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County of Placer
Planning Department

BOARD SUBMITTAL COVER SHEET
TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Fred Yeager, Planning thorézé_ DATE: May 5, 2004

SUBJECT: West Placer County Major Project Updates

SUMMARY:

The Board of Supervisors held a workshop on October 20, 2003. The Board heard presentations -
and provided direction relative to Placer Parkway, De La Salle University and Community,
Placer Ranch, and the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan work
program. The Board also directed staff to report back with a work program, schedule, and
budget for the possible preparation of a community plan for the area west of Roseville and south
of Pleasant Grove Creek. The staff will be providing status reports on Placer Parkway, Placer
Ranch, and De La Salle, as well as requested information relative to a community plan effort for
the west Placer area. :

In addition, the Board acknowledged that the staff would be reporting back on these issues in
6-9 months. Although the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan
program was also discussed on October 20", the Board has scheduled a separate workshop, on
May 18, 2004, for that continued discussion and update. '

The accompanying repoﬁ updates the Board and pﬁblic on these proposals as well as some of
the issues which have arisen as a result of consideration of the projects.

RECOMMENDATION: :

It is recommended that the Board provide direction relative to the Curry Creek Community
Plan proposal; that the Board consider scheduling another status report/workshop discussion of
the proposed west Placer major projects in December 2004, and that any additional direction
regarding the Placer Ranch or De La Salle projects, prompted by this update, be provided as
well. ' : .
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MEMORANDUM
PLACER COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Fred Yeager, Planning Department

DATE: May 5, 2004
SUBJECT: West Placer County Major Project Updates

SUMMARY: '
The Board of Supervisors held a workshop on October 20, 2003. The Board heard presentations

and provided direction relative to Placer Parkway, De La Salle University and Community,
Placer Ranch, and the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan work
program. The Board also directed staff to report back with a work program, schedule, and
budget for the possible preparation of a community plan for the area west of Roseville and south
of Pleasant Grove Creek. The staff will be providing status reports on Placer Parkway, Placer
Ranch, and De La Salle, as well as requested information relative to a community plan effort for

the west Placer area.

In addition, brief status reports on other major projects proposed in the west Placer area, as well
as a new major proposal west of Placer Ranch, will be provided. '

BACKGROUND: v
At the October 20" workshop the Board provided specific direction on a number of issues.

1. "The County is very supportive of locating one or more universities in western Placer County.
It is possible to resolve many of the issues identified by modifying the current project

proposals.”

2. "Amendments to the General Plan will be entertained in order to accommmodate one or more
universities." .

3. "Existing planned development can provide much of the support uses, in immediately
adjacent areas, especially housing, for both proposed universities. The proposed sphere
expansion area can provide an opportunity for the private endowment needed for the private

university and this alternative should be considered.”

4. "Infrastructure needs must be met including the funding and construction of adequate sewers,
water infrastructure from a surface water supply and roads."”

5. "The landfill must be protected from encroachment of incompatible uses including most types
of residential uses. The one-mile buffer for residential uses is generally supported, however an
alternative form of buffering and/or a different standard will be explored and considered as a part
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of the project review. Consultation with the adjoining cities and the Landfill Authority will be a
part of the review process. The County would consider a project that placed the campus as far
from the landfill as possible on the same ownership, and would consider on-campus housing if

appropriately buffered.”

6. "New development that uses agricultural lands and removes suitable wildlife habitat must be
responsible for creating and financing a program that permanently protects other areas within
Placer County."

7. "The Placer Parkway routing process must be considered concurrently with the planning for
new development within the corridor being studied.”

8. Finally, the staff has also been asked to bring forward a proposal for a new community plan
to be prepared for the area south of Pleasant Grove Creck and west of the City of Roseville.

In addition, the Board acknowledged that the staff would be reporting back on these issues in 6-9
months. Although the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan
program was also discussed on October 20®, the Board has scheduled a separate workshop, on

May 18, 2004, for that continued discussion and update.

This report will update the Board and public on these proposals as well as some of the issues
which have arisen as a result of consideration of the projects. Because some of the issues are
common to many of the projects to be discussed we have elected to address traffic and water
 availability separate from the discussion of individual projects; recognizing that these issues are
bigger than the individual projects alone. A :

Related Projects - Status Reports:
PLACER VINEYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan includes 5,158 acres located in the southwest comner of Placer
County. The Plan Area is bounded on the north by Baseline Road, on the south by the
Sacramento County line, on the west by Sutter County and Pleasant Grove Road, and on the east
by Dry Creek and Walerga Road as shown in Attachment 4. Most of the Plan Area consists of
undeveloped grazing and agricultural land with approximately 100 residences located primarily
in the northwest corner of the Plan Area referred to as the Riego area.

The applicant's have prepared a draft Specific Plan that includes:

e A maximum of 14,132 dwelling units with a wide range of residential densities.

The designation of a 100+-acre Town Center located near the center of the Plan area on
Baseline Road at 16 Street.

e Neighborhood commercial centers dispersed throughout the Plan Area at key
intersections, with each surrounded by higher intensity land uses to encourage pedestrian
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The  co-location of parks and school facilities in the middle of each neighborhood
creating a central gathering place.

A network of open space corridors that will allow off-street trail connections, convey B

®
drainage, and preserve or allow the re-creation of wetlands.

The EIR Consultant, Quad Knopf, is currently working on providing the County with the third
administrative draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. o
Some of the outstanding issues that still need to be resolved are the open space and biological . -
mitigation measures for the Specific Plan area. It is anticipated that the third administrative draft -~
EIR will be submitted to the County by May 5, 2004. . o

WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

The West Roseville Specific Plan was approved by the Roseville City Council in February 2004 S
An application for annexation to the City has been filed with the Local Agency Formation o
Commission, and is now under study by the LAFCo staff. Annexation could occur as soon as late:

2004.

The WRSP comprises an area of 3161 acres located west of Fiddyment Road, north of Baselme
Road, and south of Pleasant Grove Creck. An additional 2365 acres are proposed as a part of the
City's sphere of influence, implying that annexation will be requested in the future. The WRSP - :
includes 8400+/- residential units plus 163 acres of commercial and industrial uses, and open - -g-_' g
space as well as infrastructure uses. (See attachment 4) o

Regional Transportation Issues:

The regional transportation system will need major expansion and significant upgrades in order R
to accommodate the proposed projects in the West Placer area. Among the roads that will need
. tobe 1mproved or extended are Baseline Road, Watt Ave., Sunset Blvd. and Foothills Blvd. In
© addition, major improvements will be necessary on Interstate 80 and State Route 65 to handle . -fz»‘:
" increases in traffic from regional growth. New and innovative approaches to transit willbe - i
needed such as Bus Rapid Transit in order to address the air quality implications of the expanded R

transportation system.

The financing of transportation infrastructure is the most critical issue in providing for the ﬁlture
transportation needs in the west Placer area. The current revenue sources fall well short of bemg
able to provide the necessary highways, interchanges and transit system that will be needed to - .
serve the new growth areas. The projected cost of these facilities is rising at a high rate due to
the cost of materials, environmental mitigation and right of way. As an example, the cost of the
Hwy. 65 Lincoln Bypass has risen from $40 million to $250 million and may even go higher.
. The project has contributed to the current financial situation by allocating such a large share of
our local and regional funds to this one project. Major unfunded projects include improvements
to I-80 through Roseville and the Hwy. 65 widening from Lincoln south to I-80.

