Meeting Date:
June 19, 2008

Staff Report
June 12, 2008
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Katherine Hess, Community Development Director

Bob Wolcott, Principal Planner
Danielle Foster, Housing and Human Services Superintendent

SUBJECT: Recommendations to City Council Regarding the General Plan / Housing Element
Steering Committee Report

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.)

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).

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:

e 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.

e 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.)

e 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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b.

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.

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 pepulaﬂenef—th&&%y—belew—@#@@@
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.

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 strlkethroughs and retain the rest
of the actlon : ,

. . M - Upon
the completlon of infill related studles and the adoptlon of |nf|II 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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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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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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e Address SACOG fair share growth, natural growth and growth to provide internal
support for the University.

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

e Provide an array of housing to meet needs of citizens.

e Provide housing for people who live/work in Davis.

e Develop multi-family housing near downtown.

e Continuously update and assess opportunities for infill and mixed-use projects within city
limits.

e 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:
e Appoint a Housing Element Steering Committee composed of members of the Community.

e Finalize Housing Element recommendations to the City Council.

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

e Provide regular status reporting.

e Modify the existing phased allocation plan ordinance.

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.

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.

Initiate a long-range, comprehensive General Plan update in approximately 2009 and use
Steering Committee recommendations as a guide through year 2013.

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.

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.

2.

3.
4.

How great were the differences between the overall site rankings by the Steering Committee
members?

How will the site rankings recommended by the Steering Committee be used by the City in
development processing?

How will the community’s housing needs be provided in new housing?

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:

e A bar graph illustrating the mean ranking of the 37 sites based on the rankings by the 15
individual Steering Committee members.

e 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:

e The mean rankings of the 37 sites (later reduced to 36 total sites) ranged from 6.47 to 34.87.

e 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:

e Processing applications for a list of Council-selected list of “green light” sites only prior to
December 31, 2010.

e 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.

e 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:

e Whether Council selects a group of sites (such as “green” or “yellow” groups) which are
modified from Steering Committee recommendations.

e 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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

growth cap.

e 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.

e 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.

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:

—IOTMUO®»

Use of the Steering Committee’s site rankings, does not require new list.
Potentials of higher ranked sites are fully considered before lower ranked sites.
Ease of ensuring that current 1% growth cap is not exceeded.

Realistic and “ready” sites are considered and are not stalled by less feasible sites.
Simplicity of initiating system, including staff resources.

Simplicity of maintaining system, including staff resources.

Certainty of which sites the City is considering.

Ease of ensuring desired types of housing types and mix.

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:

e More flexibility is needed in this range.

e More housing of this type is likely to be needed due to trends of affordability and
compactness.




PC Meeting on Steering Committee Report
Page 14

e 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:

e 56% in single family detached and attached types;

e 9% in multi-family ownership types; and

e 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:

e A general continuation of detached single family types and attached single family types, with
a likely shift toward more attached types;

e Anincrease in multi-family ownership (condominium) types from the existing 9% to a range
of 10% - 25%;

e 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:

e “Green light” sites considered “realistic” for development in 2008 and 2009; and.

e “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:

e 520 units for the two years or 260 units per year.
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e 150 - 170 affordable units.

e 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).

e 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:

e 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).

e 642 — 822 affordable units (depending on assumptions).

e 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).

e 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:

e Housing types, services, and resident age groups to be accommodated.

e Existing unmet demand after considering existing supply (a summary of existing senior
housing units is provided in Attachment 5).

e Demand due to increasing percentage of senior households in current population.

e Demand due to increasing percentage of senior households in new residential growth.
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e Demand due to parents of current and new Davis residents (if some of this demand is to be
provided for).

e Assumption of the percentage of seniors that would be interested in senior-oriented housing.

e 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:

e Updated development schedule of the UC Davis research park.

e Regional and local job growth.

e Natural growth assumptions.
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11.

Table of recommended modifications to site rankings by Steering Committee.

Bar graph and scatter plots illustrating site rankings by Steering Committee members.
Summary of alternative approaches to implementing the 1% growth cap.

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.
Summary of existing senior housing units in Davis.

Letter submitted by Lydia Delis-Schlosser regarding senior housing.

Letter submitted by Mark Spencer regarding conceptual plans, urban reserves and Measure J.
Letter submitted by Cynthia Morris regarding the Kennedy Place site.

Letter submitted by George Phillips regarding Shriners and Mace 100 (Mace & 1-80) sites.

. “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).

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

p/planning/advance planning/housing element update// report to cc/ pc report.doc



ATTACHMENT 1

20p'gL aun Sa)IS ||y - SUCHEPUSLWILOSY 3)IS O} UOHESYIPOIN PAPUSWILICOa\DD 0} Hoday\sjepdn juaws|3 BuisnoH\buluueld aoueApy\Buiuueldy:d

6St'z — LoV}

(enoqy sa)s 0z) BUISNOH 104 PapUSWIWIOd3Y SIS |RUORIPPY — STLIS AYVANODIS 40 TV.LOL

oIEISoT

Ireyey pooyloqybieN

au‘Q

[enuspISIN-

T LT Tt

AUnIpaN

sabueyy Buiuoz 7 uejd YA seseasou| — s buiddoys pootyoqubioN
- pienginog TisMoDBUISNOH SgEpionY QPEUSHED;

'000'L — 09%

000°L — 09V

JeyBiH [enuapisey Auo @oN BIA ss800Y UIM uondo - Auedoid IYSIN uaal19
VXAl 74 62—-2l wnipsjy [eluspisay [eo1ewwog pooyioqubiaN 4aa13 MO usal9
09 —95 09-92 wnipa| [ejuapisay 199241S g ‘spidid J8juad JIMD uasi9
0s—¢¢ 05—-2¢ WNIp3a [eljuapisay *PAIg 92BN ‘Y2INYD NUBGMOI[IAA uaalo
9l-¥ 61 o1 dn ybiH renuapisay (esealoul Jau) soeld SAY YUY usaig
ze-9l ~zeoadn _JaybiH [enuspisay (eseasou au) 8joIID) PIOXQ ‘BUOZ OHY usalg
09l - 08 891 —-2L wnipa [enuspisay 1ea1s yyi4 '3 ‘spieA diod asnra/ Auo usalg
081 —88 68l — 6. wnipaj jejuapisay Jeans uybi3 '3 ‘suowwig usain
1ooloid Joiid B se ‘g2 | ocy—Gee ybiH |enuspisay peoY UOSIapuy — JOpLIOD Ysuel ] uaslio)
Gy —- 1.2 S6v— 1.2 ybiH |eguapisay sasn PaxI -1S 1 Pue Yyl "I8ua) 8diAIeS 3 80d uaaig
_mco_HMmMmMMmhm: ‘0 S9)IS SNOLEA ue|d oyoads ealy 2100 sebueyn Bujuoz ;7 ueld UIAA SBSBaIdU] — UuMolumoq usaln
8. —6S 601 — Lt wnips|y [enuapisey youey a0B| ‘BUOISA |  USBID

A SaJis SNOLeA Mo jenuapisay sjun Aleuonaiosi| ey sebueys weibold YA S9SBaIoU| -SIUn puUodas

ybiH [enuspisey

aAL( Jeug 19amg

. GNipS jenuepisey:

T

-t

- 2S10UBIMSPIo 19BBNN;

695 — 91§

(syun) uoepustUOIDY
sapiwwo) buusalg

(snun) Aiobaje) ueld
|esauas) Jod abuey

wnipay [enuapisay 8)Ig Jo0Yos apuel
wnipayy jenuapisey aoe|d Apauua)y :om.._o
ybiH [enuapisay 10a1s g ‘stepenbpesH asnra usaln

(.3ub1 usain,,) BuisnoH 104 PapuUaWWOITY SBYS [BUOHIPPY — STLIS AMVANODIS

Buisnol 104 pauoz pue pauue|d

Ajsuaq |[eloAQ 9sn puen

ue|d [eJoUs) PapUIWIWIOINY

BuisnoH Jo4 pauoZ pue pauue|d Aguaiing — S3LIS ANVINRYd 40 TV1OL
Apuanind — s31IS AYVINIYd

uonduosaqg s)s nuey

800¢C

‘gl aunr

a0 Buues)g Ag sbunjuey 9}iS 0} SUOIIEIYIPOIA PAPUBWIWIOIDY

| %



20p'gL aunf sayS [y - SUCHEPUBWILLODSY S)IS O} UOHEOYIPON PAPUSWILICOa\DD 0} Hoday\aepdn juawsajg BuisnoH\buluue|d asueapw\Buluueld\:d

