Development Advisory Committee
Agenda
Wednesday, January 11, 2012
Meeting 5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.
Martha Riley Library – Meeting Room #1
1501 Pleasant Grove Blvd.
Committee Members
Scott Barber
Jack Paddon
Brett Baumgarten
Steve Pease
Steve Hicks
Betty Sanchez
Rick Jordan
Mark Sauer
Marcus Lo Duca
Steve Schnable
Krista Looza
John Tallman

City Staff
Chris Robles, Community Development Manager
Rob Jensen, Assistant City Manager
Bob Schmitt, Assistant City Attorney
Lonnye Heple, Administrative Aide/DAC Secretary

1.

Roll Call

2.

Approval of Minutes of November 9, 2011 Meeting

3.

Public Comment

4.

Department of Public Works Design and Construction Standards Recommendations
– Marc Stout (15 minute presentation, 15 minute discussion)

5.

Parks Review – Policy and Standards topic Considerations – Dominick Casey
(15 minute presentation, 15 minute discussion)

6.

Work Plan 2012 – Status of 2011 Work Plan and Committee Recommendations for
2012 – Chris Robles (30 minute discussion)

7.

Update from the City Manager’s Office – Chris Robles (10 minute discussion)
a.
Update on Storm Water Regulation
b.
Council Meeting of December 21, 2011
c.
Next meeting

8.

Comments from Committee Members

9.

Adjournment

Development Advisory Committee Meeting
311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5334

November 9, 2011
Draft Minutes

1.

Roll Call
Committee Members Present: Scott Barber, Brett Baumgarten, Steve Hicks, Rick
Jordan, Marcus Lo Duca, Steve Pease, Mark Sauer,
Steve Schnable, John Tallman
Committee Members Absent: Krista Looza, Jack Paddon, Betty Sanchez
Staff Present:

2.

Chris Robles, Bob Schmitt, Lonnye Heple

Approval of Minutes of October 12, 2011 Meeting
A motion was made by Mark Sauer and seconded by Steve Hicks to approve the
minutes of the October 12, 2011 meeting.
Motion Passed with 6 ayes and 1 abstention (Steve Schnable)
(Brett Baumgarten and Steve Pease had not arrived prior to vote)

3.

Public Comment
Chair Marcus Lo Duca opened the floor for public comments. No comments.

4.

Department of Public Works Design and Construction Standards
Recommendations
A motion was made by Mark Sauer as follows:
Replace the #4 rebar requirement in the City Standards with a 6”x 6” x #10 woven
wire fabric for drainage access roads;
Maintain existing bike trail standard for decomposed granite on one shoulder;
Remove the 30,000# requirement and state a minimum requirement of 2” AC on 4”
AB and a maximum of 2” AC on 6” AB for Bike Trail designs; and
Lower TI standards to 6.0 for residential, 8.0 for collectors, 10.0 for both 4 & 6 lane
arterials for Roadway designs.
Rick Jordan seconded the motion.
Motion Passed with 7 ayes and 2 abstentions (Rick Jordan and Steve Pease)

5.

Roseville Electric – Specification Changes and Cost Efficiencies
No Action Required

6.

Roseville Electric – Development Install High Voltage
John Tallman made a motion requesting Roseville Electric to develop a list of approved
contractors to be utilized by developers for installation of high voltage facilities and
initiate a pilot program. The motion was seconded by Steve Schnable.
Motion Passed Unanimously

7.

Roseville Electric – Developer Installed Street Lights
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Roseville Electric will be conducting a pilot program for the installation of Street Lights
and will report back to the Committee when completed.
No Action Required
8.

