
CITY OF 
AGENDA ITEMANDERSON 

IJuly 19, 2011, City Council Meetin~ 

To:	 Honorable Mayor and Members of the Anderson City Council 

From:	 Dana Shigley, City Manager 
Telephone 378-6646 

Mark Teague, Planning Consultant 
Telephone 239-0202 

Date: July 19, 2011 

ISUBJECT 

Discussion of annexation request including land along Rhonda Road and a portion of 
the Vineyards Specific Plan Area 

IRECOMMENDATION
 

If the City Council desires to begin the annexation process, the City Manager recommends 
the following actions: 

1.	 Direct staff to prepare a funding agreement between the city and Mr. White as 
described later in this staff report. 

2.	 Direct staff to enter into agreements with Mark Teague (at PMC), Fehr & Peers, and 
other consultants that may be required for the processing of this application. 

IFISCAL IMPACT
 

Roger White, consultant to several property owners, has requested that the City Council 
direct staff to proceed with possible annexation of several hundred acres of land to our 
existing city limits in order that the property owners may proceed with their development 
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concept of an active adult project. The annexation of such substantial land areas has the 
potential for both short term and long term financial costs and benefits. 

In the short run, the city will likely incur costs associated with the negotiation of the 
property tax sharing agreement between the city and Shasta County and coordination of 
the entire project with LAFCo. The city is not in a fiscal position to fund any of these costs 
and staff recommends that, should the Council proceed, the applicant will pay for these 
costs, inclusive of city staff time. Note that, even if the city is reimbursed fully for the 
financial costs of staff time associated with this annexation, staff time committed to this 
project will not be available for carrying out other City Council priorities and projects. 

In the longer-term, once the property is annexed, the city will have responsibility for the 
maintenance of Rhonda Road within the newly expanded city limits. 

The largest unknown fiscal impact is associated with the future property tax sharing 
agreement between the city and the county for the area to be annexed. Because the area to 
be annexed includes both residential and non-residential proposed land uses, the county 
will require a portion of the future sales and property tax revenue. The amount of sales and 
property tax revenue generated by the annexed land, given that it will be split with the 
county, will not be sufficient to fund police, fire, recreation and other services for the new 
development. 

The cost of providing these city (and district) services on the land developed within the 
Vineyards Specific Plan is supposed to be provided by an assessment on each property 
owner in the special Community Facilities District (CfD) formed for the area. 
Unfortunately, because of the condition of the housing market and buyer's reluctance to 
pay special assessments like this, the CFD has never been activated and the owners of all of 
the currently available lots (20 in total) have "opted out" of the CFD so no revenues are 
being generated for this purpose. Any future development would need to provide a viable 
mechanism for funding city services; given market conditions, CFD financing is not a 
feasible tool to do this. The city's estimated cost to provide services and a mechanism for 
funding these services will be determined during the early part of the annexation request 
allowing the Council to make determinations as appropriate prior to committing to 
annexation. Until the tax sharing agreement and plan of services are developed for the 
project, it is impossible to know the cost to the city. 

IDISCUSSION AND BACKGROUND
 

Introduction 

This staff report is lengthy and provides a great deal of detail about the annexation process. 
The presentation is not intended to discourage, but rather to educate all the stakeholders 
about the effort being considered. It is important that everyone know up front about the 
costs, time frames, issues we will face and potential challenges we may encounter during 
the process. 

The City Council is not being asked to make any policy choices about the annexation 
tonight. If the Council desires to proceed, we will return to the Council at various steps 
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along the way to discuss the annexation boundaries, tax exchange discussions, etc. The 
Council is being asked tonight only to understand the annexation process and make 
decisions about the allocation of city resources to this effort. 

Background 

The City Council adopted the Vineyards Specific Plan in 2010 (see attachment 1) which 
included a financing plan for both the construction of required infrastructure (primarily 
water, sewer and streets) as well as the provision of typical city services (police, fire, 
recreation, etc.). Unfortunately, the housing market took a turn for the worse, the demand 
for high-end homes dried up, and the developer behind the project went bankrupt. 
However, the city did prezone all of the Specific Plan area, including areas not currently in 
the city limits, in anticipation of future growth. Phase I of the Specific Plan area (Sanderson 
Subdivision) is primarily owned by one land owner who, because the CFD financing is no 
longer viable, has been unable to find the capital needed to complete the development. Of 
the 20 lots owned by homebuilders, there are 14 homes on 15 lots and the remaining are 
available for development. There are no other active development requests for property 
both within the Vineyards Specific Plan and inside the city limits. 