"S9SN Paxi Mojfe 0} Ueld [2iauas) sy} Ul pajealo aq pjnom uoneubissp e Jey} Sajeoipul .8sn PaXIN .
‘asoe Jad spun oG 03 dn Ajisusp Jau B MoJje 0} Ueld Jeisuss) auf} uj pajeald 8q PINOM UONRUDISSP [enuapISal mau e Jey] sajeolpul Jaybit fenuspisay , |

{ €160} — 298'9 3A0GV S3LIS ANV SANOY¥D TV 40 TV.LOL ANVND
. gs2't—898T (L€ - ye# sens) Ala3uyopu] paiqe] sa)s — £10Z OL HORd A3AIIN LON S3LIS 40 V101
S¥9'L —000'L Sv9'l — 90 WNIPS [ERUBPISBY uonebm By SYS-UO UM - YoueY @1S80 g
006 — 065 ov6-coy - WNIpS [eRUSpISOY uoneBnI By a)is-UO YU - 9126aU0IS JO 1o oe
$09 — 68€ 09 - 662 WNIpaj fepuapisay uonebm By aYs-UO YN - uaxyosog ur >
¥09 — 68€ ¥09 — 662 wnIipsy [enuSpISaY uoneBip By S-UO UM - ullied e

(.3yb17 pay,,) Alpyulepul pajqel — €102 OL HOI¥d G3A33IN LON S3ALIS

- geVp-u8T | - (28— 1Z# SOUS) £LOZ 03 JOUd PAPaSN 31 AJUD BUISNOH 104 PaIApISUOD og OL SIS - SALIS IIVNYILTV 40 VIOL | - | -
0z- Sl -2l WNIpa|N [ENUSPISEY (Auo SIS JO Jfey LINOS) PIEASINOG [[BMOD J3gIeS g€
0S4'L — 052 SLI'L - $0S WnIpay [eRuSpISaY aus Aisuued smaT O doL o) uogdo - oS sBelIA [12A0D z€
800Z "€l UDJBIN U0 d3pIwoD Bussls Aq pajereq uosdo ois Uinog o} JuaoElpY pUET PUE UB|d JUIOP JO cw__m_% w:m:“__w% SBeliA loAoD € o~
S ARE] 92l - ¥g WNIpayy |euapisey (kiuo ayss Jo yley Lanos) peoy seIYD ‘[eISNPU] JUBIT 821D MOJIA 0¢ —
L€}~ €6 . po9L-26 " yBiH enuepisay J0011S  ‘spjel snbes sy 62
000'L — 09% 000'L — 09% 19UBIH [enuspISay AIUO "1Q BNIQ BIA SS800Y UM uopdo Auedord usIN | sz 82
14 Gl 0} QD SN PaXI / |IBlaY "Wwo) SpPJEA9INOgG [[SMO) pue 8de\ JO JoUWI0D IN YT le
2Ly - 08E 2Ly - 202 wnIpayy fenuapIsey ays samiadoid amjeudls | ez 9z

(MN) UBiH [enuspisey
_ucm (3s) wnipapyy _w_ucon_mom_

(19o1ed AAN JO Hed pue |9o18d 35 SepnoUl) preAdnog Jlomo) ‘O

9. umx__s. Em: O~

v maes T

wiipapy” _macmv,_mum_.

bmccmo m_z,w._

?Em_._ >>o=m>:v €102 0} 10l d pSpaeN Ji >_:O paispisuod eag ol — S3lIS m_._.<2~m_._.|_<

(s1un) uonepuawwossy | (spun) Aobajen ueld Ajsuaq |jelanQ asn pue
aapiwwos buuealg |eJauas) Jad abuey UBld |e4oUuas) papuaiwiosad)y

uondussaq 9 Nuey

800¢ ‘gl aunp
(ponunuo9) sa)iwwos Bulesls Ag sbunjuey 9)iS 0} SUOIIEIBIPOIA POPUAWIWOIDY



<« Bupjuey jamo

S9)S

Bunuey 18ybiH =
JSOEGE PEEE ZE LE0E 6282 L292Ge e €Tz iec0zbL 8L LLOLSLvLELCLLLOL 6 8 L 9 GV € ¢ |

] ] ! I } | | I |

| ” IR
" " lzgsgs
1 1 = - o
] 1 o g
I I © & O
1 H L] B ~
H i+t r iyttt L - 1 i1t r 1 - w
_ 1 i i3
1 1 - ~
] A t1l 3
1 1 oy
1 1 .
| 1 w
1 1
Hi— It rt -t r1r Lty et —
1 1 L] w
1 1 ) \A, H %
o “ inE r o
e ' = > o 9
o~ “ “ 113223 8
=aininininininininininininininlinin Mg =g~ °
m | S Y 8 ‘Auoud juswdojenap Joj payueld
= " | al® @ s1 eys au3 JayBiy auy ‘Bupjuel
an, i . .w"w & ueaw s} Jamo| 8y 810N
A lalliiaiatainlaln HAHHRE
) . ] U !
> |t (UUssgss
el s _
1 Pl w 1
1 i 1
1L 1
rro 1
j @ 1
_mv_ "
L T |“| !
HE _
@K 1
o ! 1
o | 1
- 1 1
et 1 1
| - e— b 1
[Fo ] | 3
. m ” nntwm: “ nngo——m>= “ nncwmhwuu
slaquiay a9piwwo bulaalg gL Ag
S9)IS Jo Bunjuey uesjj

Ol

N o0 <
N <~ ~
Bunjuey ueay

©
AN

-
™

Ve




T o

Jaquaw a9ap1wwo) buliaalg
L o0 8 8 L 9 §

> 1 2 Il ' 1 !

7

/ T

juey

~ Buy

j:14

8z

33

apueln - ¢

JAS

FELINE mmﬁ_EEoo Bullaalg

g # 9 a u o g8 L 9 § ¥

€

[4

3

19q Ems_ mmﬁ_ EEoo m::mwuw

9 w8 a ¥y ¢ ¢

1 ! 1

3

_\)>\ﬁ/

D

[ \J\ [

VA

'

¥

/1

>)>

&
Ao

Y,

— ‘

\ <<C% \. :4,%
/ IR
- [
Hjj VR
[

133

e

LE

‘Bunjues Hm.m\so_ 8y} sI /¢ Jo Bunjuel e pue Ajoud juawdolaasp Joy Bupjuel 3saybly syl si | Jo Bupjuel v :8}oN

sIaquiaj\ @9iwwo) bulieals G| Ag
sBunjuey jo s10|d Janeoss




Z2-

sJaquaw aaiwwod furiaels slequo W eayrwwo Bunaels laquay aapwwo) burisag
a u o 6 8 L 9 } & # & a W o 6 8 L 9 S v € 2Z 4 % oo 3 o 6 8 L 9 § v € L
L L L 2 ¢ I I o ) 1 2 ! & L L ! 1 I T8 1 L ) : O\ L 2 L 1 il 1 1 1
[ [\ N\ AN AN
[ A ] B BAVAVARY WA SRS
/ \ | £ i T\ ] /o\ ¢ , < 002 z
uea
$ - . fons o\ N y W .
'8 \_ams_ < /
uesiy o 4 o n
o 9 a9
X
L 7 I 3
R 68 > A 8 x
= 5 >
: I :
7z J 44 z2
52 14 14
-4 8c 82
¢
K> e ie
ve ¥e ve
1€ Le 1>
BUOIBA -9 S$9SEaJoU] - SJUN puo2Ivg -G Jelig 19ams - ¢




L%

slaquafy sapiwwoy Bulisalg
¢ #H & a U o 6 8 L 9 § ¥

! L t L ! ) L L '

€L’V
ueap

v

Jopiiio) ysuel) - 6

Le

e

e

Jaqua adwwo) Buliaalg
4 # 8 a U o 6 8 L 9 § ¥ ¢

L 1 L X L L : 1 ' 1

—

NV S A

[ i

1 1

1

Lv'0L

ueap

V

|t
et

L il

389d -8

[44

14

14

34

e

£

Bunjuey

Jaqua aapiwwos bupiealg

4 # & a U4 o0 6 8 L 9 § ¥

L L 1 L 1 L L 1

Uea il

SISEAIOU] - uMmojumog -,

144

74

8¢

25

e

A

Bupjuey




g H o
| I

slaqua sanIwwo) Bulsoa
a J._. %— 6 8 L Uw S Ww €

Il L ! 3 ' 2

4

l

1D ploxO aHY - 2L

[44

s¢

82

le

ve

LE

Bupjuey

4 # g a

siaquay aawwos) buliad
ﬂ %_m:.m .\.ow ‘5 am

L 1 L 1 ! ! L L L :

4

A
[\ o~ ]
VL

€6Vl
ueap

‘

ve

spJdep "dion - L}

e

slaquiay 29w wo) Buliaslg
49 # 9 a Wb O 6 8 L 9 S V

1 ' ' 1 s ! 1 ! 1

[44

14

214

3

ve

suowws - 0l

P2

Bunjueyy

!




