RESOLUTION NO. 11-077, SERIES 2011

RESOLUTION BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DAVIS TO APPROVE AN EIR
ADDENDUM AND TO DIRECT CITY STAFF TO IMPLEMENT, WITH
MODIFICATIONS, THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN/
HOUSING ELEMENT STEERING COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, in January 2007 the General Plan / Housing Element Steering Committee was appointed
by City Council and began its work on February 8, 2007 to guide a Housing Element update and
recommendations related to the one percent growth cap adopted by City Council; and

WHEREAS, on February 12, 2008, the City Council adopted Resolution No.08-019, Series 2008, to
amend directions regarding an annual growth cap; and

WHEREAS, the Steering Committee developed the following overarching goals and principles based
on General Plan policies, Smart Growth principles including Blueprint principles of SACOG, and
factors identified as most important at community workshops in 2007 and 2008:

Overarching goals:

¢ A compact city surrounded by farmland and habitat with slow urban growth.

* A pedestrian-oriented vital downtown area.

s A connected greenway system.

¢ Neighborhoods with schools, parks, greenbelts and shopping.

e A variety of housing types, designs and prices to meet local housing needs including
affordable housing.

* Conservation of energy and resources.

s A healthy living environment with clean air and compatible noise levels.

e A balanced transportation system which promotes alternative modes.

e City fiscal stability.

Housing location principles:

1. Promotes a compact urban form, which allows for efficient infrastructure and services.

2. Promotes overall proximity to existing community facilities including parks, greenbelts,
schools and shopping {(which reduces driving and its negative impacts).

3. Promotes overall proximity to the downtown and UC Davis (which reduces driving and
its negative impacts).

4. s capable of providing compact development and higher density housing, especialiy near
community facilities (which reduces driving and its negative impacts).

5. Preserves prime farmland and minimizes farmland conversion.

6. Is adjacent to, or contributes to, open space and greenway system connections,
7. Provides adequate vehicular access and safety.

8. Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mebility.

9. Is compatible with existing land uses in the vicinity.

10. Is compatible with the noise environment,

11. Avoids health risks (such as exposure to particulates in close proximity to freeways).
12. Preserves a small town feel.

13. Promaotes historic preservation.
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Resolution No. 11-077

14. Advances (or at least does not harm) fiscal stability.

WHEREAS, the Steering Committee used the overarching goals and principles to evaluate sites for
housing potential and to rank the sites in priority; and

WHEREAS, on March 20, 2008, the Steering Committee by unanimous vote issued a report and
recommendations related to the Housing Element update and the growth cap, which included
recommendations of’ use site rankings and groupings based on principles; manage the growth cap by
using the site rankings and groupings in development application processing; consider general
targets for the mix of housing types; consider requirements and conditions in development review;
initiate a long-range, comprehensive general plan update in approximately 2009; and other site-
related and planning-related recommendations; and

WHEREAS, on April 22, 2008, the City Council and Planning Commission held a joint public
meeting to receive the Steering Committee report, receive public comments, and begin consideration
of the recommendations in the report; and

WHEREAS, on June 19, 2008, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to receive staff
recommendations and public comments, and made recommendations to City Council on the
recommendations in the report; and

WHEREAS, on July 22, 2008, the City Council held a public workshop to discuss and receive public
comments on the recommendations of the Steering Committee, Planning Commission and staff; and

WHEREAS, on October 14, 2008, the City Council received staff responses to the issues raised at the
workshop on July 22, 2008; and

WHEREAS, an EIR addendum in attached Exhibit E has been prepared as an 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” certified by City Council on June 6, 2000; and

WHEREAS, on June 14, 2011, the City Council received information on housing needs, housing
types, demographic changes, and anticipated demands for housing types; and

WHEREAS, the City Council directed staff to include Universal Design as a goal within this
resolution.

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF DAVIS DOES RESOLVE AS
FOLLOWS:

1. The EIR addendum in attached Exhibit E is hereby approved under the provisions of Section
15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines with the findings that: none of the conditions requiring a
subsequent EIR exist; the cumulative impacts of development under the concept in the resolution
were addressed in the previously certified EIR and its analysis of Alternative 2, “Buildout to
2010 Using Existing General Plan or Alternative 5, “Community Expansion Scenario With Davis
Technology Campus”. The probable buildout of sites by January 2010 is within the number of
units remaining to be zoned and build under Alternative 2 or Alternative 5. An EIR will be
required for the two relatively large “green light” sites of PG&E and Nishi, as well as the “yellow
light” sites of Lewis Cannery and Wildhorse Horse Ranch for which development applications
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Resolution No. 11-077

are already being reviewed; all “green light” sites require discretionary review with legislative
actions and therefore the City has the ability to ensure that environmental effects have been
adequately analyzed prior to project approvals; environmental reviews will be required for each
individual project; and

The Council directions in this resolution: (a) do not reduce the housing opportunities of the
region, as the City is meeting its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) through the
Housing Element update; and (b) protect the public health, safety and welfare interests and
address competing public interests in that the directions implement the City’s General Plan
policies, Smart Growth principles and community input; and

That the recommendations by the Steering Committee, with modifications, shall be utilized to
guide development processing decisions through year 2013 or until a new long-range,
comprehensive General Plan update is adopted, whichever is sooner; and

The City Council hereby directs staff to implement the actions described within the attached
Exhibit A, City Council Directions for Implementation.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Davis on this 14" day of June, 2011 by the
following vote:

AYES: Greenwald, Souza, Swanson, Wolk, Krovoza

NOES: None

seph F. Krovoza
ayor
ATTEST:
e

Attached Exhibits:

Mo 0w

City Council Directions for Implementation.
Map of Sites.

Table of Site Rankings.

Individual Sitc Recommendations.

EIR Addendum.
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Resolution No. 11-077

EXHIBIT A
CITY COUNCIL DIRECTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

List of City Council Directions

L) D —

SerENave

Manage the 1% growth cap in development application processing using site rankings.
Strive for general targets for the mix of housing types.

Consider the Steering Committee’s recommended requirements and conditions in
development application reviews.

Plan for the Lewis Cannery site in consideration of the adjacent Covell Village site.
Work proactively with SACOG in advance of next housing element.

Engage in discussions with UCD about planned student housing.

Study overall infrastructure needs and cost recovery strategies.

Support the Open Space Commission’s efforts in a Community Based Farms concept.
Process text amendments to the General Plan, preferably in Fall 2008.

O Initiate a long-range, comprehensive General Plan update in early 2009.

City Council Directions

Direction #1 — Manage the 1% growth cap in development application processing using site
rankings.

a.

Site rankings and development processing approach.. Use the site rankings in the “green

light”, “yellow light”,
of site rankings in Exhibit C).

2 &6

red light” categories to consider development applications (see table

“Green light” sites. As a transition to the initiation and adoption of the next General Plan
update, process development applications for the list of “green light” sites.

“Yellow light” sites. After January 1, 2010, consider processing applications for
additional “yellow light” sites for reasons such as housing needs, housing mix, or
provision of extraordinary infrastructure improvements. Consideration of “yellow light”
sites should proceed with caution. The 1% growth cap, however, will not be exceeded if
the status of developments is monitored and the timing of development is controlled by
conditions of approval and / or development agreements, if needed.

In considering “green light” or “yellow light” sites, the City Council retains full ability to
ensure high quality development which meets community needs and provides community
benefits.

“Red light” sites. The “red light” sites will generally not be considered until the adoption
of the next comprehensive General Plan update is adopted although City Council may
consider projects with special features or unique characteristics.

b. Check-ins and development status reports. Check-ins with Planning Commission and City

Council shall be scheduled as appropriate. These would include reports on: development

Page 4 0f 72



status to ensure that the 1% growth cap is not exceeded; and how current City Council goals
for housing are being met. Resolutions would be adopted for key directives (for example, if
development applications for additional “yellow light” sites are to be accepted).

Commitment to city initiatives. Commitment of significant City resources, subject to
availability, should be considered for sites requiring city initiatives. Actions may include but
are not limited to: expanded or new programs to promote second units such as prototypical
designs, neighborhood-specific plans (examples suggested in community input were Davis
Manor and Chestnut Park neighborhoods, and other incentives; developing alternative
visions for downtown and programs to achieve the desired vision; and exploring alternative
sites for corporation yards. Priorities shall be established through City Council goal setting
and budget processes.

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 to residential use; and (2) Projects which
require a general plan amendment or rezoning to residential use, 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
(see in the main resolution above). A processing fee deposit shall be submitted
equivalent to a pre-application deposit.

e The Director shall forward the request for ranking to the Planning Commission and City
Council with a staff recommended ranking and findings supporting the ranking.

e The City Council shall adopt a resolution to determine the ranking among the current list
of sites, or to determine that the site is not appropriate for housing, with findings
supporting the determination.

Relationship to existing Phased Allocation Plan ordinance. This resolution is intended to
guide the consideration of development applications by the City Council. The city’s Phased
Allocation Plan ordinance shall remain in place at this time. Projects subject to the ordinance
shall require approval of a phased allocation. Projects exempt from the ordinance include but
are not limited to: multi-family residential development; core area development; small urban
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Resolution No. 11-077

parcels 10 or fewer acres which are already designated residential; and permanently
affordable housing.

Direction #2 - Strive for general targets for the mix of housing types.

a.

General targets. Strive for the following general targets for the mix of housing types under
the 1% growth cap:

e 40% to 60% in single family detached and attached types.

o 10% to 25% in multi-family ownership (condominium) types.

e 30% to 40% in multi-family rental types (including affordable units).

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.

The recommended mix reflects changes from the existing mix in terms of: a decrease in
detached single family types, an increase in single family attached types, an increase in
multi-family ownership (condominium) types, and a general continuation of 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.

City Council has considered the diverse housing needs and wants of the community, assessed
demographic trends and anticipated demands for housing types, and considered gaps in the
range of housing types that are developing in Davis. City Council finds that it shall be the
City’s intent that the following types of housing shall be emphasized and pursued while
considering the existing and planned context of individual developments:

e Small for-sale and rental market-rate small single family (cottage) units.

e For-sale and rental townhouses.
For-sale and rental stacked flat condominium units.
For-sale and rental higher density luxury condos (such as mid-rise).
Accessory dwelling units.
Innovative development forms which promote sustainability and a sense of
community.

Furthermore, it shall be the City’s intent that superior planning and design shall be promoted
through the following development expectations:

e A mixture of housing types and uses to the extent feasible.

e Ability to walk, bike and use transit for daily needs, services and amenities.

e Design for energy efficiency and resource conservation.
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Resolution No. 11-077

e Local sense of place and social interaction promoted through well-designed public
spaces.

¢ High quality design which is attractive and distinctive.

e Universal design as a goal.

b. Variety of senior housing opportunities. 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 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.

Proportionate number of new units for seniors. Based on demographic trends, senicrs
comprise an increasing percentage of the population of the City of Davis. This will lead to
an increased internal demand by seniors looking to transition into housing that meets their
needs. A proportionate number of new units designed to meet the needs of Davis seniors
should be planned as a part of the overall mix of housing types through 2013 and beyond.

Study of senior housing needs and demands. The City shall conduct an assessment of
housing needs and preferences for an aging population to guide future planning.

Direction #3 - Consider the Steering Committee’s recommended requirements and
conditions in development application reviews.

The Planning Commission and City Ceuncil should consider the following aspects of the 36
individual site recommendations sheets (see Exhibit D} in the review of development
applications for the sites:

Recommended number of units.

Land use and design considerations.

General requirements and conditions, many of which the Steering Committee find necessary
in order for housing to be developed on a site.

Informational needs.

Additional information that may be needed.

Actions and responsibilities,

In addition, development applications should be reviewed for climate change and green house
gas emission impacts.

Direction #4 - Plan for the Lewis Cannery site in consideration of the adjacent Covell
Village site.
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Resolution No. 11-077

The Lewis site should be planned, at a minimum, with thoughtful consideration to circulation
and land use compatibility with the adjacent Covell Village site, even though the Covell Village
site may or may not be approved for future urban use. The reasons for this recommendation on
the Lewis site include: planning should provide the potential for connectivity within the larger
area context; and planned land uses and edge conditions can provide compatibility with future
adjacent land use(s) that could occur, including continued agricultural operations.