The rate of growth in the region could well result in the need for transportation improvements x -
much sooner than anticipated. The construction of the Placer Parkway has been looked atasa =~ ‘
long term project, but the need for this route could come much sooner depending on the rate and

location of new development. : L
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When transportation revenue is compared to the cost of needed improvements, there is a major
disparity. While local and regional traffic fees are a significant source of revenue, they are
currently not adequate to fund the long term transportation infrastructure that will be needed to

serve the region.

PLACER PARKWAY

The Placer Parkway project is a key regional transportation facility in the West Placer area. The By
alternative alignments for Placer Parkway traverse the area of the proposed universities as well -

as the proposed new community plan area (referred to in this report as the Curry Creek
g of the two university proposals are moving faster than

Community Plan area). The processin, ‘
the Parkway route alignment process. This means that the Placer Parkway final alignment will

not be selected by the time that the De La Salle and Placer Ranch projects are ready for o
consideration by the Board. Therefore, we will need to reconcile the entitlements that are being =

th the need to maintain viable Parkway alignments under study during the route R
alignment process. Actions that compromise the ability to select alternative alignments could put- -
the route selection process and the Parkway itself at risk. This is because Federal and State R
agencies would not recognize a newly approved project as a reason to give up an otherwise RO
feasible alignment. The final selection of the Parkway alignment is not solely under local control L
but must receive approval from a number of agencies. RN

requested wi

The alternative alignments are currently being refined to reflect the latest information available .
 with respect to environmental constraints. At the same time certain routes are being eliminated - "o -
that do not meet the need and purpose of the Parkway project. The alignments will be refined - -
further but the latest version of the routes to be studied further in the EIR will be presented at the . -

meeting.
Water Availabifity:

The availability of surface water for new development in the west part of the County has beenan * .-
area of concern for many years. The Placer County General Plan requires new development to be.
served with surface water in this part of the County. The Placer County Water Agency has LI _
repeatedly stated that their water "budgeting” has identified adequate surface water supplies for = .
development within their service area that is consistent with the PCGP. General Plan S
amendments that increase densities, thus water use, therefore create concerns about water
supplies and the ability of new development to be supported with surface water.

Recently, the City of Rocklin approved a general plan amendment and incorporated the Sunset - - i
Ranchos area. Working with PCWA, the City identified conservation projects that the project -
could fund that would make additional surface water available to the project, thus avoiding any '
reliance on groundwater, despite the increase in the general plan holding capacity.

With the construction of the new Lincoln and Pleasant Grove Wastewater treatment plants,
substantial quantities of reclaimed water will be available to the west part of the County. The use
of reclaimed water can account for 25% of the demand for water created by new urban - '
development. In addition, PCWA is discussing additional methods of obtaining additional
surface water and has recently successfully negotiated a trade of service area within Lincoln.
This releases PCWA supplies by increasing NID deliveries to Lincoln.
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- By combining new sources (or trades as mentioned above), conservation projects, maximizing .
use of reclaimed water, and reallocation of "budgeted water" within the Sunset Industrial Area, '
PCWaA is confidant that the Placer Ranch project can be supplied with surface water. A portion
of the proposed Placer Ranch project is within the industrially designated portion of the Sunset
Industrial Area and thus has some water "budgeted" for use in that area. What still remains to be
addressed are impacts on the extent or type of industrial uses or limitations that may be necessary
if the "budgeted" water is reallocated to the entire Placer Ranch Specific Plan project area. This

issue will be studied further in the coming months.

The De La Salle project presents somewhat different issues since it is in an area which has had
no surface water "budgeted” to it. In order to address this issue the staff has worked with PCWA
to assess the agencies land use assumptions that were used in determining their water budget.
That study did not reveal any overly conservative estimates being used by PCWA, thus did not
result in uncovering any over- budgeting of water within the service area. The De La Salle
applicants have proposed the use of ground water until the new extraction from the Sacramento
River is complete, when they would convert to that source of water. PCWA has confirmed that
none of the water from the planned Sacramento River diversion is available to the De La Salle
project. Thus the remaining options, not including ground water due to the PCGP and Board
direction, are additional conservation, maximum use of reclaimed water, purchase of surface

" water from a new source, or reallocation from some other potential development area. These
same options would be those explored for the community plan in this area, should the Board

direct staff to prepare one. . R

Cumulative Issues:
The on-going review of the De La Salle and Placer Ranch projects, as well as consideration of

other large regional projects has lead to several general observations about impacts that are hkely
to result from such uses and about the differences in the projects being considered. , ,

As could be expected, these projects have stimulated other development proposals. For example,

a large project has been proposed to the west of the Placer Ranch site, being called the University .
Park Specific Plan. This proposal reinforces concern over the impact of the County considering -
significant changes to the General Plan. Because of the County’s willingness to consider the

Placer Ranch project, this new proposal has now been submitted for consideration. Similarly,
because of the County's consideration of the De La Salle project, a new community plan for the
area and subsequent development of the adjoining lands, largely in the same ownership, is also

up for discussion. Although such considerations are not illogical, they clearly raise questions

about the long term sustainability of agricultural uses and the viability of successfully

completing the HCP/NCCP, as addressed at the October 20, 2003 workshop.

The University Park property, controlled by Brookfield Land Co., is immediately west of the
proposed Placer Ranch project and extends in three separate parcels along West Sunset
Boulevard to Brewer Road on the west. The properties abut the east and north boundary of the
proposed City of Roseville Reason Farms Stormwater Detention Facility. The project
development area addressed in the project description includes 680 acres of the total 1,365 acres -
controlled by Brookfield Land Company. Of the 680 acres, approximately 84 acres is designated L
as open space and 596 acres is designated for mixed-use urban development. Of 596 acres, ‘
- approximately 480 acres is designated for the development of 3,304 residential units and 20

acres for mixed use commercial. |
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The County staff has held two pre-development meetings with the applicant, the latest being on
May 3, 2004. ~

Another observation is the significant difference in the two proposed universities, and how those
differences will affect the adjoining development. In the case of the private university, thereis
considerable concern about the need to provide a secure campus environment and separating
campus uses from outside uses. In the case of the public university the issue is the opposite; a

clear desire to integrate the campus with surrounding housing, commercial, and business park
development. These differences have lead to somewhat different discussions with the applicants

- about how the projects and the campuses will be integrated.

CURRY CREEK COMMUNITY PLAN

' On October 20, 2003 the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare a work plan, budget, and .
schedule for the preparation of a new community plan that would address the area north of Placer - e
Vineyards (Baseline Road), south of Pleasant Grove Creek, and west of Roseville’s proposed Ce
annexation area. This proposal was prompted by the Board’s direction to proceed withthe
review and consideration of the De La Salle University and Community project, the Phase 1 R
HCP/NCCP and the Placer Parkway project. Curry Creek traverses the area to be considered, - i
thus the staff has recommended the name "Curry Creek Community Plan", should the Boardof =
Supervisors decide to proceed. SRR

Schedule: Once initiated, such a project, assuming a community plan level of detail, would take -
" an estimated 36 months if sufficient staff and resources were made available. The initial phase of: - o
 research, preliminary investigation into infrastructure, public outreach and data collection would - :-

- take 12 months. The preparation of a draft plan another 12 months and completion of an EIR and - :

public hearings the last 12 months. L

Plan area: One of the first tasks would be to establish a boundary for the Plan area. Anareaof -
study, not necessarily an area to be developed, has been depicted on a regional map ofthearea.” -

(See proposed plan area boundary map-attachment 5). The recommended study area would TR
extend from the Placer Parkway alignment, just north of the De La Salle University site, south to
Baseline Road, east from the City of Roseville's new sphere of influence and west to roughly ~ " T
Country Acres Lane. The proposed boundary specifically leaves an open space and agricultural = . -
buffer between the Sutter County line and the Curry Creek Community Plan area, is bounded by = S
the Placer Parkway study alignment to the north, and does not extend north of the West Roseville - NS

Specific Plan area.