25

a9 "

siaqualy IdaRIwmwon bulreayg

a4 4 U4 o 6 8 L 9 § ¢

1 1 L I 1 1 s 1 '

e

90BN YUBGMOJIIM - SI

si1oq o 99w wo, bullaslg

s # & a W o 6 & L 9 S v €

L L 1 1 L ' L 1 1 ! o

5

f I

s1oquap sapiwwog bulasg
& a W o 6 8 L 9 § ¥ € 2T }

' 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 ! 1 L L

=S

:/ _: “ .

[N L 0 Y I R

/_ ARALL S A
conn |\ A FloA e

A YA L] L[ \

N L || /
| ] |
. . \
vy oo \

spjald 433ua9 SIND - )

[}
Bunjuey

[44

sZ

8z

34

ve

FA>

Id @AY YMid - €1




X #

siaquay asiwwon buliselg

g a i o 6 8 L 8 S v £ ¢

1

\ 1281

ueap

"JUOIA ? 9B JUBQMO|IIM - 8L

14

8c

134

A

slaqualy 99)wwo) burroalg

s # & a U4 o 6 8 L 9 § ¥ € ¢

1 2 L L L L 1 1 1 1 L

$$900Y QON IYSIN - L}

(44

14

8¢

e

ye

A

Bupjuey

siaqwalp @aplw wo) Buiiaals

1 1 ! ' 1 ! 1 1 1 L 1

a # o9 a H o 6 8 L 9 S ¥ €

L0°21
ueo

ON 881D MO[lIM - 9}

[44

14

8z

e

1€

Bupjuey




S # o

sloquap aspwwo) Buriaalg
2 W o 8 8 L 9 S§ ¥

Al

K1auuep simon) - 12

14

8¢

%

e

LE

Bunjuey

a4 #

g a4 U o 6

slaqualy @91 wwo) buliaag
g L 9 5 ¥

uea|

i
[0 ]
/ |

IS uyyd 8gLZ - 02

sz
8z
1e

ve

A

Bupjuey

S
s 4 o a

Jaquepy aanwwos Bulisals
LW o 6 8 L 9 § ¥

s L L 1 L 1 1 L 1

14
§| 14

33

¥e

sasealou] - Buiddoys "ybBieN - 61

e




2%

S1
g # a4 a

o 6 8 L 9 § ¢

aqua saniwwos buliaadlg
n

$S990Y SAIIO IUSIN - ¥Z

[44

14

8¢

35

ye

LE

Bunpjuey

slaqualy seNwwos Bulrealg
o % 9 a Wb G 6 8 2 9 § ¥ z
* * 3

ainjeubis - £2

[44

14

8¢

le

e

P2

Bupjuey

S # a

siaquoy aawwos Buliaalg

a U o 6 8 L 9 § ¢

1 1 1 1 L L 2 2

1

llamod ‘N0 - 22

[44

14

8¢

3>

e

Jis

Bupjuey




s1oquidw 93w wo) burlaalsg

I ,

i "l

A | 1,
AR A
‘::>: \4/ _\/NN
L A Y A I 1.
VRN
N :mm,s_c Y Ne—" )
/ .

ysuey 9SI0H "YPIM - 22

Bunjuey

=4

siaq o d9p1wwo) Bulaalg

# ¢ a U4 a 6 8 L 9 § ¥

1

L L t L 1 2 L L L

*BsH ‘B apeysyeQ - 92

14

34

e

A

siaquay @9piwwoy Bulsslg
e # & a U o 6 8 L 9 § ¥ € T }

/ ™
| » [1
L \
A |
] |
\ J .
i AN
FANAVANA
JRAVAY
\

1I9M0J @ 3%e| - G2

[44

14

8C

ie

¥e

A

Bupjuey




sloqualy sotwwo) bulisols siaquoa soplwwo) Bulisdls SJ19q W 991w wo) buliaslg
% # o a W o 6 8 L 9 § ¥ £ T 4 # & a UL o0 6 8 2 9 & ¥ € T 1

