
 

 
PLANNING & REDEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:         January 28, 2010 
Prepared by: Steve Lindbeck, Project Planner 

 
 

ITEM V-B: SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOI) AND SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN 
(SVSP) – FILE # 2007PL-044 (ANN-000002, GPA-000034, SPA-000024, RZ-000037 & 
DA-000029)

 
REQUEST:  
 
This item is a continuation of the public hearing on the Sierra Vista Specific Plan begun at the Planning 
Commission meeting of December 10, 2009 and followed-up on January 14, 2010.  Staff has included in 
this report a discussion of the SVSP Design Guidelines.  
 
 
APPLICANTS:   Mourier Investment, LLC;  AKT Investments, Inc.;  DF Properties, Inc.; 
     Westpark Associates;  and CGB Investments 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At the meeting of December 10, 2009, the Planning Commission began its review of the Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan (SVSP) and associated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  During the meeting, the 
Commission received public testimony and provided comments on the Draft EIR.  The public hearing on 
the Draft EIR was closed.  No formal action was taken and the public hearing on the SVSP project was 
continued to January 14, 2010.  The Commission requested staff provide additional information 
regarding school district boundaries and roundabouts.   
 
For the meeting of January 14, 2010, staff provided a report on school district boundaries and 
roundabouts.  The Commission received public testimony and provided comments on both topics.  No 
formal action was taken and the public hearing was continued to January 28, 2010 to continue review 
of the project. 
 
The circulation period on the Draft EIR has closed.  Staff received 13 comments on the Draft EIR from 
several agencies, organizations and interested individuals.  These comments have been attached to this 
staff report for the Commission’s information.  No action by the Commission is required on these 
comments.  The public hearing on the Draft EIR before the Commission was concluded on December 10th. 
  
 
Staff will provide responses to any comments received and make any corresponding text changes to the 
EIR as part of preparation of the Final EIR, anticipated to be available to the public in May 2010. 
 
DISCUSSION:  SVSP DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 
As with all the City’s specific plans, the Sierra Vista Specific Plan includes a set of Design Guidelines 
included in the document as Appendix B.  These Guidelines are a supplement to the City’s recently 
updated Community Design Guidelines and provide design guidance for the physical form and visual 
character of the SVSP.  The following summarizes the key aspects of the Sierra Vista Design Guidelines. 
 
Landscape Guidelines 
 
The guidelines for landscaping are intended to establish a basic landscape theme to be applied 
consistently as the SVSP develops.  Landscaping in the SVSP will put into practice water conservation 
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measures to comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO), and will exceed 
WELO requirements in the following measures:  

• Turf reduced to 42% of single-family front yards (WELO limit is 50% if developer-installed, or if 
homeowner-installed and more than 5,000 square feet)  

• Turf reduced to 60% in parks (cumulative total) and 30% in paseos and landscape corridors 
(WELO exempts park active play area and landscape areas irrigated by recycled water) 

• Smart, weather based irrigation controllers that shut off water during rain and adjust water time 
during wet soil conditions 

 
A planting concept is provided for the landscape corridor and median on major roadways (Specific Plan 
Appendix B, Figure B-4).  The planting concept includes design criteria for placement of primary and 
secondary street trees, shrubs and groundcover.  A master street tree palette lists appropriate trees for 
various planter widths, from which a short list will be selected to be used throughout the plan area.  A 
dozen groundcover varieties are listed for use between curb and sidewalk, including low water using 
tall fescue blend turf.  
 
Additional landscape guidelines are stipulated for two special circumstances:  

• A portion of the West Side Drive landscape corridor (north of the electric substation site, FD-61) 
lies within an overhead transmission line easement, restricting the height and location of trees, 
structures, lighting, and berms.   

• Arterial street median breaks are limited to the locations indicated on SVSP Figure 6-6.  
Additional median breaks will be considered where they would result in a Level of Service 
improvement for an adjacent intersection.  Median breaks should be designed to provide 
adequate space for landscaping and all sections of median must have a minimum of five trees 
spaced 30 feet on-center maximum.  

 
Entry Features and Signs 
 
A hierarchy of entrance features is described for City gateways, project entries, and neighborhood 
entries.  Entrance features and signage are intended to be thematic and applied consistently 
throughout the SVSP to help define its visual character and define areas within the plan. 