Preliminary concepts:

1. Incorporate smart growth principles in all phases of planning and development.

2. Identify any significant constraints or infrastructure limitations early in the planning process.
3. Ensure consistency with the HCP/NCCP _ -

4. Plan all necessary transportation facilities, with an emphasis on transit facilities and

‘operations. .
5. Provide a plan compatible with the De La Salle and Placer Vineyards Specific Plans, as well
as agricultural and environmental uses located to the north and west. :

6. Respect the City of Roseville’s westerly open space buffer.

7. Consider higher densities than previously found in the region.
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" additional development to the north and south of that project.

8. Address phasing of infrastructure and a logical pattern of development. )
9. Achieve a development pattern and phasing program that is fiscally sound and balanced. ‘

Fiscal considerations: Although no detailed budget needs have been determined, based on
previous efforts, the availability of a significant amount of resource information about the area,
the lack of any available infrastructure, thus the need for in-depth studies in this area; it is
estimated that the project would cost between $500,000 and $750,000, phased over a three year
period. An option for funding the effort is a County general fund allocation as a part of the 04-05
fiscal year budget. Some portion of that cost could be recouped from future development as
authorized by state law, or could be funded by existing landowners in the area. If the effort is to
proceed, staff time would need to be budgeted within the land development departments, APCD,

County Counsel, CEO, and the BOS offices.

Initial investigation: Because of the Board’s direction to consider such an effort, some initial
~ work is underway.
The staff is working with PCWA to refine and check previous water budgeting data,

investigating with Roseville and Lincoln the availability of reclaimed water, analyzing the
~ savings that could result from additional conservation methods, and looking into alternative

sources of surface water.

The County is contracting with a traffic consultant to address long-term transportation needs and - SR
opportunities that could guide the development of plans for the area. B

The HCP/NCCP alternatives have been developed to encompass the possibility of development kS . A
. in the Curry Creek Plan area. Discussions with state and federal resource agencies have included - : "f ST3

the possibility of such a plan.

The review and discussions regarding the De La Salle project have also considered possible

Request for direction: Should the Board decide that they have sufficient information to providev =
direction to staff on this issue, responses to the following questions would provide that direction. - - e

1. Does the Board wish the staff to initiate the preparation of a Curry Creek Community SR

Plan?
2. Should the land development departments and County Executive's Office further
develop a budget, schedule, and funding proposal for the Board's consideration with the 04-05

fiscal year budget?
3. Is the proposed boundary an appropriate study area for a Curry Creek Community

Plan?
4. Are the preliminary concepts on target for such a study?
5. Should the County not entertain new major development proposals, outside the new

community plan area, or in designated agricultural areas? .
7
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PLACER RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN

The Placer Ranch Specific Plan project is proposed on 2200 acres located on both sides of
Fiddyment Road, north of the City of Roseville, west of the Sunset Industrial Area, and south of -

" the Western Placer Regional Landfill. The project proposed 5000+/- residential units, 200 acres -
of commercial use, 200 acres of office uses, 550 acres of industrial uses, a 240 acre public
university campus, 105 acres of open space, and additional roadways, schools and infrastructure.

The County and Placer Ranch applicants have entered into a contract with Northfork Associates

to complete a pre-EIR constraints analysis and assist in the development of the Placer Ranch s
Specific Plan. Their assigned tasks include project management, review of background
information and documents, peer review of applicant-prepared studies (drainage, water,
wastewater, geotechnical, Phase 1 environmental, biology and dry utilities), preparation of new -
studies (traffic, cultural, fiscal), resolution of critical issues and review of the Specific Plan to be .

developed by the applicant.

Before embarking on new studies it was determined appropriate for the County to work with the =
applicant in terms of exploring altemative project components and design. There havebeen - - .
numerous meetings involving the County, the applicant, and the consultants to evaluate and seek -
revisions to the draft land use map. The County encouraged the applicant to reduce the amount L
of housing, particularly within one mile of the landfill, and recommended that the universitybe ' -
moved to the western edge of the site. Numerous draft maps have been produced, however the -
latest version is fairly similar to the one presented to the Board of Supervisors in October. Asa - .
result of these extended discussions, the Kick-Off meeting for the preparation of new studies did -

not occur until April 7, 2004. The Work Program and schedule envision a six-month timeframe - : = o

from the beginning of the studies to preparation of the Draft Specific Plan for submittal, which .
would conclude in October of 2004. The applicant is again revising the draft land use map, B
however, which could result in a longer period of study. Furthermore, the applicant must = - ) s
complete all the studies they will be submitting to Northfork Associates for peer review. - - % .
Therefore, the timing of the submittal of the formal Specific Plan application has not yet been B
determined. e

From the County’s perspective, the goal was to seek a Draft Plan that would be as consistent as -
~ possible with the General Plan and Sunset Industrial Area Plan as well as implement Board . .-

direction from the October 20, 2003 meeting. Therefore, staff sought to substantially reduce o
residential uses, particularly those proposed within one mile of the landfill and expansion area. = :
Staff also encouraged increases in higher density housing units and decreasing or eliminating
lower density housing since so much of that type is available nearby in Roseville, Rocklin, and
Lincoln. In addition, staff recommended that the applicant consider locating the campus to the -
far west portion of the site. This would place it further from the landfill and would makea
logical outside boundary beyond which additional urban development would not be considered. -
Tt would also be considered a better neighbor to agricultural uses and it would be easier to make
the necessary findings to cancel the Ag. Preserve/W: illiamson Act contract. Such an alternative
would also allow for possible expansion of the university site in the future.

Other recommendations included placing the University Commercial Center where it would be
close to the campus and easily accessible to major roadways.
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The applicant indicated a willingness to consider alternate project designs. However, they have o
not reduced the amount of housing, or increase the distance of that housing from the landfill. At ’ .
the time of the October 20 Board meeting, 4794 residential units were proposed; the latest draft
presented to staff contains 5112 residential units. In the October 20 plan, 2610 (54%) were
single family residential. In the latest plan, 2514 (49%) are single family residential. Staff
supports the increased proportion of higher density housing, but is still recommending a
reduction in single family housing, particularly within the one mile buffer from the landfill. Itis
important to note that the Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) continues to
be concemed about incompatible development impacting the viability and longevity of both the

_landfill and associated uses of this important regional facility. This includes siting the Campus
within the buffer area. At this time the Authority is consulting with member agencies prior to
considering a formal response and Authority staff have participated in the ongoing meetings
conducted by thc Planning Department relative to the processing of this application.

_ In terms of providing a buffer along the western edge of the project site, to the agriculturally
zoned land to the west, the current plan is an improvement in that it shows a 400 foot buffer (34 .. -

acres) as well as a larger retention basin in the southwest comer. However, as indicated above, R
County staff continues to be concerned about locatmg housing and the campus within the one- '
mile buffer, and relatively close to the landfill expansion area as currently proposed. The staff -
continues to recommend that the campus and open space be located on the western side of the 2 3-" S
project. It appears that staff and the applicant are reaching a point where we will agree to R
disagree and move on with the project into the pre-EIR study phase. Other alternatives will be " :

considered during the EIR process. Lo

One other issue has arisen with regard to the Placer Ranch project design. As currently

proposed, the water and sewer lines will be sized to preclude extension to the west in order to
avoid growth-inducing impacts. In addition, arterial roadways are located within the project, but -
will not extend to the west. The property owner to the west is now proposing a major urban L
development which would require extension of sewer and water lines as well as roadways. This .
would require major revisions to the assumptlons to be studied during the pre-EIR and EIR SR
phases of the Placer Ranch project. It is important to determine very soon whether this is hkely S
to occur, so that the Placer Ranch studies can move forward. Lk

Board Direction Requested: Should the Placer Ranch project move forward with the assumpﬁbn _ .
that water and sewer lines should be sized to preclude westward extension and without roads SR
extending to the western edge to accommodate development to the west?