e N S S S 4 # & a W o0 6 8 L 9 § ¥ ¢
4 ¥
L i
o o
s | L o
A\/
N o a VA

m

uey

Bujuey
p
\0\
/

N A

N Bug

Bupjuey

W RAVA AR A A

WAWERWAVEAN

|
e | E
VRVEAVAV , Vs \ | V

< ( ( A Mv 1€ < ! 3% / \

B .
\J v

PAS €

i1 %9340 MOJIM - 0E sp|a14 anbes a1 - 62 splaid4 3966nN - g2




sJaquay 29 lwwo) burle
a nmw OE mﬁu.w how °S

/| ol
, NAAS
| a ANAYAIR
VAW NEZRYRVEA R
V < ~J ¥ fm

llomo) ‘deqlas - £¢

Bupjuey

4

s19qWay aawwo) Burresls

# ¢ a2 U a 6 8 L 9 S v €

L 1 1 t 1 1 L I ' L 1

A\ g

simaT jo do| - abejiA ||9A0D - 2E

juey

~ Buy

Ge

8T

ve

e

=3

si1squap aapiwwon buliasyg
# &8 a b o0 6 8 L 9 S ¥

L L L ! L L 1 3 ! L 1

8007 ‘€l Yalel

pajajeq uondo s

abe|lIA |19A0D - L€

14

8¢

e

A




2~

si1aquay 9931w wo) bullsalg

GL vL €L 2L L OL 6 8 L 9 6 ¥ € 2

f

A

[
||
||
[ |

AV

FN

/?\,‘ W

*—

ajebouols jo "M - 9¢

8¢

e

e

A

slaqualy a9 wwo) Buliaalg

a W o 6 8 L 9 § ¥

L 1 1 ' 1 : ' ! 2

s1aquapy saiwwos bulsag

4 # ¢ a B4 o0 6 8 L 9 § V¥

'
. >
A A } A A
AW WAVAYR AW
/ \\ /\ / \ / \./ e - v /\ /\
T Y e B oY

[44

s¢

14

e

e

LE

Bunjuey




Pz

siaquow 993 Wwwo) bulisalg

gL vL €L ¢t LLOL 6 8 L 9 G ¥ € ¢ 1

&

A\

ANA

\ LSO

4

AY / \ /
NI T e

youey 93s90 - L€

0}

143

14

8¢

134

e

AN




on
=~
Z
m
a
<
-
=
< ‘10odse uonen[eA?
aup seyrjdwaxa yoroidde sAnewIS)[E 9Y) YOIYM 0} 32IS9p S 2)eoIpul MO puB WNIPS|A ‘YSIH
wnIpa ySiH Y3ty Mo wIpa dduguIplIo
uonedofje paseyd Sunsixs oy
a © ® o a Ul BLI9]1ID 31} 0} SSUDUEI IS PPV L
wnipay WNIpaj Mo wnIpa Wnipay "wa)sAs ded o, 1 3y}
01 323{qns jou 2.1 SIS [[Jul [[BUWS
o o O o a 1B1[}) 0S UOHN[OSAI o, ] 9y} pudwy 9
YSIH YSIH ySIH MO MO
*s331s Jo dnoas pajoayas
® ® ® O O e yiam uejd Jeak-oAp v 9JBAID G
NOILLVANIIWINODIY 44V.LS
*0107 Arenuep
wnips wnips unipa wnips 31 1YJE SIS (MO[34,, PAIIDS
PN PN PN PN "elH -[puno)) guissadoad Japisued
o] o a a -] PUE 6007 ‘1€ 12qWada( y3noly)
$9)IS U3IIG,, PIJIIAS-[IOUNC)D)
Jo 3811 & aoj suopednjdde ssadoad ¥
*19p10 paYyued Ui SIS MO[[34,,
Mo] wnipaN wmiIpajy WINIpa ySiH J3PISU0D U3Y) “JSAY SIS ([ UIIIS,,
: 07 POPUALUWI0III YY) Suoure
O a a a ® 359193ul JUdWdo[aAdp 10 YOIUYD ¢
wnipspy wnipapN WnIpIN wmipsy wnipsiy < g
-K[uo $3J1S U3d13,, JO ISI|
a o a o a pa129jas e 10] uopednydde ssadoxg 7
wmIpa MO yStH YstH YStH oum €1e
G $9J1IS M3J B 10 3}IS JUO “)SI] Sunjueld
O ® ® ® ay1s oY) umop Apanseoad Yaop [
“$31IS 9]qISed) *S97IS paYUERL JoMO| :yoroxddy sAnRMINY Y
"$30IN0SaI $531 Aq pa[els Jou ‘PapaRdXd 210J2q PaJopISu0d ‘1s1] M3u axmbal
JJe1s Surpnjour 2Ie pue paIapIsuod jou s1 deo ymor3 Ay aIe Jou S30p ‘s3unyuel 100dsy TONEN[EA]
‘waysAs Sureniul aIe s9Is Apeal,, 041 UA1IND JB) $)IS Payuel IYSIY 9]IS S, 99NIUIIOY) ’
Jo Aorduig pue onsieay SuLINSUd JO asey Josrenualod ‘g SuleaIg ses Y

de) qamouan o 1 o3 Sunudwaduy 03 sayproaddy saeuIdlfy Jo Aleuwruing

5



20psayopoaddp 3p fo Liununs ;50 0 310da.4/uzwala Suisnoy/Suruuvd aouvaposSuruuvidd

“SO1IS ySty wnIpajy MO Mo *3dUBUIPI0

ueyp a1owr sjesodoad uoryedofje paseyd Sunsixs ayy
103foid saziseydwyg ® a O o Ul BLIDILID 1)) 0} Sunjued 3)is ppy L

"SuUOIdAIIP uoljoR wnipsp WP wnIpapy WRIPS]A "ded> YIMoIS % |

QWO 9181S Ylm 3] woJy sayIs [[iyul jjews Jdwaxs
JU2ISISU0D 3G PO a o o o 0] UOIINJOSAI 9, ] Y} pUdWY  °9

[BISIBAORUO9 ySiH ySiH ySiH wnipajy

aq pnom ueyd *$331s Jo dnoua3 parddfas
B 10J $3)IS JO UOII99[0S§ e © ® a e yym ueld 1eak-0Al) B 9JRIID S
. NOILVANINIWODUIY 4AV.LS

. .Smm

- 1 A1enuer J3jje sajis  MO[[I4,,

e g USIH HPIN P399 J13PISU0D pue ‘6007

a a © a ‘1€ JaquIAdd( ysnoay) Suissadoad

10J SIS  UIAIZ,, PaIIIs
Jo1s1] e aoj suopedijdde ssad01g b

*1op10 payjuel Ul SIS  MO[joA,,

wnIpa WnIpa wnIpay Mo JIPISUOD U} “JSA1y SIS UIDIS,,

‘ 07 PapUIW 0L Iy} Suowe
a o o o 15949)u1 JuduidojaAdp J0] YIRYD ¢

wnipay WnIpaj YsiH wnipaN

-Kjuo s3ys udI3,, 3o I81]
a o © o Pa3d9jas e a0} uopedijdde ssadoagd g

MO Mo ysig wWnipap oum e

$33IS MJ] B X0 9IS U0 “si] Sunjued
O O ® o 3)is 3} umop KPAndeoad Ya1oA\ ]

yorolddy aAneWINY
"UOIJBIOPISUOD X1 *$92IN0S21 JJBIS
IoJ saq1s Sunosres pue sad£ Suisnoy ‘SuLIapISuod Suipn[aur ‘WasAs podsy uopeniEAg
ul [1ouno) Jo sadA) paxsep ST A31D) 21 SIS SururejuIRWw )
SJUaWWOD IO | AND 10] ANpIqIXald  °] JuLINsud Jo asey YoIyM Jo AmeLs) ‘D Jo Aoydung 3

denH yimouan o4 1 o3 Sunuamdpduy 03 saydeoaddy saneurd)jy Jo Arewmung

25



ATTACHMENT 4

‘paraudde pue passaooid aie youey osi0H 8SIOYPIM pue Aisuue) simaT Jo seyis bl mojjeA, ey} Joy suonealidde juswdojensp i peonposd a8q pinoo eyl syun Buisnoy apnjout jou seop Jsif SiyL :9joN

20p°g| aunf yerq 6002 @ 800Z 40} SAYUS BUISNOH JisEsY WO SPIBIA PajeWNST\OD 0} Hodaalepdn usws|g Buisnop\Buiuueld aoueApw\BuluLEld\:d

_ 19-85 _ 0LL-0S1 —

Sel-LlL

S|ejol gng

|

sjiupn Buisnoy |10 Jo Juadiag

slelo pueio

(.3UBI7 usals),,) bUISNOH
103 PIPUSLUIODIY SIS [EUORIPPY — STLIS ANYA

N
)

S|ejolL qng

¥4 0 0 0 1INy 9l UBIH feuspISaY e pieAsinog [[emoD ‘BUISNOH 9|qepIoyY SpeysyeQ | usalD
0 0 9z € POW 126 si wnipajy [enuSpISaY 9z [E1019WWIOD POOYIOUBISN 49210 MOJIM | USRI
0 0 9 s PO “16-2 zL wnipajy [eRuspISaY 9¢ "PAIG SOBIN ‘Y2INYD NUBGMO[IN | USRID
0 Iz 01 L1z POW 1 ¥E-22 st wnipajy {eRUSpPISaY el 19818 yybig '3 ‘suowwig | usaIn
0 0 69 vl POW T Zi-bL L WAIPSY [ENUSPISSY 69 UoUBY S0} 'BUCIAA |  USAID
0 0 €9 €l POW “191-€1 L wnpay [enuspisay €9 8IS 00YDS BpUBID | UsAID
0 0 zZt 0 PO 1 €2 zL wnipayy [enuapisay 4} eoeld Apauusy | UsAID

sas} Nai|-ul ueld .- 46 " 6
6 6 0 0 0 Ssnouep syads ealy 8103 . m uejd BuisIxa Jopun SJEWISS UMOUMOQ
8 0 0 0 1IAET snouep UBIH [enuapisay g ajewsa sjsoled pauoz ¢-y s
9 0 0 0 0 SNOLEA Mo [enuapIsaYy 9 sjewnse sjedied pauoz z-y 8
vl 0 0 0 0 Snouep Mo [euspisay vl S1EWISS SHUN PUOSSs AIBLONBIOSIP PUB [eus)siLIN p
ot 0 0 0. TIAPE snouep | [re}ay pooytoqybioN ol s1e)uao Buiddoys Bunsixa Ui papiuuad 2
v / 59 z q ﬂC\_A,_wN snouep S8)IG snouep 9. 800z Asenuer Jo se sjun paroiddy q
jusy umoQ j°d 2 v .HEUQM .uEUON— A®L0< jul04
E1 4N £ awosu| PO “T1 “IA 1 syun) fy1suaq |1esan0 PIN
sodA] jlun pajewnsy aIPPIN s|qepioyy Aysuaq /9sn puer A 1o uopnduosaqg aus quey
. . - 19N ue[d |elauag wu.m ni
sodA) Buisnoy pajewnsy [IeI9A0 abuey