• City Gateways are located on the north side of Baseline Road at Fiddyment Road, West Side 
Drive and Watt Avenue (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-2).  At these corners the landscape 
corridors meet in a 100-foot corner clip.  The enlarged public space will use architectural 
hardscape like monuments and raised planters to make them pronounced entrances to the City. 
 Signs may be used in a subtle manner, secondary to the hardscape features. 

• Project Entries are located at other major intersections in the SVSP, where the 100-foot corner 
clips accommodate large-scale hardscape elements like walls, pilasters and obelisks to make a 
prominent entrance statement for residential areas.  Iconic emblems, logos and materials will be 
used at project entries then repeated on neighborhood entries. 

• Neighborhood Entries create formal entrances into individual subdivisions at primary access 
points from arterial and collector streets.  Neighborhood Entries may be unique to each 
subdivision, but will use themes and material palettes consistent with Project Entries.  
Neighborhood Entries may be at landscaped corner clips and must be designed to meet site 
distance requirements for automobiles. 

• Signage is permitted on entrance features and must use high-quality, durable materials to resist 
weathering and vandalism.  Signs are encouraged to be monolithic panels or plaques.  Signs 
must be securely embedded into the surface of the wall or pilaster on which they are affixed to 
prevent removal and destruction. 
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Walls and Fences 
 
Walls and fence types are specified for several situations throughout the SVSP as illustrated in Specific 
Plan Appendix B, Figure B-3.  The Guidelines also include photo examples of characteristic details for 
each type.  

• Masonry walls will be used at the back of arterial roadway landscape corridors, to provide 
security and noise attenuation.  Wall openings will be provided where appropriate for pedestrian 
access to residential neighborhoods and paseos.  Wall materials will have texture facing the 
public view, and a trim cap for color and visual interest.  Pilasters are required, and these may 
include logos or emblems, but not signs. 

• Wood fences are of two types.  Standard wood fences will be used along residential streets 
and adjacent to parks, paseos and schools where a masonry wall is not required.  Standard 
wood fences will be 6-feet high typically, constructed of redwood with a decorative top rail, and 
painted or stained in an earth-tone color.  Good neighbor fences will be used in locations not 
visible to the public, like between residential lots.  Good neighbor fences will be 6-feet high 
typically, constructed with wood planks on panels that alternate sides in 6 to 8 foot wide 
modules, and without a decorative top rail. 

• Open fencing will be used to provide a visually transparent barrier adjacent to open space 
parcels.  Fences may be wrought iron, tubular metal, concrete rail or post-and-cable, depending 
on the adjacent land use. 

 
Street Lighting 
 
Themed street lighting, like the City-approved decorative acorn fixture (Specific Plan Appendix B, 
Figure B-4), may be used on collector and residential streets.  Decorative lighting is encouraged on 
private streets within medium density and high density developments, and may also be used in paseos 
where appropriate.   
 
Paseos 
 
A network of pedestrian and bike paths is proposed for the SVSP (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-
5).  Paseos provide major segments of that network.  Modifications to the City’s standard collector 
street design are proposed, to reduce the pavement and travel lane widths and increase both sides of 
the adjacent landscape corridor to provide paseos (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-6).  These 
modifications are intended to reduce travel speeds and create a more walkable street corridor for 
pedestrians.  Specific design criteria are provided to ensure that paseos are connected to 
neighborhoods, parks, schools and commercial sites (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figures B-6 through 
B-21).  
 
Village Node District 
 
Located at the intersection of Market Street and Road B will be a higher density residential district 
anchored to a commercial mixed use core intended to create a central gathering place for the 
neighborhood (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-22).  Guidelines are provided for the residential 
neighborhood, to be used in conjunction with the City’s Community Design Guidelines for Compact 
Development.  Village Node neighborhoods are encouraged to have a network of interconnected grid 
streets to provide multiple connections within and between subdivisions.  The residential streetscape 
should incorporate separated sidewalks and trees, with houses oriented to the street. 
 