Direction #5 - Work preactively with SACOG in advance of next housing element.

After certification of the current Housing Element update through the State HCD, the City
Council and staff should make every reasonable effort to work pro-actively with SACOG to
ensure that the Regional Housing Needs Allocation numbers for the next Housing Element
period of 2013 to 2018 (with the interim period starting in 2011) are consistent with City of
Davis growth policies.

Direction #6 - Engage in discussions with UCD regarding planned student housing.
Pursue the following actions in the Housing Element update:

a. Update MOU or alternative agreement. The City should engage in discussions with UC
Davis that result in either an updated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or an
alternative agreement that:

e Ensures UC Davis’ provision of on-campus student housing for at least 38% (i.e, UC
system wide planned average) of its total student population; and,

e Makes all efforts to provide the UC system wide goal of 42% student housing. The
housing should consist primarily of core-campus, high-density student apartments that
are able to accommodate individual and family student-households for the average term
of student population at UC Davis.

b. Amend 2005 Resolution. In addition, the City should process an amendment for the
language under section 4¢ of the Resolution No. 05-27 adopted by City Council in March
2005 (related to annual growth parameter and other issues) to change the words as shown
below:

“2. The City Council hereby directs staff to: ...c. Prepare a joint housing strategy,
Memorandum of Understanding, or similar document in cooperation with UCD.
Consider-as-one-issne-whether-HCD-showld- Encourage UCD to increase the planned
student housing to meet the UC system wide planned average of 38% of enrollment at a
minimum.

Direction #7 - Study overall infrastructure needs and cost recovery strategies.

To ensure that infrastructure is adequately planned to meet the needs of future growth, the City
should continue to study the costs and need for future infrastructure, including cost recovery
mechanisms to cover new facilities, maintenance, and repair. New housing development should
pay its fair share of the costs.

Page 8 of 72



Resolution No. 11-077

Direction #8 — Support the Open Space Commission’s efforts in a Community Based Farms
concept.

Support the Open Space Commission’s goal of researching and promoting a Community Based
Farms concept in the designated Urban Agriculture Transition Area (UATA) on the edge of the
city. The concept would foster small farms and organic / urban friendly farm operations adjacent
to the City which would support the local agriculture industry. The study of the concept would
include the advisability of providing limited, clustered housing for small farmers on the
periphery as a project component of future peripheral development proposals.

Direction #9 — Process text amendments to the General Plan, preferably in Fall 2008.

Direct staff to process the following set of amendments to the General Plan, preferably in Fall
2008.

a. Delete the population portion of General Plan Action LU 1.1¢ regarding population and the
number of single-family dwellings. Delete the portion of the action regarding population
shown in the following strikethroughs: “Create and maintain an effective growth
management system designed to keep the population of the City below 64,000 and the
number of single-family dwellings below 15,500 in 2010...” The rationale for this
amendment is 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. The portion of the action regarding the number of single-
family dwellings remains useful. The number of units is a more feasible tool for managing
growth.

b. Delete the first portion of General Plan Action LU 1.1f which calls for modifying the Phased
Allocation Ordinance to make smaller projects subject to allocation requirements. Delete the
portion of the action shown in the following strikethroughs and retain the rest of the action:
“Immediately following General Plan adoption, modify the Phased Allocation Ordinance to
make smaller projects subject to allocation requirements. Upon the completion of infill
related studies and the adoption of infill and densification design guidelines and strategies,
further adjust the Phased Housing Allocation Ordinance to give preference to infill and
redevelopment of urban areas within the community over the development of agricultural and
open space lands...” The rationale for this amendment is that the deletion would serve to
facilitate (and not add growth management system burdens to) small infill projects, as
suming they are well planned and designed. The 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.

Direction #10 — Initiate a long-range, comprehensive General Plan update in early 2009.

A truly comprehensive General Plan update should be initiated to address: a long range
community vision to year 2040 or 2050; and a General Plan period or “horizon™ to 2035.
Because of Housing Element requirements, recent efforts have focused on housing strategies
largely in isolation from many other important long range community issues.
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Initiation. The General Plan update shall begin in early 2009 when staff will present
alternative approaches and timelines to the City Council.

Planning issues. Planning issues to be addressed should include but not be limited to:

Sustainability and AB 32 requirements.

Economic and business related sustainability.

Community and resident health.

A general study of senior needs including housing, transportation, recreation and social
services.

Ultimate urban growth and ag preservation boundaries.

Open space / greenways system.

Growth and balance of housing, employment, retail and services.

Vision for the downtown and its development intensity.

Multi-property planning on the edges of the City where coordinated planning would
better address issues that may cross parcel boundaries.

Fiscal impacts of alternatives.

Planning for the January 2012 — June 2019 Housing Element planning period and RHNA.
Explore possible new locations for city and DJUSD corporation yards and the PG&E
service center.

Considerations. Considerations should include but not be limited to:

The recommendations in the report of the General Plan / Housing Element Steering
Committee dated March 20, 2008.

The results of a “mid course correction” analysis of the 1% growth cap assumptions. On
February 12, 2008, City Council directed staff to conduct the analysis after following the
submission of the General Plan Update / Housing Element Steering Committee report.

Community engagement. The update should employ a broad community engagement

program which utilizes objective-based techniques.
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EXHIBIT C

Table of Site Rankings

Resolution No. 11-077

Site Description

Recommended General Plan
Land Use Overall Density

PRIMARY SITES - Currently Planned and Zoned For Housing

II TOTAL OF PRIMARY SITES - Currently Planned and Zoned For Housing

SECONDARY SITES - Additional Sites Recommended For Housing (“Green Light”)

Range Per General
Plan Category (Units)

Steering Committee
Recommendation (Units)

1 Green | DJUSD Headquarters, B Street Residential High 37-66 40 - 60

2 Green | Kennedy Place Residential Medium 7-17 7-16

3 Green | Grande School Site Residential Medium 43 -101 50-75

4 Green | Nugget Fields, Wildhorse Residential Medium 50-118 110-118

5 Green | Sweet Briar Drive Residential High Upto 16 16

6 Green w._wnm.n_.,nmo—m__m_”w._ “”_m“mmwmm With Program Changes Re: Residential Low Various sites 24

7 Green | Verona, Mace Ranch Residential Medium 47 - 109 59 -78

8 Green | Downtown — Increases With Plan / Zoning Changes Core Area Specific Plan Various sites 0, :mwMMumaan:m_ ]

9 Green | PG& E Service Center, Fifth and L St.- Mixed Uses Residential High 277 --495 277 - 495

10 Green | Transit Corridor — Anderson Road Residential High 235-420 23, as a pilot project

11 Green | Simmons, E. Eighth Street Residential Medium 79 - 185 88 - 180

12 Green | City / DJUSD Corp Yards, E. Fifth Street Residential Medium 72 - 168 80 - 160

13 Green RHD Zone, Oxford Circle (net increase) Residential Higher Up to 32 16 - 32

14 Green | Fifth Ave Place (net increase) Residential High Up to 19 4-16

15 Green | Willowbank Church, Mace Blvd. Residential Medium 22 -50 2250

16 Green | Civic Center Fields, B Street Residential Medium 26-60 56 — 60

17 Green | Willow Creek, Neighborhood Commercial Residential Medium 12-29 24 - 27

18 Green | Nishi Property - Option With Access Via UCD Only Residential Higher 460 - 1,000 460 - 1,000

19 Green | Oakshade Affordable Housing, Cowell Boulevard Residential Medium (22 -52) 45 - 52

20 Green erm%%%hsooa Shopping Center - Increases With Plan / Zoning Neighborhood Retail 158 — 207 0, :mw%ﬁmvwmm_“:o:m_
TOTAL OF SECONDARY SITES — Additional Sites Recommended For Housing (20 Sites Above) 1,401 - 2,459
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EXHIBIT C

(continued)

Table of Site Rankings

Map Key
and Rank

Site Description

ALTERNATE SITES — To Be Considered Only

Recommended General Plan
Land Use Overall Density

Range Per General
Plan Category (Units)

If Needed Prior to 2013 (“Yellow Light” Sites)

Steering Committee
Recommendation {Units)

SITES NOT NEEDED PRIOR TO 2013 (“Red Light” Sites)

21 Cannery Residential Medium 333-778 500-776

22 Wildhorse Horse Ranch Residential Medium 118 - 275 190 - 230

23 Ns:oicm:x Church, NW Corner Mace Boulevard and Montgomery Residential Medium 50— 118 70 — 84

venue

24 2726 Fifth St., East of "Konditorei” Bakery Off. / BP / Mixed Use 16-18 6-8

25 Ott, Cowell Boulevard (includes SE parcel and part of NW parcel) mmm__uamwﬂwrﬁﬂ% %m,v%a 64-125 64 -125

26 Signature Properties Site Residential Medium 202 - 472 350-472

27 NE Corner of Mace and Cowell Boulevards Com. Retail / Mixed Use Upto 15 4

28 Nishi Property Option With Access Via Olive Dr. Only Residential Higher 460 — 1,000 460 -- 1,000

29 Little League Fields, F Street Residential High 92 — 164 §3-137

30 Willow Creek Light Industrial, Chiles Road (south half of site only) Residential Medium 54 — 126 75-126

31 Covell Village Site — Option To Top Of Lewis Cannery Site Residential Medium 504 — 1,175 750 - 1,150

32 Seiber, Cowell Boulevard {south half of site oniy) Residential Medium 12-27 15-20
TOTAL OF ALTERNATE SITES - Sites To Be Considered For Housing Only If Needed Prior to 2013 (Sites #21 — 32) 2,577 -4,132

33 Parlin - With On-Site Ag Mitigation Residential Medium 259 -604 389 -604
34 Lin Boschken - With On-site Ag Mitigation Residential Medium 259 — 604 389 - 604
35 West of Stonegate - With On-site Ag Mitigation Residential Medium 403 - 940 590 - 800
36 Ceste Ranch - With On-site Ag Mitigation Residential Medium 706 — 1,645 1,000 - 1,645
TOTAL OF SITES NOT NEEDED PRIOR TO 2013 (Sites #33 - 36) 2,368 —- 3,753
GRAND TOTAL OF ALL GROUPS AND SITES ABOVE 6,728 — 10,726

1 “ Residential Higher” indicates that a new residential designation would be created in the General Plan to allow a net density up to 50 units per acre.
2 " Mixed Use” indicates that a designation would be created in the General Plan to allow mixed uses.
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EXHIBIT D

iy And identificat oot Potentias FeusIng s n Javs

DJUSD Headquarters

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category
and Number (including Key Principles)
1.1  Close to Central Park, downtown and university.

1.3 Adequate vehicular access.
1.4 Capable of providing compact development
and higher density housing.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

1.5 Development uncertain, site has not been
declared surplys by DJUSD at this time.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

1.A  Consider reserving o portion of the site for DJUSD
offices, a child care facility, an extension of
Central Park.

1.6 Adequate parking for proposed land uses.

1.C Design consistent with applicable Davis

Location Block bounded by 8, €, Fifth and Sixth Streets o ;
Downtown and Traditiocnal Residential

Site Size {Gross / Net Assumption) 2.2ac/22ac Neighborhood Design Guidelines.

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential 1.0 Consider for senior housing.

Density Category {nel density range including

density bonus) High (16.8-30 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range
Per General Plan Category 37-66du

Steering Committee Recommendation 46-60 du

Sl Y W Alg e -

et the e (omeutiee Ao

22 2008)

P
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1.2 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility.

SECONDARY SITES are sites

recommended for housing; they are

considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities
Action 1.1 Confirm whether
DJUSD s interested in the
redevelopment of the site and

replacement of the existing
offices on-site or off-site.

Action 1.2 General Pian

amendment, rezoning.



EXHIBIT D

Resolution No. 11-077

(continuted)
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SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 2.1 General Plan
amendment, rezonirg.