DE LA SALLE UNIVERSITY AND COMMUNITY

The De La Salle University and Community is proposed on 1100 acres to the west of the West.
Roseville Specific Plan area, south of Pleasant Grove Creek, east of Brewer Road, and
approximately 3 miles north of Baseline Road. The proposed project includes 2350+/- residential
units, 73 acres of commercial uses, a 600 acre campus, 20 acres of open space, plus schools, '

parks, and infrastructure.

The County has entered into a contract with EIP Associates to begin a pre-EIR analysis and

assist with evaluating and refining the De La Salle Specific Plan. The consultants assigned tasks -
include project management, review of background information and documents, peer review of
applicant-prepared studies (preliminary traffic analysis, Water Master Plan, Sewer Master Plan,
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Drainage Master Plan, Public Facilities Master Plan, Biological Resources) updates as necessary,
and preparation of a Market Analysis and Initial Transportation Analysis, resolution of critical
issues and evaluation of the De La Salle Specific Plan including an initial Environmental Scan.
The three party contract between the County, applicant and consultant has not yet been fully

executed as of the date of this report.

Similar to the Placer Ranch project, the County has been working with the applicant to explore
alternative project locations and project design. There have been numerous meetings involving -
the County, the applicant, and the consultants to evaluate and seek revisions to the draft land use :

map. These discussions have been ongoing but the applicant has made no substantial revisions . .
y submitted a -

and has moved forward with the preparation of the specific plan documents. The

Draft Specific Plan on February 23, 2004, and the County's initial comments were provided to
at the beginning of April. The tentative schedule for the pre-EIR and EIR process, -
beginning October of 2003, although the applicant did - -
1 February of 2004. This schedule allows 12 months for
¢ with the completed project description and refined -

the applicant
as proposed, is approximately two years,
not submit a Specific Plan document unti
Phase 1 (pre-EIR) which would conclud

draft Specific Plan (October 2004). Phase 2 would begin with the Notice of Preparation and end

with the beginning of public hearings for the project and would take approximately 12-13

months concluding in October of 2005. This is an ambitious schedule, however the applicant'”is_ i

further reduce this timeframe. In an effort to move things forward as quickly as

hoping to és.
ject related issues. ..

possible, the applicant has agreed to take the lead in resolving a number of proj
(See attachment 6.) - '

From the County's perspective, the goal was to seek a Draft Plan that would be as consistent as -
possible with the current General Plan, minimize intrusion into agricultural lands and habitat, .=
and implement Board direction from the October 20, 2003 meeting. County staff has suggested "
that the Community portion of the project be relocated to the proposed expanded sphere of - SRl
Roseville and the University be moved to the east adjacent to the West Roseville Specific Plan. i

This would limit westward expansion into the agricultural area and implement Board policy

directives 1 and 3, as noted in the beginning of this report. The applicant maintains, that there
the Christian Brothers, -

for ownership records in
the area, as there appear to be other properties with the same owners nearby. As the applicant .-
has not supplied this information, the County researched and prepared an ownership map - see

were no alternative sites that property owners were willing to donate to
therefore no consideration would be given to alternate sites. Staff asked

attachment 7.

Within the boundaries of the project site, staff made several suggestions for revisions toroad . - .-
access, location of commercial areas, and density of housing. In addition, the County suggested
adding a quarter-mile open space buffer along the eastern edge to mirror that proposed by the - o
City of Roseville in the West Roseville Specific Plan and suggested that the University site plan "

be rearranged to allow more interaction between the campus and the Community. Minimal -

changes have been made to the proposed land use map in response to these recommendations. . . -

The County's comments on the Draft Specific Plan included some suggestions for restructuring, -
requests for greater specificity including infrastructure phasing plans, specific editing comments

and some larger issues that bear discussion here.

- Affordable Housing - Project applicants propose providing as affordable 10% of the residential

units (calculated by excluding on-campus student residents), or 311 units, many of them located |
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on the university campus. In addition, they indicate that alternatives may be allowed including ".
construction of affordable units on another site, dedication of land to an affordable housing non- ‘
profit corporation, and payment of an in-lieu fee. It is staff's opinion that given that this project

is a significant departure from the General Plan, provisions for affordable housing should be

maximized. Furthermore, it does not appear appropriate to include on-campus student housing as

part of the required affordable units and the specific plan should provide assurances that low,

very low, and moderate income housing is constructed as a part of the project development and

phased commensurate with the phasing of the project.

Water - The applicants propose to utilize groundwater on an interim basis for the project and

then propose to utilize PCWA water that is anticipated to be diverted from the Sacramento River
in the next few years. There are two problems with this strategy. First, General Plan policy
prohibits the use of groundwater to support urban development. Further, PCWA has clearly
indicated that the water to be obtained from the Sacramento River is already allocated for
development that is anticipated consistent with the County General Plan. PCWA is currently
studying their water budget to determine whether water conservation measures and some
potential new sources of water may provide enough water to serve the De La Salle project.

Roseville Buffer - The West Roseville Specific Plan includes a quarter mile (1320 foot) open
space buffer on its western edge which abuts the De La Salle site. When the WRSP was drafted, * T
this was intended to provide a western edge and buffer to the agricultural lands to the west. .
Since growth is now proposed to the west in the form of the De La Salle project and potentially
the Curry Creek Community Plan, a matching quarter mile buffer would provide a half mile open

space separation between Roseville and the new community to the west. However, the DeLa . ,' o :
Salle applicants propose to extend a major thoroughfare (extension of Watt Ave.) to be located ’ '
between the WRSP and De La Salle and provide a 75 foot greenway buffer. _ e

Program vs. Project EIR - The applicants are unable to provide the level of detail that the v
County's Environmental Review Ordinance requires (Section 18.04.070(A)(5) for envrronmental R
documents that include a Tentative Map. The County’s Environmental Review Ordinance IR
requires that an application must include the level of detail required by the Subdivision o
Ordinance. In this case, the applicants do not wish to provide small lot subdivision Tentative - - - R
Maps at this time because it is intended that large lot units will be sold to developers tofundthe . -]
University and the developers will want flexibility in determining the precise layout of lots they ‘
would like to sell. The Subdivision Ordinance does not appear to have anticipated "large lot"

tentative subdivision maps, which is a common practice today. In addition, the California
Environmental Act anticipates program level EIR's for Specific Plans, as Section 15182 of the

CEQA guidelines addresses subsequent environmental reviews for projects consistent with a

Specific Plan for which an EIR was prepared. This would mean that when the small lot tentative L
maps are submitted, the County would evaluate the project to determine whether all impacts had o
been adequately evaluated in the Program EIR. If they are, no further environmental review o
would be necessary. If not, a new environmental document would need to be prepared. With the
pending modification of the Subdivision Ordinance the staff will propose changes to address

large lot vs. small lot tentative maps. Pending such changes, since the Subdivision Ordinances

not address large lot maps, the staff will proceed as noted above with the EIR on the Specific

Plan, including the ability to address large lot maps.
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Recommendations:

The information in this report is presented primarily for the Board's information and as an update
on the projects addressed herein. However, it is recommended that the Board provide direction
relative to the Curry Creek Community Plan proposal; that the Board consider schedulmg
another status report/workshop discussion of the proposed west Placer major projects in
December 2004, and that any additional direction regarding the Placer Ranch or De La Salle
projects, prompted by this update, be provided as well.