The Village Node concept is centered on two 5-acre Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) parcels, which will 
provide for approximately 120,000 square feet of commercial/office use plus 80 high-density residential 
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units.  The Guidelines include an illustrative concept plan to show how the two uses could be mixed on 
the site (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-23).  Key concepts include:  

• Buildings oriented close to the street to define the street edge with architecture and create a 
pedestrian friendly streetscape; 

• Street patterns in the surrounding neighborhoods integrated with streets in the CMU core to 
enhance connectivity for vehicles and pedestrians; and 

• Houses in adjacent neighborhoods that face the CMU core. 
 
Residential Subdivision Design 
 
The Guidelines address how common edges between neighborhoods should be integrated, how gated 
subdivisions can be incorporated, and how to treat edges along roadways, open space preserves and 
paseos.  One of the SVSP goals is to create highly-connected residential neighborhoods that are not 
separated by subdivision walls.  Providing street connections between adjoining subdivisions is 
encouraged.  Gated subdivisions may be allowed on certain large lot parcels; however, they may not 
preclude access to parks (Specific Plan Appendix B, Figure B-25).  Where subdivisions adjoin a park, 
paseo or open space, the edge should provide visual and pedestrian access, and the internal street 
layout should be designed for walkability to the edge.  Residential units should be facing the edge 
rather than backing up to it. 
 
In addition to the Design Guidelines, the SVSP Residential Development Standards are included as 
Appendix A.  For RS/DS (Small Lot Residential) zone districts, the SVSP establishes standards for lots 
with attached and detached sidewalks.  The design requirements associated with the RS/DS zone have 
been updated to align them more closely with the Community Design Guidelines for Compact 
Development, because those only apply to development of 7 dwelling units per acre and higher, 
whereas the RS/DS zone applies to lower density projects as well.  Several examples of housing types 
eligible for the RS/DS zone are illustrated (Specific Plan Appendix A, pages A-4 to A-8).  Also new with 
the SVSP are the Design Criteria for Carriage Units, which provide for small residential studios built 
above garages on alley-loaded Medium Density Residential lots (Specific Plan Appendix A, pages A-9 
to A-11).   
 
Site Concept Plans 
 
The Guidelines address several key non-residential sites and include concept plans for each.  The 
plans are not final designs, but represent one way to address unique design considerations for each of 
these commercial and public facility sites. 

• Signature Park/Commercial Mixed Use:  A 40-acre park is planned for the southwest corner 
of the SVSP, intended to facilitate large scale recreation events and tournaments.  Amenities 
could include ball fields, a stadium, a field house, food venues, and large plazas for 
fairs/activities that complement tournament events.  The park design will be integrated with the 
adjacent commercial mixed use parcel to create a campus-like environment where users can 
move easily between the park and nearby restaurants, shopping, residential units, and shared 
joint-use parking facilities.  An open space corridor north of the park allows pedestrian/bike 
access from across the creek and will link with the pedestrian/bikeway network in the SVSP and 
beyond.  

• Commercial Centers on Baseline Road:  Two community commercial sites sized to 
accommodate large floorplate retail (for example, Creekside Center) are planned for Baseline 
Road.  The concept plans for these are schematic and serve to identify key design points like 
visibility from the road, areas for major and subordinate buildings, and internal 
parking/circulation layout.  The concept plans also identify key site constraints like the interface 
with adjacent open space and residential uses, and the need for screening of service 
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areas/loading docks.  These concept plans are intended to augment the City’s Community 
Design Guidelines for Commercial Centers. 

• Commercial/Business Professional Site:  The northeast corner of the SVSP, at the 
Fiddyment-Pleasant Grove intersection, is planned to accommodate retail and office uses.  The 
concept plan shows key design points like a highly-visible, distinctive building at the corner, and 
other buildings close to the street spaced to provide views to the interior.  A significant 
constraint on this site is a 375-foot wide powerline easement, which may be used only for 
parking and other compatible ancillary uses.  

• Public Facility Sites.  The SVSP contains sites for a fire station, an electric substation, a 
recycling drop-off facility, and a potable water storage tank and pump station.  The concept 
plans for these identify key points and issues for these unique uses.  The concept plans 
represent one way the sites could develop, and are intended to be used as a guide. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
No action on the Sierra Vista project is requested at the January 28, 2010 meeting.  This meeting is 
intended to provide the Planning Commission with additional information for consideration in future 
recommendations to the City Council.  It is requested that the Commission provide comments on the SVSP 
Design Guidelines.   
 