Update from the City Manager’s Office
a. Reimbursement from utilities for use of join trench - Assistant City Attorney Bob
Schmitt informed the Committee that the City Ordinance states that the subdivider provide the trench. He will review the Franchise Agreement with Comcast
to see if there are any stipulations and report back.
b. Council Meeting of November 2, 2011 – Chris Robles reported that DAC
procedural changes were approved by the City Council which included modifying
the number of committee members, meeting time and absence policy.
c. Air Pollution Control District Handbook – Chris Robles notified the Committee
that the PCAPCD has distributed a handbook for review and encouraged
members to review the book as it can potentially directly affect them.
d. Next Meeting – It was decided that the December 14 meeting would be canceled
and the Committee would reconvene January 11, 2012 at 5:30 p.m.

9.

Adjournment – 7:30 p.m.

Development Advisory Committee
Staff Report – January 11, 2012
Contact: Marc Stout
mstout@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5339

Agenda Item - # 4 Department of Public Works Design/Construction Standards –
Request for Recommendation on Two Standards
Recommendation
Support Staff recommendations on the remaining two outstanding review items previously
identified by the Development Advisory Committee. The two remaining items are;
•
•

Class I Bikeways Structural Section Design
Roadway Structural Sections (Traffic Index)

Background
Staff is seeking resolution on these two standards and a recommendation from the Committee on
how to proceed. A new alternative recommendation for class I bikeway structural design is
provided as Exhibit B. Staff’s recommendation on the roadway structural section remains as
previously reported to the Committee, no change to the Roadway Structural Sections (TI’s) is
recommended.

Public Works Staff reviewed and made recommendations to the eleven items identified by the
Development Advisory Committee (DAC) Public Works Subcommittee. Presentations were made
to the DAC at the October 12th and November 9th meetings. Exhibit A is a summary of eleven
standards that were identified for review and includes staff’s recommendation(s), the impact to the
Development Standards update and whether the Committee has accepted staff’s recommendation.
By the end of January 2012, staff anticipates to receive final approval from the City Engineer/Public
Works Director for the annual update of Development Standards, which will include revisions to
nine of the eleven standards recommended by the DAC .
In addition to the nine revisions being made staff would like to include the Class l Bike Trail
Structural Design changes into the annual update. Staff and the DAC have not previously reached
consensus on a bike trail structural design; however, staff believes that the alternative provided as
Exhibit B meets the goals of the DAC.
Evaluation
Class I Bikeways Structural Section Design
At the November 9th DAC meeting, the Committee rejected staff’s recommendation to maintain the
existing standard for class I bikeway structural design. As a result, staff has performed additional
research, including securing the services of the Public Works Department’s on-call geotechnical
engineer. At staff’s request, the geotechnical engineer was able to provide Class I Bikeway design
standards, including the appropriate Traffic Index (TI) that should be used for the design of City
bikeways.
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Based on the geotechnical engineer’s recommendation, staff is proposing to lower the design TI on
bikeways from 5 to 4. This effectively limits the asphalt concrete section of the structural section to
a 2 inch maximum. As shown in Exhibit B, the aggregate base section varies depending on the RValue of the soil. This variation ranges from an aggregate base section of 4 inches for R-Values
greater than 40; and 8 inches for R-Values less than 25. These design requirements assume the
bikeway will be used by emergency response or maintenance vehicles. In cases where
emergency response or maintenance vehicles will not access the bikeway, the standard 2 inches
of asphalt concrete on 4 inches of aggregate base will suffice.
Roadway Structural Sections (TI’s)
As previously stated in DAC reports changes to the Roadway Structural Sections (TI’s) are not
supported by Engineering data or the economics of roadway costs to the community., staff does
not support any reduction to the Roadway Structural Sections (TI’s) for the following reasons;
•
•
•
•

Increased roadway costs (combined construction and maintenance costs) to the community
Increased long term maintenance frequency and level of maintenance
Contradicts the direction that the City has taken to address the conclusions presented in
previous studies which determined that City streets were pre-maturely failing
Existing TI’s maintain both the Community and City Councils expectation of acceptable
Pavement Quality.