Kennedy Place

Location

Southeast corner of J Street and Kennedy Place
1.0ac/1.0ac

Srte Size {Gross / Net Assumption)

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category (net density range including

density bonus} Medium (7.2 - 16.79 du/ac)
Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Category 7-17du
Steering Committee Recommendation 7-16du

P
SHMEY -

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

2.1 Proximity to shopping.

2.2 Potential for senior housing or live-work type of
housing.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

2.3 Potential vehicular conflicts with existing offices
and senior housing.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

2.A  Miligate the potential conflicts with the existing
office iraffic. Mitigate the effects of the added
traffic on the existing senior housing.

Consider site for senicr housing or live-work type of
housing.

2B

Recommendgions of the General Pian Lpdate Steenng (omnmitee — Appraved March 2, 2008 (With Madhfications to Steering (ommyitee Recommendations on July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

Resolution No. 11-077

Stusy and idenrficat cn ot @oTent & Fousng Lies n Javis

Grande School Site

e

- e

a4

]

'

"3 -

¥ - e ‘-m‘

HIGHWAY

Location

South side of Grande Avenue between F Street and Catalina Drive
84ac/60ac

Site Size {Gross / Net Assumption}

Recommendsad General Plan Overal! Residential
Densny (ategory {net density range including

@ density bonus) Medium (7.2 - 16.79 du/aq)
7 Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

i Per General Plan (ategory 43-101du
| Steering Committee Recommendation 50-75du

(M an e o the penergd mgremplte - Appieve Marer

AR IWrm Madergrne i Sleernyg (imantiee Segrme

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

3.1 Close to parks and schools.

3.2 Adequate vehicuiar access to Grande Avenue, a
coliector street.

3.3 Residential use is appropriate given the existing
surrounded residential uses..

i
SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are

considered “Green Light” sites
Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number
3.4 Difficult fo integrate site with area due to existing

street patterns.

Recommended Land Use and Design Censiderations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

3.A  Design compatibility with existing surrounding low
density residential uses.

3.B  Augment of the existing greenbelt system and
connections.

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities
Action 3.1 Gty should continue

to consult with the DJUSD and
neighbors.

Action 3.2 Genesal Plan
amendment, rezoning.

Page 16 of 72



EXHIBIT B (continued)
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sloemniaton af e el S0 ng Ses e Davs

Nugget Fields School Site

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

4.1  Adjacent to park, greenbett and transit.

4.2 Close to shopping.

4.3 The soccer fields on the site can be located
elsewhere.

4.4  Meets principles of compact urban form,
capable of compact development, proximity to
community facilities, and promotes bicycles and
transit.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

(Category and Number

4.5 Development uncertain, site has not declared
surplus by DJUSD at this time.

4.6 The existing soccer fields are needed at least unfil
replacement fields are develeped, preferably
nearby.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Location 1801 Moore Blvd, southeast corner of Moore Boulevard Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
Recommended and PoleLineRoad | Information that May be Needed for Site Development
Actions and Site Size (Gross / Net Assumplion) 9.0ac/70ac | 4A A design charrette process should be conducted,
—wmmﬁosm:&:ﬁmm Recommended General Plan Overall Residential : similar fo the 93303 sife.

o Density Category (nel density range including 48 Need fo comply with the Naylor Act related to the
Action 4.1 ﬁsmﬁ_ .mroca denstty bonus) Medium (7.2-16.79 du/ac) sale of recreational land by a school district.
ﬁﬁmﬂwﬁﬁ%sﬁ;m% csimated Potental Nurberof Housg Unfs Range 4.C If the DJUSD decides to sell this site, the City should
P a m Per General Plan Category Medium 50-118 du consider a higher ranking for this site.
>n.ﬂ_m= 12 mmsmmm Plan Steering Committee Recommendation 100-188 du
msgnagfmgé_

. Recommendotions of Me General Plan Update Steerng (ommitiee — Approved Mach 20, 2008 {With Medifications to Steering Committee Recommendations o July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D

] lution No. 11-077
(continued) Resolution No

QIREE O TR L o TR (T

Southeast corner of G Street and Sweet Briar Drive
0.53ac/0.53 ac

Location
Site Size {Gross / Net Assumption)

Recommenged General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category {net density range including

density bonus) Core Area Specific Plan — Up to 30 du/ac
Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan (ategory Upto16du
Steering Committee Recommendation 16 du

Rl

- Ty . iy Koo 2
ovtacde o1 it

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category
and Number (including Key Principles)

5.1 Promotes higher density housing in the downtown
areaq.
5.2 Nearshopping and UC Davis. -
5.3 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility, SECONDARY SITES are sites

recommended for housing; they are

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking considered “Green Light” sites
Category and Number

5.4  Adjacent railroad noise.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
Information that May be Needed for Site Development

5.A  Mifigation of railroad noise.

5.B  Clearance of contaminants from adjacent dry
cleaning business.

5.C  Consider mixed use or live-work types of housing.

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 5.1 Property owner
shall obtain State clearance of
contaminants.

Action 5.2 Rezoning.

s gn Ry 22, 2008)

Page 18 0f 72



EXHIBIT D

Resolution No. 11-077

{(continued)

I R e g,
e i oy o )

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are

considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 6.1 Changes to zoning
code and programs to promote
second units. As part of zoning
code changes:

& Include public naticing of
proposed program.changes.

mConduct a community
workshop to gaininput on
patential criteria-and standards
for expanded programs.

W Refer proposed chianges to the”

City's Climate Action Team for
input on proposed changes.

Action 6.2 Develop an effective
method of oiitreach and
information to reighbors in
advance of specific proposals.

Citywide in single family zones

Location

Site Size (Gross £ Net Assumption) Various sites

Recommended General Plan Overall Resigential
Density Categary (net density range including
density bonus) Low (3.6-7.19 du/ad)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Category Various sites

Steering Committee Recommendation 24 du

“tel o g

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

6.1 This category would promote accessory dwelling
units beyond existing city programs.

6.2 Accessory dwelling unifs are an important
contribution tc affordable housing.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number
6.3 Potential neighborhood opposition.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

6.A Consider simplified processing and fees, increased
information and education, and development
of neighborhood specific plans with prototypical
accessory dwelling units.

6.8 Consider zoning ordinance amendments
including standards aftecting attached and
detached units.

6.C Research the accessory dwelling unit programs of
the city of Santa Cruz, CA.

6.0 Promote accessory dwelling units in new
residential developments.

Recommendations of the General Fian Update Steennig (ammuttee — Approved March 20, 2008 { Wi Modiicatins t Sieenng Committee Recommendutions on July 22, 2008}
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1 Resolution No. 11-077
EXHIBIT D (continued) esolution No

gy and ident ficst on o” Folontsa Feusng S7es 1 eV

Verona, Mace Ranch

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Xey Principles)

7.1 Adjacent to school, and park, and bus route.
7.2 Good vehicular access on minor arterials.

7.3 Adjacent to existing medium density residential

use. s ,(;
i ; SECONDARY SITES are sites
74 Opporlunily to provide workforce and moderate recommended for housing; they are

income housing. considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

7.5 Should be planned in a higher density due to the
existing facilities in the area.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

7.A  Site design transition to ensure compatibility with
existing adjacent residential uses.

7.B  Site designh to be sensitive to habitat area in
adjacent park.

Location Southwest corner of E. Fifth Street and Alhambra Drive
Sete Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 8.55ac/6.5ac

Recommendeq Gereral Plan Overall Residentiat
Density Cazeqory (net density range including

density bonus) Medium {7.2-16.79 du/ac) Recommended
Estimated Potertial Number of Housing Units Range Actions and

Per General Plan Lateqory 47-109 du wmmvozm:u:mﬂmm
Steering Committee Recommendation 59-78du Action 7.1 Rezoning.

i Cpdate Sternng comm e At Mare 3 08 W8 Alagne gt e i Sone Qaiepatice Seaunmendutions 6 Jury 2

TR
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

P o 3 g ot <
e, Mrabiy Boipthes b i e
tckorl Faha G e Koirihd

Downtown (Increases With Plan / Zoning Changes)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

8.1 Promote 24-hour vitality of downtown areq.

8.2 Provides compact development and higher
density housing near community facilities.

8.3 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and fransit mobility.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are

considered “Green Light” sites Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

8.4 Concerns with fraffic congestion, parking,
replacement of historic bungalows, and

detraction from existing downtown character.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

8.A Plan for increased need for parking. Consider

Recommended remote parking and a new parking struciure(s).
Actions and
Responsibilities
Location Various potential sites in downtown area

Adtion 8.1 }a.maammﬁa Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) Various sit
Core Area Specificplan and P arious sites
‘Tezonings, withitire analysis . Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
and publicoutreach todetermine  + Density Category (net density range including
extent of potential N%E - density bonus) Core Area Specific Plan (Up to 30 du/ac)
changes. . Estimated Potential Number of Heusing Units Range

. o * Per General Plan Category Various sites
Action 8.2 City should consider
optians ta provide additional . Steering Committee Recommendation Study Needed
parking downtown. .

. Recommendarons of the Generat Piar Update Steenng Commuitee — Approved March 20, 2008 (With Modifications o Steering (ommyitee Recommendanions an July 22, 2008}
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EXHIBIT D

(continued)

Resolution No. 11-077

Sugy ard Igentficalon of “orert a ~u3nG 5t b Javs

PG&E Service Center

LA
X
\a :
- Y

LGP

Location Southeast corner of E. Fifth Street and L Street
Site Size (Gross / Net Assumplian) 27.49ac/16.5ac
Recommended General Plan Overall Residential

Density Category {net density range including

density bonus) High (16.8-30 du/ac)
Estimated Potential Number of Housmg Units Range

Per General Plan Category 277 -495du
Steering Committee Recommendation 277 -495 du

o 208 W Rragpegn, s

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number {including Key Principles)

9.1 Close to downtown, schools, parks.

9.2 Suitable for compact development, and higher
density housing, and possible mixed uses.

9.3 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

9.4 Reftain for commercial uses and not residential.
2.5 Development not redlistic in near term

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

?2.A  Obtain information on the need for the existing
industrial use: whether there is an alternate site;
and if there can be a property swap.

?.B  Obtain information on the PG&E employees: how
many live in Davis; trips taken during the day; and
spending in Davis.

?.C Obtain information on the timing and availability
of site, and toxics.

$.D  Site plan shouid provide a transition from housing
on the north to non-residential on the south
adjacent fo -80,

9.E  Require analysis of city need for, and feasibility of,
non-residential uses on the site.

FImATee Secoremerutions on w4 0 A08)

Page 22 0of 72

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 9.1 {ity continue to
work with PGRE regarding
interest in re-use of site,
aftemate site for existing use,
timing, and feasiblity.

Action 9.2 General Plan
amendment and rezoning.
Development of a higher density
category in General Plan-would
be needed for a density higher
than 30 du/ ac.

Action 9.3 State clearance of
contaminants remediation.



EXHIBIT D

(continued)

SECONDARY SITE
‘Ma

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

" Action 10,1 City invité property
owners to discuss possibilities
and determine interest, including
interest in 2 “pilot project” for an
initial block.

Action 10.2 General Plan
amendment, rezoning.

Transit Corridor - Anderson Road

Transit Corridor
Potential for Development s gaon i

i il
Horih

Location Lots fronting on Anderson Road between

Russell Boulevard and Raddliffe Drive

Site Size (Gross ¢ Net Assumption) 14ac/ 14 acoverall

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category (net density range including

density bonus) High (16.8-30 du/ac)

Estimated Potertial Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Category 235 - 420 du in corridor

23 duin first block
as a pilot project

Steering Committee Recommendation

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

10.1 Close to UC Davis, shopping and transit.

10.2 Would promote pedestrian, bicycle and fransit
mobility.

10.3 Planning would improve vehicular and pedesfrian
safety along the corridor.

10.4 Could improve corridors urban design and
identity.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

10.5 Potential for disjocinted development.

10.6 First phase may not be built by 2013.

10.7 Safety concerns, including near Chavez School.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

10.A A coordinatfed site plan would be needed for a
“pilot project” for an initial block and wouid be
desirable for the entire corridor.

