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TO: Board of Supervisors P

FROM: Kevin Mallen, CDSA Dlrecto/ //7
Wendy Hartman, Planning Director”

DATE: January 20, 2009

SUBJECT: Yuba County General Plan Update 2030

Board of Supervisors Study Session — Land Use Alternatives

RECOMMENDATION: Receive information on General Plan Update Land Use Alternative B
and provide direction on the following question:

1. What changes, if any, should be made to Alternative B in light of
recently approved projects?

SUMMARY

This discussion with the Board is for the purpose of developing a “Preferred Alternative” for the
General Plan Update. In December of 2008, the Board approved two projects, Country Club
Estates and Bear River, both of which were not originally included in Alternative B. Staff is
seeking guidance and direction in order to complete the analysis which will be brought forward
to the Board at a later date. This analysis is intended to provide the information necessary for the
Board to make its ultimate selection of the “Preferred Altemmative.”

BACKGROUND

On November 20, 2008 staff presented two alternatives that were intended to be analyzed further
i order to identify the major advantages and disadvantages of different growth scenarios. These
two alternatives were developed from five alternatives that were reviewed in the General Plan
Update visioning process held throughout the County last summer and through a series of
workshops with the Board earlier this year. The two alternatives are intended to represent the
varied opinions raised through this process.

Each alternative represents an emphasis on different priorities relating to key issues such as local
economy, agriculture and open space, housing, transportation and air quality, and incorporation
viability. The two alternatives and the relative priorities behind the vision each represents are
summarized below.
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Staff Repornt

ALTERNATIVE A

» Allows for ~250,000 at buildout.
Targeted goal of retaining 90%+ of County Important Farmland.

;
» Focused on Valley Growth including Hwy. 65 Comidor.

Alternative A provides for more “greenfield” development opportunity in the valley portions of
the County than anticipated under the cuwrent General Plan. The increased “‘greenfield”
opportunities would be located primanly along the Highway 65 comidor with expansion of the
Linda Area south towards the Hwy 65/70 connection and some expansion of the Plumas Lake
Specific Plan, including the Bear River and Country Club Estates projects. Foothill development
opportunities would be somewhat limited to rural residential growth, but would allow for village
centers within the community boundaries that would ailow for rural commercial or other
communily services (i.e. community center) that meet community needs. This would be done
through grassroots efforts funded by grants or other funding sources. The area known as the
River Highlands Community Plan would be scaled back in development potential, but would
allow for some community planning/expansion in the Smartsville area. The Spring Valley plan
would also be anticipated for development in this alternative.

The growth scenario would breakdown as follows:

2030 Additional Population | Additional Population at Buildout

Wheatland & Marysville 16,300 32,300
Foothills 11,000 37,350
Valley (Existing) 18,000 . 49,900
Valley (New) 21,700 59,450
Total Unincorporated 50,700 146,700
County Total 67,000 179,000

Total Population at Buildout

(includes existing population of 250,000
71,000)

ALTERNATIVE B

# Allows for ~200,000 at buildout.
# Targeted goal of retaining 95%+ of County Important Farmland.
# Focused on Valley Growth around existing growth areas including jobs focused growth

m the Hwy. 65 Corridor.

Alternative B would place more of an emphasis on preservation of open space and infill
development than under Alternative A. Alternative B would prionitize development adjacent to
existing developed areas where infrastructure and services could be extended. It would envision
new neighborhoods directly adjacent to Linda, Olivehurst, and the Plumas Lake Specific Plan.

Alternative B also includes employment uses along the Highway 65 corndor, although no
housing would be allowed in this area under this scenano. Foothill development opportunities
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would be similar to Alternative A, including rural residential development and potentially a mix
of other land use types in the River Highlands area, but at a smaller footprint than Alternative A,

The growth scenario would breakdown as follows:

2030 Additional Population | Additional Population at Bunildout

Wheatland & Marysville 16,300 32,300
Foothills 11,000 35,000
Valley (Existing) 30,000 49,900
Valley (New) 6,700 16,800
Total Unincorporated 50,700 101,700
County Total 67,000 134,000

Tetal Population at Buildout

(includes existing population of 205,000
71,000}
DISCUSSION

In December of 2008, the Board approved two projects, Country Club Estates and Bear River,
both of which were not originally included in Alternative B. The inclusion of these two projects
in Alternative B, while generally consistent with the goals and principles of the scenario, would
add a significant amount of growth to the population at buildout. The current alternatives provide
a context of a high end population potential of approximately 250,000 at buildout in Alternative
A to a low end of approximately 200,000 at buildout in Alternative B. Both altenatives would
more than accommodate the SACOG growth projections of 137,000 through 2030. Since the
goal of the two alternatives analysis was to look at “bookend” approaches to growth, staff has
prepared a potential amended growth pattern for Alternative B which maintains this “bookend”
concept. This amended growth pattern is intended to facilitate a discussion of how staff should

proceed with the altematives analysis:

Question:  What changes, if any, should be made to Alternative B in light of recently approved
projecis?

CONCLUSION

The direction provided will allow staff to continue analysis of the two refined alternatives which
will include a preliminary circulation plan, major infrastructure needs assessment, and economic
and feasibility studies. Staff will utilize this direction to complete the studies and bring the
findings to the Board, facilitating timely processing of these alternatives and ultimate completion
of this phase of the General Plan Update.

Attachments:
Altemative A

1.
2. Alemative B
3. Conceptual Modified Alternative B
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