If the DAC desires to have reduced Roadway Structural Sections recommended to the City
Council then the DAC should make this recommendation to staff by formal action of the DAC.
Should the DAC make a recommendation to Council to reduce the Roadway Structural Sections
then the DAC should include any supporting information in the action. All supporting information
provided by the DAC will forwarded to the City Council for their consideration.

Attachments:
Exhibit A – Standards Review Summary
Exhibit B – Class I Bikeway Design Standard

EXHIBIT A
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ITEM #
1
2
3
4

ITEM DESCRIPTION

STAFF RECOMENDATION

STANDARDS UPDATE

DAC APPROVAL

Roadway structural section (TI)
requirement.
Meandering and detached sidewalk
thickness, 6"
Median curb configuration too
complicated and expensive
Bike lanes on collector roadways

Maintain current standards

No change required.

NO

Modify standard to 4” thick
sidewalk on 4” aggregate base.
To remove the cut off wall from
the curb standards.
Modify the standards to
accommodate a modified
Collector roadway to exclude bike
lanes.

Standards will be updated
to reflect change.
Standards will be updated
to reflect change.
Standards will be updated
to reflect change.

YES

Maintain current standards

No change required.

YES

Maintain current standards

No change required.

YES

YES
YES

6

Residential sidewalk required on both
sides of the street
Use of detached vs. attached sidewalk

7

Use of aggregate base under sidewalk.

Allow use of 4” of aggregate base
with 4” inch thick sidewalk
instead of 6” thick sidewalk on
native.

Standards will be updated
to reflect change.

YES

8

Temporary barricades at stub streets

Standards will be updated
to reflect change.

YES

9

Provide consistent inspection servicesp/w
Drainage access ramps

Modify standards to replace the
use of K-rail barricades with
timber barricades.
Modify internal policies to achieve
consistent inspection.
Modify standards to replace rebar
reinforcement with woven wire
fabric.

No change required.

YES

Standards will be updated
to reflect change.

YES

Allow recycled material for full
depth base section.
Reduce TI requirement from 5 to
4.

Standards will be updated
to reflect change.

?

5

10a

10b

Class I bikeway design and
Construction

EXHIBIT B

Development Advisory Committee
Staff Report – January 11, 2012

Class I Bikeways – Structural Section Design

DAC’s recommended design standard:
No emergency response or maintenance vehicle on bikeway:

2” AC / 4” AB

Emergency response and/or maintenance vehicles allowed on bikeway:

2” AC / 6” AB

Staff’s recommended design standard:
No emergency response or maintenance vehicle on bikeway:

2” AC / 4” AB

Emergency response and/or maintenance vehicles allowed on bikeway:

see suggested language
below;

Section 13-4 CLASS I BIKEWAYS (Bike Paths) – L. Structural Section
Bike path structural section shall be a minimum of 2 inches of Type A asphalt concrete on 4 inches
of class 2 aggregate base. In those cases where class 1 bikeways will be accessed by
maintenance and/or emergency response vehicles the bikeway shall be capable of supporting a
minimum gross vehicular weight of 30,000 pounds. Based on an assumed Traffic Index equal to
4.0 for class 1 bikeways the table below identifies the appropriate structural sections to support a
gross vehicular weight of 30,000 pounds:
R-value Range
<25
25 – 40
>40

Bikeway Structural Section
2” AC / 8” AB
2” AC / 6” AB
2” AC / 4” AB

If soils analysis along the bike path identifies an R-value less than 10, the structural section shall
be modified as necessary, by the recommendation of a geotechnical engineer, to support 30,000
pounds and meet the Traffic Index Requirement of 4.0. Soils test shall be taken every 1000 ft.
along the bike trail alignment or as directed by the City Engineer.
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Contact: Tara Gee
tgee@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5253

