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Staff Recommendation 
Recommend that the City Council adopt a resolution to provide directions to City staff on how to 
use the recommendations of the General Plan / Housing Element Steering Committee. 
Recommend that the following items be incorporated in the resolution:   
 
1. Modify the site rankings per Steering Committee recommendation #1 as described 

below and as shown in the site rankings table in the staff report Attachment 1, 
“Recommended Modifications to Site Rankings by Steering Committee”. 
 
a. Remove ranking numbers from the 20 “green light” sites and treat as a group for which 

development applications may be processed.  Retain the ranking numbers in the lower 
(“yellow light” and “red light”) groups except as modified in other recommendations 
below. 

Rationale: Development applications should be allowed for these highest ranked 
sites. Although the property owners of several of these sites are likely not ready to 
submit applications in the near term, development status will be monitored to ensure 
that the 1% growth cap resolution is not exceeded.   

 
b. Oakshade Affordable Housing (aka “New Harmony”):  Move from ranking #26 in 

“yellow light” sites to the unnumbered “green light” sites.   
Rationale: City Council has provided assistance to a non-profit group for this 
affordable housing development.  The affordable units to be provided in the project 
are part of the City’s site inventory to meet the regional housing needs allocation in 
the current Housing Element submitted to the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD).    
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c. Nugget Fields:  Move from ranking #28 in the “yellow light” sites to the unnumbered 
“green light” sites.   

Rationale: The Steering Committee noted that the City should consider a higher 
ranking for this site if the DJUSD decides to sell the site. Subsequent to the ranking, 
the site was declared surplus by the DJSUD Board. At the joint meeting on April 22, 
2008, the Superintendent stated that the site is a good infill site, does not need a 
Measure J vote, will contribute to the city’s water supply, is adjacent to a greenbelt 
and park, and has good vehicular access.   

    
d. Lewis Cannery:  Retain Lewis Cannery as #21 in the “yellow light” sites.   

Rationale:  This site and the Wildhorse horse ranch site (below), with current 
development applications, are recommended for the top two rankings of the 
“alternate”sites because they are relatively large sites currently in the city not used 
for agriculture and can provide a mix of housing types to meet housing needs.        

 
e. Wildhorse Horse Ranch:  Move from ranking #27 to #22 in the “yellow light” sites.   

Rationale:  Same as for Lewis Cannery site above (except that the Wildhorse Horse 
Ranch site is currently planned and zoned “Agriculture”).  

 
f. Willowbank Church (northwest corner of Mace and Montgomery) and 2726 Fifth Street 

(east of Konditorei bakery).  Move from rankings #18 and #20 in the “green light” sites, 
respectively, to #23 and #24 in the “yellow light”sites.  

Rationale:  These two sites would drop to the “yellow light” sites list primarily  due 
to the other recommended ranking modifications above. The modifications to these 
two sites would drop down 76-92 units to the “yellow light” sites while the 
modifications to the Nugget Fields and Oakshade Affordable Housing sites would 
bring up 155-170 units into the “green light” sites.  If all the property owners of the 
“green light” sites submitted development applications (which is unlikely), the 
growth cap would be approached.  The Catholic Dioceses, owner of the Willowbank 
church site at the corner of Mace and Montgomery, are not interested in selling the 
site for development at this time. The few number of units (6-8) recommended by the 
Steering Committee for the 2726 Fifth Street site would be exempt from the 
recommended processing approach (see recommendation 3b below).           

 
2. Utilize an approach for managing the 1% growth cap in development application 

processing per Steering Committee recommendation #2 as described below. 
 
Process applications for a list of Council-selected “green light” sites only through December 
31, 2009 and consider processing Council-selected “yellow light” sites after January 1, 2010.  
As a transition to the initiation of the next General Plan update in 2009 and adoption prior to 
2013, process development applications for a Council-selected list of “green light” sites only 
through December 31, 2010. After January 1, 2010, consider processing applications for 
Council-selected “yellow light” sites for reasons such as housing needs, housing mix, or 
provision of extraordinary infrastructure improvements.   

Rationale: This approach would provide for a transition prior to the initiation of the next 
General Plan update in 2009 and adoption prior to the end of 2013.  It would use the 
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Steering Committee’s site rankings to a relatively high degree although staff recommends 
a few modifications to the rankings. The processing of “green light” sites through 
December 31, 2009 would ensure that the 1% growth cap is not exceeded.  The sites 
being considered by the City would be certain, at least through December 31, 2009.  The 
City Council would have flexibility in selecting the sites to be considered.   