Mr. Roger White, who has been involved in the Vineyards project for several years working 
for the original developer as well as the phase I property owner, has advised the city that 
he is now representing property owners of an additional 880 acres. Mr. White has 
requested that 760 acres of land within the Vineyards Specific Plan area be annexed into 
the city, along with an additional approximately 120 acres located between the Vineyards 
Specific Plan area and Rhonda Road south of the Anderson Marketplace (see attachments 2 
and 3). The 120 acres are located on the south side of the future access road intended to 
serve as the main entrance to the Vineyards Specific Plan area. While the stated intent of 
the annexation request is to allow for development of an active-adult development project, 
there is no development application pending at this time. An application for development 
might be filed after the annexation process is completed. Mr. White describes his 
development concept in his letter dated March 14, 2011 (attachment 4). Although no 
details have been presented, the high-end active-adult community he describes could be a 
wonderful addition to Anderson. 

The Annexation Process 

While the annexation process is relatively straight forward, there are several moving parts 
that must be carefully managed to avoid conflict with other agencies and unnecessary 
delays. In order to expedite the processing and avoid demands on our existing staff, I am 
proposing to hire Mark Teague as the primary staff consultant responsible for processing 
the applicant's requested annexation. Mark is already very familiar with the project, as he 
completed all the environmental and planning staff work for the Vineyards at Anderson 
development. For purposes of discussion in this staff report, the annexation process has 
been divided into two main phases: Pre-Application and Pre-Zoning. 
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Phase I: Pre-Application 

Milestones 

o	 Determination of exact boundary of area to be annexed 
o	 Determination of property owners other than the applicant and whether they support the 

annexation 
o	 Property Tax Sharing Agreement between the City of Anderson and Shasta County 

The city will begin by working with LAFCo to determine a logical boundary. As currently 
requested, the 120 acres will create a peninsula of county land north of the site between 
the Walmart property and the proposed annexation. The city should require (and LAFCo is 
likely to require) that the land between the requested annexation, the existing city limits, 
and Interstate 5 also be annexed in order to prevent creation of a county 'island' and to 
include the more valuable frontage along Interstate 5. This raises several issues regarding 
owners not currently represented by Mr. White and the possibility of turning an 
'uninhabited' annexation into an 'inhabited' annexation which can complicate the 
annexation process. To resolve this, after establishing draft boundaries with LAFCo, the city 
would invite the property owners to a meeting, discusS the annexation process and 
implications with them, and ask if they were in favor of or opposed to annexation. 
Assuming that all were in favor and we can generate a logical boundary map acceptable to 
the city, county and LAFCo, we can proceed with the property tax sharing agreement and 
the applicant can generate a plan of services.1 

Annexation to the city could also affect other districts such as the Cottonwood Fire 
Protection District, the Anderson Fire Protection District, various school districts, etc. As 
part of the boundary discussion these changes will be reviewed with LAfCo and, if 
necessary, with the affected district(s). When the Vineyards Specific Plan was being 
prepared the assumption was that all of the land in the Specific Plan area would be served 
by the same districts that serve the City of Anderson. This would require a number of 
detachments and annexations, not all of which were accepted by the Districts involved 
when this was previously considered. Assuming LAFCo agrees, for this new effort we 
recommend that there be no change in District boundaries. This both simplifies the 
property tax sharing agreement and allows the Districts to remain whole. 

LAFCo will require that a property tax sharing agreement accompany the application for 
annexation. This agreement will address future sales tax, property tax and other revenues 
associated with the annexation and subsequent development. In order to estimate the 
amount of future property and sales tax revenues, we will obtain information from the 
applicant about his proposed project and make a variety of assumptions about how the 
property will eventually develop and the amount of revenues that will be generated. 

There are no requirements for the county to agree to the method or rate of property tax 
distribution following annexation and negotiating these agreements can be very time 
consuming. While the law allows for mediation and arbitration, LAfCo cannot compel 
either the city or the county to agree to a distribution of tax revenues.2 The final agreement 
for tax sharing will impact the fiscal component of the plan of services needed to support 
the annexation (Le., if the city cannot provide services on property and sales tax revenues 
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alone, other mechanisms will need to be created to support these services). Please also 
note that the recent passage of SB 89, which shifted the local government portion of Vehicle 
License Fee revenues away from cities, counties, and newly incorporated areas, has 
reduced local government funding and made inhabited annexations very difficult to 
finance. The time consuming process of negotiating a tax sharing agreement is conducted 
by the City Manager and County Executive Officer, as well as financial representatives from 
both agencies, who in turn work with their respective City Council and Board of 
Supervisors. 