10.B Consider whether some of the existing right-of-
way could be utilized to improve the site plan.

Recommendations of the General Plan Update Steevng Commntice — Approved March 20, 2008 {With Medificaiions to Steermyg Comeiitee Recommendanions on July 22, 2008)
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i j . 11-077
EXHIBIT D (continued) Resolution No

Stugy ard 'dent ficats At beusng Ses A Javis

Simmons, E. Eighth Street

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number {including Key Principles)

11.1 Logicdlsite for housing as it is surrounded by
existing residential uses of different densities.

11.2 Near schools.

&

11.3 Site large enough to provide open space.. SECONDARY SITES ,mam_am

recommended for housing; they are
Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking considered “Green Light” sites
Category and Number

11.4 Last remnant of agriculture in cily.

11.5 Only vehicular access is from E.Eighth Street.

11.6 The enfire site should be considered for open
space and habitat reserve due to its historical
significance.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

11.A Incorporate a neighborhood greenbelt in the site

plan. Recommended
Location North side of 2400 block of E. Eighth Street 1.8 Consider a portion of the site for historic Actions and
preservation, open space and habitat reserve, wmmvozmwz_mzmm
Stie Size {Gross / Net Assumaptior) 12.7ac/9.0ac senior housing, community gardens or Explorit
Recommended General Plan Overall Residential science center. >Q§_d.:;. Consider City
Density Categary (net density range including Coundil's actions on a concept
density borus) Medium (7.2 - 16.79 du/ac) plan for the site based on a

Estimated Potenzial Number of Fousing Units Range design charrette with neighbors.

Per General Plan (ategory 76 -185du Action 11.2 General Plan
Steering Committee Recommendation 88 - 180 du amendment (if Medium Density)
and rezoning.

e COmmeniahons uf the ueneig! Phit Lgdue Seenmg - emeiiee — Agove Marem 2o, 200 (W Madieatrons i Sieenng (omniitie

e Julfitety oty 30 H8) .

Page 24 0f 72



EXHIBIT D (continued)

Resolution No. 11-077
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SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities
Action 12.1 Consider acoridor
plan for both corporation

yards and PG&E service center,
including refocations. .

Action 12.2 Gengral Plan
amendment, tezoning.

City/ DJUSD Corporation Yards

Location  North side of E. Eighth Street between L Street and Pole Line Road

Stie Stze {Gross / Net Assumption) 11.32¢/10.0 ac

Recommended General Plan Qverall Residential
Density Category (net density range including

density honus) Medium (7.2 - 16.79 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan (ategory 72-168du

Steering Committee Recommendation 80-160du

otetial mois ng S s 1n Davr

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

12.1 Close fo downtown, shopping, schools and parks.

12.2 Promotes bicycle and fransit mobility on a main
bus route.

12.3 Possibilities include workforce housing, live-work
housing. or housing toward back with commercial
in front.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

12.4 Development timing uncertain as City has not
determined that corporation yards should be
relocated or o where,

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

12.A Determine where corporation yards would be
relocated (such as north Pole Line Road or on the
south side of 1-80).

12.8  Consider whether Community gardens should be
refained or relocated on site or off site.

12.C Ensure adequate parking is provided.

12.D Design housing for compatibility with the existing
residential uses to the north and the existing
commercial uses.

12.E Require analysis of city need for, and feasibility of,
non-residential uses on the site.

Recommendations of the General Plan tpdate Steenng {ommurtee — Approved Morch 20, 2008 (Wit Medincanens 10 Steenng Committee Recommendations an July 22, 2008}
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

Stugy apd igeatieaton ot Yoer v kousing Sres 0 2avs

RHD Zone, Oxford Circle

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

13.1 Thisis the only RHD zone in the city and most of
the sites in the zone are built o full capacity at
42 to 72 du / ac. The site at 525 Oxford Circle is
the most underutilized ot 18 du / ac and could
increase to 50 du / ac with a new General Plan
density designation.

13.2 Anincrease of 32 units at 525 Oxford Circle would
have minimal impact.

13.3 Close to UC Davis shopping.

13.4 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number
13.5 Already a higher density area.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
Information that May be Needed for Site Development
13.A Ensure parking is adequate.

Location Oxford Circle and Wake Forest Drive, west of University Mall
Site Size {Gross / Net Assumption) 14.12ac/ 1412 ac

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Categary {net density range in¢luding
density bonus) New 50 du / ac density category

Estimated Patential Number of Housing Units Range
Per Generat Plan Categary Up to 32 du {net increase)
at 525 Oxford Circle

Steering Committee Recommendation 16 — 32 du (net increase)
at 525 Oxford Circle

HerQTITEREATANS of My ueneic’ Alin Linfte Sty 0008 wmniilee Seepmmendatinns or ufy; 22, N48)
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SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 13.1 Needs a new
General Plan density category to
be established, to-allow up t6 50
du / ac. The category coutd be
limited to this area, downtown,
or ather spetified areas.



. Resolution No. 11-077
EXHIBIT D (continued)
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Fifth Avenue Place/ Alders

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

14.1 Efficient use of land.

14.2 One or two additional stories would be added
above existing one-story apartments.

14.3 Close 1o transit, shopping and schools.

13.4 Similar densities in area.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are

o,

considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

14.5 Concerns about density, open space and
parking.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

14.A Ensure City's minimum standards for access,
setbacks, parking, and open space in site plan.

14.b Analyze traffic impacts.

Location Northeast corner of E. Fifth Street and Pole Line Road
Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 2.2ac/22ac

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category {net density range including

Recommended densty bonus| High (16.8-30 du/ac)
Actions and Estmated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

wmmvo—_mm_u:a es Per General Plan Category Up to 19 du (net increase)
Action d.,p.q,mm&mm@_. Steering Committee Recommendation 4-16 du (netincrease)

. Recammendaions of the General Pian Update Steerng Comitice — Approved March 20, 2008 (With Modificaiions to Steering Committee Recommendations on July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D

(continued) Resolution No. 11-077

Sty and identRcaion of Borertet Piesng SIS 0 Javs

Willowbank Church Site, Mace Boulevard

West side of Mace Boulevard, between San Marino
Drive and Redbud Drive

448ac/3.0ac

! location

© Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption)
Recammenaed General Pian Overall Residential
Density Cateqory (net density range including

densiy bonus) Medium (7.2 - 16.79 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Pousing Units Range

Per General Plan Category 22-50du

Steering Committee Recommendation 22-50du

&

at.its o e Lomengt P B Seenag Lommitice — Approved

i SO0 T M e e Qe Gommpiiige Recommendutions or ey 37 )008)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category
and Number (including Key Principles)

15.1 Close fo neighborhood greenbelts, schools and
shopping. Can complete greenbelt system.

15.2 Adeqguate access to Mace Boulevard.

15.3 Bounded by residential and buffered by creek,

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

greenbelt and street.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

15.4 Location would promote car traveil.

15.5 Medium density would not be compatible with
the existing adjacent low density neighborhoods.

15.6 Consider higher density.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

15.A Buffer existing residential and complete greenbelt
system in areq.

15.B Feather densities with lower densities near the wmno:._—:mzn_mn
exisfing low density neighborhoods. Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 15.1 Communicate

¢ty and neighborhood goals to
purchaser of site (as church plans
to sell the site).

Action 15.2 General Plan
amendment, rezoning.
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EXHIBIT D

(continued)

Resolution No. 11-077

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light" sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 16.1 General Plan
amernidmerit, rezoning.

Civic Center Fields

- -

Location West side of B Street between City offices

and M.L. King High School

Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 36ac/36ac

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Denstty Category {net density range including

density bonus) Medium (7.2 -16.79 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Categary 26-60du

Steering Committee Recommendation 56-60 du

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category
and Number (including Key Principles)

16.1 Close to downtown, shopping, Central Park,
schools, and UC Davis.

16.2 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit maobility.

16.3 Is capable of providing compact development
and higher density housing.

16.4 Existing fields are underutilized and part of the
existing open space can be retained in ¢ new
development.

16.5 Good potential for senior housing given the

adjacent Senior Center.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

16.6 Should be retained for open space / recreation or
possible future City Hall expansion. There are not
enough active recreation uses in the area.

A pledge was made to the neighbors that the site
would be retained for civic uses.

16.7

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

16.A Ensure compatible desigh with surrounding uses
and adequate parking.

City Council should consider whether pait or
alt of site is needed for City Hall expansion or
recreation space for M.L. King High Schoot and
the neighborhood. 1.8 Adequate parking for
proposed land uses.

16.B

Recommendatiom of the General Plon Update Steenng Comimitiee — Appraved Morch 20, 2008 (Wirh Modifications to Steenng Commyitee Recomimendations on July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

“
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Willow Creek Neighborhood Commercial Site

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

17.1 Limited potential for commercial use.

17.2 Surrounded on three sides by residential uses of
different densities.

17.3 Close fo parks, schools, shopping and transit.

17.4 Noise environment is conditionally acceptable.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number

17.5 Too close fo freeway,

17.6 Keep for commercial use.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
o Information that May be Needed for Site Development

g 17.A Contribute o greenbelt connection.

17.B  Noise analysis and aesthetically acceptable
mitigation, if needed.

17.C Require analysis of city need for, and feasibility of,
non-residential uses on the site.

ﬂIU\ o0

Location Southeast corner of Drummond Avenue and Cowell Boulevard

Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 1.7ac/ 1.7 ac
Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category (net density range including ded
density bonus} Medium (7.2 -16.79 du/ ac) wmn.c_::._mm_

. Actions and
Estimated Potential Number of housing Units Range R ibiliti
Per General Plan Cateqory 12-29du esponsipiities
Steering Committee Recommendation 24-27 du Action 17.1 General Plan

amendment, rezoning.

Secomrendatons of e oeneral Pun Upndute Steenny emedree — Apgiese Ve = 20, 2008 (Wi Mod wagtiges 10 Steeun g (omputice Secormme

sorJufy 22 248) .
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MNEHWH.H_ U Aﬂogﬁursc.mgv Resolution No. 1{-077

bercleritat of Potertie Fous ng &

Nishi Property (Option With Access Via UCD Only)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (induding Key Principles)

18.1 Adjacent tc UC Davis and downtown and would
bolster downtown economy.

18.2 Near arboretum, freeway, and transit.

18.3 Bike connection to downiown and South Davis.

18.4 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility.

18.5 Potential to provide special higher density hausing
types without impacting existing neighborhood.

SECONDARY SITES aressites
recommended for hausing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number

18.6 Poor vehicular access to Core Areaq.
18.7 Noise from |-80 and railroad.

18.8 Safety concerns with the raiiroad.

Recommended 18.9 Prime ag land.
Actions and
Responsibilities Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Action 18.1 Developa xmac:a:._m:a or Conditions, and wi En:_o:m_
cooperative plan with UC Davis Information that May be .zm.m%a or Site ce.a_ouswﬂ
for fand use and dirculation. i Location Southwest of Richards / I-80 interchange 18.A Needs UC Davis involvement, including access.
. - 18.B Traffic analysis, mitigation, and car management
; i Stte Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 440 ac/ 15.4 ac (residential)
Action 18.2 Discuss the P o A strategies for traffic toward campus.
nﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁwam% “ Mmmﬁﬁwﬂmmm%mwmﬂmﬂw_ﬁ(omﬂmw_ _ﬂw_“ﬁ”“m_ 18.C Noise analysis and mitigation.
company and mitigate safety " ; :
density bonus) New Residential Higher {50 + du/ ac) 18D ?.__.:@06 safety concerns with the adjacent
e Estmated Potential Number of Housing Units R roiroad
. . ) stimated Potentiat Numper of Housing Units Kange 18.E Relinguish the existi acce sement 1o Olive
>n5_.., imww m@mi Ea . Per General Plan Cateqory 462 -1,000 du (new) ' ._ quis Xsting 5 ed
amendrment {to a new higher Drive.
density category), rezoning, and Steering Committee Recommendation 460-1,000 du 18.F Access via UC Davis must be explored fully before
Measure Jvote, any consideration of the Site #25 option.
. i
- Recommendations of the Genera! Plan Lpdate Steenng Committee — Appraved March 20, 2008 (With Modincatons ta Steering Commuitee Recommendations it July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D

{continued)

o

LS PES N ans

Stugy and identnaton ot Poel

Oakshade Affordable Housing, Cowell Boulevard

Southwest carner of Cowell Boulevard, and Drummond Avenue
{two parcels of .74 acand 2.34 aq)

3.08 ac/3.08 ac (total)

Location

Site Size (Gress / Net Assumption)

Recommendea Gereral Plan Overall Residential
Density Category (net density range including

density bonus) Medium (7.2-16.79 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan (ategory Medium (22-52 du)

Steering Committee Recommendation 45-52 du

Fecommencanuin of e uerergd Plan Updere Steeung Lomeittee. Approved Mare U 08 TR A

B
AR IR NG
R Ayt

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category
and Number (including Key Principles)

19.1 Close 1o neighborhood greenbelts, schools and
shopping.
19.2 In April, 2007 the City Redevelopment Agency

assisted a local non-profit housing group with
affordable housing funds to develop the larger
parcel. In July, 2007 City Council awarded the
land dedication site {smaller parcel) to the
housing group for development with the larger
parcel.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

19.3 Close to freeway, concerns with noise
environment and air pollution.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

19.A Site design to provide mitigation of I-80 noise.