 
3. Other recommendations in this processing approach. 
 

a. Processing of current applications for “yellow light” sites. The current development 
applications for the Lewis Cannery and Wildhorse Horse Ranch projects would continue 
to be processed.  If these projects are approved, the timing of the residential units may 
need to be conditioned to comply with the 1% growth cap.  (For information only: 
According to information from SACOG, the City will receive credit toward the next 
Housing Element allocation for units that are issued building permits or occupancy 
permits on or after January 1, 2012.) 

 
b. Development project proposals exempt from this processing approach.  The following 

development project proposals within the city limits are exempt from this processing 
approach (but still count toward the 1% growth cap amount):  (1) Projects which do not 
require a general plan amendment or rezoning; and (2) Projects which require a general 
plan amendment or rezoning, and which involve ten or fewer new (or net new) residential 
units.  The number of units in the project for the purpose of these exemptions shall not 
include the same types of units that are exempt from the one percent growth cap 
resolution (that is, permanently affordable housing units not including middle income 
units, approved second units, and residential units within “vertical” mixed use buildings).   

 
c. Requests for ranking of sites not anticipated in current site rankings.  A proponent of a 

development project on a site which has not been anticipated in the current site rankings, 
and is not exempt from this processing approach, may request being ranked in one of the 
site ranking groups.  Such a request shall be processed as follows:   
• The project proponent shall submit an application to the Director of the Community 

Development Department requesting that the site be placed in the current site 
rankings by City Council.  The request shall include how the site should be ranked 
and a justification based on the overarching goals and key principles developed by 
the Steering Committee.  A processing fee deposit shall be submitted equivalent to a 
pre-application deposit.    

• The Director shall forward the request for ranking to City Council with a staff 
recommended ranking and findings supporting the ranking. (Note to Planning 
Commission and City Council: Planning Commission review is not included here but 
could be added if desired.) 

• The City Council shall adopt a motion which determines the ranking among the 
current list of sites, or determines that the site is not appropriate for housing, with 
findings supporting the determination.   

 
4. Modify the general targets for the mix of housing types in the 1% growth through 2013 

per Steering Committee recommendation #3 as described below. 
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a. Expand the range for multi-family ownership (condominium) types from 10% - 15% to 

10% - 25% (while supporting the other recommended targets of 40% - 60% in single 
family detached and attached types, and 30% - 40% in multi-family rental types).  

Rationale: More flexibility is needed in the condominium range. More housing of this 
type is likely to be needed due to trends of affordability and compactness.  Per an 
email poll by staff in May 2008, 90% of the Steering Committee responding were 
supportive of this change.  

 
b. Make minor edits to the Steering Committee recommendation related to senior housing 

opportunities on page 25 of the Committee report.   
The existing section with the recommended edits shown in bold:  
As part of the mix of housing types, encourage a variety of opportunities for seniors 
in appropriate locations.  These opportunities may include units which are age-
restricted, as well as units that are not necessarily age-restricted but are suitable for 
seniors including accessible and visitable units. The types of units that could 
accommodate senior housing needs may include: small single family homes or 
condominiums;  co-housing units (ownership or rental opportunities in a community 
setting); and accessory dwelling units (either for occupancy on a family member’s 
property or to lease to a tenant who that could assist with landscaping or other needs 
of a senior landlord).  Additional outreach and data collection would help further 
define and confirm senior housing preferences. 

 
c. Add a policy at the end of the Steering Committee recommendations related to senior 

housing opportunities on page 25 of the Committee report, to specifically address the 
need / demand for senior housing. 

Policy: The proponent of any senior-oriented housing project consisting of 30 new 
units (or net new units) or greater shall justify that there is a reasonable relationship 
between the proposed number of senior-oriented housing units and the need / demand 
for senior housing by Davis residents.  A senior housing project would include 
senior-oriented, age-qualified, or age-restricted housing units.  
 
Rationale: The rationale for the threshold of 30 units for a justification is to allow 
small new senior projects or additions to existing projects without the burden of this 
justification. (For scale, the Olympic Cottages project in Aspen and the Walnut 
Terrace project in Mace Ranch are each 30 units.)  Staff does not find there is a 
significant concern that the possibility exists, as an example, that four small projects 
of 29 units each could occur without a justification of their cumulative 116 units.       