Phase II: Pre-Zoning 

Milestones 

o Determine the appropriate land-use zone for the properties 
o Complete technical studies for traffic, biology and cultural resources 
D Create the plan for services 
IJ Complete CEQA review for entire area to be annexed 
D Adopt a Zone District for the land outside of Vineyards Specific Plan area 
o Formally request annexation from LAFCo 

The city can adopt a zone district that applies to land outside of its boundaries in 
anticipation of future annexation; however, the provisions of the prezone action do not 
take effect until the city completes the annexation process.3 LAFCo both requires prezoning 
and mandates that neither the general plan nor the zone district can change for a period of 
two years following annexation.4 Prezoning is only needed for the area not currcntly 
subject to the Vineyards Specific Plan. Both the Planning Commission and City Council will 
need to consider the prezoning request and take action and CEQA analysis would be 
required. 

Similar to the existing Vineyards development, a significant challenge for the project is the 
design and construction of utility infrastructure. Because this land is hilly and has no 
existing utility infrastructure, there will be substantial costs for retaining walls and site 
preparation; water wells and distribution systems; sewer systems, including a substantial 
trunk line to the city's treatment plant; construction of streets throughout the project; 
lighting and landscaping; and more. These improvements are very expensive and thc 
developer will have to establish that the proposed development will provide sufficicnt 
revenue to pay these development costs. Because utilities cannot, at this time, be delivered 
through the existing Vineyards development to the north, Mr. White is considering the 
provision of some utility services from Shasta County through the south side of the 
proposed project on an interim basis. Additionally, once built, the city (as well as fire 
districts, school districts, and others) will need to provide on-going services to the new 
residents. The new development must provide sufficient on-going tax and other revenue to 
pay for these services. 

Mr. White suggests in his request that infrastructure will be financed through city-issued 
tax-exempt bonds (CFD, or Mello Roos bonds), as was assumed in the original Vineyard 
Specific Plan. However, this is not possible. The underlying market assumptions used to 
establish fiscal viability for the CFD were created when the housing market was booming. 
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For example, the underlying analysis assumes that the project will sell 120 units in the first 
year, then sales increase each year until leveling off at 847 units annually beginning in year 
four and every year for 29 more years. In the first year, projected home prices ranged from 
$375,000 for a home smaller than 1,600 square feet to $667,500 for a home larger than 
$2,500 square feet. Each parcel would be bonded for amounts ranging from $23,000 to 
$51,000, with annual assessments ranging from $2,059 to $4,269 per year per home to pay 
these bonds and finance city services. By contrast, the median home sales price in Shasta 
County right now is approximately $150,000 and about 200 homes per month (only a small 
fraction of which are new construction) are closing escrow county wide as the local housing 
market continues to driven by foreclosures. 

In the right community and in the right economy, CFD financing can be an excellent tool for 
infrastructure financing. Until the housing market crash a few years ago, CFDs were 
common and successful methods of financing infrastructure. However, because of recent 
bond defaults, bond buyers are no longer interested in speculative CFD "dirt bonds." The 
market for CFD bonds is limited to projects in high end communities (recent examples 
include Redwood City and Rancho Santa Fe) and on projects that are at least 50% built out. 
Bond buyers are not willing to speculate on undeveloped housing projects in unproven 
markets. I recognize that the product Mr. White is promoting is a high quality product 
unique in Shasta County. However, in today's housing and capital markets the city and 
developer cannot assume that CFDs are an acceptable financing mechanism and other 
financing must be arranged. 

Once the zoning has been determined, and the extent of possible development established, 
the plan for services can be completed. The plan will need to take into account the 
infrastructure needs and city services, as previously noted. The proposed plan must 
represent a method of providing services that is viable both fiscally and physically. This 
information is typically provided by the applicant's engineer and financial consultants, but 
could also be prepared by the city engineer and funded by the applicant. The city will need 
to review, comment and approve of any interim methods of providing and funding water 
and sewer to the site(s). This plan of services will be essential to completion of CEQA 
review for the project. 

