (I;bundation) (noting that CEQA 
"specifically provides f o ~  the weighing of' economic, social and 'other' conditions"); see 
also Pub. Resources Code 5 21002 1, subd (c)) In Foundation, which involved a 
challenge to a proposed retail p~oject requiring the demolition of an existing historical 
structure, the respondent lead agency's decision-makers properly   ejected project 
alternatives that called for the rehabilitation of the existing stIuchue. The lead agency's 
analysis showed that the alternatives would have generated between 15 and 20 percent 
less sales tax revenue for San Francisco than would have been created by the project as 
proposed This info~mation, combined with other data regarding the economic costs of 
the alternatives, constituted "substantial evidence" supporting the Bomd of' Superviso~s' 
fmding that the alternatives were infeasible. (Id at pp 9 13-9 14 ) 

As the Foundation decision makes clea~, the b~oad definition of feasibility under 
CEQA does not limit the thought process of agency decision-makers to the question of 
whether a proposed alternative is infeasible due to purely financial consider ations 
Rather, the definition impliedly recognizes the inevitable need to allow elected officials 
to legislate or to otherwise consider the policy ramifications of their actions, while 
requiring them generally to strive to find means to avoid or reduce significant 
envi~onmental damage where reasonably possible 

It is true that, where an agency is required to determine whether an 
environmentally superiox alternative to a specific private development project is 
economically infeasible, the agency must rely on specific infbrmation, and cannot simply 
assert that the alternative will cost the applicant money or reduce its profit ma~gin 
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v Board oJ Supervisors (1 988) 197 Cal App 3d 1 167, 1 180- 
11 8 1 (Goleta I )  ) He~e, however, the County's determinations need not be judged against 
this vely narrow concept of economic feasibility. Rather, as indicated above, CEQA case 
law recognizes a broader concept of feasibility that allows agencies to consider factors 
beyond the pure quantitative economics of a p~ivate project This is particulmly true 
where the project at issue is a land use plan covering a lage area, and occulrring within a 
~egional context in which continued population growth is foxeseeable 

In the City oj  Del Mar case, the petitioner municipality (Del Mar), in attempting to 
force the approval of an alte~native development project less dense than what its sister 
city (San Diego) had proposed and approved, asserted that the ~espondent lead agency 
"ha[d] misconstrued the scope of CEQA's infeasibility requirement" by equating 
"feasibility" with "desirability " The Court of Appeal disagreed Emphasizing that San 
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Diego had attempted to accommodate vazious economic and social factors in reaching its 
land use decision, the court reasoned as follows: 

"feasibility" under CEQA encompasses "desirability" to the extent that 
desi~ability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, 
envi~onmental, social, and technological factors 

(1 33 Cal..App .3d at p 417 (emphasis added)..) 

Unde~ City of Del Mar, a court reviewing a lead agency's ultimate assessment as 
to whethe1 an alternative is "infeasible" -- a determination made in findings, not in the 
EIR - looks only to see whether the agency has reasonably balanced competing 
environmental, economic, social, and technological 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 any "substantial evidence in the record" (Pub 
Resources Code, § 21081 5; CEQA Guidelines, 5 15091, subd (b); see also Sequoyah 
Hills Homeowners Association v City of Oakland (1993) 23 Gal-App 4th 704, 715 (in 
assessing the fkasibility of alternatives in findings, "the agency may receive such 
information in whatever form it desi1es7'); CEQA Guidelines, 3 15 13 1, subd (c) ) Thus, 
the courts have consistently upheld agency decisions to rely on substantial information 
submitted by project applicants in rejecting project altexnatives set forth in EIRs (See, 
e.g , San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v City and County oJ San 
Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App 4th 656, 690-693; Association of Irritated Resident, v 
County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal App 4th 1383, 1400-1401; and Sierra Club v County 
ojNapa (2004) 121 Cal App 4th 1490,1507- 1508 ) 

In sho~t, the kind of substantial evidence discussed below p~ovides legitimate 
grounds upon which Placer County, through its decision-makers, may conclude that the 
No Plojective Alternative, the Reduced Density Alternative, and the Rural Density 
Alternative are infeasible We will now address that evidence in detail fbr each 
alternative 

A,, No Proiect Alternative 

Because, as explained on pages 6-1 1 to 6-12 of' the RDEIR, a No Project 
Alte~native that assumed future development consistent with Exhibit 1 to the Dry 
CreeMWest Placer Community Plan would result in impacts substantially the same as 
those of' the project itself, there would be little p~actical 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 a 'Wo Development" or "No Build" alternative 

The applicants contend that the No Project Alternative is infeasible because, 
among other reasons, it is inconsistent with both the "Urban" designation on the prope~ty 
in the General Plan (see RDELR, vol. I, p 3-1) and the land use vision embodied in 
"Exhibit 1" to the Dry CreeWWest Placer Community Plan. Concurrently with adoption 
of the Placer County General Plan in 1994, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 
No. 94-238, which amended the Dry CreeWWest 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), includes standards for 
development in the Specific Plan area. 

Exhibit 1 states that the West Placer Specific Plan (now the Placer Vineyads 
Specific Plan area) was identified in the 1990 Dry Creemes t  Placer Community Plan as 
an axea to be examined as part of the then-penhg Countywide General Plan Update, 
which was ultimately completed in 1994 At the end of that update, the Board 
"envisioned" the area as "a mixed use community including residential, retail, 
commercial, and business/p~ofessional 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 1 and imposing an "U~ban" general plan land use designation on the 
Placer Vineyards area, the Board of Supervisors, in 1994, made a policy decision that the 
area should be developed at urban densities The only precondition to development 
approvals was the adoption of a specific plan Now that the landowners have invested 
millions of dollms completing the specific plan pIocess in reliance on the Board's 1994 
policy decision, it is too late to revisit that basic decision "[AJn EIR is not ordinarily an 
occasion for the reconsideration or overhaul of fundamental land use policy " (Goleta 11, 
supra, 52 Cal3d at p 573 ) 

In short, the No Project Alternative is imp~actical and unrealistic in the long-term 
absent radical Genex,al Plan and Community Plan amendments, in the sense that the 
permanent preservation of status quo conditions is not consistent with either, the General 
Plan or. Community Plan as currently written.. For these reasons, the applicants urge 
County decision-maker,s to conclude that the No Project Alternative is infeasible.. 