19.8 Maximize setback from freeway. Consider
restricting housing units 1o southern half of site.

19.C Attempt to develop triangular site across Cowell

Boulevard with buildings to provide a barrier to Recommended
0. Actions and
12.D The overall density of the site should be at the high ¢ e
end of the medium density range. Responsibilities
Action 19.1 Would require 2
Conditional Use Permit

frons an july 22, 2008)
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EXHIBRIT D (continued)

s Daver

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

20.1 This category would change the zoning of five
shopping centers to allow housing units {as
allowed in four other shopping centers in Davis).

20.2 Shopping centers are underutilized.

20.3 Mixed uses promote stability of shopping areas.

SECONDARY SITES are sites
recommended for housing; they are
considered “Green Light”sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

20.4 Concerns with parking conflicts, children playing
in parking lots, potential increase in crime rates,
and protection of retail uses.

20.5 Not realistic.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
Information that May be Needed for Site Development
None

 Location 0ak Tree Plaza, Oakshade Commons, Marketplace,
Recommended “ Anderson Plaza and El Macera Shopping Centers
Actions and " Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) Five shopping centers
mmmﬁo nsibilities Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Action 20.1 Rezoning of the Wma_q %é% {net density aﬂ.am%m_hgs% {desiama
five nelghborhood shopping ensity bonus) Neighborhood Retail designation, up to 49% FAR
centers. A General Plan Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range
amendment may be needed Per General Plan Category 158 -207 potential units
%MMMMSE The propased Steering Committee Recommendation  Needs more research
. Recgimmendgions of the Gereral Flan pdate Steeniag (ommutiee — Appraved March 20, 2008 (Wish Modifications to Steening Committee Reconunendations an Jly 22, 2008}
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EXHIRIT D (continued)

Stugdy 3rd Identheation o F01enTar FLesing Sres n Tav's

Lewis Cannery

Location 1111 East Covell Boulevard, north of
Covell Boulevard and J Street

Stte Seze (Gross / Net Assumption) 98.40 ac/ 46.2 ac residential

Recormmended General Plan Qverall Residential
Density Cateqory (nel denstty range indluding

density bonus) Medium (7.2-16.79 du/ac)
Esuimated Potential Number of Housirg Umits Range

Per General Plan Category 333-776 du
Steering Committee Recommendation 500-776 du

ol Mer G AN With Alng Bron

1 Update Steptny e

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principies) ALTERNATE SITE

21.1 Aninfill site within the city limits; does not need a Map Key / Rank
Measure J vote; and promotes compact urban N-—
form.

21.2 Close to schools, parks, shopping and transit. ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be

21.3 Not a good site location for light industrial/high considered for housing only if needed
tech uses {subject to study) and is currently prior to 2013; they are considered
dormant. “Yellow Light” sites

21.4 lLarge parcel, could add parks and greenbelts in
the development.

21.5 Provides opportunity for a mix of housing types
including workforce and affordable housing.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

(Category and Number

21.6 Need to preserve land for light industrial / high
tech land and its potential for jobs. This large
acreage is ideal for light industrial / high tech uses.

21.7 Only one full access 1o Covell Boulevard and this
would cause traffic impacts.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development Recommended

21.A Need analysis of city need and feasibility of non- Actions and
residential uses of the site. T

21.B Need analysis of fiscal impacts and impacts on wmmﬂosm_v___:mm
city services. Action 21.7 General Plan

amendment, rezoning.
Continued on Next Page

6y or Juty 22 2008) .

s Steenng rnKiTee Secommen
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

Lewis Cannery ((ontinued)

3510 v

st~z Fansn

Continued from Previous Page

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional
Information that May be Needed for Site Development

21.C Need information on the affordability of proposed
housing, agricultural buffering, agricultural
mifigaticn, open space. and site drainage.

21.D The Lewis site should be planned, at a minimum,
with thoughtful consideration to circulation and
lond use compatibility with the adjacent property
{the Covell Village site).

Recommendations of the Genersi Plon pdate Sieenng Gomaitice — Approved March 20, 2008 {With Modinestions to Steering Cometiee Recommendanions oa July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D

(continued)

Resolution No. 11-077

¢
&

3y and Idenbiication of Foterty FoUsng el 0 favs

Wildhorse Horse Ranch

North of Covell Boulevard at intersection with Monarch Lane
25.8ac/164ac

Logation
Site Size {Gross / Net Assumption)

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category (net density range including
density bonus)

Medium ( 7.2-16.79 du/ac)

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Category Medium 118- 275 du

190-230 du

Steering Committee Recommendation

“erommendalions of the uenerd? Plan Updute Stemeng Lommitiee - Apprei

i G 2008 (Watn Madfegtons t Stecnnyg won

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

22.1 Surrounded by City on three sides and completes
the Wildhorse neighborhood.

22.2 Close to schoois and parks.

22.3 Adds to existing greenbelt.

22.4 Adequate vehicular access.

22.5 Potential for accessory units.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

22.6 Far from downtown and UC Davis.

22.7 Would promote car fravel and not be conducive
to bicycle mobility.

22.8 Polential impact on burrowing owl.

22.9 Prime ag land.

22.10 The Wildhorse development agreement
deignated this site as ag/open space.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

22.A The plan for ag mitigation is a key issue in the
development review.

tins o5 ity 22, 2008)
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ALTERNATE SITE
Map Key / Rank

22

ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be

considered for housing anly if needed

prior to 2013; they are considered
“Yellow Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities
Action 22.1 The,City Council
should consider a-development

fe incentive-for small housing
units, .

Action 22.2 General Plan
amendment; 1ezoning, and
Measure J vote,



EXHIBIT D (continued) Resolution No. 11-077

fPctential Hous ng Stes in Davi

Willowbank Church Site, Mace and Montgomery

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

23.1 Close to schools, parks and shopping.

23.2 Good vehicular access.

23.3 Could continue ag buffer on south edge of city..

ALTERNATE SITE
Map Key / Rank

23

ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be
considered for housing only if needed
prior to 2013, they are considered

“Yellow Light” sites

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

23.4 Uncertain time frame as church has not stated

— interest in sefling site for residential development.

Coumty @b 235 Promotes car use.

23.6 Medium density would not be compatible with
the existing adjacent low density neighborhoods.

23.7 Should be higher density.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

¢ Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

- Information that May be Needed for Site Development

23.A Feather densities with lower densities near existing
low density neighborhoods.

23.8 Confinue ag buffer on south edge.

~%

Location Northwest corner of Mace Boulevard and Montgomery Avenue

Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 120ac/70ac
Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Recommended Density Category (net density range including
. d i 2-16.
Actions and ensity bonus) Medium (7.2 -16.79 du/ac
thilits Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range
wmm—uozm_v_:ﬂ_mm Per General Plan Category 50- 118 du
Action 23 .M.(mn_aﬁ Plan Steering Committee Recommendation 70-84 du
amendment, rezoning.

. Recommendonans of the General Flgn Uipdate Steerng Commuttee - Appraved March 20, 2008 (With Modificanons (o Steening Commmitee Recommendations an July 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D

(continued)

Resolution No. 11-077

S7Ugy and Identhcaton ¢f Srensat RouSIng bes 0 avs

2726 Fifth Street, East of “Konditorei” Bakery

2726 East Fifth Street, between
Cantrill Drive and Pena Drive

24ac/ 24 ac

Location

Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption}

Recommended General Plan Overall Residentiat
Density Categary (net density range ncluding
density bonus)

Change from Ind. to
Office or Bus. Park, up to 49% FAR

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range

Per General Plan Category 16-18du

Steering Committee Recommendation 6-8du |

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number {including Key Principles)

24.1 Potential for a few ancillary housing units if site is
redesignated from Industrial to Office or Business
Park.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

24.2 Housing not compatible with this area of industrial,
light indusirial and office uses.

24.3 Davis Woste Removal is concerned with any
residential uses being located on this site due to
incompatibility with DWR uses.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

24.A Site design to ensure livability of potenticd housing
units,

Zecomunenaahons of e ueneidt Plan pdite Steersmy Lommittee — Agpicerd Marcs 25 008 (With Modsticgtions 10 Steertey - oteninice Secommendations on July 22 2008)
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ALTERNATE SITE
Map Key / Rank

24

ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be
considered for housing only if needed
prior to 2013; they are considered

“Yellow Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities

Action 24.1 General Plan
amendment, rezonig.



EXHIBIT D (continued)

o it o W o s

g i S
St Taiinlarnd s TUARAIN S+
T b aE NSt ks

ety 0tt, Cowell Boulevard

ALTERNATE SITE
Map Key / Rank

25

RLTERNATE SITES are sites to be
considered for housing only if needed
prior to 2013; they are considered

“Yellow Light” sites

Location Southeast of Cowell Boulevard (3.0 ac), and
Northwest of Cowell Baulevard (6.5 ac)
Recommended . Site Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 9.5ac/8.0ac
Actions and Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
™ Density Category (net density range including
xnmbba_w___ﬁ_mms " density bonus) Southeast : Medium (7.2-16.79 du/ac)
Action 25.1 Consider this site Northwest : High on Developable Part {16.8-30 du/ac)

along with other possible sites as
a possible relocation site for City

. Estmated Potential Number of Housing Units Range
Per General Plan Category Southeast : Medium {7.2-16.79 du/ac)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number {(including Key Principles}

25.1 Potential for mixed uses with housing oriented
away from freeway.

25.2 Freeway noise is mitigabie to an extent with a
buffer.

25.3 Close to parks, shops, bus transit, greenbelt and
schools.

25.4 Southeast parcel is adjacent to greenbelt.

25.5 Poor access for most commercial uses.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

25.6 Incompatible noise environment for residential
uses per General Plan.

25.7 Hedlth risks of particulates from freeway.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

25.A Additionat studies of noise, parficulates and health
risks.

25.B Need an exceptionally well-designed,
aesthetically acceptable noise mitigation solution.

25.C Review {(and update if needed) analysis of Cily
need for, and feasibility of, non-residential uses on

and.0JUSD corporation yards. Northwest : High on Developable Part (16.8-30 du/ac) the site
o 64-125 du
Action 25.2 General Plan
amendiment, rezoning. Steering Committee Recommendation 64-125du
. Recommendations of the General Fian Lipdale Steenng (ommtiee -— Appraved March 20, 2008 (With Modificaiions to Steermng (ommyitee Recominerdanions on july 22, 2008)
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

Stugy and tdeatficaton o Paerta o s0g Sites 0 Tav's

Flo i iy
prr e

Signature Properties Site

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking (ategory ALTERNATE SITE

and Number (including Xey Principles)

26.1 Would promote compact urban form. gmﬂ _Amw\ _wm—.__n

26.2 Questionable for agriculture. Na

26.3 No impact on existing residential areas.

26.4 Bounded by city on two sides with road on third ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be
side. considered foz housing only if needed

26.5 Easy access to freeway and short driving distance prior to 2013; they are considered
to shopping in South Davis. “Yellow Light” sites

26.6 Bike connections.
26.7 Close to planned shopping.

Countering Views te Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number
26.8 Not currently within walking distance of shopping.

Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

26.A Consider appropriate location of required

Location Inside the Covell Boulevard — Mace Boulevard curve agricultural mitigation.

26.B Provide compatible densities adjacent to existing
low density residential uses, and allow greater

densities farther away. Recommended
26.C The overall density of the site should be at the high Actions and

Stte Size (Gross / Net Assumption) 43.0 ac/ 28.1 ac (residential)

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Categery (net density range including

density bonus) Medium (7.2-16.79 du / ac) ) )
end of the medium density range. ibiliti
Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range wmm_uosm_ ilities
Per General Plan Categor 202 -472du .
9o Action 26.1 General Plan
Steering Committee Recommendation 350-472du amendment, rezoningg, and
Measure J vote.

]
wecomnenttains O the weneral Plan Update Steeriny temminee — Appioved Maren 20, 2008 (Wien Mogeegtiuns to Seeng Lomnuttee Recommendations an fuly 2, 2008) .
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EXHIBIT D (continued)

ot Botertigh mans ng S ey e Davrs

Stetly ang o

Northeast Corner of Mace and Cowell Boulevards

Rationate for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

27.1 Good location and access for mixed use or high
density housing.

27.2 Close to shopping, transit and freeway. Walkable

ALTERNATE SITE
Map Key / Rank

27

ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be fo shopping. »
considered for housing anly if needed 27.3 Nof a good lccation for existing auto center
prior to 2013; they are considered zoning.

“Yellow Light” sites 27.4 limited health concerns.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking
Category and Number

27.5 Noise from {-80, tratfic, and fire station.
27.6  Air quality concerns.

Recommended Land Use and Design Consideraticns,
Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Information that May be Needed for Site Development

27.A Consider site for live-work and office-residential

Location 424 Mace Boulevard, Northeast corner of Mace and mixed use.
Cowell Boulevards 27 B Consider office buffer along Mace Boulevard.
Site Stze (Gross / Net Assumption) 1.73ac/1.73ac

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential
Density Category {net density range including

Recommended density bonus) Community Retail with ancilliary residential
ihilits Estimated Potentral Number of Housing Units Range

mmmwo:m__u__;_mm Per General Plan Category Up to approximately 15 du

MMMMM_MMU“ M”%wxg Steering Committee Recommendation 4 du

. Recommendations of the Gereral Plan Lpdate Sieering Gormmntiee — Appraved March 20, 2008 (With Modifications to Steening Gommwitee Recommendations o July 22, 2008)
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EXHIRIT D (continued)

Stwdy and identhiaton of Porerta Fousing e .n Javs

shi Property (Option with Access Via Olive Drive)

Rationale for Recommended Site Ranking Category

and Number (including Key Principles)

28.1 Adjacent to UC Davis and downtown and would
bolster downtown economy.

28.2 Near arboretum, freeway, and transit.

28.3 Bike connection to downtown and South Davis.

types without impacting existing neighborhood.

Countering Views to Recommended Site Ranking

Category and Number

28.6 Poor vehicular access, potential impact
on Richards Blvd./ W. Olive Dr., especially if
commercial uses.

28.7 Noise from I-80 and railroad.

28.8 Prime ag land.

28.9 Access and land use conflict with General Plan

t T T e Agricuiture Policy LU O.1.

Location Southwest of Richards / 1-80 interchange Recommended Land Use and Design Considerations,

Stte Size {Gross / Net Assumption) 44.0 ac/ 15.4 ac {residential) Requirements or Conditions, and Any Additional

Recommended General Plan Overall Residential Information that May be Needed for Site Development

Density Categary {net density range Indluding 28.A Traffic analysis, mitigation, and car management
density bonus) High (16.8-30 du/ac) or a new higher (50 + du/ ac) strategies.

Estimated Potential Number of Housing Units Range 28.B Noise analysis and mitigation.

Per General Plan Category 259-462 (H) or 462 -1,000 du (new) 28.C Access via UC Davis (per Site #17
460 - 770 du recommendations) must be explored fully before

Steering Committee Recommendation . . : .
any consideration of this option.

secompmengghon of the terergl Pr Jiute Steenng comniitree — Approve Mo 2 J00B (Wi » Sgering (ommitice Recosmme; s gr fuly 22, 2008)
y 0

Page 420/ 72

28.4 Promotes pedestrian, bicycle and transit mobility.
28.5 Potential to provide special higher density housing

i St o i bl S4B H

@.; Do)

ALTERNATE SITE

Map Key / Rank
28

ALTERNATE SITES are sites to be
considered for housing only if needed

prior to 2013; they are considered
“Yellow Light” sites

Recommended
Actions and
Responsibilities
Action 28,1 Developa

cooperative plan with UC Davis
for land use and circulation.

Action 28.2 General Plan
amendment (o a new higher
density category), rezoning, and
Measure ) vote,
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Resolution No. 11-077

EXHIBIT E
EIR ADDENDUM
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EXHIBIT E (continued)

CEQA ADDENDUM to the

Final Program Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Davis General Plan Update

and Project EIR for Establishment

of a New Junior High School

(SCH #1999072014)

City of Davis

November 5, 2008

Resolution No. 11-077
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Resolution No. 11-077
EXHIBIT E (continued)

CEQA ADDENDUM

CEQA ADDENDUM to the
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Resolution No. 171-077
EXHIBIT E {(continued)

CEQA ADDENDUM

SUMMARY

The City of Davis has prepared this Addendum to the Final Program Environmental Impact
Report for the City of Davis General Plan Update and Project EIR for Establishment of a New
Junior High School (SCH #1999072014) (General Plan EIR) certified June 6, 2000, for
implementation of recommendations from the General Plan Update Steering Committee on
processing applications for possible residential development in the City of Davis and minor
amendments to the City of Davis General Plan text.

The proposed project includes the following:

l. A *“green light, yellow light, red light” approach to processing applications for residential
development through 2010;

2. Alist of 20 “green light” sites that would be processed upon application for entitlements.
All sites would be subject to discretionary legislative review (rezoning or general plan
amendment) or would be initiated by the by the City to make planning and zoning
changes;

3. Continued processing of two “yellow sites” that would not provide units before 2010 and
are subject to legislative review and environmental impact reports;

4. Amendments to the General Plan text to delete the limit of 64,000 population in 2010
and remove the requirement for growth management allocation for infill developments;

5. General policy language on mix of residential units, issues for consideration in
processing applications for specific sites, research for Community Based Farms, working
proactively with SACOG and UCD, and studying infrastructure needs and costs.

Modifications of the Steering Committee recommendations are also addressed in this
Addendum.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT PROCESSING SYSTEMS

Section 15378 of the CEQA Guidelines includes a description of a “project” under CEQA. A
project includes an action that has the potential to result in a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment. The Guidelines also state that when a proposal may be
considered either a regulation or a development proposal, the project shall be described as the
development proposal for the purpose of environmental analysis (Guidelines 15378(d)).
Although the proposed implementation of recommendations from the General Plan Update
Steering Committee on processing applications for possible residential development is not a
formal regulatory action, the City has chosen to evaluate it as such for the purpose of this CEQA
analysis.

Section 15378(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “Where the Lead Agency could describe
the project as either the adoption of a particular regulation under subdivision (a)(1) or as a
development proposal which will be subject to several governmental approvals under
subdivision (a)(2) or (a)(3), the lead agency shall describe the project as the development
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proposal for the purpose of environmental analysis.” In accordance with this provision, the
adoption of the proposed development processing system will be evaluated for CEQA purposes
based upon the level of development that is anticipated to occur.

The potential development projects included in the processing system reflected in the
recommendations from the General Plan Update Steering Committee, are individual projects for
the purposes of CEQA. Applications for each of the sites, if submitted, would be subject to
discretionary review by the City of Davis. They would also be subject to site-specific
environmental review as part of any application review process. The overall likely development
that might occur through implementation of recommendations from the General Plan Update
Steering Committee is within the range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR for the General Plan
Update, certified June 6, 2000. Thus the City proposes to utilize the General Plan EIR, with this
addendum, for the purposes of providing CEQA clearance for the proposed development
processing system. The substantial evidence for this determination is provided herein.

ADDENDA UNDER CEQA

This document has been prepared as an Addendum to the General Plan Update EIR in
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15164. Section 15164(a) provides that the Lead
Agency "shall prepare an Addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions
are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a
subsequent EIR have occurred.”

Pursuant to Section 15164(e) an analysis and explanation is provided herein documenting the City's
decision that preparation of a subsequent EIR is not required. The Guidelines go on to state that: 1)
the addendum need not be circulated, but can be included in or attached to the Final EIR (Section
15164(c)), and that 2) the City Council must consider the addendum with the Final EIR (Section
15164(d)).

Section 15164 was created in response to Public Resources Code Section 21166 which provides that
no subsequent or supplemental EIR shall be required unless "substantial changes" in the project or
the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken will necessitate "major revisions" of
the EIR, or "new information" which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
EIR was certified, becomes available.

The requirements of the Guidelines are described in more detail in Attachment D. For the subject
situation, use of an Addendum is not only justified, but also actually required by the PRC (Section
21166).

This document demonstrates that the circumstances, impacts, and mitigation requirements identified
in the General Plan Update EIR remain substantively applicable to the amended Redevelopment
Plan, and supports the finding that the proposed project does not raise any new issues or exceed the
level of impacts identified in the General Plan Update EIR.
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OTHER APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF CEQA

Some of the potential developments proposed for consideration as “green light” sites would be
exempt from CEQA under various categorical and statutory exemptions, or require no additional
environmental documentation pursuant to Section 16168(c)(2) of the Guidelines. Where this is
relevant to a particular component of the project is discussed below.

Some sites, including the two largest “green light” sites and the two “yellow light” sites
recommended for continued processing, require Environmental Impact Reports.

BACKGROUND

On May 23, 2001, the City adopted a new General Plan (Resolution No. 01-72). Final Program
Environmental Impact Report for the City of Davis General Plan Update and Project EIR for
Establishment of a New Junior High School (SCH #1999072014) was certified as adequately
assessing the impacts of the General Plan. The EIR assessed five alternatives:

1.

Al

No-project, existing conditions January 1998
No-project, build-out of existing General Plan

Reduced build-out

Community expansion with Oeste Campus

Community expansion with Davis Technology Campus.

Assumptions for development of specific sites were shown in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR. Numeric
comparisons of the alternatives were included on Table 3-2 of the Draft EIR. The alternatives
included a maximum of 26,876 dwelling units and 11,589,000 square feet of non-residential
development in Davis in the year 2010 (Alternative 5).

The EIR identified both project-specific and cumulative impacts from the proposed alternatives. The
alternatives were analyzed using a blend of 100% build-out for most residential sites and 0-100%,
depending upon constraints, for nonresidential sites. The cumulative impact analysis, however, used
full build-out for the General Plan urban area (p. 23, General Plan Update EIR Land Use
Alternatives). The cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives included

Land Use (Alternative 5 only)

Agriculture (Alternative 5 only)

Aesthetics (Alternative 5 only)

Possible shortage of adequate housing to serve the increasing employment base (Alternatives
3,4,and 5)

Fire protection infrastructure (all four alternatives)

Potential impacts on city schools

Water and sewer infrastructure (Altematives 4 and 5 only)

Traffic and Circulation

Air Quality, due to traffic
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed project includes the following:

1. A “green light, yellow light, red light™ approach to processing applications for residential
development through 2010;

2. A list of 20 “green light” sites that would be processed upon application for entitlements.
All sites would be subject to discretionary legislative review (rezoning or general plan
amendment) or would be initiated by the City to make planning and zoning changes;

3. Continued processing of two “yellow sites” that would not provide units before 2010 and
are subject to legislative review and individual environmental impact reports;

4. Amendments to the General Plan text to extend the planning period to 2013, delete the
limit of 64,000 population in 2010, and remove the requirement for growth management
allocation for infill developments;

5. General policy language on mix of residential units, issues for consideration in
processing applications for specific sites, research for Community Based Farms, working
proactively with SACOG and UCD, and studying infrastructure needs and costs.