Agenda Item - # 5 Parks Policies and Standards
Recommendation
Allow for a staff presentation to the Development Advisory Committee (DAC) on the standard for
parkland dedication, establishment of park fees, and the turn-key park process. It is requested that
the DAC provide staff with direction on park policies and standards that the Committee would like
returned for action.
Background
The Parks, Recreation & Libraries Department oversees the application of a parkland dedication
standard of 9 acres per 1,000 residents as provided by the City’s General Plan. The parkland
dedication standard breaks down to 3 acres per City-wide park, 3 acres per neighborhood park and
3 acres per open space. The city-wide and neighborhood park fees also consider impacts of a
growing community on the existing Roseville park system.
Currently, the open space credits have been set at a ratio of either five or ten actual acres for one
acre of credit. The ratios have been applied specific to the quality of the open space and the
amount of constraints or encumbrances found in each open space parcel. The General Plan park
land dedication standards have been questioned as to their relevance to current park needs
particularly as it relates to the open space dedication requirements. If the DAC finds that
reevaluating the General Plan parkland dedication requirement appropriate staff will return an
evaluation and recommendation on this topic.
The establishment of park fees begins with a mutually agreed upon concept plan per park site.
Identified amenities are based on a needs assessment, current capacity issues and
growing/emerging recreation trends. Fees are then based on estimated construction costs at the
time of specific plan approval with an inflationary adjustment based on the construction cost index
applied annually thereafter.
Neighborhood park development/construction is accomplished in two ways: 1) the Capital
Improvement program; and 2) turn-key. The Capital Improvement Program relies on funds
collected as development occurs. When funding can fully implement a neighborhood park, Staff
constructs the park. During the early stages of a specific plan process, the developer is given an
option to construct a neighborhood park up-front. If this option is chosen, park credits are applied
equal to the anticipated cost to construct the specific park site. In either process, the park will
ultimately be City-owned and maintained. Therefore, park designs must address needed
recreational amenities identified to serve the new community, comply with the Parks Construction
Standards and meet the anticipated Community Facilities District for Services funding.
Staff is interested in hearing feedback on the above stated standards and processes or other parks
development matters that the DAC would like to consider. It is requested that the DAC provide
staff with direction on parks standards and policies that they would like evaluated and returned for
action.
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Contact: Chris Robles
crobles@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5421
Agenda Item - # 6 Work Program 2012
Recommendation
It is requested that the Development Advisory Committee provide staff with recommendations
on topics for discussion and priorities for the 2012 Work Program.
Background
The 2011 work program is provided as Exhibit A, as a reference for the Committee. The 2011
work program has been annotated with stricken text to denote the items that have been
addressed and actions taken by the Committee.
A 2012 work program is provided as Exhibit B which provides a listing of the topics carried over
from the 2011 work program. Staff is seeking input from the Committee to provide additional
topic areas that the Committee would like to consider. Staff will compile the recommendations
received from the Committee with the carry over topics from the 2011 work program to create
this year’s schedule. Staff would also like to receive from the Committee a prioritization of the
topics that the Committee would like to review. If there are topics that the Committee finds to be
particularly relevant or timely staff will schedule these items earlier.
As was experienced with the 2011 work program it is expected that the meeting discussions will
generate additional topics for future agendas. The work program will remain as a flexible
guideline that the Committee may redirect as they find appropriate to carry out the purpose of
the Committee.
Exhibits
A.
B.

Development Advisory Committee 2011 Work Program
Development Advisory Committee 2012 Work Program

Exhibit A
Development Advisory Committee
Draft 2011 Work Program
January 12, 2011 - Purpose and Work Program
1.
2.
3.
4.