 
5. Direct staff to process the following set of amendments to the General Plan, preferably 

in Fall 2008.   
 

a. Extend the current General Plan planning horizon (planning period on page 3 of the Plan)  
from January 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013. 

Rationale:  The next long-range, comprehensive General Plan update is envisioned to 
start in 2009 and should be well underway when the current General Plan period 
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ends. The recommended resolution to be adopted by Council will facilitate the 
transition from the existing General Plan to the next update.   Extending the period 
will avoid any concerns of proposed actions being considered inconsistent with the 
General Plan. The date of June 30, 2013 matches the end of the current Housing 
Element period. 

 
b. Delete the population portion of General Plan Action LU 1.1e regarding population and 

the number of single-family dwellings.  Delete the portion of the action regarding 
population shown in the following strikethroughs: “Create and maintain an effective 
growth management system designed to keep the population of the City below 64,000 
and the number of single-family dwellings below 15,500 in 2010…”   

Rationale:  The population portion of the action is no longer useful as the population 
estimates for the city by the California Department of Finance (DOF) have exceed 
this amount for almost four years:  64,401 in January 2005; 64,585 in January 2006; 
64,938 in January 2007; and 65,814 in January 2008.  The portion of the action 
regarding the number of single-family dwellings remains useful, however, as the 
number of single family attached and detached housing units estimated by DOF for 
January 2008 is 13,968 units, leaving a remainder of 1,532 units by 2010 (January 
2010 is the end of the planning period).  
Population and the number of persons in units cannot be controlled.  The number of 
units is a more feasible tool for managing growth and the 1% growth cap resolution 
is the part of such a tool.       

 
c. Delete the first portion of General Plan Action LU 1.1f which calls for modifying the 

Phased Allocation Ordinance to make smaller projects subject to allocation requirements.  
Delete the portion of the action shown in the following strikethroughs and retain the rest 
of the action: “Immediately following General Plan adoption, modify the Phased 
Allocation Ordinance to make smaller projects subject to allocation requirements. Upon 
the completion of infill related studies and the adoption of infill and densification design 
guidelines and strategies, further adjust the Phased Housing Allocation Ordinance to give 
preference to infill and redevelopment of urban areas within the community over the 
development of agricultural and open space lands…”   

Rationale: The recommended deletion and retention are consistent with the general 
directions of the staff and Steering Committee recommendations. The recommended 
deletion would serve to facilitate (and not add growth management system burdens 
to) small infill projects, assuming they are well planned and designed. The 
recommended retention of language and resulting emphasis would be consistent with 
the Steering Committee’s generally higher ranking of infill sites and lower ranking of 
peripheral sites.   
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Source of map: Steering Committee report. 
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Fiscal Impact 
The implementation of many of the Steering Committee recommendations would not have a new 
fiscal impact, including: the use of site rankings and groupings; consideration of general housing 
targets; consideration of requirements / conditions of development review; and work proactively 
with SACOG; engage in discussions with UC Davis about planned student housing;  and support 
the community-based farms concept.   
 
The fiscal impact of implementing the other Steering Committee recommendations, however, 
will need to be evaluated individually, including: initiation of a long range, comprehensive 
General Plan Update; studying options for fire stations and operations which may affect housing 
opportunities; studying possible new locations for corporation yards; and studying overall 
infrastructure needs and cost recovery strategies. 
 
The fiscal impacts of specific projects will be part of the project analyses. 
 
Environmental Review 
Staff is preparing an EIR addendum to the previously certified “Program EIR for the City of 
Davis General Plan Update and Project EIR for Establishment of a New Junior High School” 
which was certified by City Council on June 6, 2000.  In addition, staff is preparing a resolution 
with findings for the City Council to approve and adopt the EIR addendum as required by 
Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  
 
The EIR addendum will find that: 
• Cumulative impacts of development under this concept were addressed in the previously 

certified EIR and its analysis of Alternative 2, “Buildout to 2010 Using Existing General 
Plan”.  The probable buildout of sites by January 2010 is within the number of units 
remaining to be zoned and built under Alternative 2.  

• An EIR will be required for the relatively large “green light” sites of PG&E and Nishi, as 
well as the “yellow light” sites of Lewis Cannery and Wilhorse Horse Ranch for which 
development applications are already being reviewed.  

