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Overview

• Status Update
• Alternatives Workshops Summary
• Public Input from Workshops 
• GPUAC Alternatives Discussion
• Next Steps
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Status Update

• First round of public outreach
• Existing Conditions Reports
• Land Use Alternatives Development
• Alternatives Workshops
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Alternatives

• 5 Conceptual Land Use Alternatives
• Not land use plans
• Broad countywide growth patterns
• Identify preferences, priorities
• Set aside 3 alternatives
• Later: consider 2 in detail
• Choose Preferred Alternative  
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Basis of Alternatives

• All alternatives accommodate 
future growth needs

• Public Outreach
• Advisory Committee
• Board of Supervisors Direction
• Planning Commission Direction
• Existing Conditions Reports
• Landowner request forms
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Alternatives

• Alternatives are 
simply 
questions
– Grow this way, 

that way?
– Where to grow?
– Where to 

conserve? 
– How to grow?
– What are our 

priorities?
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Alternatives Diagrams

• Focus on Change
– White = current planning/zoning would 

continue
– Green = revert to agriculture/open space 

oriented use (from land development use)
– Yellow = rural residential
– Orange = new neighborhoods (housing, 

schools, parks, shops)
– Purple = larger scale employment
– Pink = targeted infill/revitalization
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Alternative 1

• Compact development with focused growth
• Emphasis on infill in/near existing 

communities
• Develop near existing services, transportation
• Efficient infrastructure and service provision
• Agriculture and open space preservation
• Avoid areas w/ environmental constraints
• Limited foothill growth, more in the valley
• Larger-scale employment near 65/70
• No County development south of Ostrom Road
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Alternative 2

• Growth in foothills and valley
• Less focus on infill in/near existing communities
• Avoid further expansion toward Feather River
• Employment only (no housing) in the Hwy 65 

corridor, amount may be beyond absorption 
during this GP timeline

• Larger new neighborhoods in Linda/Olivehurst 
area

• No County development SE of South Beale Rd
• More rural residential development opportunity 

in River Highlands area
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Alternative 3

• Expansive development SE of Olivehurst and 
Linda 

• New neighborhoods + expansive employment 
in Hwy 65 corridor 

• Less emphasis on compact development
• Large-lot residential (Rural Residential) in both 

valley and foothills
• Most of River Highlands reverts to open space 

(as w/ #1)
• Less infill in/near existing communities
• More greenfield development 
• No County growth SE of Best Slough
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Alternative 4

• Focus on growth in foothills and along Hwy 65 
• Less focus near existing communities 
• Less focus on infill / revitalization
• Less focus on development along Feather River / 

Highway 70
• Less new development in Linda/Olivehurst area
• Assumes current Wheatland SOI
• Exceeds amount of population growth 

anticipated for County through 2030
• Exceeds amount of employment growth 

anticipated through 2030
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Alternative 5

• Expansive development in valley and foothills.
• Substantial more development capacity 

(population and employment) than anticipated 
through 2030

• Limited infill with expansive opportunities
• Growth along Hwy 70, Hwy 65, and Hwy 20
• Expansive growth opportunities throughout 

River Highlands Community Plan Area
• Substantial expansion of CBAs
• Less emphasis on efficient public service / 

infrastructure
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Public Input on Alternatives

• 8 Workshops throughout the County

• Very good attendance
• Good grasp of the implications of 

overall growth patterns

• Strong, sometimes emotional, and very 
definitive input

• Interest in certain local areas, as well as 
Countywide position

• Engaging 1-on-1 dialogue regarding 
growth and conservation issues & ideas
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Preferred Alternative Concept

Alternative 5, 10%

Alternative 4, 11%

Alternative 1, 34%

Alternative 2, 25%

Alternative 3, 21%
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Preferred Alternative Concept
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Preferred Alternative Concept
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Least Preferred Concept

Least  Pref er red A l t ernat ive

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Residents Property Owner (Nonresident) Developer/ Rep (Nonresident)

Alternat ive 1 Alternat ive 2 Alternat ive 3 Alternat ive 4 Alternat ive 5



� � � � �� � � � 	 � �
 � � � � � 
 �� 
 � �

Most Common Public Criteria

• Conserve agricultural land, ag economy, other 
open space, rural character

• Infill, revitalization, targeted, strategic growth
• Efficient infrastructure
• Preserve foothills, other outlying areas
• Jobs / housing balance, employment growth
• Reduce trips/lengths, auto dependence
• Direct growth to the Highway 65 corridor
• Avoid the floodplain
• Large-scale employment
• Avoid encroachment on Beale AFB
• Rural center growth
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Questions

• How were the alternatives 
developed?