Direction on the following 6 questions, asked earlier in the staff report, would be helpful.

1. Does the Board wish the staff to initiate the preparation of a Curry Creek
Community Plan?
2. Should the land development departments and County Executive's Office further

develop a budget, schedule, and funding proposal for the Board's consideration with the 04-05
fiscal year budget?

3. Is the proposed boundary an appropriate study area for a Curry Creek Community
Plan?

4. Are the preliminary concepts on target for such a study?

5. Should the County not entertain new major development proposals outside the
new Community Plan area, or in other designated agricultural areas?

6. Should the Placer ranch project move forward with the assumption that water and

sewer lines should be sized to preclude westward extension and without roads extending to the
western edge to accommodate development to the west?

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - Minutes from 10/20/03

Attachment 2 - Summary of direction from 10/20/03

Attachment 3 - Copy of power point presentation 5/11/04

Attachment 4 - Key Properties & Proposed Roadways

Attachment 5 - Curry Creek Community Plan proposed boundary map

Attachment 6 - Letters dated April 2, 2004, April 9, 2004 regarding DeLaSalle Project
Attachment 7 - Placer Ranch current land use plan

Attachment 8 - De La Salle current land use plan

Attachment 9 - Correspondence

Respectfully submitted,

e

Fred Yeager, Pl g Director

Sf:YAmCEo | é /7
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" PLACER COUNT@BOARD OF SUPERVISORS)
-  MINUTES

e vve—
e ———

e Placer County Board of Supervisors met in a special session at 9:00 a.m. Monday, Oclober, 20,
2003, at the Placer County Administrative Center, Board of Supervisors Chambers, 175 Fulweiler
Avenue, Aubum; CA.  Supervisors Santucci, Weygandt, White, Gaines and Bloomfield - present.
Chairman Bloomfield presiding: Ann Holman, Clerk of the Board. Also present were County Executive
Jan Chistofferson and County Counsel Anthony J. LaBouff.

PUBLIC COMMENT - None received.

PLANNING/CONSIDERATION OF WEST PLACER COUNTY DEVELOPMENT, TRANSPORTATION,
\ blicmrkshoptooonsiderpmvidingdireclionmstaffrel'aﬁveba
number of issues related to land . :
development processing, including discussion of Placer Ranch General Plan Amendment (GPA), De
La Salle University GPA, Habitqt Conservation Plan and Placer Parkway. Continued to 2:00 p.m.
ChaimaananﬁeHadvisedhatﬁnBoaMmquemeeMgMoudvérsﬂypmm&ds.bbe
located in Westemn Placer County. He announced that the speaker sign up period starts at 1:00 p.m.

Jmmm,mwwm.mummmwmmmam
the future of Westemn Placer County. Staff is seeking clear policy direction as to

regarding
the Board's vision for this portion of the County. The Y
ing Westemn Placer County. The workshop was widely

Christofferson acknowledged
Heinzen, County Executive Office, for coordinating the effort. -

on the "big picture”, to look

atthebigissuesamidsommmu;g-bmtm in order to
this task, the Board will be looking at 3

development review, infrastructure planning and the

by Iﬁ.l o "
residenhdt\mconmdalwmars.oﬁcepmfessiond.

uses,fou'a'mlou.m-midenﬁaluﬁs. 1.4 million square feet of commercial uses; 1.9 million .

squarafeetofofﬁceprofessionalandsd million square feet of industrial. Forty percent of the

mmmmbmmm.amﬂmmdammm
agricuttural. In order for the proposal to

HanAmMmLaSmsethnsﬁa!PhnNnaﬂmtaSpedﬁcPlanwmnhg.abdivisbn

. DeLaSalleUnwersigégmym!ispmposedMLWOaaes,bmtedw&ﬂdmeWest

RoseﬁHeSpedﬁcPhnandMMBaseuneRoad.TheummsRybmoposedmmewatem

600 acres. Thepbniﬂudeswﬁversﬂyhoushlg.openspace.mmrewivetsﬂyuses.mmme

main campus located to the east. The east side of the site is proposed as the De La Salle

cﬂmmdty.whld\ﬁBpmceedsﬁommesetsesmuhaeateanendmwmemmsuppodme

university. Lwdersitymidenﬁalispmposedmmewnbrwimmediunandhighdasityw

the east, and a commercial center on the southeast comer. Totals, in addition to the university,

. am2.362residenﬁélutﬁtsand954.000squarefeetofcommrcialuses. The entire site is

designatedAgriwlwralonﬂ\eGeneralPlan. In order to proceed, it would be necessary to

process a General Plan Amendment, a Specific Plan, rezoning, subdivision use permit and

design review.

DATE ctober 20, -2003

AND CONSERVATION ISSUES - Pul
use, transportation/circulation, conservation, infrastructure, and_ -

Board will focus on taking a comprehensive look - -
at the diverse land use considerations affecting X i
m,wmmmmmmwadmmmmm Ms. -
theenormouseﬁonpqtfaihbyFdeeagerandﬁsPlauingstaﬁ.' :
e stated that the intent today wes for. the Board 10 be able 10 focus :

to be addressed as well as quality of We issues. Staff does not want 10 focus on conficts with .- -
of the issues that will have o be dealt wth. The -

pmceed.ﬁwouldbemc&ssatybpmcessaGeneral.

AT
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Celia McAdam, Placer County Transportation Agency, provided the following information:
iti-modal transportation corridor that will serve as a

e Placer Parkway Project is a planned mul
i i 65 and Highway 99/70. Some of the key principles

included in the planning documents are to maximize travel speed; minimize environmental
the local road system and to avoid growth—inducement in areas

currently zoned for agriculture. 3
500-foot right-of-way on the east (between Fiddyment Road and Highway 65) and on the

western portion in Sutter County (between 99/70 and Pleasant Grove). In the central segment,
there would be a 1,000-foot right-of-way, with no connections allowed with the exception of a
Watt Avenue extension. The agency is currently working on an environmental document to
determine where corridors will be established. One of the key issues is the growth inducing
issue. Th,e'needforthefacilitylsbasgdone)dsﬁngplans. If the route goes through a
proposed developed area, there-are going to be issues. There was discussion regarding the

Lincoln By-Pass impacts.

e Al of the present biological, _ _ IR

FredYeagér.ﬁhmthepaMLSpokeabanomermjudwebwmmwoposds: ‘ :
: ﬂ;ecny.ofRosevilleisproposhnmeammﬁonof3.160acresm

beaddedtotheCityofRoseville’.abngwm\proposhgbadgmz.sssaaasbheutysphere.
400residenﬁalmitsand163aaasofoomnercialandhdusmal.wiu\a
tpbegintoestablishaqqatler—nileopensp'ace'buﬁer

between development occurring
rding fiscal considerations, transportation issues, efc.

in discussions with the City rega
rated by the 1994 Placer County General

The Placer Vineyards Spedific Plan - This project was gene!
nated as a new growth area for urbanization. Total site consists of

Plan. This area was desig v
mschofmdwisbwwdinafannmwimanao-acremimmumparcel

approximately 5,200 acres, '
14,000 residential units, as well as approximately 6,600,000 square feet of

size. The project proposes
addiﬁonalareaforeomnmerdal.ofﬁceandomertypesofanesMnﬁaluses. The proposed Specific
Plan is tentatively scheduled for presentation to the Board of Supervisors in 2004.