• All “green light” sites require discretionary review with legislative actions and therefore the 
City has the ability to ensure that environmental effects have been adequately analyzed prior 
to project approvals.  Environmental reviews will be required for each individual project.  

• None of the conditions requiring a subsequent EIR exist. 
 
Council Goals 
The Steering Committee’s efforts are consistent with the following Council goal for 2007-2008 
related to housing:  
 

Provide a mix of high quality housing to meet community needs.  Advance an array of 
housing options targeting affordability, internal growth, University-related needs and 
housing needs of special populations. 
• Provide slow, steady additions to housing stock, consistent with Council set goals and 

General Plan and ensure that any new housing benefits community. 
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• Address SACOG fair share growth, natural growth and growth to provide internal 
support for the University. 

• Ensure special needs housing – for seniors, for those who have accessibility issues, and 
for people who work but don’t currently live in Davis. 

• Provide an array of housing to meet needs of citizens. 
• Provide housing for people who live/work in Davis. 
• Develop multi-family housing near downtown. 
• Continuously update and assess opportunities for infill and mixed-use projects within city 

limits. 
•  Ensure that any new and existing homes and neighborhoods are attractive and well-

maintained. 
 
The Steering Committee’s work accomplishes the following objectives identified under the goal: 
• Appoint a Housing Element Steering Committee composed of members of the Community. 
• Finalize Housing Element recommendations to the City Council. 
• Hold community workshops on the housing issues. 
 
Background  
The Steering Committee conducted its work from February 8, 2007 through March 20, 2008. 
The two main charges to the Committee were: 
1. Guide the development of a Draft Housing Element for submittal to the California Housing 

and Community Development Department (HCD); and  
2. Develop recommendations related to the 1% growth cap through 2013. 
 
On March 20, 2008, the Steering Committee recommended to City Council that: 
1. A Draft Housing Element be submitted to HCD; and   
2. A Steering Committee report with seven recommendations be considered by City Council for 

implementation.  The recommendations include how the 1% growth cap should be 
implemented. 

 
On April 1, 2008, the City Council directed staff to submit the Draft Housing Element to HCD. 
 
On April 22, 2008, a joint meeting of the City Council and Planning Commission was held to 
present the Steering Committee’s report and recommendations, and to answer general questions. 
 
Summary of Steering Committee Recommendations 
The Steering Committee’s report with recommendations has been provided to the Planning 
Commission and City Council.  The report may be reviewed by the general public on the city’s 
web site www.cityofdavis.org under Current Issues, General Plan / Housing Element Update, 
Attachments.  The recommendations included: 
 
1. Use site rankings and groupings based on principles. 
 
2. Manage the 1% growth cap by using the site rankings and groupings in development 

application processing. 
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• Use a “green light, yellow light, red light” system for considering development 
applications using the site rankings and groupings. 

• Provide regular status reporting. 
• Modify the existing phased allocation plan ordinance. 
 

3. Consider general targets for the mix of housing types.  40% to 60% in single family detached 
and attached types; 10% to 15% in multi-family ownership (condominium) types; and 30% 
to 40% in multi-family rental types.  Applicable affordable housing units are included in 
each of these housing types.  

 
4. Consider requirements and conditions in development review.  These items are listed in the 

36 site recommendations sheets in Section V of the Steering Committee report.  
 
5. Initiate a long-range, comprehensive General Plan update in approximately 2009 and use 

Steering Committee recommendations as a guide through year 2013. 
 
6. Other site-related recommendations. 

a. Plan for the Lewis Cannery site in consideration of the adjacent Covell Village site. 
b. Re-examine the Little League fields site, Fire Department headquarters site, and the 

locations of other fire stations. 
c. Study possible new locations for City and DJUSD corporation yards and the PG&E 

service center. 
 

7. Other planning-related recommendations. 
a. Work proactively with SACOG in advance of next Housing Element. 
b. Engage in discussions with UCD about planned student housing. 
c. Support the community-based farms concept on the edge of the city. 
d. Study overall infrastructure needs and cost recovery strategies. 

 
Issues at Joint Meeting of City Council and Planning Commission on April 22, 2008 
 
The following issues were identified at the joint meeting: 
1. How great were the differences between the overall site rankings by the Steering Committee 

members?   
2. How will the site rankings recommended by the Steering Committee be used by the City in 

development processing? 
3. How will the community’s housing needs be provided in new housing?  
4. When will a “mid course correction analysis” of the 1% growth cap be conducted?  
 