Prior to the Planning Commission recommendation on the project, additional project information will be 
presented on the Development Agreements, and fiscal considerations.  A date for a future meeting to cover 
the remaining items will be set when those items have been finalized. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Attachment 1 Comments/questions received at December 10, 2009 Planning Commission meeting 
Attachment 2 Comments/questions received at December 17, 2009 Design Committee meeting 
Attachment 3 Comments/questions received at January 14, 2010 Planning Commission meeting 
Attachment 4 Comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
 
 















 
 

Planning & Redevelopment Department 
311 Vernon Street 
Roseville, CA  95678 

ATTACHMENT 3
 

 
 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT AND SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING NOTES 

Thursday, January 14, 2010 
 
 
SUBJECT:   SVSP School District Boundary and Roundabout Discussion 
 
ATTENDEES: 
 Commissioners: Sam Cannon, Audrey Huisking, Don Brewer, Gordon Hinkle, 
    Robert Dugan, Kim Hoskinson, David Larson  
 Staff:   Paul Richardson, Nela Luken, Chris Kraft 
 
NOTES BY:   Steve Lindbeck 
 
At the meeting of January 14, 2010, the Planning Commission continued its review of the Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan.  The meeting was primarily focused on two issues raised by the Commission during the 
December 10, 2009 public hearing.  Additional comments and questions were raised by the Commission, 
which will be forwarded to the City Council for review and consideration.   
 
 
SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARY DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Huisking 
 
Have the school districts seen this boundary issue as a problem? 
 
The school districts were involved with developing this land use plan and did not identify it as problem.  All 
three districts are open to the idea of adjusting the boundary and have met to discuss the matter.   
 
Marcus Lo Duca, representing the landowners 
 
It is clear from comments by Commissioners, City staff, and the school districts we all agree that a district 
boundary should not to divide a neighborhood.  However, it really is an issue for the three school district 
boards to resolve.  The districts are already working together and working with staff on options.   
 
Scott Loehr, Superintendent of Center School District 
 
We have met with staff to address this and also met with the other two districts.  We already have a 
tentative agreement that the FD-4 area will be transferred to the Center District.  The CO-21 area is still a 
sticking point, but we are all willing to work though it.  At this point we cannot say we have it worked out, 
but we are confident that we will come up with a solution. 
 
Commissioner Hoskinson 
 
The school district boundary is a major issue for me.  The districts have to make it right.  If Center 
School District gets FD-4 it gains 15 students; if it gives up CO-1 and CO-21 it loses 37 students.  
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That’s a net loss of 18 students, when you are gaining 3,500 students from the SVSP project as a 
whole.  There isn’t a project now or any students now. 
 
There are many factors beyond the 18 students, like what would happen to the north when the next 
development comes forward.  Center School District is committed to finding a solution, but we do not have 
one yet.  The loss of 18 students is not a trivial matter when you realize it is not just the money the first 
year, but $6,000 per student a year after that. 
 
Commissioner Huisking 
 
It bothers me that children become dollars and cents, instead of human beings.  These are people 
that schools are supposed to be forming, not throwing up a wall before they get started, so there 
are problems for them.  
 
Commissioner Larson 
 
Can the 18 students in question petition to go to the other district?  
 
Yes, there is an inter-district transfer process. 
 
Commissioner Hoskinson 
 
Interdistrict transfers can happen, but the school district can shut the door on it at any time.  
 
Commissioner Dugan 
 
I encourage the school boards to do the right thing by adjusting the boundaries to make the 
neighborhood work, which may not be the most fiscally profitable. 
 
 
 
ROUNDABOUT DISCUSSION 
 
Commission Hoskinson 
 
Staff states that increased traffic might happen here if other streets are not built.  I have never 
heard that raised as an issue before.  
 
Generally, when we do specific plans we are looking at build-out of a large phase.  In this case we are 
allowing the potential for sub-phasing and not requiring the construction of all infrastructure in one phase 
(before the next phase starts).  This is a different approach than what’s been done in the past. In this case 
the City will require needed infrastructure only, and we don’t know when the next sub-phases will develop 
or where until it is proposed.  So there is greater potential for excessive demands on certain roads before 
the full infrastructure is built. 
 