B Rural Density Alternative 

Similarly, the Project applicants assert that the Rural Density Alternative is 
infeasible in light of' the County's commitment, in Exhibit 1 of' the Dry CreeWWest 
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Placer Community Plan, to cany out the General Plan objective of' developing the Project 
area As noted above, the Ru~al  Density Alternative consists of development of the 
Specific Plan area entirely 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 Ef ib i t  1 of the Dry 
CreeWWest Placer Community Plan, which provides for up to two mixed pedestxian- 
oriented villages or towns and a larger town center in the Specific Plan area The Rural 
Density Alternative does not provide for* a Town Center, villages, or any form of 
commercial, office, or industrial development Reduced residential densities reduce the 
potential for effective transit service, as well as bicycle and pedestrian movement, and 
they continue to emphasize automobile use 

With the exception of the existing m a 1  residential development on the site, the 
project site is currently designated for Agr-iculture (80-acre minimum parcel size), with 
small areas designated for Commercial, Industrial, and Greenbelt and Open Space Ten- 
acxe pa~cels could not, for the most pat ,  be cxeated without an amendment to the Placer 
County General Plan 

Not only is this type of low-density development not consistent with the County's 
stated vision fbr the Specific Plan a-rea, but the Project applicants contend that the Rural 
Density Alternative is infeasible because it is an inef'ficient 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 to 6-38 ) For these reasons, 
the applicants believe this type of low-density residential development is undesirable, 
both fiom a ma~ketability standpoint and from an environmental perspective To the 
extent that the Base Plan, with densities far beyond those of the Ru~al  Density 
Alte~native, creates some of the long-texm growth management benefits associated with 
the Blueprint Alternative, the Rural Density Alte~native could also be rejected on purely 
environmental grounds 

Finally, we believe it is clear that the Rural Density alternative would not satisfy 
thtee of the four stated Specific Plan objectives: 

To promote compact mixed-use development that strives to provide a balance 
of uses, diverse housing and transportation choices and conbibutes to a jobs to 
housing balance within the region; 
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To establish a pedestxian friendly community and access to a regional system 
oftrails that link neighborhoods together,; and 

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

As sumrnaized he~e, and as fully explained in the EIR, we believe there is substantial 
evidence for County decision-makers to reject the Rural Density Alte~native as infeasible 

C . Reduced Density Alternative 

The Project applicants believe that the Reduced Density Alternative is infeasible 
for the reasons discussed in the Technical Memo~andum (submitted herewith as Exhibit 
1) prepared by Tim Youmans and Eric Nickel1 of EPS. Mr. Youmans and Mr Nickel1 
analyzed the consequences and ramifications of the Reduced Density Alternative from 
the standpoint of infiastructu~e 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 curlent jobs- 
housing imbalance within the portion of the sub-region 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 least change to the 
City's current jobs-to-housing ratio Currently, the City has 1 6 jobs f b ~  every housing 
unit This alternative, combined with the City's current jobs and housing counts, would 
drop the ratio in the area including the City and Place1 Vineyards to 1 43 jobs pel housing 
unit -- a very modest improvement This figure suggests that the Reduced Density 
Alternative would ~~epresent a lost opportunity for building more homes and apartments 
near the regional job center, and that many people working in Roseville would have to 
drive long distances to get there, with adverse implications for regional transportation 
infiastmcture, The Base Plan would reach a considerably better xesult: a 1 32 ~at io  within 
the City and Placer Vineyards (The Blueprint Alte~native 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 p~oviding housing and employment sites, compared to the 
Base Plan and the Blueprint Alternative While the Base Plan would accommodate 6 6 
persons per acre and the Blueprint Alternative would accommodate 9.4 persons per acIe, 
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 ecological function; (2) transportation choices; (3) 
business activity in employment and retail centers; (4) share of land area devoted to 
roads; and (5) genela1 level of'coxnmunity activity in 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 a e a  and a job base of 4,700 - nearly 50 percent less than the 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 Altanative would need 
to draw fiom a much wider area in southwest Placer County Attracting an additional 
20,000 visitors (either workers or residents from other plan areas) into the heart of the 
Placer Vineyards community in the Reduced Density Alternative could pIove very 
difficult fiom a market paspective and would alter pedestrian usage patterns in the 
project, emphasizing parking for visitors with less accessibility from neighborhoods 
contiguous to the town center 

Finally, as explained in the EPS Technical Memorandum, expanded aansit se~vice 
f o ~  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 b e  Blueprint 
Alternative (See Exhibit 1, Table 6 ) As shown in Table 6, the declease in faebox- 
1,ecovery ratio, or the pe~centage of total operating costs supported by passengeI fa~es, 
would be pronounced, with commuter service falling from 89 percent farebox recovery 
(Blueprint Alternative) to 32 percent (Reduced Density Alternative). For interregional 
plus typical suburban local service, farebox-recovery ratios would fall fiom 27 percent 
unde~ the Bluepxint Alternative to a mere 10 pe~cent under the Reduced Density 
Alternative The Base Plan's farebox-recovery ratios are between the ranges specified 
above Notably, lower farebox-recovery ratios in the Reduced Density Alternative might 
constrain the transit agency in securing State and federal funding for expanded service 

FOI the reasons discussed above, and as fully explained in the EPS Technical 
Memo~andum, the applicants contend the~e is substantial evidence to support the decision 
by County decision-makers to   eject the Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible 

D . Blueprint Alternative 

As noted earlier, the Project applicants believe that, based on its long-term 
environmental benefits, the Board could choose to adopt the Blueprint Alternative.. 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, densities for r,esidential, commercial, and publiclquasi- 



Board of' Supervisors 
Placer County 
October 27,2006 
Page 10 

public land uses are more similar to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) xecommended development principles than those found in the Base Plan 