Issue #1 – How great were the differences between the site rankings by the Steering 
Committee members? 
 
At the joint meeting on April 22, 2008, questions included:  How great were the differences 
between the mean site rankings?  In particular, how great were the differences between the mean 
rankings of two sites ranked closely or two sites ranked far apart?   
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In Attachment 2, staff has provided: 
• A bar graph illustrating the mean ranking of the 37 sites based on the rankings by the 15 

individual Steering Committee members.   
• Scatter plots showing the range of rankings for each site by the 15 individual Steering 

Committee members. 
 
Staff’s findings from the bar graph are:    
• The mean rankings of the 37 sites (later reduced to 36 total sites) ranged from 6.47 to 34.87.  
• The difference between the mean rankings of two closely ranked sites in some cases were 

only 0.1 (for example, the mean ranking for site ranked #1 was 6.5 and for site ranked #2 was 
6.6).  

 
The approach recommended by staff for use of the site rankings in development processing de-
emphasizes the differences (often small) between the mean rankings of individual “green light” 
sites, while ensuring that the 1% growth cap is not exceeded, by:  
• Processing applications for a list of Council-selected list of “green light” sites only prior to 

December 31, 2010.  
• Continuing to process two current applications for “yellow light” sites, with the 

understanding that if these projects are approved, the timing of the residential units may need 
to be conditioned to comply with the 1% growth cap.    

• Considering processing applications for other Council-selected “yellow light” sites (not 
necessarily in exactly the same ranked order as the Steering Committee) after January 1, 
2010 for reasons including housing needs, housing mix, or provision of extraordinary 
infrastructure improvements.     

  
Issue #2 – How will the site rankings recommended by the Steering Committee be used by 
the City in development processing? 
 
Alternative approaches.   
The Steering Committee report includes preliminary concepts for how the 1% growth cap might 
be managed in development application processing.  Staff has expanded the range of alternative 
approaches that might be considered in implementing the 1% growth cap.  
 
The alternatives could be modified to create other alternatives.  Variations could be based on: 
• Whether Council selects a group of sites (such as “green” or “yellow” groups) which are 

modified from Steering Committee recommendations. 
• The time period that the approach is used (such as 2010 or 2013).    
 
Each alternative would involve different implementation procedures. 
 
The assumed general objectives for all of the approaches are: 
1. Use the Steering Committee site rankings to the extent that Council agrees with the rankings. 
2. Ensure that the 1% growth cap is not exceeded, unless the resolution is amended. 
3. Keep the system as simple as possible. 
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Where the term “process applications” is used, staff recommends that this apply to major 
discretionary entitlements (such as general plan amendment and rezoning) and would not apply 
to processing of final map, administrative design review, or building permits. 
 
The range of alternative approaches that might be considered is: 
 
1. Work proactively down the site ranking list, one site or a few sites at a time. City makes 

major commitment to working proactively down ranking list, one site at a time (or perhaps a 
few sites at a time) pursuant to a work plan by Council.   Exhaust all reasonable efforts on a 
site before proceeding to the next site. City efforts would involve proactive work with 
property owners to help make development happen, and would not be limited to just sending 
a letter to property owners to check for development interest. Major city resources would be 
committed to sites requiring city initiatives.  Actions might include: major new programs to 
promote second units such as prototypical designs and other incentives; developing 
alternative visions for downtown and programs to achieve the desired vision; and exploring 
alternative sites for City corporation yards.   

 
2. Process applications for a selected list of “green light” sites only.   Process development 

applications for a selected list of “green light” sites only through June 2013.  The list could 
be the sites ranked #1-20 by the Steering Committee or a modified list of more or fewer sites. 
Acknowledge that the actual number of housing units produced by June 2013 may fall well 
below the 1% cap.  Phasing of developments would be primarily determined by using the site 
rankings.  

 
3. Check for development interest among the recommended 20 “green light” sites first, then 

consider “yellow light” sites in ranked order.  Create a cycle (such as every six months) with 
a report and Council resolution through which the development interest of property owners 
of sites 1 through 20  (“green light sites”) is checked.  This includes checking whether city 
resources are available to work on sites needing city initiatives. Sites where interest is not 
shown drop lower in line but keep ranking number. To the extent interest is not shown by the 
property owners of sites 1 through 20, incrementally check the interest of property owners of 
sites 21 through 33 (“yellow light sites”) while ensuring the 1% cap is not exceeded.  