5
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- MINUTES o '

e —————————

. Yeager presented issues regarding the proposed universities:- .
« The Placer Ranch and De La Salle proposals would create substantial new growth areas
beyond those addressed in the existing County General Plan.
o The projects are proposing to bring a large public university and a s
the region.
« A number of studies have demonstrated the impact of and need for higher education facilities in

this region.
i i itylowtethlacerCountyhavebeenaddrwsedh

maller private university to

Mr.YeagerconﬁnuedideMifyingisstJealmbbecmsideted
Plan, the Sunset |

consideration to general amendments, the following should
: ’nmisammdeua\dforaddiﬁwalubmorm within the
amaﬂnCmmtypmposedfdrmmmbIMdbymmdmtgmwm
] There was discussion the futwe

mwwuumwwmmmmwmm
fo cover the cost of the County services. Ms.l-lelrmsnrespondedthathpmpeﬂyaﬂselestaxes
alonewouldnotsupportmePlaceeryalds Specialasses'ﬂtm\tsoro&mtypesofﬁrm

med\anismsmddbemededbsuppaﬂheservicesformatm
mmmdwmwmmaﬂpbdeaﬁmasawdam. .

Department; about the goals and policies of the General Plan
regardhgthepresewaﬁonofagriq.lhlalhnds. She focused on four goals: (1) The County shall
agﬂalhualusesanddwedubanusestodesignatedwban

Agri
the acreage
Of that total, 103,506 are agricultural

hclwes‘grassland.oakwoodlandsandvenwlpoolcormlex

t::el discussed the-various alternatives. Altermative 1 would develop existing spheres of
and Placer Vineyards. Therewmldbe9,225acresofagric|.nhnllandconverted.withalos
ofapercent'ofmeagﬂamlallandbase. A_Itha_j!gzwouldindudemedevelopmntofAnematet
alongwimanexpandedRoswﬂlespherehcbdhgmeWestRosevi]eSpedﬁch There would be
14.510acresofagriwlhrallandcqmersion.wiﬂzalossof14pementoftheagriwmuallandbase.

. 1
Page
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1 and 2 adding Placer Ranch and De La Salle- and an expanded

the Lincoln sphere and development north and south of the De La Salle site. This plan would resuit in
24,635 acres of agricultural land conversion, with a loss of 23 percent of the agricultural land. Melanie

Heckel continued on additional impacts:

Williamson Act - Another impact is the immediate cancellation of the agricultural preserve contract on
meWestenyMOamofthePlacerRanmsite.lqwnaslfeWHﬁamsonAct. The program provides .
taxinoenﬁvesforretainingagﬁwlmrallandandus&s. The Williamson Act allows for a ten-year phase - . ’ .
outperiodtoremovethelandfrom-mecont‘ract. In this particular case, the phase out was started in .
2002. In order to accommodate this development, the applicant has requested an immediate
canceliation of the contract. State taw and- County administrative guidelines allow for an immediate
cancellation only under extraordinary circumstances and certain findings must be met. . .
m-mnezdbpbdisassedwasmeissuedbuﬁasbemmmpaﬁbeM. The L s
GenemlPlanspeaksbbuﬁembeMeenagﬁwhta)aMrmagﬂme&sdeMfeet Both i
meGenemlenandMSmseHndusuidHanwufwaae—nﬂebuﬁerbeMeenﬂemﬁﬂam
suppaﬁutherebrﬂionofﬁwone—nileraddenﬁallandﬁll

merefore.bufierswillneedbbeoonsidered. o : . . o _
— The General Plan includes a number of policies intended to

proposal differs fror
lndusuialmervekeabavaietydtsesimum‘ _ _

Infrastruchwes - Infrastructures and the balance betwoen the types of uses and services to be provided
tosupportmewes.andmmwmﬁedmm There was also discussion of the - -
urpadonmelandﬁlandthe need to expand the landfill. mmamc«mbm :
pwamymmmmwumnmmmbmwm'
memmgmmbmuwdmmm. T
astewa -_ﬂmamamﬁssdwawhmmwwmem
inthewestemporﬁonof(:amtycanbeaocommdaﬁed: Expansion of Roseville's faciliies;
ﬁMn'smmmdmwmede
Sacramento County for treatment. Thewastewaterplanswllmbbeamendedﬂxvmidnever
MMMBMMMMMMMWMMW
. Water Availabiity — Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) has consistently indicated that there is
anﬁdpawd_development. The (]

majorassumpﬁonsbummlthdudhg. _

. Theeﬁsﬁnggenecalplanscanlwﬂlbuildoutbso%ofmeirmaﬁnwm '

. memMﬂbe'mkmasehmﬁaWabruseemdenpyhemermAgeno/smbdamw
water systems _

. Themwibenohu'easeinsupplyofredaimedwater

RosevilleandSanJuanWa&rDistﬁctswillreqdre 100% of their contract/option quantities to

supply the build out needs . :
. Thelewillbemdxangeinﬂ\ewnentammtofwawrneededtosupplyagﬁanweandmerewm
be no increase in use of groundwater. ’ . .
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tanding (MOU) between Ptacer. Coun and the City of Roseville - The
issues such as: the City and County supporting the one-mile landfill
oftheCityorwithintheuninoorporated area
nd that the City and County agree to

11997 Memorandum of Unders
MOU addresses a number of

buffer; development occurring within an expanded area
rtain development standards, a

area.theCountywillentefintoanag

levels of service (including police, fire, park, programs,

municipal facilities (transportation, circulation, park, libraries, etc.). Indicating via a power point map,
areaﬁmeMOUaddMisBasellneRoadananddymentRoad. .

Mr. Yeager stated the specific

mwmwwhmmﬁmmmmﬁm_d
someareasforhabitatoonsetvaﬁon. Hestated.‘allmepmentbiologiwmwlmedbbe
' goals'.‘l'heptojeds.asanenﬂyptwdwildisplace

areas. Mr.Bloomﬁeldhqwedkifanu\alysisofﬂwsmshasb’eeﬁ
ananalys'lshasbéendpneatabmaderlandscapelevel. ‘
msmwm'mmmm, The
65 and Highway 99770 for the Placer Parkway is

ﬂtecostofﬂ\efacilitywilemeed |

been identified. The cost of widening W&mndbemmadmamfees
currently being collected for work. mwwm&mwsmmmﬁyh
Fedemlﬁuﬂmm.mmucﬁonﬁnﬂshawbmwaﬁﬁed(aawddﬂwmﬁmphs)
mmmt«dhaedﬂleuregialalprojectsgoes

and local funding programs. - . , .
FMYWMWWWMMWMWMMMN
PIakawyadsSpedﬁcPhnama;ﬂwww'RoseviIeSpedﬁchnandSptmdmm
E:q:ansionarea:adjacemtomeWestRoseviIeSpedﬁcPlan_area. Listed below are the Planning
stafrsrecamnendaﬁmshduded.almgwimmeaoaldmmefsvote: e '

lowﬁn'g‘omormteurﬂverslﬁeshwestemﬂawc«mty. itis

possibletomsolvamanyofme
Board members agreed.
AmendmnisbmsemralPhnwﬂbeeMertainedhmbacconmndatemame
universiﬂes.AlIBoadmmbersagrud. .

3. Existing planned wnpmvidemnhofmesupportuses,inhmuediawlyadjacent

development
areas.especiallyhoushg.forbohpoposedumversities. The proposed sphere expansion area
t needed for the private university and this

‘ rprovideanoppommﬂyformepﬁvate,mdmn
.AllBoardmembersagregd.