Development Advisory Committee Purpose Statement Review
Entitlement and Plan Check Flow Chart overview
Online Permitting (Presentation)
Draft Work Program for 2011 (Review and action)

February 9, 2011 - Fee Updates
1. Traffic Mitigation Fee update (Public Works Presentation)
2. Building Permit Fee update (Building Division Presentation)
3. Construction Cost Index Annual Adjustment evaluation of July 2011 implementation
(Presentation)
4. Impact Fees:
a. Explore potential for impact fee reduction
b. Explore the alignment of fee adjustments to all occur at the same time each year
5. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
March 9, 2011 - Building Permit and Improvement Plan Processes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Tenant improvement process
Production home permit process
Review model home approval process
Building Plan Review response time frames (all depts.)
Building Department and Building Permit Process –
a. Alternative for submitting building permit applications in person – overnight
delivery?
b. Truss calcs – defer until second submittal, or prior to frame inspection
c. Permits are required to be in batches – would like to pull permits individually
d. Earlier BP fee calculation – it takes time to get a check cut, also it would be
helpful to have an allowance for slight deviations in check amounts (i.e., perhaps
a prepaid account for each builder that could be used to make up for or transfer
to when checks aren’t quite for the exact amount).
e. Shorten planning department timeframe for plot plan review.
6. Improvement plan review process
7. Improvement Plan Review response time frames (all depts.)
8. Work Program for 2011 (Update)

April 13, 2011 - Construction and Improvement Standards (Fire, Public Works and Parks)
1.
2.
3.
4.

Roseville Amendments to the Fire Code
Hydrant spacing and water pipe size in subdivisions with sprinkled homes
Cul de sac bulb size, cul de sac length in subdivisions with sprinkled homes
Consolidation of Public Works and Parks standards

Development Advisory Committee – Draft Work Program 2011
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5. Park construction costs and costs associated with design and construction standards.
6. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
May 11, 2011 - Construction and Improvement Standards (Electric)
1. Review design & installation procedures and costs, compared to other electric providers
in Sacramento area (SMUD and PG&E).
2. Electric 12KV mainline 3 in 1 design changes
3. Electric, impacts of the use FR3 transformer oil; transformer ratings and capacity
changes
4. Electric N-1 design basis for the distribution system.
5. State code versus City codes
6. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
June 8, 2011 - Construction and Improvement Standards (Water, Sewer and Solid Waste)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Storm Water standards
Low Impact Development standards
Water and sewer improvement and construction standards
Identify State code versus City codes
Work Program for 2011 (Update)

July 9, 2011 - Development Service Consolidation
1. Plan Check Consolidation and Efficiency Modifications
2. Inspection response time frames (all depts.)
3. Permit Center: Review process for approvals that require multi-departmental
input/approval – amount of time allowed for departments to respond, and who is
responsible department responses.
4. The current city process involves multiple departments reviewing similar elements of
improvement plans, building plans and plot plans for building permits. Review the
process and explore opportunities for cross over inspection by a single staff person.
5. Inspections often include multiple departments conducting inspections. Final sign off of
improvements can take an excessive amount of time in coordinating departmental
inspections, and there is a hierarchy in signs off on plans that may be unnecessary.
6. Examine the development policies of other innovative cities. Identify best practices of
other cities for the committee to review and discuss?
7. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
August 10, 2011 - Business Costs
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Fee Estimates
Comparative analysis (inter City and Inter State)
Costs of doing business
Cost drivers
Costs per square foot
Work Program for 2011 (Update)
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September 14, 2011 - Incentives for Downtown Investment
1. DAC and CDC coordination - how can the DAC support of the new Roseville Community
Development Corporation.
2. Incentives for Downtown Development
3. Incentives for Multi-Family development
4. Establishment of enterprise zones
5. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
October 12, 2011 - Entitlements
1.
2.
3.
4.