This possible approach was presented at the joint meeting on April 22, 2008. 
 
4. Process applications for a list of Council-selected “green light” sites only through December 

31, 2009, and consider processing Council-selected “yellow light” sites after January 1, 
2010.  As a transition to the initiation of the next General Plan update in 2009 and adoption 
prior to 2013, process development applications for a selected list of “green light” sites 
through January 1, 2010.  After January 1, 2010, consider processing applications for 
selected “yellow light” sites for reasons such as: housing needs; housing mix; or provision of 
extraordinary infrastructure improvements.   

Staff recommends this approach. 
 
5. Create a five-year plan with a selected group of sites.  Develop a five-year plan for June 2008 

through June 2013 with sites determined to be “realistic” and substantially consistent with 
the Steering Committee’s site ranking list.  Through 2013, process development applications 
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for these sites only unless the five-year plan is amended by Council, probably as part of an 
annual resolution.  Some site developments could extend past 2013.  

 
6. Amend the 1% resolution to exempt small “green light” and “yellow light” infill sites from a 

growth cap.     
• Selected acceptable small, non-Measure J sites within city would not be subject to a 

growth cap:  Since selected infill development is encouraged, the units on these sites 
would be exempt from, and not subject to, the numerical limits of a growth cap.  The 
number of units from these sites would be reported for information only in the periodic 
development status reviews to City Council. These developments would only be subject to 
standard development, environmental review, and neighborhood involvement processes. 
This approach would save some staff resources which could be allocated to work on sites 
requiring city initiatives.  Larger sites in city (perhaps 15+ acres, such as PG&E and 
Lewis Cannery) would likely be included in the group below. 

• Sites subject to Measure J:  Sites subject to Measure J (Horse Ranch, Nishi, Signature, 
Covell Village) would be ranked and considered to a maximum amount (such as an 
annual maximum of 150 base units excluding exempt units or 200 total units including 
exempt units).  The reasons for considering such sites could be: to promote a mix of 
housing types; or obtain extraordinary infrastructure improvements.   

 
7. Add site rankings to the criteria in the existing Phased Housing Allocation Ordinance.  Add 

the Steering Committee’s site rankings to the 11 criteria that already are considered in the 
city’s Phased Housing Allocation Ordinance.  Site ranking could be given equal weight to 
the other existing criteria used to evaluate a proposed project (such as inclusion of affordable 
housing, commitment to small builders, contribution to open space, etc.). Alternatively, site 
ranking could be given more weight than the other criteria.    

 
 Brief evaluation of the alternative approaches.   
Staff has briefly evaluated the alternative approaches in Attachment 3.  The approaches were 
generally evaluated in terms of nine non-weighted aspects, consisting of:   
A. Use of the Steering Committee’s site rankings, does not require new list. 
B. Potentials of higher ranked sites are fully considered before lower ranked sites. 
C. Ease of ensuring that current 1% growth cap is not exceeded. 
D. Realistic and “ready” sites are considered and are not stalled by less feasible sites. 
E. Simplicity of initiating system, including staff resources. 
F. Simplicity of maintaining system, including staff resources. 
G. Certainty of which sites the City is considering. 
H. Ease of ensuring desired types of housing types and mix. 
I. Flexibility for City Council in selecting sites for consideration. 
 
 
 
Staff recommended processing approach.  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council processing 
approach #4:   
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Process applications for a Council-selected list of “green light” sites only prior to December 
31, 2010 and consider Council-selected “yellow light” sites after January 1, 2010.    
 

The advantages of this general approach are:  
• The approach would provide for a transition to the initiation of the next General Plan update 

in 2009 and adoption prior to 2013. 
• It would use the Steering Committee’s site rankings to a relatively high degree. A few 

modifications to the rankings are provided in the staff recommendation.    
• The processing of only “green light” sites until January 2010 would ensure that the 1% 

growth cap is not exceeded.  The continued processing of two “yellow light” sites (Lewis 
Cannery and Wildhorse Horse Ranch), however, may require that the timing of residential 
units in these projects, if approved, be conditioned to comply with the 1% growth cap. 

• The sites which the City is considering would be certain, at least until January 2010. 
• The City Council would have flexibility in selecting the sites to be considered. At this time, 

the Council would confirm the “green light” sites and potentially two “yellow light” sites for 
the processing of development applications.  On approximately January 1, 2010, the Council 
would select any additional “yellow light” sites to be considered.    