As explained on pages 6-3 8 through 6- 147 and 6- 17 1 through 6-1 72 of the 
Revised Drafi EIR, the Blueprint Alternative would increase project-related impacts in 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics; Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality; 
AxchaeologicaY Paleontological Resowces; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; 
Noise; and Public ServiceslInfrastzucture Although viewing impacts in a CEQA-related 
context leads to the conclusion that the Blueprint Alternative is the least desirable 
alternative from an envixonmental perspective, this alternative could have superior Iong- 
term regional environmental benefits Those, however, will likely only occur to thei~ 
hllest possible extent if a similar regional approach to growth is pursued by all 
surrounding ju~isdictions Even in the absence of similar: planning commitments by other 
ju~isdictions, however, approval by Placer County of the Blueprint Alternative could, by 
reducing per capita consumption of various resources, as well as by reducing per capita 
air pollution and vehicle miles traveled, have the effect of reducing the extent to which 
population growth and development, with their attendant environmental impacts, would 
occu~ elsewhe~e in the region . (RDEIR, pp 6- 171 to 6- 172 ) 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the Board of' Supervisors can, and we believe should, 
reject the No Project Alternative, the Ruxal Density Alternative and the Reduced Density 
Alternative as infeasible We believe the Board of Supervisors could approve either the 
Base Plan or the Blueprint Altexnative without the need for further environmental review 
under CEQA 

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

REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE & 1MANLEY, LLP +F/149A 
(.&mes G Moose 
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cc: Tom Miller 
Michael Johnson 
Scott Finley 
Kent MacDiarnid 
Tim Talon 
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To: Jim Moose and Megan Quinn, Remy, Thomas, Moose b Manley, LLP 

From: Tim Youmans, Eric Nickell, et a1 

Subject: Technical Evaluation of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Reduced Density 
Alte~native; EPS #I1407 9 

Date: September 6,2006 

The Place1 Vineya~ds Specific Plan (Plan) proposes development of 5,232 acres in 
Southwest Placer County into a community containing 14,132 housing units, 3 5 million 
squaIe feet of office and retail space, and more than 1,200 acres of public uses 

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc, (EPS) has been retained by the Plan's landowners to 
evaluate one of the project alternatives currently under review by Placer County 
(County) as part of its lead agency responsibilities under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) The Revised D~aft  Environmental Impact Rep01 t (RDEIR) labels 
this alte~native as the Reduced Density Alte~native because it proposes an 
approximately 50-percent decrease in ove~  all density of jobs and housing compared to 
the Proposed Project 

The analysis set forth below is intended to assist the County's Board of Supervisors in its 
task of determining whether the Reduced Density Alternative is infeasible 

PLANNING CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVE OF ANALYSIS 

In approving its 1994 General Plan, the County Board of Superviso~s expressed its intent 
to ultimately approve urban levels of development on the Placer Vineyards project site 
This intention was embodied in an amendment to the Dry CreekWest Place1 
Community Plan effectuated by Exhibit 1 to Resolution No 94-238, adopted on August 
16,1994 

Exhibit 1 identified the ultimate vision of the po~tion of the Community Plan "gene~ally 
west of Watt Ave and south of Baseline Road " Among other things, Exhibit 1 provides 
that the project aIea shall include, among others, the following components: 

S A C R A M E N T O  B E R K E L E Y  D E N V E R  

2 : 5 0  Rixcr Plnra  Dt;re Saitc :00 p!-onr ?Il?.hz?-801:: ..5,-- ..- >*.t'J&- ..,... L .. zhozc: 51.;  s:i-?i?'e pq- . .~  : : ~ 3 . ~ 3 . 3 :  j 

Zx:rami:rlo C. i 958R7 . Y I ~ . < ~ P . : C ~ C  fax T I  ;-8?1-220.$ i.-x 1i:l.o: i 911.69 +L= 
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Up to 14,132 residential units; commercial and induskial uses; 

A public transit system; and 

A Town Center 

Exhibit 1 also sets forth certain "urban design" standards to be met in an upcoming 
specific plan Based on these policy directives, as well as evolving p~inciples of sound 
land use planning favoring the efficient use of land and location of residential uses near 
job centeIs (see also General Plan policies 1 A 1 and I B 1 and Goal 1 M), the plan 
identified several mole specific project objectives set forth on pages 3-14 th~ough 3-18 of 
the RDEIR The policy framework created by the County and the plan's objectives rely 
on the following four planning and public finance principles: 

Improve Southwest Placer County's jobs and housing balance; 

Maintain the most efficient use of land possible; 

Create a successful town center offering leisure and entertainment uses in 
addition to a m i x  of residential, employment, and retail'uses; and 

Operate a bansit system with commuter, inte~regional, and high suburban 
se~vice components 

I 

Each of the next foul sections describes these objectives in more detail and then 
evaluates whether the Reduced Density Alternative fulfills the planning or public 
finance objective better than the Proposed Project or, when data is available, other EIR 
altetnatives, such as the Blueprint Plan Alternative. 

INTRODUCTION TO ALTERNATIVES 

In gene~al, the Blueprint Plan Alternative is the most dense land use plan, and the 
Reduced Density Alternative is the least dense of the EIR alte~natives The P~oposed 
Project provides intermediate numbe~s of units and jobs compared to the Blueprint and 
Reduced Density Alte~natives All thee alternatives propose different combinations of 
public and private uses for the entire 5,232-acxe plan area 

HOUSING 

Prvposed Project 

Table 1 provides acres and number of units for each land use alte~native The RDEIR 
document on pages 3-14 and 3-15 provides the following objectives for the Ploposed 
Pr,oject: 
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Promote compact, mixed use development that stlives to provide a balance of 
uses and diverse housing and transportation choices; 

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

Provide higher density housing in cluste~s at the town center, village centers, 
commer cia1 nodes, and concentrated along major tr anspo~ tation cot I idor s 

The Proposed Project achieves these housing objectives by planning for 14,132 
residential units in residential, nonresidential, and public land uses Approximately 
66 percent of all units are designated as either medium-density (4-8 units per acre) 01 

high-density (7-21 units per ac~e) 

Blueprint Alternative 

In Contrast, the Blueprint Plan Alternative's unde~lying objectives, based on Sac~amento 
A~ea  Council of Governments' (SACOG's) 1,ecommended development principles that 
defined the 2002-2004 Blueprint Process, include these: 

+ Implement mixed use development to promote active and vital neighborhoods 
while helping to reduce the numbe~. and length of auto trips; 

Create environments that are compactly built, and use space in an efficient 
manneI that encourages walking, biking, and using public transit; and 

+ Incr,ease densities in the Plan area, and reduce the need to urbanize additional 
lands outside the Plan area as population grows. 