Design Committee and Planning Commission consolidation
Entitlement response time frames
Administrative Design Review for small buildings (less then 10,000)
Staff Report applicant pre Commission coordination allowing applicant to review
administrative drafts of staff reports to the Planning Commission/Design Committee, and
administrative drafts of MNDs and NDs.
5. Review of the City Zoning Code to address older requirements in some use districts,
e.g., the requirement in commercial zones for a conditional use permit for a home
improvement store, when the same zone allows other types of big box retail with the only
requirement being design review, though a big box such as Wal-Mart has no operational
restrictions in the same zone because it is a permitted use. Perhaps such a change can
be looked at only where the property has been subject to a master environmental
document, such as a specific plan EIR, as opposed to infill sites, which have had no
such environmental review. Another example is the requirement for a conditional use
permit for private elementary and secondary schools in some commercial zones, with
other (presumably not private) elementary and secondary schools permitted in the same
zones.
6. Duration of City Entitlements: Currently, most approvals are two years in duration, and
are subject to one 1-year extension. Given not only the economic times we are in but
also the fundamental restructuring of credit markets, we should be looking at 3-4 year
initial periods for entitlement approvals, with a two-year extension permitted
7. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
November 9, 2011 - Communications
1. Business Technology...Will the City be updating the fiber infrastructure in the older
business and infill areas (commercial and industrial buildings) with Fiber Ready (G-4)
technology? Businesses looking to relocate and expand want to lease and
purchase buildings that are fiber ready buildings. The City's newer commercial and
industrial buildings on Eureka Road, East Roseville Parkway and Foothill areas have a
competitive edge being fiber ready.
2. Is there any short range plans for Roseville to have a City wide grid for wireless
communication?
3. Work Program for 2011 (Update)
December 14, 2011 - Open Meeting
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Committee Member recommended Overarching Goals
1. Not just create an environment where people want to do business (or locate their
business), create an environment that makes people say “If I am going to be in business
in California, Roseville is the only place I will locate my business.” That needs to be the
goal and the mindset each and every day when the City goes to work.
2. Increase job and revenue growth in the City of Roseville
3. Creating a customer-centric mindset that clearly focuses staff and customer to race to
approval for each and every project.
4. Establish Roseville, repeat; establish Roseville as the best city or other municipality in
which a customer wants to do business.

Exhibit B

Development Advisory Committee
Draft 2012 Work Program
Carry over topics from 2011
Business Costs
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Fee Estimates
Comparative analysis (inter City and Inter State)
Costs of doing business
Cost drivers
Costs per square foot

Incentives for Downtown Investment
1. DAC and CDC coordination - how can the DAC support of the new Roseville Community
Development Corporation.
2. Incentives for Downtown Development
3. Incentives for Multi-Family development
4. Establishment of enterprise zones
Entitlements
1.
2.
3.
4.

Design Committee and Planning Commission consolidation
Entitlement response time frames
Administrative Design Review for small buildings (less than 10,000)
Staff Report applicant pre Commission coordination allowing applicant to review
administrative drafts of staff reports to the Planning Commission/Design Committee, and
administrative drafts of MNDs and NDs.
5. Review of the City Zoning Code to address older requirements in some use districts,
e.g., the requirement in commercial zones for a conditional use permit for a home
improvement store, when the same zone allows other types of big box retail with the only
requirement being design review, though a big box such as Wal-Mart has no operational
restrictions in the same zone because it is a permitted use. Perhaps such a change can
be looked at only where the property has been subject to a master environmental
document, such as a specific plan EIR, as opposed to infill sites, which have had no
such environmental review. Another example is the requirement for a conditional use
permit for private elementary and secondary schools in some commercial zones, with
other (presumably not private) elementary and secondary schools permitted in the same
zones.
6. Duration of City Entitlements: Currently, most approvals are two years in duration, and
are subject to one 1-year extension. Given not only the economic times we are in but
also the fundamental restructuring of credit markets, we should be looking at 3-4 year
initial periods for entitlement approvals, with a two-year extension permitted
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Communications
1. Business Technology...Will the City be updating the fiber infrastructure in the older
business and infill areas (commercial and industrial buildings) with Fiber Ready (G-4)
technology? Businesses looking to relocate and expand want to lease and
purchase buildings that are fiber ready buildings. The City's newer commercial and
industrial buildings on Eureka Road, East Roseville Parkway and Foothill areas have a
competitive edge being fiber ready.
2. Is there any short range plans for Roseville to have a City wide grid for wireless
communication?