 
Issue #3 – How will the community’s housing needs be provided in new housing (in general 
including workforce, students, lower income households, seniors, etc.). 
 
General targets for housing types.   
Staff supports the Steering Committee recommendation #3 (on pages 25–26 of the Committee 
report) which establishes general targets for housing types.      
 

The intent of establishing housing type targets is to provide for the varied housing needs 
in the community including but not limited to workforce, families, seniors and renters.  
The targets are intended as a guide for the overall housing types that would be provided 
through 2013, not that they would be provided precisely in any one year.  Progress 
toward these targets would be regularly evaluated, as well as the targets themselves.  
Adjustments might be considered based on factors such as changes in UC Davis 
enrollment or economic considerations. 

 
These general targets for housing types, along with the city’s inclusionary affordable housing 
requirements, provide a variety of housing options to meet local needs. 
 
The Steering Committee’s recommendation is to consider the following general targets for the 
mix of housing types in the 1% growth through 2013: 
1. 40% to 60% in single family detached and attached types.  
2. 10% to 15% in multi-family ownership (condominium) types. 

Staff recommends that the range of this category be expanded to 10% to 25% for the 
following reasons: 
• More flexibility is needed in this range. 
• More housing of this type is likely to be needed due to trends of affordability and 

compactness. 
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• Per an email poll by staff in May 2008, a super majority of the Steering Committee is 
supportive of this change.  

3. 30% to 40% in multi-family rental types. 
 
The rationale for the recommended target for mix of housing types was presented in the 
“Combined Scenario” of the “Housing Element Update Needs Assessment Background Report” 
by Bay Area Economics, September 28, 2007 (see a copy provided as Attachment 10 to this staff 
report, stapled separately). The existing mix of housing types in Davis in 2006 was: 
• 56% in single family detached and attached types;  
• 9 % in multi-family ownership types;  and 
• 35% in multi-family rental types.   
 
It is recognized that a portion of the single family types and multi-family ownership types may 
be rented, as currently 55% of housing units in the city are renter-occupied. 
 
The recommended mix, compared to the existing mix, is as follows:   
• A general continuation of detached single family types and attached single family types, with 

a likely shift toward more attached types;  
• An increase in multi-family ownership (condominium) types from the existing 9% to a range 

of 10% - 25%; 
• A general continuation of the 35% of multi-family rental types.  
 
Staff acknowledges that a perfect linkage cannot be guaranteed between local housing needs and 
new housing.  For example, it cannot be legally ensured that a local employee will purchase a 
new house intended to provide housing for the local workforce.  Even if a lottery system is used 
to give local employees a distinct preference (4:1) in a regulated new “moderate” and “middle” 
income house, someone from the general public (that is, someone who does not work or live in 
Davis) can apply and become eligible to purchase the house. Additionally, a preference for the 
local workforce is not provided in the sale or rental of a “market” price house or apartment.   
 
Additionally, a variety of housing types also allows for a variety of personal preferences to be 
addressed. While there may be specific needs groups that the city would like to provide housing 
for, it is difficult to know the types and amenities that individuals within these needs groups 
prefer. Variety provides options for buyers and renters within the targeted needs groups.  
 
Estimated housing types from potential housing sites.   
In the two tables in Attachment 4, staff has estimated the number and types of housing that may 
be produced from: 
• “Green light” sites considered “realistic” for development in 2008 and 2009; and. 
• “Green light” sites and the first two “yellow light” potential housing sites. 
 
Staff’s initial findings from these estimates are that the housing that may be produced from the 
“green light” sites considered “realistic” in 2008 and 2009, along with a realistic share of 
currently planned and zoned sites, could provide approximately:  
• 520 units for the two years or 260 units per year. 
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• 150 - 170 affordable units. 
• 58-64 required middle income units (recognizing that more than the minimum required units 

could be provided, and rental units in the estimates do address the needs of middle and 
moderate income households). 

• 73% in single family attached and detached types. 
    
The housing that may be produced from the staff-recommended 20 “green light” sites, the first 
two “yellow light” sites (Lewis Cannery and Wildhorse Horse Ranch) and currently planned and 
zoned sites, if all were approved and built, could provide approximately: 
• A range of units with a mid point up to 2,792 units (which would need to be controlled to 

comply with the 1% growth cap).  
• 642 – 822 affordable units (depending on assumptions). 
• 169 – 341 middle income units (depending on assumptions, recognizing that more than the 

minimum required units could be provided, and rental units in the estimates do address the 
needs of middle and moderate income households).   