800¢ ‘8l sunr yeid

6002 pue g0z ul Juswdojara(q 40}
o11sljedy palapisuon sals ,Jybig usals), wol4 sadA] BuisnoHy pajewiysy



o . W
A N

: WIMPay , T
0 0 9z € PO *12-G Sl [enuspIsay 9z .+ [eo1sWwwod pooyioqy BioN 9210 MO | usaID
O —
0 62 62 AR .,_cmw_ﬁ bl 10UBIH JenuspIsay 85 19211g g 'Splelf JBUBD OINID | usaID
: WMPapy T — - .
0 0 o€ S POW 162 4} [enuspISay 9™ . "PAIg 99BN 'UoINYD YUBGMOJIA | usalD
0 oL 0 0 PO *1€-2 14 ybiH [enuepisay oL - Lo aoeld o><,€_n._4,, \-usaln
e 0 0 0 1IN 8-S (A4 1aybiH {enuspisay ve | REEE. S|0MID pPIOXO mcoN QIm uadln
PON "T0CYL WMTPS L
oy or oy 91-9 TN BLoLL zZl [enuapIsay ozl "0 1000 Ul 3 'spreA d1oD asnra /41O | usalp
PO WMpPSTy OIS :
O NN NO—‘ NNlFN .J .VﬂlNN m—. _N,_wcmvmwwm . .Vm”_‘ ,_/ ,A,, R X uww.;w Iur_m—w ,,m .,wCOEE_w me._w
0 0 €2 0 POW ‘719G sz |.uUBiHrenuspisey | €2 . 0. peoY UOSISpUY —JOPLIOD JISUBLL | udID
c - - - v - e .,. ,._ AN
14 62l 6¢cl ¢G-9¢ tJ _D__ >4mwmwmwmm €C ,__,ch_I lenuapisay |- @wmw,.,. 1S 1 PUE Ul ‘JoJued OINRG I RDd | uLaID
0] 0] 0 0 0 0¢ a m_o,.mawc MM< 0100 0 . sabuey BUIUOZ / UB]d YIIAA SOSBAIOU| — UMOJUMO( | Udal5)
POIN * TIPS - - - -
0 0 69 vl 17191 L _m_Emv_wmm youey 90B ‘BUOISA | usain
: . NE SO AEeuOSIoSI(J oy
ve 0 0 0 0 SNoLEeA >>p._ _mzcmu_wmm 10 .mmmcmco EEmEn_ UNAA SOSEeaIoU] - sjupn puooag | U931
ot 0 0 0 1 _.._> v.m,,. . os BiH 1en mn_mmm o | aMI( Jeud Joomg | uealg:
PO WIMpayy - T -
0 LS L5 €h | qezez o] [enuspIsay 14 8sIoUPIIM ‘splel 19BBNN | usaip ww.
— PO WIPS
0 0 €9 €l “loL-cl . |BRUPISAY - - €9 8Jig [o0YoS epuels) | udalg
0 0 r4) 0 uo.s__ ee zL aoe|d Apauuay| | usaig
O o
0 °14 [*14 oL-0 .._MF_\.,_O, 19811 g ‘sidpenbpesH ASNrd | usain
20L-001 pauoz g pauueld Apuaung - SALIS AYVININC
0 | NS m_omaw mm 1\ 8100 25 ueld Bunsixe Japun S]BLUNSS UMOJUMOQ
vz 0 0 0 1INe9. | snouea: | ubIH lepuspisay vz ejewse sjeosed pauoz gy | 4
. gL 0. .0 o N SNOUBA ;au |lenuapisay 8l ajewnse sjedled pauoz z-y a
[47 0 0 0 Snouep | ;o,,;_,_m::mu_wmm rAL alewsa SjuUN puooas AIBUONRIOSIP pUe [eLSISIUI p
Le 0 0 TN LL-8 i iirerey ybleN 1e s1o)uad Buiddoys Bupsixa ui papiuad o
1L 2 S61L: , L q ﬂﬂ \A‘ow SB)Ig SNOUBA 922 800z Atenuer Jo se sjun pasoiddy q
Judy umo 1A B RBY |G .
. Jwbay jwbay
dIN 4N d4s " awodu| PO “T“TA., Aisuaq [esan0 u__“__w,_n_
sadAl jun pajewns3y 2IPPIN m_nmEotd. 198 puet 3_.:3 uopduosaq g quey
e ue|d [eJaud :
sadk) Buisnoy pajyewnsy’ T Id1 9 | joabuey

8007 ‘81 aunf yeiq
sa)IS JYBIT MOJIDA,, oM 1s114 pue sa)g Jybi usais),, woi4 sadk] BuisnoH pajewsy



_S:Q n__>_ $ov vcm ‘diysiaumo u_s_ .xvmv n_m %S sie mm«_w wm._m_ KiaAne)al 1o sadAy jun pawnsse jeaidfi syl °Z

"\ . ‘spun _ScQ siqepioge saonpoud Jey) YIS UOIEOIPAP pue| & pue sjun diysieumo -
a)isuo yjoq apiroid o3 pus) able siy) spafoid se ‘spun poy ] pue 3_:3 mEo,oE a ._>,m£ cmoimn u__am SI76-C PUB ‘ZE /7 ‘€2 'L Z SOUS UO Sjun diysioumo 10} Juswannbal Buisnoy sjqepioge ayy  9-

"$911069]0 SWODUI BIPPILL PUE B[GEPIOYE SU} Ul PIPNIOL JOU SISM SSBLUISS 359Y3 Jo sasodind Joj Jng ‘(SP|OYaSNoY SLWodU| S}EISPOL SAISS SHUN PUCDIS PUE sjuatupede

sjes 1oxJew ‘6-3) ssuobajes awooul asay) sAIes UBD SHUN Jo sadA) JaYIO "SIUN. SLLODU S|PPIW PUE SjqEPJolE pateinBal spnjous Ajuo seuobajes swoouj S[PPI PUE S|qEPIOYY Ul Ul paJsy SHUN 8yl G
"3} S1Y) 1B PaUILLIIaP U33aq Jou sey Ing umumm: si sasn |enuspisal Bumojie :ozm:m_wou asn umx_E MBU B JeU) §8)B3IpUI ULlnjes uoieuBisap asn pue| au) ul 80U ,ag1 /8N PAXINL, 8UL ‘b

% 'sasn |enuapisal AJBIOUE SMOjE UoleuBISap asNn pue| jieloy pooyloqubiaN, 8yl g

mma SUSP Ueld [BI8USD JUaLINO LBy} JaYBIY SIRISUSP 0} SI9jal JOUBIH [BUBPISaY, WISl Ul T

i mu_:: m:_mzoc 10 abues ay) Jo Juiod pi sy} SPB8YaI U104 PIN SHun jo abuey, Buipeay eyl ‘)

, :sajoN

syun Buishoy [ejo]) jo Juadiad

s|ejo ] puels)

09 0¢ .0zt 0S¥ |47 0p-Le e |7 eguopisey oLz Youey 9SI0H SSIOUPIN | 22 22
182 - R el Kisuue) sima
66z 96 482 1728 | apnsersor | PV enuepisey 8¢9 ouueg sme | 1z

(. JUPI] Usain),,} PUISNOH

_ 8igesy SIEj01 ans 10 POPUSWILIODBY SIS [EUORIPPY = SALIS ANVANOIIS
Y 0 0 0 ' snoueA pooyIoqubiaN 0 U Sesealou] — Jajuen) buiddoys nooEoncm_oz usao
6 0 0 o | 1ner ) ol ubIH fenuapisay 6t pIeA3nog [jemo) ‘BuIsnoH S|qepIOYY SPEUSEQ | useID
o [8) o
sog 59e 0 €00 . |G angecs| Lr | euBHIenuepisey | 0z | AO @DN BIA $5200Y Uy uondo — Auedoid SN | usais

sa)is

800T 81 sunf yeiq

HUBIT MOJ|aA, 0>>._. 15414 pue sa)g Jybiq usaun,, wol4 sadA] BuisnoH pajewsy



ATTACHMENT 5

Senior Housing in Davis

May 15, 2008

Complex Address # of Units/ Type Age Restriction Phone Number
Atria Covell Gardens | 1111 Alvarado Ave. | 156 market assisted-living 62+ 756-0700
Davisville 1221 Kennedy Place| 70 affordable rental 62+ 758-0590

(Broward Construction)
Eleanor Roosevelt 675 Cantrill Drive 60 affordable rental 62+ 753-3400
Circle
Glacier Circle Senior | 2358 Glacier Place 8 ownership No age restriction 753-7730
Community (West Davis
Associates/ Yackzan
Group)
Kings & Queens 801 E. 8" Street 30 market rental No age restriction but 753-9609
markets toward
seniors
Olympic Cottages 1707 Olympic Drive 12 affordable rental 62+ 757-4440 CHOC
18 market ownership
Rancho Yolo Mobile | 620 Pole Line Road {262 owned units on leased 55+ 758-3900
Home Park spaces
Shasta Point 1501 Shasta Drive 67 affordable 62+ 747-7095
Retirement rental units
Community
University Retirement| 1515 Shasta Drive 196 rental apartments 60+ (888)-238-2058
Community (w/ contract and fee)
51 nursing beds
30 assisted-living units
60 assisted-living beds
Villa Calabria 2537 East Eighth 6 affordable rental 62+ 757-4443 CHOC
Street