The Bluep~int Plan Alternative proposes a total of 21,631 ~esidential units over the 
5,232 acres to achieve a more dense community Of the residential units, 15,556 or 
72 p e ~  cent are proposed as medium- 01 high-density In addition, the Bluep~int Plan 
Alternative inaeases mixed use ~esidential units to 1,732 units from 636 units in the 
Proposed PI oject 

Reduced Density Alte~native 

The implicit objectives of the Reduced Density Alte~native differ from the stated 
objectives of the Proposed Project and Blueprint Plan Alternative in the following ways: 

Create communities that are less dense and promote open space and park land 
uses; and 

Focus more significantly on low-density residential land uses, and reduce 
nonresidential land uses to achieve a lower density community. 

The Reduced Density A1ternatii.e proposes a total of 7,500 residential units in the Plan 
area Of those units, 4,154 or 55 per cent are proposed for I ur al-density (1 unit per acre) 
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or low-density uses (2-6 units per ac~e) In contrast to the othe~ plans, the Reduced 
Density Alte~native includes only 31 percent of medium- or high-density residential 

JOBS 

Each alternative includes estimated population increases for the Plan area and 
corresponding job creation Table 2 gives housing units, population, and jobs for each 
of the project alternatives All three alternatives offer a close split between retail and 
office/public jobs The Proposed Project estimates 34,762 new residents in the Plan area, 
with an estimated 7,500 new jobs ueated The majority of the new jobs will be located in 
the business park and town center 

The Blueprint Plan Alternative estimates an increase in population of 49,400 with an 
addition of 8,200 new jobs The focus of the additional employment is in the commercial 
mixed use retail and office spaces, given the Blueprint Plan Alternative's larger share of 
mixed use land development The Reduced Density Alternative estimates 17,700 new 
residents to the p~oject alea with 4,700 new jobs In every land use alternative, the town 
center is a major component, although not the majority 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 public finance principles to gauge the economic performance of proposed 
development in the Saclamento region: 

1 Jobs-housing balance Does the alte~native !,educe burdens placed on the 
region's t~ansportation inhastructure by bringing jobs more into balance with 
housing? 

2 Efficiency of land use Does the alternative make efficient use of land in 
providing housing and employment sites for growth? 

3 Town cente~ viability Does the alte~native support a town center with movie 
theaters and othe~ entertainment uses, including dance clubs, live music, 
theaters, and art galleries? 

4 Transit service feasibility Does the alternative suppo~t a viable level of transit 
service that includes commuter, interregional, Americans with Disabilities 
(ADA), and suburban local routes? 
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SUBREGIONAL JOBS-HOUSING BALANCE 

A jobs-and-housing balance reduces a region's heavy dependence on a transpo~tation 
system that must be capable of moving thousands of workers long distances between 
home and work each day In a typical community in California, the average number of 
workers per household is between 1 0 and 1 5 Statewide, the ~at io is 1 3 jobs per 
housing unit The prevalence of single-parent households or retiree households ale 
two of many possible community characteristics that may decrease this ratio in diffe~ent 
parts of the State 

In some communities, the jobs-to-housing ~a t io  may climb towards 2 0 or may fall below 
0 5, and for these cases, movement of a greater number of workers into 01 out of the 
region is necessary This analysis evaluates the Reduced Density Alternative for how 
effectively it improves the jobs-housing balance of the major job center of the County, 
which is the City of Roseville (City) The City has 1 6 jobs for every housing unit As a 
result, expensive regional transportation infrastructure must be in place to move 
walkers into the City to employment sites such as offices, retail centers, and light 
industrial parks 

Results 

Table 3 presents the jobs-to-housing ratio for the City in 2005 and for the City combined 
with the jobs and housing planned by three land use alternatives f o ~  the Plan In each 
land use alternative, more housing units than jobs are added to Southwest PIacer 
County, and the combined jobs-to-housing ratio falls When comparing the different 
alternatives, the Bluep~int Plan Alternative in combination with the City offers the 
lowest jobs-to-housing ~atio of 1 2 

The Reduced Density Alternative offers the least change to the City's current jobs-to- 
housing ~at io Ths alternative, combined with the City's curxent jobs and housing 
counts, has 1 4 jobs per housing unit These differences suggest that moxe wotkers will 
be needed from outside Roseville and the pr,oject area in the Reduced Density 
Alternative with adverse implications for regional transportation infrastructure 

Table 4 gives distance calculations between many housing sites in the region that 
provide worke~s for employe~s in the City and future employers in the p~oject area 

Because some of the City's workforce lives in othel surrounding cities and 
unincorpo~ated parts of Sacramento and Placer Counties, land use planning for the next 

California Depa~trnent of Finance and Califo~nia Economic Development Department, Febluary 
2006 
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5 to 15 yeax of growth in Southwest Placer County should attempt to locate more 
workers nearer the City's job sites The total commute mileage then would drop, and 
less travel demand would be placed on Interstate 80 or othe~ highly congested regional 
and interregional roadways 

EFFICIENCY OF LAND USE 

In the next 5 to 15 years in Southwest Placer County, the County's planning decisions on 
density-in terms of housing units or jobs per acre -will be a strong determinant of this 
area's supportable level of public amenities Density also influences the scale and types 
of environmental impacts accompanying population growth Although some variation 
in amenities and environmental impacts would be expected from any two projects built 
at the same density, lowex density communities are in general less desirable than high- 
density communities for the following t'easons: 