ANALYSIS
In order to assess whether additional CEQA review is required for the City to approve the proposed

project, an analysis of the applicability of Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines is relevant. The
following analytical steps were taken:

. Identify whether the proposed actions were anticipated/assumed in the General Plan or other
prior adopted plans.

. Determine whether the impacts of the proposed actions would fall within the framework of
prior EIR analysis.

. Determine whether the conditions described in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines

calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.

The text below examines each of these items. In cases where the project would be exempt from
CEQA or where additional environmental review would not be required pursuant to Section
15168(c)(2), this is also identified.

Identification of Whether Proposed Actions Are Included in General Plan

1. A “green light, yellow light, red light” approach to processing applications for residential
development through 2010.

The 2001 General Plan Update included Action LU 1.1 d to “Maintain a growth management
system that regulates the timing of residential growth in an orderly way considering the
following: infrastructure, geographical phasing, local employment increases, environmental
resources, economic factors, DJUSD school enrollment and sustainability. Such a system shall
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pursue programs and partnerships which will allow the City to target residential development to
meet identified needs (e.g., University students and staff, faculty housing, senior housing,
housing for low and very low incomes, school district staff, City employees.”

This policy is implemented through City Council Resolution #05-27 (adopted March 8, 2005)
and Resolution #08-019 (adopted February 12, 2008) establishing a 1% per year growth
parameter, based upon internal housing needs and a housing needs assessment. The proposed
“green light, yellow light, red light” approach is implementing the Action directed by the
General Plan.

As noted above, for the purposes of CEQA, the system will be generally analyzed as a series of
potential development proposals, rather than as a regulation. This analysis is included in the
sections 2 and 3, below.

2. A list of 20 “green light” sites that would be processed upon application for entitlements.
All sites would be subject to discretionary legislative review (rezoning or general plan
amendment) or would be initiated by the City to make planning and zoning changes.

The General Plan Update allowed butldout for urban uses of all land within the city limits, with
the exception of the “Horse Ranch” property on Covell Boulevard. All but one of the proposed
“green light” sites are within the existing City limits, and therefore currently assumed for urban
development. The exception is the “Nishi” property south of West Olive Drive between
Interstate 80 and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks.

The Nishi site was included for development in the 1987 General Plan and the 1996
Gateway/Olive Drive Specific Plan. Development of this property was also analyzed in the
General Plan EIR (Alternatives 2, 4, and 5), but was not part of the approved General Plan map.
The General Plan text did consider possible development of the Nishi site in Policy LU 1.3,
which requires a citizens’ vote process for any development proposal on the Nishi property to
ensure full public participation and consideration of issues including impacts on policies calling
for compact urban form, preservation of agricultural lands surrounding the City for long term
agricultural use, and provisions of an adequate housing supply to meet internal needs of the City.

For the purposes of CEQA, and this Addendum, the list of potential projects is evaluated for
consistency with the General Plan and its certified EIR. The twenty “green light” sites are
estimated to have a potential development capacity of 1,401 to 2,459 housing units. These units
would be in addition to the 25,596 total units estimated by the California Department of Finance
for the City of Davis on January 1, 2006; 162 units that were built 2006- June 2008; and an
estimated 382 units on sites that are currently zoned for residential uses. If all zoned and “green
light” sites were built, there would be 27,541 — 28,599 dwelling units within the City of Davis.
This includes 48 accessory dwelling units, which are not counted as dwelling units for the
purpose of density calculations or CEQA.

The EIR for the General Plan update analyzed a range of 22,074 (Alternative 1: No Project,
existing conditions) to 26,876 (Alternative 5: Community expansion scenario with Davis
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Technology Campus) dwelling units within the City of Davis. The EIR also analyzed from 4.276
to 11.589 million square feel of non-residential uses, bracketed by Alternatives 1 and 5 (DEIR
Table 3-2, Comparison between Existing Land Use Conditions and Alternatives at Year 2010).

The City has determined that probable buildout of the “green light” sites during the years
covered by this addendum (2008-2013) will be less than the aggregate number of possible units
on the twenty sites. Owners of some properties (including the City of Davis itself) have not
expressed interest in [re]development during this period. Two sites (PG&E Service Center and
Nishi Property) require Environmental Impact Reports and extensive public improvements. The
Nishi property is also subject to voter approval under Article 40.41 of the Davis Municipal Code.

Staff estimates that the probable development from July 2008 through June 2013 to be 270 units
on sites currently planned and zoned, and 668 units on sites requiring rezoning or General Plan
Amendment, This potential development, added to the 25,596 total units estimated by the
California Department of Finance for the City of Davis on January 1, 2006, and 162 units that
were built 2006-08, would bring the total to 26,696 dwelling units in the City of Davis on June
30, 2013. This is below that evaluated in Alternatives 2 and 5 analyzed in the General Plan EIR.

3. Continued processing of two “yellow sites™ that are not expected to provide units before
2010 and are subject to legislative review and environmental impact reports.

The two “yellow light” sites proposed for continued processing are the 100-acre Lewis “ConAgra”
site on Covell Boulevard at ] Street, and the 27-acre “Horse Ranch” site on Covell Boulevard at
Monarch Drive. Both sites would require EIR, General Plan Amendment, and further discretionary
review on the part of the City Council. Urban development on the “Horse Ranch” site would also
require voter approval pursuant to Article 40.41 if the Davis Municipal Code. The Lewis ConAgra
site was anticipated for urban development in the General Plan Update, as an industrial site. The
“Horse Ranch” site was designated for continued Agricultural uses.

The determination to continue processing applications is not a “project” under CEQA because it
does not include construction or improvement activity by the City of Davis, financial assistance from
a public agency, or approval of an entitlement or permit (definition of “project,” CEQA Guidelines
15378(a)).

The determination to not process applications for the remaining “vellow light” and “red light” sites,
if applications are submitted, is not a project under CEQA because it is not approval of an
entitlement or permit. The CEQA Guidelines explicitly state that CEQA does not apply to projects
that are rejected (Section 15270).

4. Amendments to the General Plan text to delete the limit of 64,000 population in 2010
and remove the requirement for growth management allocation for infill developments.
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Action LU 1.1e calis for an effective growth management system designed to keep the
population of the City below 64,000 and the number of single-family dwellings below 15,500 in
2010. Although the City may regulate the number of housing units, a growth management
system cannot effectively regulate population, which will vary with actions of individual
households, shifts in the number of residents per household, and vacancy rates. The population
cap of 64,000 was exceeded in 2002, when the population increased from 63,487 for January 1,
2002 to 64,027 on January 1, 2003 (California State Department of Finance Table E-5
Population and Housing Estimates, for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2001-2008, with 2000
Benchmark). The January 2008 estimated single-family attached and detached housing units
remains below the parameter of 15,500, at 14,353 (CA Department of Finance Table E-5: 11,551
SFD, 2,417 SFA, and 385 MH). Probable build-out of the currently zoned and the “green light”
sites, even if it were all single-family construction, would bring this total to 15,291 single-family
units by June 2013, remaining below the level anticipated by Action LU 1.1e.

Action LU 1.1f calls for modification to the Phased Allocation Ordinance to make smaller
projects subject to allocation requirements. Upon completion of infill studies and strategies, the
Phased Allocation Ordinance shall be adjusted to give preference to infill and redevelopment
projects. The report from the General Plan Housing Element Steering Committee includes both
strategies and priorities for infill development, consistent with this General Plan Action. The
proposed amendment to the text of this Action reflects the intent of its own language and is
therefore consistent with the adopted General Plan.

5. General policy language on mix of residential units, issues for consideration in
processing applications for specific sites, research for Community Based Farms, working
proactively with SACOG and UCD, and studying infrastructure needs and costs.

The General Plan includes existing policies to encourage a variety of housing types that meet the
housing needs of an economically and socially diverse Davis; strive to maintain an adequate supply
of rental housing in Davis to meet the needs of all renters, including students; work with UC Davis
to revise UC Davis / City agreement to develop plans, procedures and priorities that will ensure the
development maximum student housing on campus; create an efficient system of planning and
zoning; and preserve and protect scenic resources and elements in and around Davis, including
natural habitat and scenery and resources reflective of place and history.

The adoption of the proposed general policy language is consistent with, and helps implement, these
policies. The majority of these policies do not have any potential impact on the environment. Those
that have the potential to affect future development projects are analyzed as a possible set of
government approvals rather than as a regulation. This analysis is included in the second and
third subsection of this section of this addendum.

Identification of Whether the Impacts of the Proposed Actions Fall Within the Framework
of the General Plan EIR Analysis

Analysis of any site-specific impacts of development on the “green light” sites was either
incorporated into the EIR for the General Plan, because all sites were analyzed for urban
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development under one or more alternatives in that EIR, or will be completed upon consideration
of discretionary applications for development approval. To ensure that the range of impacts
considered in the General Plan EIR encompassed the cumulative impacts of the probable
development of the green sites, the following analysis compares the cumulative impacts of
development of the “green light” sites with that analyzed in the EIR (pages 7-8 through 7-15).

Land Use
The proposed project, because it does not include an eastward expansion of the City of
Davis, and because the number of anticipated dwelling units is approximately the same,
would have similar impacts to Alternative 2. Cumulative impacts of these alternatives were
determined to be less than significant.

Agriculture
The proposed project, because it includes minimal land use conversions from agricultural

land to other uses, would have impacts similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Cumulative
impacts of these alternatives were determined to be less than significant.

Aesthetics
The proposed project, because it includes minimal incremental contribution to changes in
regional views, would have impacts similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Cumulative impacts
of these alternatives were determined to be less than significant.

Population and Housing
The development estimates under probable buildout of the “green light” sites are similar to
those considered under the General Plan alternatives. The number of probable units is nearly
identical to that assumed under Alternative 2. Cumulative impacts of these alternatives were
determined to be less than significant..

The proposed list of sites to be considered for residential development is similar to General
Plan Alternative 2, and does not include the extensive business park development assumed
for Alternatives 4 and 5. The shortage of housing that might result from increased job
growth, and possible growth pressures in other areas, were analyzed in the General Plan EIR.

Public Services and Utilities
The General Plan EIR’s analysis of the cumulative impacts of the four alternatives on public
services and utilities concluded that all four alternatives would contribute to significant
impacts because the City lacks fire protection infrastructure to provide full coverage and
meet the established response time. All of the “green light” sites considered for residential
development were analyzed as possible urban development in the EIR. Cumulative impacts
of the proposed project would be similar to those analyzed in the EIR.

The EIR concluded that potential impacts on city schools would be significant, depending
upon the effectiveness of mitigation measures. Because the probable residential development
would be within the parameters analyzed under the EIR, cumulative impacts of the proposed
project would be similar to those analyzed in the EIR.
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The EIR concluded that the need to expand water and sewer services east of Davis would
have a cumulatively significant effect. Because the proposed project would not include
development east of the existing City, impacts are less than analyzed in the EIR.

Traffic and Circulation
The EIR concluded that cumulative impacts on the roadway system would be significant and
unavoidable. The proposed project considers development of housing within the range of the
alternatives analyzed in the EIR, and would have similar impacts. Cumulative impacts on
traffic and circulation are assumed to be less than those analyzed under Alternatives 4 and 5,
because the probable buildout under the proposed project does not include the business park
development to the east or west of Davis.

Air Quality
The EIR concluded that cumulative impacts on air quality system would be significant and
unavoidable. The proposed project considers development of housing within the range of the
alternatives analyzed in the EIR, and would have similar impacts. Cumnulative impacts on air
quality are assumed to be less than those analyzed under Alternatives 4 and 5, because the
probable buildout under the proposed project does not include the business park development
to the east or west of Davis and would not have the traffic impacts associated with these
developments.