I’m not so concerned with the cost to the developer.  I can’t see bikes and pedestrians able to 
cross roundabouts safely, when you say there is no stopping of vehicles.  Citing the MacAnally-
Country Club intersection is not a good comparison because of the traffic going to two schools 
there every morning.  The diagrams comparing conflicts between cars and pedestrians are not 
believable, because there is really only one point in a lane where a vehicle can hit a pedestrian not 
three points.  These are proposed in neighborhoods where pedestrians and bikes are crossing and 
I’m not convinced they are safer.   
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Commissioner Hinkle 
 
Please clarify the cost of adding a signal in the future. 
 
A traffic signal is between $250-350,000.  A roundabout is maybe $100,000 more than a 4-way stop 
intersection. The need for one temporary signal at Market and Road A would pay for all three 
roundabouts. 
 
Commissioner Larson 
 
What is the estimated speed on Market and Road A? 
 
Probably 35 mph.  Usually they would be 40, but the project has reduced street widths to calm traffic. 
 
Marcus Lo Duca 
 
The Sierra Vista Specific Plan is proposing an extensive number of design features for pedestrians and 
cyclists: 9 miles of paseos and 21 miles of off-street bike trails.  Our objections to roundabouts are two-
fold.  The additional cost is one that we cannot afford, given all that we are doing.  We respectfully 
disagree with the 18 percent figure and believe that in the final design and construction the cost will be 
a multiple of that.  From a pedestrian and cyclist safety standpoint, we respectfully disagree that the 
roundabout is safer from what we propose.  Its not that we don’t have a proposal, we do and it’s a 4-
way stop intersection.  We don’t disagree that a roundabout handles a higher traffic volume than a 4-
way stop, but the intent here is not the volume, it’s to slow vehicles for pedestrians and cyclists to safely 
cross the street.  If safety is the intent then a 4-way stop is the way to go.  The crosswalks by La 
Provence are not collector streets intersections, but residential streets.  
 
Regarding the interim traffic analysis, to my knowledge we’ve never done that before.  The EIR looks at 
build-out conditions and does not show a signal at any of these intersections.  We don’t design for an 
interim condition.  
 
Commissioner Hinkle 
 
I’ve seen people zip around the roundabout not thinking they have to stop for anything.  My 7-
year old was almost hit on a bike, so I’ve seen the disregard for pedestrians and cyclists.  I’m 
not convinced by the statistics or the points on the graphic.  The examples where they work, it’s 
for high traffic volumes.  I don’t think they’re right for here. 
 
Commissioner Huisking 
 
I love roundabouts; I think they’re cool.  But in the US and California folks don’t know how to 
use them.  The ones by the Fountains are scary and taking a bike through there is really scary.  I 
think they have a use, and may work at intersection A if it’s built large enough.  The ones that 
work best, like those in Europe, are just for vehicles. 
 
Commissioner Cannon 
 
I see the roundabouts by La Provence every day, and I see pedestrians are confused by them.  
We need to educate people how to use them.  Children travelling to and from school cross the 
middle where they shouldn’t; maybe we should more clearly demarcate the crosswalks.  At the 
Fountains, I’ve seen cars zipping through with pedestrians all around and I’m concerned.  I 
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appreciate the reduced emissions and traffic calming, but pragmatically we need to look at the 
cost of the project. 
Regarding education, a Roseville Reflections bulletin sent out with utility bills had an article about how 
to use roundabouts.  It is probably time to do that again.   
 
Regarding the roundabouts at the Fountains, we don’t have plans to modify them because we’re not 
experiencing conflicts. 
 
Commissioner Dugan 
 
I love the roundabout at Truckee and I would have loved one at Vernon and Riverside; they’re 
great for moving vehicles.  I think they’d look good as an entryway into a neighborhood.  I’m not 
convinced we should be putting them in the specific plan. 
 
Commissioner Hoskinson 
 
In the staff report recommendation, I would like an option that the roundabouts aren’t part of the 
project.  I don’t think this is the right place for them. 
 
Roundabouts are currently not part of the project so language is not needed to eliminate them from the 
specific plan.  They have been a discussion point since the beginning. 
 
Commissioner Larson 
 
I concur.  Safety is paramount and balance that with cost.  
 
Commissioner Hoskinson 
 
How do you bring in bike paths? 
 
Cyclists would use the pedestrian crosswalk or may elect to travel with the cars. 
 








































