• What do the different colors 
mean?

• Other questions?
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GPUAC Alternatives Discussion

• Housing
• Local Economy
• Transportation
• Agriculture and Open Space
• Incorporation
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Housing

Topic 1: Single Family – Multifamily Mix
• Should the housing mix in this GP Update be 

more compact (as with Alternative 1) or more 
dispersed (as with 4, 5)? Which alternative 
concept best expresses your preferences for this 
issue?

Topic 2: Rural – Single Family – Multifamily
• Among these housing types, what should the 

County’s priority be? What type of mix is 
preferable for the long-term future? Which 
alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?
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Housing

Topic 3: Valley vs. Foothill Housing Focus
• Question: Where should future housing be 

focused? Which alternative concept best 
expresses your preferences for this issue?

Topic 4:  Highway 65 Corridor Housing
• Question: If the foothills and River Highlands 

portion of Alternatives 4 & 5 more closely 
resembled 1 or 2, would you be more likely to 
support Alternative 4? Alternative 5?
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Housing

Topic 5: Regional Projections and Policy
• Question: Should the County try to match 

regional projections? Which Alternative best 
represents your preference?

Topic 6:  Regional Plan Housing Mix
• Question: Should the County’s GPU incorporate 

Regional Blueprint housing mix as a way of 
moving toward regional planning goals? Which 
alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?



� � � � �� � � � 	 � �
 � � � � � 
 �� 
 � �

Local Economy

Topic 1: Mix of Nonresidential Land Uses
• Question: What employment-generating land 

uses should be prioritized (retail, industrial, 
office/professional, ag/natural resource)? 
Which alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?

Topic 2: Jobs/Housing Balance 
• Question: What type of jobs/housing balance 

should this GP Update promote? Which 
alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?
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Local Economy

Topic 3: Jobs/Housing Balance and Regional Plan
• Question: Should the County take into account 

the regional growth preferences in jobs/housing 
targets? Which of these alternatives best 
expresses your preferences on this issue?

Topic 4:  Beale AFB
• Question: What land uses should the County 

plan for in this GP Update near Beale? Which 
alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?
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Transportation

Topic 1: Overall Traffic Demand
• Question: Should this GP Update be designed 

to minimize vehicular traffic and trip lengths? 
Which alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?

Topic 2: Non-Vehicular Modes 
• Question: Should the County plan in a way that 

accommodates non-vehicular modes of travel? 
Which alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?
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Transportation

Topic 3: Transportation and Air Quality
• Question: Should the County plan in a way that 

manages travel demand in order to further 
public health goals, such air quality protection? 
Which alternative concept best expresses your 
preferences for this issue?
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Agriculture and Open Space

Topic 1: Agricultural Land Preservation
• Question: All Alternatives accommodate future 

growth needs. Should development be located 
to preserve Important Ag Lands?

Topic 2: Open Space Conservation 
• Question: What should the County’s relative 

priorities for open space preservation versus 
land development opportunities be? Which 
alternative best expresses your preferences on 
this topic?
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Incorporation

Topic 1: Incorporation
• Question: Should this GPU focus future 

development to the Linda/Olivehurst area in 
order to encourage future incorporation? Which 
alternative best expresses your preferences on 
this topic?
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Incorporation

Topic 2: Public Service & Infrastructure Efficiency 
• Question: Should we focus future development 

in a more compact manner to allow more 
efficient public services and infrastructure 
provision? Or, should the County provide more 
dispersed opportunities for land development? 
Which alternative best expresses your 
preferences on this topic?

Topic 3: Number of Cities at General Plan Buildout
• Question: How many cities should the County 

have in the future, including current 2?
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Alternatives Preferences

• What are your 2 most preferred 
alternatives?

• What about these do you like?

• What are your 2 least preferred 
alternatives?

• What don’t you like about those?

• Are there any missing concepts, 
concepts from one alternative you 
would prefer in another alternative, etc? 
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• Summarize public + GPUAC input for 
Planning Commission

• Summarize public, GPUAC, Planning 
Commission for Board of Supervisors

• Get Board of Supervisors input
• Develop 2 land use/circulation 

alternatives
• Select Preferred Alternative
• Develop General Plan
• GPUAC review key policy changes

Next Steps
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