Development spread over a larger area disrupts multiple habitat areas and leaves 
less room for habitat PI ese~vation; 

Lower densities create more dependence on automobile t~ansportation, in turn 
increasing pollution and communities centered on cars and not people; 

Lower density communities lack the concent~ations of activity needed to attract 
jobs, infrastructure, commercial services, public spaces, hansit services, retail, 
and civic uses; 

Communities that are more spread out require more water and paved acreage, in 
turn creating more indirect source water pollution from pavement runoff; and 

Lower density communities do not promote community gathering because of the 
greater distance between neighbors, businesses, and recreation ar.eas 

Results 

Table 2 compares the generation of population and jobs for each land use in the thee 
land use alternatives The differences in density ;ue significant While the Proposed 
Project would accommodate 6 6 persons per acre and the Blueprint Plan Altanative 
would accommodate 9 4 persons per acre, 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 Alternative 

While a full evaluation of each of the planning criteria listed above is beyond the scope 
of this memo~andum, the qualitative performance of the Reduced Density Alternative is 
expected to be inferior to the othet two alte~natives, given the role played by density in 

achieving public amenities or minimizing envi~onmental impacts A reduction in 
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planned density would be expected to worsen the following performance measuIes at 
buildout: 

Contiguous habitat and ecological function, including achievement of habitat 
preservation consistent with the Placer Legacy propam and any multi-species 
habitat conservation plan that might be approved pursuant to the program; 

Transportation choices; 

Business activity in employment and retail centers; 

Share of land area devoted to roads; and 

General level of community activity in public places 

For the Reduced Density Alternative, additional land outside of the Plan area, most of it 
in agriculture or open space uses, would be required to house and provide employment 
for the same number of residents and workers accommodated in the other altexnatives 

PLAN SUPPORT FOR TOWN CENTER ENTERTAINMENT USES 

According to a recent issue of Urban Land, new suburban town cente~s seek to integrate 
a full range of everyday uses and activities in a pedestrian-friendly environment Many 
expelts believe that residential communities anchored with a town center can 
outperform similar communities built with traditional shopping and employment 
centers because people desire homes from which they may walk to stores, restau~ants, 
entertainment, and work From the  employe^ point of view, the town center has the 
potential to turn the location of the workplace into an amenity that woxker s particularly 
value Providing access to retail, housing, entertainment, hotels, and public facilities 
such as libraries, the town center essentially bundles a wide variety of activities into an 
attractive, exciting place * 
More importantly, town centers require adequate market support in terms of the 
~esidents, employees, and visito~s who will shop in the retail establishments and 
frequent the public spaces and use public services, such as t~ ansit and lib~aries 
EspeciaIly when more regional enter tainrnent uses are placed in the town center, such as 
cineplexes, community theaters, a ~ t  galleries, dance clubs, live music, or restauxants with 
patio dining areas, the town center must draw customers from wide1 aIeas and xnust 
benefit from a workforce that stays in the town center after office hours to meet friends 
or family, perhaps for dinner or a show 

"Raising the Bar," Charles Lockwood, ZIrban L,and, Feb~uary 2003, as viewed in February 2006 in 
the membe1's only area of vmw.uli.org 
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Beyond attracting people from worksites in the town center, a town center's 
ente~tainment offerings must benefit from ~esidents ~eturning in the evening or on the 
weekends, perhaps to mid-rise condominiums, townhouses, or apartments in 01 

adjacent to the town center, and who wish to have an evening out with friends or family 
In sum, town centers rmequire a larger on-site visitox, resident, or employee population to 
generate moIe of an active daytime-nighttime public realm 

Results 

Cu~rent land use plans for the Proposed Project's town center encouxage the following 
three kinds of town center land uses: 

Retail stoles and services: 

- Furniture stoles; 

- Clothing and household goods; 

- Music stores and video outlets; 

- Hotels; 

- Motels; 

- Restaurants, many with outdoor dining; 

- Bars; and 

- Open markets 

Ente~tainment uses: 

- Performing arts or movie theatel S; and 

- Night clubs 

Recreation and civic activities: 

- Pa~ks; 

- Amphiheater s; 

- Plazas; 

- Libraries, chu~ches, and post offices; and 

- Recreation cente~s 

The goal of the town centel is the creation of a highly visible, highex intensity, active, 
social and cultural gathering place supporting a mix of uses with office 01 residential 
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uses located above pound-floor shops To assemble the full range of these activities, 
each p~oject altetnative should provide the necessary market support Table 2 estimates 
resident and employment population in the Plan area for each project alternative The 
Blueprint Plan Alternative and the Proposed Project support the town center best, given 
resident populations of 49,000 and 35,000 people, respectively, and job bases of 8,200 
and 7,500, I espectively 

The Reduced Density Alternative p~ovides far less support for the entertainment uses of 
the town center because this alte~native has a resident population of 18,000 in the Plan 
area and a job base of 4,700 The overaI1 population density of the Reduced Density 
Alternative is nearly 50 percent of the Proposed Project's density 

To bring the number of visitors to the town cente~ that the Proposed Pxoject brings, the 
entertainment dishict would need to draw from a much wider area in Southwest Placer 
County Attracting an additional 20,000 visito~s (eithe~ wo~kers or ~esidents from other 
plan areas) into the heart of the Placer Virieya~ds Community in the Reduced Density 
Alternative could prove very difficult from a ma~ket perspective and would alter 
pedestrian usage pattexns in the project, emphasizing palking for the visitor with less 
accessibility from neighborhoods contiguous to the town center 

FEASIBIT,ITY OF TRANS1 1 SERVICES 

Transit systems requite an array of funding mechanisms, most of them federal and State 
grant programs, to suppox t new capital and ope1 ating expenditures The disbursements 
of many of these funds, especially those that can be used to suppozt operations, are 
based on population/service level allocation formulas Grmowth in these funds fluctuates 
with local and national economic conditions although changes in population and service 
levels also play a role However, federal and State agencies allocate t~ansit funding to 
areas with sigruficant amounts of new development, in part based on a aitical review of 
the amount and reliability of local funding souIces 