The 120 acres not currently prezoned by the city as part of the Vineyards Specific Plan 
were also not included in the EIR for the project. As such, there are no biological or cultural 
studies for the site and these will be needed for the prezoning effort. The most cost 
effective method of complying with CEQA for this effort would be to 'tier' off of the 
Vineyards Specific Plan EIR as well as the city's General Plan. The same mitigation strategy 
adopted in the EIR, including mitigation for regional transportation improvements, would 
be applied to this project. Due to the location of the site and potential to impact local and 
regional traffic patterns, the original traffic consultant (Fehr & Peers) will need to review 
the project and provide updated traffic analysis. 

Once the prezoning and CEQA component, as well as the plan for services, have been 
completed and accepted by the Council, the Council may formally request annexation of the 
property from LAFCo.5 
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Estimated Processing Costs 

As noted, the costs to process this request should be entirely funded by the applicant. An 
estimate of these costs is listed below. 

Processing the Annexation Request 
City Manager time to negotiate property tax sharing agreement and manage overall 

effort $8,000 to $13,000 
City Attorney review of tax sharing agreement.. $3,000 to $7,000 
Public Works Director time to review Plan for Services $4,000 to $7,000 
City Engineer time to review Plan for Services $5,000 to $7,000 
Preparation of Staff Reports, Ordinances, Resolutions $1,000 to $2,000 
Outside Cost(s) for Filing Fees (Fish and Game, State Board of 

Equalization, LAFCo) $6,000 to $8,000 
Consultant time for all meetings and annexation staff work $13,000 to $18,000 

Subtotal. $40,000 to $62,000 

Environmental Review 
Consultant document preparation & distribution $15,OOO to $45,000 
Cultural resources study $4,000 to $9,000 
Biological analysis $9,000 to $15,000 
Traffic analysis $10,000 to $15,000 
Consultant meetings and project management.. $10,OOO to $15,000 

Subtotal. $48,000 to $99,000 

Grand total, estimated cost $88,000 to $161,000 

The costs will vary considerably depending on the depth and thoroughness of the 
documents provided by the applicant, the requirements of other agencies (Caltrans, RTPA, 
etc.) during the CEQA process, the relative ease or difficulty in agreeing to a tax exchange 
agreement with the County, and the depth of analysis required for the plan for services. The 
figures shown here are a reasonable range given the unknowns, but could be considerably 
more if complications arise. In addition to these costs, the applicant may have additional 
costs to develop the documents, analyses and maps needed in the process (engineering, for 
example). 

Should the Council decide to proceed with this annexation request, staff will develop a 
funding agreement between Mr. White and the city. The agreement will require an initial 
deposit and subsequent additional deposits as needed to complete the processing. The 
funding agreement will provide that all staff and consultant processing time will be funded 
by the applicant through this deposit. The city's primary consultant, Mark Teague, and the 
traffic engineer, Fehr & Peers, will be hired by, and work for, the city. The cultural and 
biological consultants may be hired by the applicant directly. Other consultants, should 
they be needed, will be hired by and work for the city and funded by the applicant. The 
deposit will be held in a separate account and an accounting of all expenses will be 
provided to Mr. White at his request. 
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Timeline 

The largest unknown will be the negotiation of the property tax sharing agreement. That 
process can take several months depending on the position of the agencies. It will likely 
take at least a year to complete an annexation of this scope, including about six months for 
the property tax negotiations, prezoning and environmental technical work, plus an 
additional six months of processing, hearings and filing of notices. However, should 
complications arise, the process can take much longer. 

After the Annexation 

While the annexation process will move the property from Shasta County's jurisdiction into 
the City of Anderson, it does not provide any development entitlements and a potential 
developer will still have several steps to complete before physical development can occur. 
Depending on the details of the development, a tentative subdivision map, conditional use 
permit, development plan or other specific entitlements will be required. Each of these 
steps will require a more in depth analysis of project features. The benefit of anneX<.l tion is 
that all subsequent entitlement review will be by the City of Anderson and that City of 
Anderson utility infrastructure will be available for the development. 

Conclusion and Discussion of Alternatives 

From a long-term planning perspective, the opportunity to annex this land, which should 
include the "island" area along the interstate, may be a good idea, even if no development 
occurs for many years. This is particularly true since the applicant will bear all costs for 
processing the annexation. The land, in its undeveloped state, will generate very little 
revenue to the city because the tax sharing agreement will likely stipulate that al1 of the 
existing property tax remain with the county. However, the undeveloped land will also 
require very little service from the city, so there is minimal impact as long as the land is 
undeveloped. The housing market may not support development at this time. Should the 
market change such that development is feasible, the land will be in the city and the city 
will be able to process the development application expeditiously. 