Walnut Terrace 3101 Fifth Street 30 affordable rental 62+ 757-4438 CHOC
Apartments
Willow Glen 310 Becerra Way 12 affordable rental 62+ 757-4439 CHOC

Total market rental units: 226 units
Total market assisted living: 186 units, 60 assisted-living beds and 51 nursing beds
Total affordable rental units: 257 units
Total ownership units: 288.units

Total number of senior units: 957 units and 111 beds

O:\JHENKIN\Senior Handouts\Senior Housing Profile.doc
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ATTACHMENT 6

Rationale in Support of a General Guideline for Senior Oriented Housing in the City of Davis, CA

Date: June 2, 2008

To: Bob Wolcott

From: Lydia Delis-Schlosser

Re: Rationale in Support of a General Guideline for Senior-
Oriented Housing in the City of Davis, CA

Attachment:
Exhibit 1 (Davis Population Analysis, Excluding Non-Permanent Students)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As communities across America grow older, city governments must identify and seize opportunities to create
high-quality neighborhoods for senior citizens who are living longer and more productive lives. That need is
particularly true in Davis. Currently, 19.2 percent of the non-student, permanent Davis residents are seniors.
Even if the city does not increase in population, the aging of the “baby boom” generation will swell the
percentage of seniors to 23.76 percent of residents by 2013 (see Exhibit I). Also, according to a recent
analysis combining voter registration and title information, 3,768 single-family homes in Davis are owned
and occupied by senior citizens." That figure is less than the actual total, because it excludes the number of
seniors who are not registered to vote but own and occupy their own homes.

Creation of new senior neighborhoods that incorporate health and wellness services would benefit not only
our growing senior population but also our community as a whole. The process of families moving into large
existing homes that seniors vacate is in itself infill, without incompatible densification of existing
neighborhoods. The entire community’s interests would be served by emphasizing the need for new senior
housing choices complimented with an integral health care component.

Offering these choices yields multiple benefits for Davis. First, single seniors or older couples who choose
to vacate larger homes that are more suitable for families with children may help reverse the dramatic decline
in school-age children in Davis. Second, resale of the numerous homes that seniors have occupied for
decades would make those dwellings eligible for property tax recalculation, thereby generating fiscal benefits
to the city and county.

According to an AARP study, 80 percent of Americans age 55 and older want to remain in their community
in a setting in which they can easily and safely age in place? The decision to stay in their existing homes or
move to another home within the community depends on whether senior-appropriate choices are available.

Davis’ compact urban form is uniquely suited to serve an active aging population. Many seniors would like
the option of moving their equity from their large, maintenance-dependant homes into smaller, more
manageable homes and surroundings. The significant amount of anecdotal evidence that has been gathered
indicates that the deficiency of senior ownership housing choices with access to a continuum of care in Davis
dissuades senior homeowners from downsizing.

1 Fidelity National Company; Yolo County Elections Office.
2 These Four Walls... Americans Talk About Home and Community. Matthew Greenwald & Associates for AARP, 2003,

l1of3 Wolcott Senior Memo_EP.doc

4_0 .



Rationale in Support of a General Guideline for Senior Oriented Housing in the City of Davis, CA

SENIOR DATA

9,872 Davis residents aged 55+ (2008)°.

11,846  Davis residents aged 55+ (2013)*.

19.7% Percentage of residents aged 55+ in the non-student Davis population (2008). (see Exhibit 1)

23.8% Percentage of residents aged 55+ in the non-student Davis population (2013). (see Exhibit 1)

3,768 Single-family, owner-occupied households with at least one registered voter aged 55+ (2008).”

927 Age-qualified housing units in Davis (2008)°.

1,308 Davis residents aged 55+ currently living in age-qualified housing (2008).”
(308 are in AFH units)

8,564 Davis residents aged 55+ not currently living in age-qualified housing (2008).

3 In the last 30 years, only three senior-oriented projects of adequate size (80+ units) have been
built in Davis. None of these offer the comprehensive benefits of home ownership, a variety of
home sizes, styles and prices, healthy lifestyle choices, social amenities, and continuum of care.
Rancho Yolo (262 units) was built in 1977, Covell Gardens (156 units) was built in 1987, and
URC (226 units) was built in 1999.% Presumably, these projects addressed needs that already
existed decades ago.

3 Population Update 2008, California Department of Finance.
* Housing Element Update Report , Bay Area Economics, September 28, 2007.
5 Fidelity National Company; Yolo County Elections Office.

& Senior Housing in Davis, City of Davis Planning Department, May 15, 2008;
(Kings & Queens 30 units is not age qualified and was subtracted from the total of 957)

7 413 rental units x 1.2people/unit = 496; URC w/196units x 1.5 people/unit = 294; Rancho Yolo w/288 units x 1.8 people/unit= 518
8 Senior Housing in Davis, City of Davis Planning Department, May 15, 2008

1of3 Wolcott Senior Memo_EP.doc
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Rationale in Support of a General Guideline for Senior Oriented Housing in the City of Davis, CA

CONCLUSION

1) Atleast 3,768 single-family homes in Davis are occupied by individuals 55+.

2) Davis’ senior population is projected to grow by 2,000 residents between 2008 and 2013.

3) In spite of the burgeoning senior population, no meaningful senior lifestyle alternatives have been
developed in Davis for at least a decade. Others go back 20 to 30 years.

4) Little capacity exists in the current senior housing choices.

5) Currently, no choices in Davis emphasize home ownership, a high-quality natural and built environment,
innovative health care access, continuum of care, easily accessible habitat and greenbelts, and a range of
housing styles and sizes. -

6) From our outreach efforts of more than 400 residents, we have learned that given the right menu of
options, amenities, health and wellness support, and home ownership choices, a high proportion of
Davis seniors 55+ would consider selling their large, high-maintenance homes if they could move within
the Davis community.

7) Providing an opportunity for seniors to make a few changes and sell their existing homes will:

a) revitalize neighborhoods,
b) provide housing opportunities for families,
c) yield significant fiscal benefits for the city, school district and county, and
d) exemplify a true infill opportunity.
1of3 Wolcott Senior Memo_EP.doc



Rattonale in Support of a General Guideline for Senior Oriented Housing in the Crty of Davis, CA

Exhibit 1

Davis Population Analysis, Excluding Non-permanent UCD Students
Calculation of the senior percentage of the total population, excluding non-permanent students.

2008 Number of Non-permanent UCD Students who Reside in Davis
27,602 Total number of enrolled students at UCD"

X .

80% Amount of students who live on-campus or in the city of Davis 2

22,081 Total number enrolled students who live on campus or in the city of Davis

6,500  Number of enrolled students who live on campus. 3

15,581 Total number of UCD students who reside in the city of Davis.

2008 Base Population, Excluding Non-Permanent UCD Students
65,814 Total number of Davis residents. *

15,581 Total number of non-permanent UCD students who reside in the city of Davis.

50,233 City of Davis population, excluding non-permanent UCD students

2008 Percentage of Permanent City of Davis Population Aged 55+

9,872 Total number of 55+ seniors in Davis. °

50,233 City of Davis population, excluding non-permanent UCD students

19.7% Percentage of permanent city of Davis population, aged 55+.

2013 Percentage of Permanent City of Davis Population Aged 55+

11,846 Total number of 55+ seniors in Davis assuming no growth in overall population. °

50,233 City of Davis population excluding non-permanent UCD students (assuming no growth)

23.6% Percentage of permanent city of Davis population, aged 55+.

Y UC Davis Total On- and Off-Campus Headcount Population Annual Average,
UCD Information for Resource Management, June 21, 2007.
2 C Davis Traffic Analysis, UCD, October 11, 2003. Section 4.14-30.
3 personal Communication, Karl Mohr, UCD Assistant Vice Chancellor
4 Population Estimate. CA Department of Finance, 2008.
5 Population Estimate. CA Department of Finance, 2008.
5 see Exhibit 2, 2013 Projections. Assumes no growth in overall population.
Exhibit 1 1/1
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ATTACHMENT 7

TO: City Council and Planning Commission
FROM: Mark Spencer
REGARDS: Conceptual plans and urban reserve

I am proposing that the Council and Commission add the following language as a note to
the end of Recommendation #Z ¥ [page %]:
A,

As part of this or other parallel processes, any long-range or conceptual plan that (1)
envisions the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses, (2) is adopted and / or
accepted by the Council, (3) and / or is to be used by staff for planning purposes should
be submitted to voters for approval consistent with the intent of the urban reserve
provision of Measure J.