One of the primary local funding souIces used to fund opexating expenses of a transit 
system is the Ievenue generated from passenger fares, including the sale of ttansit 
passes, single-fare purchases, and other transit-pass programs ta~geting student or 
senior populations The percentage of total operating costs supported by passenger 
fares is known as the farebox-recovery ratio Most bansit agencies establish a minimum 
farebox recover y-r atio goal Transit I outes, either individually or in combination, that 
do not meet this goal may be either changed or eliminated 

Place1 Vineyards Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, Quad-Knopf, March 2006, pp 4 1-15 to 
4 1-16 
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Hence, transit agencies plan new or expanded service by evaluating the impact of the 
new service on the agency's overall farebox-recovety ratio Commuter routes, because 
they depend on workers traveling each weekday to regionally significant employment 
centeIs, usually are able to command a higher f a e  This higher fare often can boost the 
farebox-:ecove:y ratio to mote than 50 or even 75 pezcent 

L owe1 far ebox-recove: y ratios, however, axe expected fot the more numerous 
interregional and local xoutes, especially in suburban settings For new growth areas in 
which development density (the numbe~ of residential units per acre or commercial 
space square footage per ac~e)  is lower, the ridership of routes planned f o ~  these areas 
can be expected to d ~ o p  as well, both because of highel average rider household 
incomes and because of less convenient transit schedules and the spacing of transit 
system stops 

ResuIts 

If ridership on Placer Vineyards' planned transit ~outes varies in proportion to 
population density in the Plan area and ope~ating costs and fares are generally fixed (see 
Table 5 for the full set of assumptions), then pxoject alte~natives with lower densities 
will result in lower farebox-recovery ratios As shown in Table 6, the deuease in 
farebox-recovery ratio is pronounced, with commuter service falling from 89 percent 
far ebox I ecover y (Blueprint Plan Alternative) to 32 p e ~  cent (Reduced Density 
Alternative) For interregional plus typical suburban local set vice, farebox-~ecovety 
tahos fall from 27 percent (Blueprint Plan Alternative) to 10 pelcent (Reduced Density 
Alternative The Proposed Project's farebox-recovery ratios are between the ranges 
specified above 

Lower farebox-recover y ratios in the Reduced Density Alternative may constrain the 
transit agency in securing State and fede~al funding for expanded se~vice For instance, 
in 2005, the County I r anspottation Planning Agency adopted farebox-recover y 
standards requiring intracommunity fixed-route services to have a ratio of 10 to 
15 percent While expanded service will requi~e a coordinated package of capital and 
operating funding whose details have not yet been finalized, service fot the Plan area at 
the levels recommended by the County is less feasible unde~  the Reduced Density 
Alternative than under the Proposed P~oject and Blueprint Plan Alternative 

Comparison with County Recommendation 

The County commissioned a transit service study f o ~  growing areas of West Placer 
County and has indicated that the pxefetred level of transit service for the Plan area is 
bus service with the folIowing f o u ~  types of routes: 
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Interregional (community-to-community in Placer and Sacramento Counties); 

High Suburban Local (point-to-point in West Placer County); 

Commute1 (West Placer County to downtown Sacramento or other job centers); 
and 

ADA (transit for disabled residents) 

High subu~ban local service is defined in the study to include bus frequencies of 
15 minutes during peak hours and 30 minutes during off-peak hours The transit service 
study itself recommends a typzcal suburban local level of selvice, which lowers bus 
frequencies to 60 minutes and spaces bus stops every quarter-mile 

This analysis evaluates the ability of the p~oject alte~natives to support a typical 
submban local level of service based on cost and performance assumptions in the t~ansit 
study High subu~ban local service in the Plan area would cost more to operate and, 
over the long term, be more difficult to operate and fund than the typical subut ban local 
service level 



Tabk I 
Placer Vineyard Speclfic Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
UR Alternatives Residential and Nonresidential Land Use 

Land Use EIR Altematlves 
Proposed Project Blueprint Reduced Density 

Acres Unrts Acres Units Acres Unils 
Residential 

Special Planning Area [I 1 979 41 1 
Age Restricted 121 0 0 
Rural Residential [31 0 0 
Low-Density [41 983 3 426 
MediumDens~ty 141 151 1 195 6 254 
High-Density 207 3,097 
Subtotal - Residential 3,364 13,188 

Nonresidential 
Comrnerual Mixed-Use Residential [6] 

CMU Res~dential 35 636 
CMU Retatl [71 8 
CMU Oflice [71 8 
Subtotal CMU 51 636 

Business Park 
Business Park Retail 9 
Business Park Office 81 

, Subtotal Business Park 90 0 
Town Center 

Town Center Retail 34 
Town Center OfRce 9 
Subtotal Town Center 43 0 

Commerc~al Retail 34 
Power Center Retail 60 
oftice 33 
Subtotal Nonresidential 309 636 

Public and Other 
Public 
Religious 
Elementary Schoals 
Middle Schools 
High Schools 
Parks 
Open Space 
Major Roads 
Subtotal Public and Other 

Totel All Land Uses [8] 

Nonresidential Subtotal 309 636 360 1 732 201 605 
CMU Residential 35 636 79 1 732 34 605 
Nonresidential Less CMU Residential 274 0 281 0 167 0 

--- - -  

"res mmm" 
Sources: Placer Vineyards Public Facilities Financing Plan, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Administrative Drafl EDAW Half Density ' 

Summary, EPS 

[I] In the Special Planning Area there are 150 existing units and potential for an additional 261 units 
[2] Parel  1A on the ownership land use map in the Specific Plan is reserved as residential community for active adults (55+ and older) 
Housing is proposed to be low-density of approximately 3 5 units per acre 
[3] Low-density units 2-6 units per acre 
[4] Medium-density units 4-8 unik per acre 
[5] High-density units 7-21 units per acre 
[6] Of the total Commercial Mixed Use acreage, 70% is residential and 30% is commercial 
[7] Commercial uses are 50% retail and 50% office according to the Specific Plan 
[8] Totals may not equal the sums of land uses because of rounding 