However, we are facing very challenging fiscal times, current revenues are not sufficient to 
finance our existing services, and we are exploring how we can reduce services and cut 
costs in order to live within our means, now and in the future. The Council may determine 
that taking away staff resources from other priorities in order to consider expanding our 
service area might not be prudent at this time, especially since the project faces substantial 
hurdles to development and may not be financially feasible for many years. 

IATTACHMENTS 

1. Map of Vineyards Specific Plan Area 
2. Map of Area Proposed for Annexation 
3. Aerial view of Proposed Annexation Area 
4. March 14, 2011 letter from Roger White 
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I Government Code Section 56653 requires that a plan for providing services within the area to be annexed 
accompany the application to LAFCo. This is a largely engineering and finance document that explains how services 
would be extended, and how they would be financed. 

2 Revenue and Taxations Code Section 93 establishes procedures for tax sharing agreements, along with direction to 
the auditor in how to assist in the negotiations. Paragraph (7) of the Code states that property tax exchange is not 
agreed to " ... all proceedings of the jurisdictional change shall automatically be terminated." 

3 Govelllment Code Section 65859(a). 

4 Government Code Section 56375(C)(7) and (7)(f). 

5 Government Code Section 56652 establishes the requirement for a Council resolution initiating annexation. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

Vineyards Phase 2 

Anderson, California 

Ms. Dana Shigley, Anderson City Manager 
Mr. Mark Teague, Acting Anderson Planning Director 
City of Anderson 
1887 Howard Street 
Anderson, CA 96007 

March 14, 2011 

Dear Ms. Shigley and Mr. Teague: 

On behalf of the Stephens family and general representation of the Vineyards development project, I 
hereby submit this request that the following parcels be considered for Phase 2 Annexation for the City 
of Anderson: 

Within the Vineyards Boundary: 

PARCELS 
Reference 

APN # ~Acres Owner Lot Number 

# 086-060-006 320 Kent Stephens 

# 086-360-002 40 Kent Stephens 

# 086-360-003 40 Tan Luu 

# 086-360-004 40 Mark Stephens 30 

# 086-360-005 40 Jan Hilliard 31 

# 086-360-001 40 Kent Stephens 24 

# 086-360-007 40 Greg Stephens 33 

# 086-370-004 40 Rob Tucker 22 

# 086-370-005 40 Elizabeth Stephens 23 

# 086-370-006 40 Kent Stephens 25 

#086-370-007 40 Ted Stephens 27 

# 086-370-007 40 Ted Stephens 26 

760 Vineyards Acres 



lots to connect Vineyards to Rhonda Road: 

Reference 

APN# ~Acres Owner lot Number 

# 086-080-024 40 Mark Stephens 1 

# 086-080-010 40 Mark Stephens 2 

# 086-080-025 40 Mark Stephens 3 

120 Acres 

PROJECT 
The subject 880 acres represents a proposed Active Adult Community project, generally pJtterned after 

the Del Webb Northern California communities: Sun City Roseville, Sun City Lincoln Hills and the 

proposed Sun City Tehama. The size of each of these three active adult community projects is in excess 

of 1,500 acres. Our new Active Adult Community team, the top four managers (design, lifestyle, 

marketing, public relations departments) ofthe former Del Webb Northern California company, and our 

land planning and civil engineering firm, Sharrah-Dunlop-Sawyer, believe this is the ideal land size to 

create the residential product diversity and optimal scale for project amenities. Specifically, Judy 

Bennett represents Public Relations (and general marketing), Carole McCarthy is head of Lifestyle, Diane 

Nichols is in charge of Design and Becky Parre is responsible for Electronic Marketing. 

Though there is logic that justifies expanding an Active Adult Community (AAC) project scale, this land 

assembly represents a logical and manageable next phase of annexation and project development at 

this point in time. 

According to the Del Webb team, the AAC vision for the Vineyards Phase 2 is to incorporate the 

following project elements: 

1.	 They would use the Rhonda Road parcels for entry identification, specifically the northern parcel 
(086-080-024). They would site the information and marketing office at the Rhonda entry, and 
partner it with a tasting room for wine, bread, olive oil and other specialty items. Initial Olive 
orchard development has been expressed by Lucero California Olive Groves, Corning, CA. 