Rationale:

First—there is no doubt that the technical trigger for a Measure J vote is a change in the
land use map from agriculture to urban / urban reserve or from urban reserve to urban.
However, that trigger—as is the case with all technical legal language— was designed to
fulfill an intent.

If mere changes in vocabulary or terminology were enough to trump the intent of a law,
then laws would mean very little and would be even more easily circumvented than they
are— which is to say— that a rose by any other name would not...; nor would a duck that
walks like a duck, and quacks like a duck be a duck, if not a duck called.

My purpose here is to explain, as best I can, the intent of the urban reserve voter
provision of Measure J as understood and discussed at the time the initiative was
drafted— with the guidance of the City Attorney.

The underlying intent of Measure J was to give voters a say in the decision to the convert
ag land to urban uses. To do that both ag-to-urban conversions and ag-to-urban reserve
conversions needed to be covered.

The reason for capturing the conversion to urban reserve under the voter provision was
that the initial step of moving a parcel heretofore seen as agricultural-in-perpetuity to
agricultural-now-but-urban-later was seen in many respects as the more fundamental
decision—more fundamental than approval / disapproval of the provisions associated
with any a specific project.

At the time Measure J was drafted, the City Attorney advised—recommended—
determined that the ag-to-urban reserve trigger captured the intent of including voters in

that initial decision.

Enter a new term, the “conceptual plan.”

Ao



A “conceptual plan” was explained to the Committee as a plan adopted / accepted by the
Council which is “to be used by city staff for planning purposes.” As such the a
conceptual plan constitutes an official urban vision by the City for a parcel[s] heretofore
considered agricultural. As with urban reserve no specific timeline may be involved. To
date the term has been applied specifically to the Covell parcel. By definition
“conceptual plans” as discussed in city documents would present a much more precise
urban vision than the old urban reserve designation (which does not pretend to plan or
detail the nature of future urbanization, only that the land will be urbanized at some time
in the future). A “conceptual plan” presumably resides somewhere between urban
reserve and a more detailed specific plan; it is hard, for instance, to imagine any self-
respecting conceptual plan not including a map or two— or three—thus mimicking the
“land use map” trigger in Measure J.

Given the intent of the Council and Commissions at the time of Measure J’s drafting (as
reflected in the text of the initiative), had the term “conceptual plan” been in use, I can
assure you that it would have been explicitly referenced.

Clearly it falls under the intent of the voter provision of Measure J.

Finally, my intent is not to hinder or preclude good planning; I recognize and applaud the
need for master planning future urban expansion. We may study all we like. I am only
pointing out that should that planning be adopted and used by the City in any official
capacity, that that decision is no longer a City Council decision but has been ceded to the
voters by the voters.

I voiced these concerns to the Committee, but they were insufficiently persuaded. I
submit them to you now in part because I continue to believe the issue to be an important
one that goes to the integrity of the City’s relationship with voters. Additionally, I am
prompted by a more recent interpretation by the City Attorney regarding the renewal
article in Measure J. Both the scope this latter analysis and her earlier, more informal
legal opinion on conceptual plans counter to the obvious intent of the commissions and
council that drafted the Measure J and the voters who approved it.

Thank you for listening—and regardless of your conclusions on this matter, I trust you
will regard the Committee’s report favorably as it reflects a great deal of consensus and
common sense and comity in what historically has been an issue area prone to fractious
hyperbole.
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Subject: Kennedy Place “Secondary Site,” page 40 of the General Plan Update
Steering Committee Report. (March 20, 2008)

To the Planning Commission and City Council of Davis, California:

The Steering Committee that canvassed Davis for potential land development has
deemed the Southeast corner of “J” Street and Kennedy Place, a “green light”
site for future development. This property is next to the existing Davisville
Apartments senior housing.

With regards to future development of this property, | am asking City Council to
amend “the recommended land use design considerations on page 40” as
follows:

Currently 2.A. reads: “Mitigate the potential conflicts with the
existing office traffic. Mitigate the effects of the added trafflc on the
existing senior housing.”

| encourage 2.A to read: “Mitigate the potential impact of traffic and
parking on the existing Davisville Apartments.”

Currently 2.B reads: “Consider site for senior housing or live-work
type of housing.”

| encourage 2.B to read: “Encourage the site for senior
housing.”

Building an EXTENSION with more of the same style complexes of the Davisville
Apartments would be welcomed in this neighborhood for the following reasons:

1. Safety and convenience are concerns for the senior population.

2. The following businesses are within one block of the Davisville
Apartments. Nugget Market, Longs Drug, H20, hair salons, PAK MAIL and
food establishments.

3. Davisville Apartments has a recreation room and a walking area that is free
from obstacles like toys, bikes and skateboards.

4, If single family homes or two story buildings were to be constructed we
could be losing our common areas. Since Davis is a walking/bike
riding community there would be the possibility of people using the
premises as a park.
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10.

The restrooms, if utilized by outsiders, could pogsibly leave the residents
like “sitting ducks” for crimes against the innocent.

Toys, bikes, skateboards, etc...would be a challenge for the visually
impaired and age related health issues that we endure. We also appreciate
our peace and quiet when we need rest.

We want to continue and EXTEND the current living situation afforded to us
to other seniors.

Parking is at a premium. However, | feel this would be a good location for
the EXTENSION of Davisville Apartments. Since most of our families are
scattered and some residents have given up driving, it would help
alleviate the possibility of numerous cars for one dwelling.

If an EXTENSION of Davisville Apartments was built it would give seniors
another option to call home.

In the event of an expansion, Davisville Apartments has an excellent
management team in place.

| strongly consider this site for the EXTENSION of senior housing.

Thank you and most sincerely,

Cynthia Morris

1221 Kennedy Place #60
Davis, California 95616
530.792.8857

7



ATTACHMENT 9

Law Offices of 2306 Garfield Avenue

GEORGE E. PHILLIPS Carmichael, California 95608
Telephone (916) 979-4800

Telefax (916) 979-4801

MEMORANDUM

TO: Bob Wolcott, City of Davis Planning Department
City Planning Commission
City Council
FROM: George Phillips
DATE: June 2, 2008
RE: Adding the Shriners and Mace 100 Properties to the List of

Potential Future Housing Sites

On behalf of the owners of the Shriners property and the optionee of the Mace
100 property, we are submitting this request to add these properties to the list of
potential future housing sites recommended by the General Plan and Housing
Element Update Committee. We make this request based on the information set
forth below and the attached property profiles.

Background

The owners of the Shriners and optionees of the Mace 100 properties entered
into discussions with the City in early 2007 regarding the potential acquisition of
the Shriners property for future city-wide sports park purposes. As part of those
discussions, the owners committed to the City that they would not tie the City’s
potential acquisition of the property to any development proposal for either
Shriners or Mace properties. In other words, there would be no development
quid pro quo for the City’s potential acquisition. Since that time, city staff and the
owners have worked in good faith to explore the potential City acquisition of the
property. As a result of these efforts, owners offered to sell the Shriners property
to the City for its intended sports park purposes. The City has rejected that offer
stating that it does not currently have the funds necessary to purchase the
property at the price and terms offered. That being the case, the owners must
now request that the Shriners and Mace properties be added to the list of
potential future housing and development sites under the General Plan and
Housing Element Update process. In support of our request, we would like to
respond to the preliminary findings of the General Plan/Housing Element Update
Steering Committee.
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Steering Committee’s Recommendation

On August 9, 2007, the General Plan Update Steering Committee made a
determination to exclude a number of parcels from further consideration as sites
for residential development needed to accommodate the City’s Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA). Among these sites are the Shriners Property and the
Mace 100 Property, both located immediately to the east of the existing Davis
city limit (see attached maps). For the purposes of the Screening Committee,
the Shriners Property was identified by the City as Parcel H8, while the Mace
100 Property is a portion of the properties collectively designated by the City as
Parcel H9. The decision of the Steering Committee to exclude these parcels
was made on the basis of the following findings:

1. Landowner interest in development has not been demonstrated.

2. Development would not contribute to a compact urban form.

3. Distances to community facilities and the downtown are too great and
auto trips would be encouraged.

4. Development would not be conducive to transit or bicycle mobility.

5. Development would involve excessive new infrastructure or excessive
extension of existing infrastructure.

6. Development would convert prime agricultural land and negatively impact
scenic resources of the community.

We believe these findings are not supported by the facts and respectfully request
that the Planning Commission and City Council add these properties for
residential development to the list for potential future residential sites.