Prepared by EPS 11407 MI EIR Alts 08 15 06 x l  9 / M W 6  



Table 2 
Placer Vlneyard Specific Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
Density of Project and Project Alternatives 

-- 

Land Use Assumptions 

Residential Units 
Special Planning Area 
Age Restricted 
Rural Residential 
Low-Density 
Medium-Density 
High-Density 
CMU Residential 
Religious 
Subtotal -Units 

Population 
Special Planning Area 
Age Restricted 
Rural Residential 
Low-Density 
Medium-Density 
High-Density 
CMU Residential 
Subtotal - Popuiahion 

Jobs 
Commercial Mixed-Use 

CMU Retail 
CMU Office 
Subtotal CMU 

Business Park 
Business Park Retail 
Business Park Office 
Subtotal Business Park 

Town Center 
Town Center Retail 
Town Center Office 
Subtotal Town Center 

Commercial Retail 
Power Center Retail 
Office 
Schools 
Subtotal -Jobs 

Total Project Acres 

Population Density 

Job Density 

persons/unit 
2 5 
1 8  
2 5 
2 5 
2 5  
20 
20 

sq ft /employee 

500 
333 

500 
400 

500 
333 

500 
500 
400 

?/I 7 students 

persons/acre 

jobdacre 

Placer Vineyards EIR Alternatives 

Proposed Blueprint 
Reduced 

Project Density 

"densit)/' 

Sources: Placer Vineyards Publ~c Facilities Financing Plan. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Adm~n~strative 
Draft, EDAW Half Density Summary, EPS 

Prepared by EPS 13 11407 MI EIR Alts 08 75 06 xis 9/6/2006 



Table 3 
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
Jobs to Housing Ratio for City of Roseville and Project Area 

Jobs Housing Ratio 

City of Roseville 66,250 42,244 1 57 

Placer Vineyards EIR Altematlves [I] 
Proposed Project 7,522 13,824 0 54 
Blueprint 8,164 20,789 0 39 
Reduced Density 4,716 7,276 0 65 

City of Roseville with Piacer Vineyards EIR 
Atternatives at Buildout 

Proposed Project 73,772 56,068 I .32 
Blueprint 74,414 63,033 1.18 
Reduced Density 70,966 49,520 1.43 

Prepared by EPS 

"jh_rose8' 
Sources: SACOG March 2001 Projections by RAD, SACOG 2004 Projections, 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Revised Draft EIR, EPS. 

[1] Includes CMU Residential units 

11407 MI EIR Alts 08 15 06 x b  9/6/2006 



Table 4 
Placer Vineyard Specitlc Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
Rosevifle Commute Distances 

Distance to Pleasant Distance to Douglas 
GmvelSR 65 Intersection, Boulevard Corridor, 

Area Roseville [ I ]  Roseville [2] 

Rocklin 
Loomis 
Antelope 
Lincoln 

Project Area [3] 11.3 1 1 ..4 

North Natomas 
West Sacramento 
Sacramento 

"distance' 
[l] The intersection of Pleasant Grove and State Road 65 is used as a mld-point because of 
the large amount of office space in that area of the city 
[2] The address of 2260 Douglas Blvd 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 population 

Prepared by EPS 11407 MI EIR Alts 08 15 06 xls 9/6/2006 



Table 5 
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
West Placer Transit Study Operating Costs, Fare Revenues and Ridership 

Annual Operating Passenger Passenger Trips per Avgerage Annual Average Farebox Annual 
West Placer Study Area Cost [I] Trips [I] Resident [2] Fare [I] Fare Revenue [I] Recovery Ratio Subsidy 

Inter-Regional + Typical Suburban Local * Commuter Scenar~o 

lntemeg~onal Service $1,320,000 
Typ~cal Suburban Local Serv~ce $1,235,000 
Subtotal. Inter-regional + Local $2.555.000 724,000 5.17 $0.67 $485,080 19.0% $2.069.920 

Commuter Serv~ce 
ADA S e ~ c e  [3] 

Total $3,140,000 777,400 5.55 $0.77 $602,440 19.2% $2,537,560 

wst_placer_trans# 
Source: West Placer Transit Study (LSC) and EPS. 

k 
cn !I] From West Placer Transil Studv - Table 37. 

121 West Placer Transit Studv Passenger Trips (Table 37) divided bv Total Studv Area Population (Table 8). 
131 ADA annual operat~ng costs of $427,000 is adiusted from the $577,000 shown ~n the West Placer Transit Studv, according to an August 

2006 memorandum from LSC to Goodw~n Consulting Group. 

PrepafeU bv EPS 



Table 6 
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan EIR Alternatives Analysis 
Placer Vineyards Estimated Annual Farebox Revenues 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 

Prepared bv EPS 

Population 

Passenger Trips 
Interreg~onal + Local Sewrce 
Commuter Service 
ADA Service 
Total Passenger Trips 

Annual Fare Revenue 
Interregional + Local Servlce 
Commuter Servtce 
ADA Servlce 
Total Fare Revenue 

Estimated Operating Cost 
Interregronal + Local Serv~ce 
Commuter S e ~ l c e  
ADA Service 
Total Estimated Operating Cost 

Fare Recovery Ratio 
interregional + Local Serv~ce 
Commuter Sew~ce 
ADA Service 
Total Fare Recovery Ratlo 

Formula1 
Assumptions 

See Tabk 2 

Population " Annual Transit Trips 
per resident - See Table 5 

5 17 annual transit tiips per residant 
0.24 annual transit tiips per resident 
0.15 annual transif tiips perresident 

Annual Trips per Resident ' Average Fare 
Revenue - See Tnbfe 5 

$0.67 average tare revenue 
$3.00 average tare revenue 
$0.90 average tare revenue 

EIR Alternatives 
Pro~osed Reduced 

~io,ect Bluepr~nt Density 

Annual Fare RevenuwEsfimated Operating 
Cost 

w-fare-recwerv 
Source: West Placer Transit Study (LSCI and EPS. 