. 1. The County is very supportive of )
issuesldenﬁﬁedbymodifyingmeunentprojqdpfoposals. All

ternative should be considered
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mmmmmmmmmmma

effort mvldenﬂfyaeorridorbetweenl-ngtmy .
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4. Infrastructure needs must be met including the funding and construction of adequate sewers,
water infrastructure from a surface water supply and roads. Supervisor Weygandt stated he
was confident that both projects could go forward on surface water. He would not want to

that standard. Mal Toy, Placer County Water Agency stated his agency has

sufficient water to meet the needs of the General Plan. His agency will need studies to
stated that although Placer County has a lot of

expand the water use. Supervisor White
water, it is not being conserved. She stated that we should not be wasting it. Supervisor

" Santucci advised he has had conversations with De La Salle regarding groundwater versus
surface water. He is not concerned about water becoming an issue Jater on. These
projects need to go through the Planning process where these issues will be addressed.

5. The landfill must be protected from-encroachment of incompatible uses including most types of
residential uses. Although the one-mile buffer for residential uses is appropriate, the County would
consideraprojedhatplacedhemnptsasfarﬁunﬂrehndﬁ“as_pbssibbandmuﬂmider

on-campus housing if appropriately buffered. Fred Yeager summed up the Board’s comments
regarding the one-mile buffer issue stating there was general support. However, an
alternative form of buffering and/or different standard will be explored and considered as a

.partofﬂneprojectmviewprbcessandconsultaﬁonwmlmecitiesandtheLandﬁuAuﬂnoﬁty

will be a necessary part of the review process. . : RO

change

mspmtsblebraeaﬁngaMfwmndngamMpenmmnuymwuaea&
Supuﬂsw%ibadded%inﬂacar%mty’b'ﬁemmendaﬂm Supervisor Gaines
asked to have m
involved is. .

Mr.vemmmﬁéwﬁfmfw_wmwuwwoﬁmm:;,_. |

work. ShealsOMarﬂ(edstaﬁforsud\awmpwlmrepat
Ranch.provided a power point

proposed plan includes 8-10 million square
campus itself consists of 245 acres. :
Robert Jones, Vice President, Califomia State
Sacramento College and its impact on Sacramento County. Over time, they
residential componentonmeprpposedmmpus.

Vice-President of Academic Affairs, CSUS, spoke in favor of the De La Salle University

Rick Brown,
jonal comprehensive university focusing on careers and applied

and stated their mission: they are a reg
_research.

Robert Jones, De La Salle, stated that the university is within the Sunset Industrial Community Plan
area. A lot of the infrastructure planning is already in place such as sewer and water. it was his belief

that the concems that have been raised can be resolved.
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irman Bloomfield inquired if the eastern portion of their property had been considered. Mr. Jones

plied they did, but they feit there would not be any industrial left to develop. Mr. Bloomfield pointed
] out that they are looking at an area that is under the Williamson Act contract, which takes 10 years to
roll out unless the Board determines it is an emergency. expressed concem about the possibility of
a less than one-mile buffer around the landfill and the impact of adding 5,000 homes on our roads.

Jonathan Brown, President of the Association of independent Califomia Colleges and Universities,
spokeofhowhewasapproadredseveralyeasagoabwtaneWprivateutivefsityinPlacerCoumy.
needed for a university: moumos.conmnitysupportandaneedin

He stated that three things are
the grea. lnhisopirdon,DeLaSalleUrﬁvetsityhasallmreeoompments. Heurgedtheaoardtoseize

the ppportunity and approve the university.
La Salle project, stating that the university proposals present a
leavealasﬁnglegaqujacerCoumy. The proposed
ngunits.foranavetageofazunitSperaue.
the concemns of the County.

z Sal!eiSproposingover%Oaaesofopenspace.meeﬁngme'
taxpayer’sexpense.addrgs_sesopen

. around the landfill . 3
quaﬁtyoflifelnwaComtyandmeeﬁedsdPtacerPa_mwaydeve?bpnmmmgwedothan

the inftashucunetoaccomnodabmegmm. Ag
co:misionvotedontmeeissues-formeawd’swrsideraﬁom (U]

urgedﬂneBoardtolookatanemativébmﬁons. If there: are no altemative sites, she suggested using
very strong mitigation measures. Roger ingram, UCCoopetaﬁveBdendm.spokehsupportofusing

. agricuitural land mitigation. .
DATE October 20, 2003 PAGE 420




PLACER COU OARD OF SUPERVISORSg)
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1 individual Speakers Public Comment — Ed Pandolfino, Sierra Foothills Audubon Society, spoke in
concern over habitat conservation and grasslands. He felt the negative impacts out number the

positive impacts of the universities. Jane Tahti, WPCARE, stated the colleges are so embedded in
housing, residential and commercial use. The existing goals of the General Plan should be followed to
maintain a civilized plan for orderly development. Gaynelle Gleason urged the Board not to forget
about the people who live in the area and expressed concem about the effects of Placer Parkway.
Alan Green, City Advisory Commitiee for Placer Parkway, spoke about the criteria of the proposed
parkway. There will be maﬁandmra:mshhewntersecﬁonofheParkway,asatleastoneeﬂm

nd to facilitate rapid transit. He spoke in favor of both universities. He is

but in areas aiready zo
projects. Paul Ferrari stated the land ;
La Salle Project Shehopedthatmeplamingwouldbedonewisely. ‘Harry Crabb supports the
projects, staﬁngﬁrereisaneedintheeovmumity. Faith Galati spoke in support of the universities.

is in favor of the De La Salle University. Brian Brennan urged the Board to support De
La Salle University. MarissaBeﬁsaskedtheBoardtosuppoﬂDel.aSalle. Roger Smith stated the
BoardofSupetvborsismeCmnty'scomrdmgmwm. Staym'mmeGenecalPlanandsauﬁnlze
smaller developments. thisLovemgedmeBoa(dbworkmmntheGenefalPlan Rod Thayer
spokeinsuppodofthe-projeds. ) o B .
Edm,emmwmmmdmmmwm
Fmvma.mm.smwmwwmmmdmmm
projecthasappro:d'nateiy‘!.‘lwauash designation; about 400 acres in an industrial
600 acres in an industrial reserve. o

designation and a little over

taxes. They do generate huge )

Supervisor Santucd! stated that the Board

't.aé-w»domww
mpmsbﬁtybaddembacceptmoﬁarof

provide
spate for Placer County is. Mr, Gaines stated he was
pmposalsghen-hatﬁm_isbalamwhopmspaceuﬂagiaﬁ.ﬂm - .
mwmwmmwmmw
mmmmemmmghrmﬁon-hwmmm. She thanked the public
mdm--mwmmwmmwm
visionary. nmwmmmwmmmmwmmwmm.
Shewgedslaffbworkwimmeuwersnypmpmemsand.auhemﬁme.