2.	 The Information and Marketing rooms would have large photos and graphic imaging to
 
communicate the vision and make a statement of quality and commitment.
 

3.	 They would park a tour shuttle mini-bus at the site for tours into the project. 

4.	 The entry road going west into the project would be rimmed with olive trees and nicely 
landscaped to set a tone of quality, being drawn into the central portion of the community. 

5.	 A clubhouse location would be selected in advance with a billboard with design information 
posted at a nice picnic area to help create the social context of a clubhouse and recreation 
facilities. They recommend a full recreation facility, including food service, work-out rooms, 
pool and deck, sports room/bar, mini movie theater, multi-purpose room, learning center and 
wellness center. 
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6.	 Model homes would be constructed nearby. 

7.	 A public/private park would be started to provide a vision for softball fields, possible tennis 
courts, Bocce Ball, picnic areas, trail head facilities and other recreational interests. 

Judy Bennett says she has volumes of regional market data from prior work on the Sun City Tehama 

project, as well as connections with numerous 'stakeholders' in the Redding area who could join the 

vision. Such contacts that she has includes Shasta Community College, local recreation, doctors 

groups/clinic interests, realtors and local marketing professionals. 

MARKET BASIS 
Prior Del Webb market research determined that an Active Adult Community project (of the lifestyle 

criteria offered by Del Webb) would attract sufficient buyer interest to justify an AAC of about 4,000 

residential units. Results of a preliminary marketing survey included approximately 1,200 potential 

buyers who asked to be put on a waiting list for product within the proposed Sun City Tehama project. 

Also, of those surveyed, roughly 90% of people approaching the age of 55 said they wanted to retire in 

their own region (Red Bluff to Redding corridor and market areas). Since the Sun City development 

project was abandoned due to Del Webb being absorbed into the Pulte Corporation, which altered the 

direction of Active Adult Community projects within Pulte, the Vineyards location is equal to, and most 

likely superior to the site selected for Sun City Tehama for a variety of reasons, including better 

proximity to most of the promoted regional attractions and amenities, the health, retail and business 

services available nearby in the Redding Market Area and the spectacular scenic vistas of Mt. Shasta, Mt. 

Lassen, the Sacramento River valley and the Trinity mountain areas. 

DEVELOPMENT,CONCEPT 
The Mark Stephens parcels that create a bridge from Rhonda Road to the approved Vineyards Specific 

Plan would be annexed to create the entry into the new project area. The proposed Anderson Hills 

Parkway road would be constructed to begin the development work and create utility trunk lines, with 

an EVA connection to the existing Phase I Vineyards road known as Pleasant Hills Drive. The first 

construction projects would include an information/marketing center, specialty restaurant, entry 

signage and landscaping, entry road trees and landscaping, a park site, possibly including a pool, deck 

area, picnic area, cabana structures and temporary restroom facilities. Next would be the construction 

of model homes and expanded marketing and sales office buildings. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
The infrastructure to accommodate the Phase 2 Vineyards development will rely on appropriate road, 

water, sewer and dry utilities improvements, per the approved Vineyards Specific Plan. Sharrah-Dunlap

Sawyer has already begun cooperation with Jeff Kiser and the Anderson Public Works Department. A 

possible transition arrangement with the Cottonwood water reservoir near these parcels is being 

considered. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING 
The Phase 1 Vineyards project has already been granted the infrastructure financing benefits of a 

Community Facilities District which can finance the costs of Phase 2 infrastructure, simply be expanding 

the boundaries of the CFD, and then issuing City approved tax-exempt bonds. This financing solution is 

consistent with the details of the adopted Vineyards Specific Plan and its certified Environmental Impact 

Report. 

MARKETING/COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 
Integral with the vision of an Active Adult Community project are expected relationships with numerous 

businesses, educational institutions, the City of Anderson, Shasta County and likely professional 

partnerships. Such examples would likely include Shasta Community College, Shasta County Chamber of 

Commerce, local clinics and physician groups, St. Elizabeth's Hospital, local non-profit groups and 

community volunteer programs (including local public schools). 

PHASE 2 ANNEXA TION EXHIBIT MAP: 

ANDERSON PROPER 

Submitted by: 

Roger White 

Project Manager 
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