111 Transit Study estimated annual operating costs trom West Placer Trans~t Study tor the "Inter-Regional + 
TyplCal Sububan Local + Commuter" scenano multiplied by Placer Vineyards population as a 
percentage of Study Area residents. 



Planning Systems 

Background Tim Youmans is a founding pxtner and Managing PI incipal of 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc , (EPS) MI Youmans is an urban 
land economist with more than 23 years' experience in real estate 
market ~esearch, development feasibility, and public finance He has 
developed a reputation as a strong strategist in overcoming difficult 
issues and effectively p~esenting information to decision makers He 
has extensive experience in public/p~ivate negotiations 

Expe~tise School Facility Financing-MI Youmans directs the development of 
school facilities financing plans for school districts located th~oughout 
no~thern California He has significant expe~ience in developing 
facility master plans for school districts, negotiating development 
impact fees, and implementing Mello-Roos CFDs 

Fiscal and Economic Impact Analvsis-Mr Youmans has broad 
experience with economic and fiscal evaluation of development projects 
and land use plans Often conducted during the couIse of 
environmental review and project appxoval, these evaluations involve 
modeling of the regional economic impacts of new development, 
impacts upon public agency operating costs and Ievenues, and abllity 
to mitigate impacts and finance needed infrasttucture 

Public Finance-MI Youmans has completed comprehensive financing 
plans for numerous major maste~ plan and specific plan projects, often 
continuing work on their implementation He has established and 
assisted with the implementation of numerous development impact fee 
program tluoughout the Sacxamento region He is also one of the 
leading special tax consultants in creating and administering Mello- 
Roos CFDs MI Youmans is familiar with the uniquely local problems 
facing public agencies and developers in financing infrasttucture 
improvements without overburdening the proposed projects 

Real Estate Market and Feasibility Analvsis MI Youmans has 
conducted real estate mat ket and financial feasibility analyses f o ~  
private and public xeal estate development projects, xedevelopment 
p~ojects, and military base-reuse strategies His expertise includes 
foxecasting the demand fox residential, retail/commercial, hotel, office, 
and industrial uses and analyzing p~oject Ieturns, ~esidual land values 
and othex financial pa~ameters under a range of project and financing 
assumptions 

S A C R A M E N T O  B E R K E L E Y  D E N V E R  
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Business Improvement ~istricts - Mr Youmans has applied his 
knowledge and experience with prope~ty-based assessment districts, 
real estate economics, and downtown revitalnation to Business 
Improvement Districts (BIDS) in major cities in the western United 
States He reviews and refines assessment fo~mulas, baseline budgets, 
and property data to arrive at equitable assessment methodologies 

Land Use and Transvortation Planning-MI Youmans combines 
tr ansportation-planning experience with real estate development 
feasibility skills to provide a strong capability in the evaluation of land 
use and transportation issues Financing plans include analysis of 
funding needs, recommendations for funding sources, and czeation of 
funding implementation programs 

Engagements MI Youmans is a frequent educator on subjects related to public 
finance and serves on the Adviso~y Committee fol the UC Davis 
Extension Public Finance Program He has developed several UC Davis 
extension cour ses as well as participated in many seminars He is 
cur I ently teaching a one-day seminar on Public/Pr ivate Negotiations 

Employment 1983-present Founding partner and Managing Principal, EPS 

1979-1983 Project Managex, Angus McDonald and Associates 
1977-1979 Planner, Golden Gate Bridge Hwy & T~ansportation Dist 

1972-1976 Computer Programmer, Control Data and 

Warner/Elecktxa/Atlantic Records 
1970-1971 Air Defense Artillery Officer, United States Army 

Education Mastel of Science, Management (U~ban L and Economics Emphasis), 
University of C;alifornia, Los Angles, 1973 

Bachelor of At ts, with honox s, Economics, University of California, 
Santa Barbara, 1969 

Affiliations Urban Land Institute (ULI), Full Member 

Uxban Land hstitute District Council, Vice Chairman and Tseasu~er 

Lambda Alpha International Honorary Land Economics Sociefy, 
President of Sacramento Chaptex (2004-2005) 

Sacramento AI ea Commerce and I I ade Organization (SACTO) 

Building Institute of America (BIA), Member 

Coalition for Adequate School Housing (CASH), Member 
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Background Eric Nickell, a Vice President at Economic & Planning Systems, Inc 
(EPS), is a public finance consultant with academic training in economics 
and public policy His practice seeks to resolve matters of public 
sewices and inhast~ucture funding, assist cities and counties in pl-g 
for growth, and measure site specific ~egulatory impacts and real estate 
feasibility for landowners, planners, and elected officials 

Expe~tise Public Finance- Mr Nickel1 has prepared fiscal impact studies to help 
jurisdictions undelstand 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, MI 
Nickell has assisted several California cities and counties in preparing 
and updating nexus studies fox sigruficant impact fee progams These 
programs fund the inf~askucture needed to serve new development in 
the fastest growing regions of the state 

Remlatow Impacts on Proiect Feasibility -Federal agencies with 
endangered species and wetlands regulator y responsibilities 
increasingly ~equire analyses of project costs and measures of 
development feasibility for a set of project alternatives demonshating 
reduced environmental impacts MI Nickell has prepared studies 
cornpaling the project alternatives by using pro forma and development 
cost estimates to supplement regulatory permitting I equhements for 
small and laxge proposed pxolects in the Sacxarnento Valley 

EmpIoyment Vice President, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc 

Senio~ Associate, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc 

Management Analyst, VI TE 1 T A/Public Management Consulting 

Government Relations Manager, kizona Medical Board 

Government Relations Analyst, California Optomebic Association 

Resea& Assistant, Resou~ces for the Future 

Research Assistant, Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Education Master of Public Affai~s, concent~ation in Economics and Public Policy, 
Woodrow Wilson School of Public Affairs, Princeton University, 1995 

Bachelor of A~ts, Chemisby, Colorado College, 1991 
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