• A mix of unit types of approximately 37% in single family attached and detached types, 29% 
in multi-family rental types, and 34% in multi-family ownership types.  (The mix of unit 
types in projects could be planned to meet different housing type percentages.).  

 
Housing opportunities for seniors.   
Staff supports the Steering Committee recommendation related to senior housing opportunities 
as provided on page 25 of the Committee report with two minor edits and the addition of a policy 
regarding demand.    
 
Recommended minor edits (shown in bold below). 

As part of the mix of housing types, encourage  a variety of opportunities for seniors in 
appropriate locations.  These opportunities may include units which are age-restricted, 
as well as units that are not necessarily age-restricted but are suitable for seniors 
including accessible and visitable units. The types of units that could accommodate 
senior housing needs may include: small single family homes or condominiums;  co-
housing units (ownership or rental opportunities in a community setting); and accessory 
dwelling units (either for occupancy on a family member’s property or to lease to a 
tenant who that could assist with landscaping or other needs of a senior landlord).  
Additional outreach and data collection would help further define and confirm senior 
housing preferences. 

 
Staff does not recommend a more specific quantitative target for senior-oriented housing be 
established at this time. Staff finds that establishing a specific target for senior-oriented housing 
at this time would be complicated and would require a great deal of study.  Some of the factors 
in such a study would include: 
• Housing types, services, and resident age groups to be accommodated. 
• Existing unmet demand after considering existing supply (a summary of existing senior 

housing units is provided in Attachment 5). 
• Demand due to increasing percentage of senior households in current population.  
• Demand due to increasing percentage of senior households in new residential growth. 
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• Demand due to parents of current and new Davis residents (if some of this demand is to be 

provided for). 
• Assumption of the percentage of seniors that would be interested in senior-oriented housing. 
• Possible related issue: Legal issues should the city attempted to restrict, or required the 

developer to restrict, proposed senior housing units to local residents. 
 
Depending on assumptions related to the factors identified above, the demand for senior-oriented 
housing could be calculated to be approximately 125 units to 900 + units through year 2013.  
 
Recommended policy regarding demand.  Staff recommends that an additional policy be added 
to the Steering Committee recommendations related to “General housing targets for housing 
types” to specifically address the need / demand for senior housing.  The policy would state: 

The proponent of any senior-oriented housing project consisting of 30 units or greater 
shall justify that there is a reasonable relationship between the proposed number of 
senior-oriented housing units and the demand by Davis residents.  A senior housing 
project would include senior-oriented, age-qualified, or age-restricted housing units. 

  
Issue #4 - When will the “mid course correction analysis” of the 1% growth cap be 
conducted? 
 
On February 12, 2008, the City Council recognized that since the internal housing need estimate 
was created, actual housing construction has been lower than the estimate projected, and a mid 
course correction in the growth cap should be considered. 
 
As of this date, this analysis has not been started or scoped by staff, nor has it been budgeted.  
Staff anticipates that this analysis could be conducted during Summer and Fall of 2008.   
 
The analysis may include whether previous housing needs estimates should be re-evaluated in 
terms of:  
• Updated development schedule of the UC Davis research park.  
• Regional and local job growth.  
• Natural growth assumptions.  
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Attachments 
1. Table of recommended modifications to site rankings by Steering Committee. 
2. Bar graph and scatter plots illustrating site rankings by Steering Committee members. 
3. Summary of alternative approaches to implementing the 1% growth cap. 
4. Tables of estimated housing types from: “Green light” sites considered realistic for 

development in 2008 and 2009; and “Green light” sites and first two “yellow light” sites.   
5. Summary of existing senior housing units in Davis. 
6. Letter submitted by Lydia Delis-Schlosser regarding senior housing.   
7. Letter submitted by Mark Spencer regarding conceptual plans, urban reserves and Measure J. 
8. Letter submitted by Cynthia Morris regarding the Kennedy Place site. 
9. Letter submitted by George Phillips regarding Shriners and Mace 100 (Mace &  I-80) sites. 
10.  “Housing Element Update Needs Assessment Background Report”, Bay Area Economics, 

September 28, 2007 and updated January 2, 2008 (copied and stapled separately from this 
staff report).    

11. Steering Committee Report (provided at the joint meeting with City Council on April 22, 
2008).  
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