Noise
The proposed project, because it includes minimal incremental contribution to traffic-related
noise, would have impacts similar to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Cumulative impacts of these
alternatives were determined to be less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality
The proposed project considers residential development on land currently designated for
urban development. The probable number of units is nearly the same as that considered for
Alternative 2, and within the range analyzed by the EIR. The proposed project therefore
would have impacts similar to the Alternatives studied in the EIR. Cumulative impacts of
these alternatives were determined to be less than significant.

Biological Resources
The proposed project considers residential development on land currently designated for

urban development. The proposed project would have impacts similar to the Alternatives
studied in the EIR. Cumulative impacts of these alternatives were determined to be less than
significant.

Soils and Geology
The proposed project considers residential development on land currently designated for
urban development. The proposed project would have impacts similar to the Alternatives
studied in the EIR. Cumulative impacts of these alternatives were determined to be less than
significant.
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Cultural Resources
The proposed project considers residential development on land currently designated for
urban development. The proposed project would have impacts similar to the Alternatives
studied in the EIR. Cumulative impacts of these alternatives were determined to be less than
significant.

Applicability of General Plan EIR to Proposed General Plan Text Amendments

The information provided above demonstrates that the proposed development processing system,
preliminary list of sites to be considered, General Plan text amendments, and general policy
language all fall within the scope of the adopted General Plan. The General Plan was subject to an
extensive Program EIR analysis which was certified June 6, 2000. The Gateway-Olive Drive
Specific Plan, which included development of the “Nishi” site, was were also subject to prior
certified environmental analyses from 1996, which was incorporated into the General Plan
environmental analysis. As such, the potential environmental effects of the proposed project
components fit within the range of impact analysis of the General Plan EIR. The proposed actions
provide more specificity regarding the implementation of the particular programs and projects
already anticipated and/or required under the General Plan, and thus already fully analyzed for
environmental impact and given CEQA clearance under the prior EIR(s).

Section 15168(c) addresses the use of a Program EIR with later activities. This section requires
that later activities, such as the subject amendment of the Redevelopment Plan, must be
evaluated in light of the Program EIR to determine whether additional environmental
documentation must be prepared. If the agency finds pursuant to Section 15162, that no new
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve
the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR, and no new
environmental document would be required. The analysis below examines the thresholds
established by Section 15162.

Section 15162 Thresholds

Attachment D provides verbatim wording from the State CEQA Guidelines and an analysis of the
applicability of the particular language to the proposed amendments of the Redevelopment Plan. The
evidence supports, and the analysis concludes, that none of the conditions described in Section

15162 of the CEQA Guidelines calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred, and thus
an Addendum is appropriate.

REFERENCES
Davis General Plan, adopted May 23, 2001 (Resolution No. 01-72).

Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the City of Davis General Plan Update and Project
EIR for Establishment of a New Junior High School (SCH #1999072014) (General Plan Update
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EIR), certified June 6, 2000 (Resolution No. 01-72).

Gateway/Olive Drive Specific Plan and Final EIR, adopted/certified July 10, 1996 (Resolution No.
7919).

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A — Proposed Text Amendments to the General Plan

Attachment B — Proposed list of “green light, yellow light, red light” sites
Attachment C — Calculation of 2013 probable buildout under Proposed System
Attachrent D — Section 15162 Comparison Table
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ATTACHMENT A
Proposed Text Amendments to the General Plan

a. 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 foilowing strikethroughs: “Create and maintain an effective

growth management system designed to keep the pepulahen—ef—the—gw-be\lew
64-000-and the number of single-family dwellings below 15,500 in 2010..

Rationale: This amendment is to avoid any concerns that interim actions adding
even a few more housing units would add additional population and be potentially
inconsistent with the current General Plan. 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 fool.

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

Phased Allocation Ordinance to make smaller projects subject to allocation
requirements. Delete the portion of the action shown in the following strikethroughs

and retaln the rest of the actaon ﬁlmmed&ately—feﬂemng—@ene@-ﬂla;mdepﬂen—

aueeahen—req&wemen#s- Upon the completlon of |nf I re!ated studles and the
adoption of infill and densification design guidelines and strategies, further adjust the
Phased Housing Allocation Crdinance to give preference to infill and redevelopment
of urban areas within the community over the development of agricultural and open
space lands...”

Rationale: This proposed amendment is probably the least important as it calls for
an action which the City can elect to consider as time allow.. The recommended
deletion would be consistent with the general directions of the Steering Committee /
staff recommendations. The recommended deletion would 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 higher ranking of infill
sifes and lower ranking of peripheral sites.

P/ planning / advance planning / housing element / report to CC / CEQA / EIR Addendum Attachment A, GP Text
Amend.doc
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Resolution No. 11-077

ATTACHMENT C
Calculation of 2013 Probable Buildout Under Proposed System
CEQA Addendum
Housing Units, City of Davis Time/period Source/Notes

25,596

January 1, 2006

State of California Department
of Finance

162 Building permits issued 2006 — | City of Davis Building
June 2008 Inspection Division

270 “Probable” development on City of Davis, based upon
zoned sites July 2008 — June property owner interview and
2013 historic building permits

668 “Probable” development on Map key sites 2-5, 7, 11, 13-17,
“green light” sites July 2008 — | 19
June 2013

26,696 Units in Davis, June 30, 2013

P / planning / advance planning / housing element / CEQA / EIR Addendum Attachment C, Calculation of Prob Buildout.doc
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Resolution No. 11-077

ATTACHMENT D
Comparison of 15162 CEQA Requirements and Project

ATTACHMENT D
Comparison of 15162 CEQA Requirements and Project

CEQA Requirement (Section 15162) -

Relationship to Request

{a) When an EIR has been certified or The Final Program Environmental Impact Report for
negative declaration adopted for a project, | the City of Davis General Plan Update and Project
no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for EIR for Establishment of a New Junior High School
that project uniess the lead agency {SCH #1999072014) (General Plan EIR) was
determines, on the basis of substantial certified June 6, 2000 (Resolution No. 01-72).
evidence in light of the whole record, one Section 15090 findings were made at that time.
or more of the following: Section 15091, 15052, and 15093 findings were

subsequently made on May 23, 2001 in
conjunction with adoption of the General Plan
(Resolution No. 01-72).

The information provided in this Addendum
identifies the substantial evidence in support of the
City's determination that the preparation of a
subsequent EIR is not required for the subject
project and that the preparation of an Addendum is
appropriate.

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the The proposed project includes a system for

project which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR or negative declaration
due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects;

scheduling consideration of applications for
additional residential development, primarily those
requiring General Plan amendments. The number
of units anticipated to be approved and considered
by 2010 is within the intensity of development
evaluated in Alternative 3 for the General Plan
Update EIR. The changes would not require major
revision to the EIR because there are no additional
cumulative impacts.

Development on the Nishi and PG&E sites has the
potential to result in new significant environmental
effects, however not enough is known about the
compenents of these projects to be able to provide
meaningful environmental assessment at this time
(see Section 15145). Therefore, pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA, additional project-specific
environmental analysis will be required prior to
proceeding with either project (see Section
15168.c.1).
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Resolution No. 11-077

ATTACHMENTD
Comparison of 16162 CEQA Requirements and Project

CEQA Requirement (Section 15162)  ._

(2) Substantial changes will occur with respect
fo the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the
involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the seventy of
previously identified significant effects, or

The circumstances under which the

recommendations from the General Plan Update
Steering Committee will be implemented remain
unchanged from the time of adoption of the
General Plan. The proposed development
processing system and policy language ensure
consistency with the General Plan, allow
consideration of residential development consistent
with City policy goals.

—

There are no new significant environmental effects
associated with the recommendations of the
Steering Committee. There is no change in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.

Development on the Nishi and PG&E sites has the
potential to result in new significant environmental
effects, however not enough is known about the F
components of these projects to be able to provide
meaningful environmental assessment at this time
(see Section 15145). Therefore, pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA, additional project-specific
environmental analysis will be required prior to
proceeding with either project (see Section
15168.¢c.1).

——

(3) New information of substantial importance, | No new information has been identified. These
which was not known and could not have changes involve amendment of the Plan to be
been known with the exercise of consistent with the General Plan, to allow an
reasonable diligence at the time the increase in the total tax increment to be collected,
previous EIR was certified as complete or | and to restore the lapsed eminent domain authority
the negative deciaration was adopted, of the Redevelopment Agency.
shows any of the following:

A The project will have one or more All impacts were analyzed in the certified General
w signi[;ice;,nt effects not discussed in the Plan EIR or preceding specific plan EIR.  With two
previous EIR or negative declaration: exceptions, the potential |mp§c§s from the

proposed amendments fall within the range of
impacts analyzed in the General Plan EIR, and are
individually less than significant.

Development on the Nishi and PG&E sites has the
potential to result in new significant environmental
effects, however not enough is known about the
components of these projects tc be able to provide
meaningful environmental assessment at this time
(see Section 15145). Therefore, pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA, additional project-specific
environmental analysis will be required prior to
proceeding with either project (see Section
15168.¢.1).

(B) Significant effects previously examined will | The revised project will not result in the significance

be substantially more severe than shown

2

level of any impacts previously identified, being
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Resolution No. 11-077

ATTACHMENT D
Comparison of 15162 CEQA Requirements and Project

in the previous EIR;

Relationship to Request

more severe than initially described in the EIR.

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives No mitigation measures or alternatives were
previously found not to be feasible would determined to be infeasible. No new mitigation
in fact be feasible and wouid substantially | measures have been identified that would
reduce one or more significant effects of substantially reduce one or more significant effects
the project, but the project proponents of the project.
decline to adopt the mitigation meastire or
alternative; or
(D) Mitigation measures or altematives which No new or different mitigation measures or
are considerably different from those alternatives have been identified beyond those
analyzed in the previous EIR would analyzed in the EIR.
substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment, but | Neither the City nor the Agency have declined to
the project proponents decline to adopt the | adopt relevant mitigation measures or alternatives.
mitigation measure or alternative.
b) If changes to a project or its circumstances | A negative declaration was not prepared or
occur or new information becomes adopted for the project, therefore, this section does
available after adoption of a negative not apply.
declaration, the lead agency shall prepare ”
a subsequent EIR if required under
subsection (a). Otherwise the lead agency
shall determine whether to prepare a ”
subsequent negative declaration, and
addendurn, or no further documentation.
¢) Once a project has been approved, the The Gene'ral Plan was approved May 23, 2001.
lead agency's role in project approval is The adoption of these recommendano_ns from the
completed, unless further discretionary General Plan _Upda_te Steermg Comm:ttg-e are
approval on that project is required. subsequent d|§crgtlonary actions for which a
Information appearing after an approval CEQA dete_rmmatlon must be m_ade. Hovo_/ever_, as
does not require reopening of that noted hgrem. none of the cqndltlons described in
approval. If after the project is approved, Subsection (a) hgve been tqggered, hence a _
any of the conditions described in subsequent EIR is not required. Rgther, the .C|ty
Subsection (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR has concluded that an Addendum is appropriate.
or negative declaration shall only be
prepared by the public agency which Development on the Nishi and PG&E sites has the
grants the next discretionary approval for | potential to result in new significant environmental
the project, if any. In this situation no other | effects, however not enough is known about the
responsible agency shall grant an approval. | components of these projects to be able to provide
for the project until the subsequent EIR meaningful environmental assessment at this time
has been certified or subsequent negative | (see Section 15145). Therefore, pursuant to the
declaration adopted. requirements of CEQA, additional project-specific
environmental analysis will be required prior to
proceeding with either project (see Section
15168.¢.1).
dj A subsequent EIR or subsequent negative | A subsequent EIR has been determined not to be

declaration shall be given the same notice
and public review as required under
Section 15087 or Section 15072. A
subsequent EIR or negative declaration
shall state where the previous document is

required for the recommendations of the General
Plan Update Steering Commitee; therefore, this
section is not applicable. This section may be
applicable in the future when- and if - the Nishi or
PG&E sites are subject to subsequent project-level
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CEQAR

m————

available and can be reviewed.

environmental review.

P/planning/advance planning/housing element update/CEQA/EIR Addendum Attachment D,

Comp of CEQA Regmts.doc
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