Landowner Interest

For several years, the owners of the Shriners and optionees of the Mace 100
Properties have petitioned the City to consider development of these parcels as
a means of satisfying the City’'s RHNA. In 2003, the owners filed a Pre-
Application with the City for consideration of residential development of the
Shriners Parcel, which was rejected by the City Council on November 4, 2003.
In April 2005, the owner submitted another Pre-Application to the City requesting
consideration of a General Plan Amendment and related entitlements for
residential and commercial (mixed use) development of both the Shriners and
Mace 100 parcels, which was rejected by the Community Development Director
by letter dated June 25, 2005. The owners’ appeal of the Director’s
determination was rejected by the City Council on August 1, 2005. The primary
basis for the City’s rejection of both Pre-Applications was the City’s view that
housing needs would be satisfied by the Covell Village development, which failed
the Measure J vote held in November 2005. Since that time, the owners have
remained keenly interested in development of the Shriners and Mace 100
Properties.
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Compact Urban Form

The findings of the Steering Committee do not provide a working definition of
“compact urban form.” However, by most measures development of the Shriners
and Mace 100 properties would qualify compared to other “Measure J” parcels
(non-infill within City limits). As discussed below, the Shriners and Mace 100
Properties are closer to Downtown Davis than other “Measure J” parcels, and
maintain better access to Downtown and Interstate 80. The Shriners parcel is
surrounded by residential development on two sides, while the Mace 100 parcel
is situated at an existing freeway ramp facility. With appropriate and creative
land plan design, both properties can be developed in a compact urban form that
complements the City's land use goals and compares favorably to other Measure
J parcels under consideration.

Distances to Downtown

In rejecting further consideration of the Shriners and Mace 100 parcels, the
Steering Committee cited distance from Downtown as a negative finding. The
Shriners Parcel lies approximately 2 miles from Downtown Davis, while the Mace
100 parcel is approximately 2.5 miles. Both parcels are conveniently accessible
to Downtown by major arterials and bicycle paths. With the exception of the
Nishi and Covell Village sites, other sites still under consideration by the City lie
an equal or greater distance from Downtown. These include the Parlin site (2.5
miles), Boschkin (3 miles), West of Stonegate (3.5 miles) and Oeste Ranch (3.5
miles).

Despite being in close proximity to Downtown, the Nishi property is relatively
unsuitable for residential development, since it is sandwiched between 1-80 and
a rail line. This property has poor access, unlike Shriners or Mace 100. The
Shriners and Mace 100 properties maintain easy access to Interstate 80, unlike
the other “Measure J” parcels still under active consideration. This location
provides for mixed-use development opportunities that would reduce vehicle trips
and miles traveled, compared to other sites under consideration.

Transit and Bicycle Mobility.

The Shriners and Mace 100 Properties are currently adjacent to designated
bicycle lane facilities, and would contain additional bicycle paths within the site
once developed. The City has constructed a bicycle undercrossing of East
Covell Boulevard, connecting the Shriners parcel to the existing greenbelt along
Monarch Lane. Both the Shriners and Mace 100 Properties are served by
Unitrans (Routes A, P and Q) and Yolobus (Route 43). Given these bicycle and
transit opportunities, the Steering Committee’s finding that development on these
sites would not be conducive to bicycle or transit mobility is puzzling.
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Infrastructure Demands.

As noted above, the Shriners and Mace 100 Properties enjoy ready access to
Interstate 80 via E. Covell/Mace Boulevard, taking advantage of existing
investments in these public facilities. Other properties under consideration by the
City as being suitable for future housing do not enjoy convenient access,
including the Oeste Ranch, West of Stonegate, Boschkin, and Parlin. These
parcels would all require significant extensions of sewer trunk lines, particularly
the West of Stonegate parcel, which is adjacent to 6-inch feeder lines serving the
neighborhood to the west. The other parcels (Oeste Ranch, Boschkin and
Parlin) are adjacent to an 18-inch collector main along West Covell Blvd., which
would likely require replacement for miles to serve any of these parcels with
development as proposed. In contrast, the Shriners parcel is bounded on the
north by the City’s 42-inch trunk line leading to the WWTP, and bounded on the
east by a 24-inch main connecting across East Covell Bivd. The Mace 100
property would be easily served by extending a sewer main along East Covell
Boulevard.

Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land.

Much of the soils in and around the City of Davis are prime agricultural soils.
The criterion of “loss of prime agricultural land” as a basis to reject further
consideration of Shriners and Mace 100 does not appear to have been equally
applied to all sites by the Steering Committee. - This factor applies equally to the
Nishi property, the Wildhorse horse ranch site, Covell Village, Parlin, Oeste
Ranch, and others.

For the reasons stated above, we request that the Shriners and Mace 100 sites
be added to the City’s list for potential future residential development properties.



Site Name : Shriners Property

Site L.ocation: North of Covell Boulevard,
east of the Wildhorse subdivision

Site Size — Gross/Net Assumption:
237.5/114.1+ acres

Recommended General Plan Overall
Residential Density Category (net density
range including density bonus) Low (4.1-5.6
du/ac), Medium (10-14 du/ac) and High (18-
24 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing
Units

Range Per General Plan Category: Low 197-
269; Medium 270-378; High 99-132 (total
566-779 units)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category and Number (including Key
Principles)
o Convenient Access to Interstate 80 via E. Covell/Mace Boulevard and short
driving distance to shopping in South Davis
¢ Adjacent to major vehicle thoroughfares and bicycle facilities
e large parcel, could add parks and greenbelts in the development
s Provides opportunity for a mix of housing types including workforce and
affordable housing
e Close to schools, parks, and transit
o Agricultural mitigation could be provided on-site ) -
e Surrounded on fwo sides by existing residential development

" Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking Category and Number
o Contains prime agricultural land

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations, Requirements or
Conditions, and Any Additional Information that May be Needed for Site
Development )
¢ 'Need analysis of fiscal impacts on city services
* Need information on the affordability of proposed housing, agricultural buffering,
agricultural mitigation and open space

Recommended Actions and Responsibilities (Required and/or Suggested)
o Entitlements needed: General Plan amendment, rezoning, and Measure J vote
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Site Name : Mace 100
Property

Site Location: East of Mace Boulevard,
North of Interstate 80

Site Size — Gross/Net Assumption:
100.97/37.1 acres

Recommended General Plan Overall
Residential Density Category (net density
range including density bonus) Medium (10-
14 du/ac) and High (18-24 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing
Units

Range Per General Plan Category: Medium
135-189; High 425-566 (total 560-757 units)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category and Number (including Key
Principles)
e Convenient Access to Interstate 80 via Mace Boulevard and short driving
distance to shopping in South Davis
¢ Potential for mixed use development combining commercial, office, high tech and
residential uses
» Adjacent to major vehicle thoroughfares and bicycle facilities
¢ Large parcel, could add parks and greenbelts in the development
Provides opportunity for a mix of housing types including workforce and
affordable housing
¢ Close to schools, parks, and transit

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking Category and Number
e Contains prime agricultural land

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations, Requirements or
Conditions, and Any Additional Information that May be Needed for Site
Development '
¢ Need analysis of fiscal impacts on city services
¢ Need information on the affordability of proposed housing, agricultural buffering,
agricultural mitigation and open space
Need analysis comparing Mace site to other potential sites in City for balanced
mixed use opportunities coupled with excellent access

Recommended Actions and Responsibilities (Required and/or Suggested)
¢ Entitlements needed: General Plan amendment, rezoning, and Measure J vote
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ATTACHMENT 10

Housing Element Update Needs Assessment Background Report

Bay Area Economics,
September 28, 2007and Updated January 2, 2008

Copied and Stapled Separately From Staff Report,
Also Available on City’s Web Site
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ATTACHMENT 11

Steering Committee Report
Study and Identification of Potential Housing Sites in Davis —

Recommendations of the General Plan Update Steering Committee,
March 20, 2008

Provided at Joint Meeting With City Council on April 22, 2008,
Also Available on City’s Web Site
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