Placer County residents. _

Chairman Bloomfield agreed with Supervisor Weygandt's proposal. He stated that there is a need for
i families who. cannot afford to send their children to college

something, which changes the policy A
DeLa&lleUriversitybebwtedsouﬂaofﬂweWstRoseviﬂeSpecﬁcPlan; The area is dose to
infrastructure and is more of an appropriate urban use area. He would fike to follow the West Roseville
&eciﬁcPlanonthewesﬁmboundaty. ,mSpedﬁcPlanpmvidesanopenspaoebufferbetween
agricultural and urban uses. If this cannot be done and the project is built on the proposed site, the
PAGE 421
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X

ard will have to consider the possibility that County the will end up with a peninsula reaching way out
o the agricultural lands. if this occurs, the County will have to work diligently to protect the rest of the
agricultural lands. He added that he didn't want to see another big Placer Vineyards Project just south
of the De La Salle site. Some of these issues will have to be addressed because Placer County cannot
pe sacrificed in the process. He supported the proposals going forward but wanted the Board to
continue to consider the need of the agricuitural community, open space and habitats.
Fred Yeager, Planning Department, noted that the Board provided direction to look at some altemative
designs for the project. One of the altematives provides for endowment land that will obviously take
time. Staff will bring on the extra staff i ible.
of today, neither application is complete. Mr. Yeagerexprwsedconwmabommetwo—yearﬁm
i the apphications. Staff_willdowhateverheaoardanunsbywayofspending

Thetaskisambiﬁousvw'maveryquickﬁmframe. especially with

ofmeseoutstandingiswesanddtangesmﬁ\epmjeds, .
sb:or_ninemonms.andmponbackonprogmsnade.

SupeMsorSanﬁ;cdshbdMﬁeM\kauﬂbehWbbgobﬂedevdopasofme
pmpertyandaskiorassistancpattdﬁu\dilg. o : )

Supervisor White agreed with Mr. Santucd
Supemwmandmmmwebsmﬁmmmsmmmwmmm' : L
together and take a look at sdnedtl&s.MrWeyga\dtmqueded back from his colleagues - S VU T RO
regardhghispmposdfbr_ammﬂtgplau o : S S . . . - :

Yeager, Planning Department, repled tat staff is ready and able 10 work on a community plan. R

Yeégefslsggesbdwd&tgaﬁieuﬂnwycanwkmmdmdmsuggm Staff . -
unllthencomebadcwim_aproposdasbuﬁdtamashoddbebokeddﬁsl - . PN

SUpervchrSamwdhqumdamehe

formeDeLaSalepmjed:m.lwasimmleb. The applicants are aware and are working on -

the required information. ThewaRandmrojedsubnﬁbdagmddealofhfamaﬁoanfomal

Suwwmmwnswbmumm.mwmmms g

COUNTY COUNSEL/CLOSED SESSION REPORT: . ° -

(A) mws-GWFERENCEWHLEGnCOUNSﬂ-mmyHMJmmdm
litigation Hems. e - ,

(1) Existing Litigation: "~ - = : ) . : :
(a) COUMyMOmnge.etd.vs.ﬂeSupeMCdeOmnggmm.etaL.mesdemnd
AppealCaseNo.:6032843.
&) WW@IWWVS.WWMM.MMSMM
) Case No.: SCV13229. - )
(c) Sierra Club vs. PlawrCounty;etal..PlawCountySuperiorCuﬂCaseNo.: 12789 .
©{d) Biddodmed\bbﬁhgeCodiﬁonw.CguMdeawr.etaL.PhwernWSupabrCoMCase

No.: 12793. . .
(e) Residents Against Inconsistent Development vs. County of Placer, Placer County Superior Court

Case No.: SCV1540.- - . ' ' )
(B) §54957.6 - CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR — The Board took up discussions.

(a) Agency negotiator: CEO/Personnel Director
Employee organization: DSA/PPEO

@
AT

20, 2003 : v
DATE October 2 PAGE
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“pLACER COUNTY@OARD OF SUPERVISORS @) .
MINUTES | : e

m—
e —

ADJOURNED AS THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISOR AND RECONVENED
AS THE PLACER COUNTY IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PUBLIC AUTHORITY
(A) §54957.6 - CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR — The Board met with its Labor
Negotiators.
(a) Authority negotiator: Executive Director, Employee organization: United Domestic Workers of
America. , )
PLACER COUNTY IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PUBLIC AUTHORITY

ADJOURNED AS THE
: NVENED AS THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

-AND RECO

F WEST PLACER COUNTY DEVELOPMENT, TRANSPORTATION,

AND CONSERVATION ISSUES - Public workshop to consider providing direction to staff relative to a

number of issues related to land use, transportation/circulation, conservation, - infrastructure, and

development processing, including discussion of Placer Ranch General Plan Amendment (GPA), De .

La Salle University GPA, Habitat Conservation Plan and Placer Parkway. : o N
MOTION Weygandt/White/Unanimous to adopt staff recommendations with modifications. . T

PLANNINGICONSIDERATICN o

ADJOURNMENT - There being no further business, the Board adjoumed. Next regular meeting is , S
Tuesday. October 21, 2003." : . . e _ T -

ATTEST: N T ,
"ClerkoftheBoard -~ - , » Placer County Board of Supervisors
Kathy Zick
Supervising Board Clerk
page ‘%

DATE October 20, 2003
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MEMORANDUM

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
COUNTY OF PLACER

- TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Fred Yeager, Planning Department

DATE:  November 3, 2003

West Placer County Land Development Issues

On October 20, 2003, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) held a lengthy workshop and
provided direction to staff relative to a number of related proposals including the

Placer Ranch and De La Salle projects, Placer Parkway route selection issues, and the

HCP/NCCP project. This memo prepared following a review of the minutes and
video of the meeting, is simply to memorialize the Board's direction to staff. -

The speciﬁc:direction provided by unanimous votes of the BOS was as follows:

1. The Couhty is very supportive of locating orie or more universities in western
Placer County. It is possible to resolve many of the issues identified by modifying

the current project proposals

2. Amendments to the General Plan will be entertained in order to accommodate one - j '
or more universities. ‘

3. Existing planned development can provide much of the support uses, in
immediately adjacent areas, especially housing, for both proposed universities. The

proposed sphere expansion area can provide an opportunity for the private
endowment needed for the private university and this alternative should be

considered.

4. Infrastructure needs must be met including the funding and construction of
adequate sewers, water infrastructure from a surface water supply and roads.

5. The landfill must be protected from encroachment of incompatible uses including
most types of residential uses. The one-mile buffer for residential uses is generally
supported, however an alternative form of buffering and/or a different standard will
be explored and considered as a part of the project review. Consultation with the
adjoining cities and the Landfill Authority will be a part of

| {
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the review process. The County would consider a pro_]ect that placed the campus as
far from the landfill as possible on the same ownership, and would consider on-

campus housing if appropriately buffered.

6. New development that uses agricultural lands and removes suitable wildlife
habitat must be responsible for creating and financing a program that permanently

protects other areas within Placer County.

7. The Placer Parkway routmg process must be considered concurrently with the
: planmng for new development within the corridor being studied.

In addmon to these specific and explicit statements adopted by the BOS, the '
followmg direction was provided in subsequent discussion: :

The staﬂ” may come back to the Board in the next several months (6-9) for addxtxonal TR

review and direction as the proposed university projects-are further defined, as the -
alternative locations, especially for the residential components are identified and as
the necessary acreage of r&source/habltat areas becomes more definite. '

The staff is to ensure that the project designs and locations are such that the viability : ;
of the proposed HCP/NCCP is maintained and strategies identified that allow the two
development projects to assist in the 1mplcmcntat10n of the program. o -

Finally, the staff has been directed to bring forward a proposal for a new community - S

plan to be prepared for the area south of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the City i
of Roseville.

The Planning Department will be organizing meetings in the next few weeks to
discuss this recent direction from the Board of Supervisors and to solicit comments

on what steps need to be taken to move this process forward as rapidly as is -
reasonable. Those mectmgs will mvolve both staff and project proponents. o

Should there be any questlons about this summary, please do not hesitate to contact

our office.

cc: Board members
CEO :
County Counsel

t:\cmd\cmdp\fred\2003\westplacerissuestostaff’




