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Draft Environmental Checklist and Initial Study
Project Title: 6" Cycle Housing Element

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Davis
Department of Community Development and
Sustainability
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2
Davis, California 95616

Contact Person and Phone Number: Jessica Lynch, Senior Planner
City of Davis Department of Community
Development and Sustainability
(530) 747-5887
jlynch@cityofdavis.org

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: City of Davis
Department of Community Development and
Sustainability
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2
Davis, California 95616

Project Location and Setting:

The City of Davis consists of 9.92 square miles located 50 miles northeast of San Francisco and
15 miles west of Sacramento, in the northeast corner of Yolo County along Interstate-80 (I-80)
and the Union Pacific Railroad (see Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2). Davis has a population of
approximately 70,000 residents and is the most populated city within Yolo County. Located just
beyond the Solano County edge of the housing-constrained San Francisco Bay Area, and within
the growing Sacramento metropolitan region, the area surrounding Davis is one of the fastest-
growing areas in the state. Surrounding cities include Woodland to the north, West Sacramento
to the east, Winters to the west, and Dixon to the southwest. Davis is separated from the
surrounding cities by approximately ten to 15 miles of agricultural land. Davis’s agricultural
setting plays an important economic role in the City, along with the University of California (UC)
Davis campus, which is located within an unincorporated portion of the City and is one of the
fastest-growing campuses of the UC system.

Policy, Plan, and Zoning Consistency:

The 6" Cycle Housing Element is prepared as an Element of the City’s General Plan, and is
therefore consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designations and policies. In order to
meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RNHA) for the 6" Cycle Housing Element,
the City would be required by the State to rezone land within three years of the Housing
Element adoption; however, the exact location(s) of the land the City would consider for
rezoning is undetermined at this time, and, therefore, the City has initiated a separate CEQA
process for the proposed rezonings. The Housing Element also contains several policies to
amend the Zoning Ordinance to streamline development review processes for affordable
housing.
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Exhibit 2
City Boundaries
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Status of Native American Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
21080.3.1:

City staff spoke with a representative from the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation on July 12, 2021 to
discuss the project, provide background information, and discuss whether the tribe could have
any possible concerns regarding the Housing Element Update. The representative stated that
because the document is a policy document rather than a project with the potential for major
ground disturbance, the tribe would be more interested in consulting with the City during the
upcoming General Plan Update and future rezones for housing sites once specific locations are
identified.! Staff followed up by sending information on the Housing Element to the
representative via email.

Project Site Background:

Founded in 1868, the City of Davis served as an agricultural hub for early settlers. The
completion of the transcontinental railroad in 1869 spurred further development, eventually
leading to the City’s official incorporation in 1917. Closely tied to the community’s history is UC
Davis. Established in 1908, UC Davis served as an agricultural school for the University of
California system. Over the next 50 years, the campus expanded and in 1962, UC Davis
became the seventh general campus of the UC system. The dynamics of being a university
town create a number of challenges for the City, including coordination of housing production to
meet the needs of not only the families and workforce households that reside within the City, but
also the unique needs of students, faculty and staff of the university.

Davis currently has a population of approximately 70,000, with a total of approximately 25,732
housing units. Of the 25,732 existing housing units within the City, 50 percent consist of family
households, while the other 50 percent consist of non-family households, which include
residences of persons who live alone or in groups composed of unrelated individuals.
Additionally, 56.2 percent of housing units in Davis are renter-occupied, while the remaining
43.8 percent are owner-occupied.

Description of Project:

The proposed project includes the adoption of the City’s 6" Cycle Housing Element. The City’s
6" Cycle Housing Element is described in further detail below.

Housing Element Overview

As an element of the Davis General Plan, and in accordance with the California Government
Code, the Housing Element presents a comprehensive set of housing policies and programs to
address identified housing needs for the City of Davis. The housing element is one of the seven
required general plan elements mandated by California state law. State law requires that each
city and county adopt a housing element that conforms to the detailed statutory requirements
established in Article 10.6 (Sections 65580 to 65589.8) of the Government Code, and which
must be updated every four to eight years.

According to State law, all housing elements must identify and analyze existing and projected
housing needs; state goals, policies, quantified objectives, financial resources, and scheduled

1 Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Personal Communication with Jessica Lynch, Senior Planner, City of Davis
Department of Community Development and Sustainability. July 12, 2021.
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programs for the preservation, improvement, and development of housing; identify adequate
sites for housing, including rental housing, factory-built housing, mobile homes, and emergency
shelters; and make adequate provision for the existing and projected needs of all economic
segments of the community. To ensure compliance, each housing element is submitted to the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) at specified times during
the update cycle for mandatory review.

The 6" Cycle Housing Element update corresponds to the planning period of May 15, 2021 to
May 15, 2029, and the RHNA projection period of October 31, 2021 to October 31, 2029. It
replaces the 5" Cycle Housing Element corresponding to the planning period of 2013-2021.

City of Davis Housing Needs

A Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) is mandated by the State of California (Government
Code, Section 65584) for regions to address housing issues and needs based on future growth
projections for the area. The City of Davis is part of the six-county region of the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The SACOG RHNP allocates a “fair share” of regional
housing needs to individual cities and counties through a RHNA. The intent of the RHNP is to
ensure that local jurisdictions address not only the needs of their immediate areas but also that
the needs for the entire region are fairly distributed to all communities. A major goal of the
RHNP is to assure that every community provides an opportunity for a mix of affordable housing
to all economic segments of its population. SACOG took into account several factors in
preparing the RHNP including projected households, job growth, and regional income
distribution. A summary of the RHNA for the City of Davis is shown in Table 1, below.

Table 1
City of Davis RHNA by Income (2021-2029)

Income Category Dwelling Units Percent of Total

Very Low 580 28

Low 350 17

Moderate 340 16

Above Moderate 805 39

Total 2,075 100

Source: SACOG 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Plan, March 2020.

Additionally, several factors influence the demand for housing as well as the type of housing
demanded in the City of Davis. Major needs categories include: housing needs resulting from
population growth in the City and the surrounding region; housing needs that result when
households are paying more than they can afford for housing; housing needs resulting from
overcrowding of existing units; and the housing needs of "special needs groups" such as
seniors, large family households, single-parent and female-headed households, agricultural
workers, households with persons with disabilities, and the homeless.

Potential Housing Opportunity Sites

The City’s 6 Cycle Housing Element identified 15 existing vacant or underutilized sites within
the Davis City limits. Each site underwent an assessment to determine development potential,
residential unit capacity given zoning designations and residential density standards, as well as
development feasibility, infrastructure availability, and site access. The City determined that the
vacant or underutilized sites within Davis could accommodate a total of 235 units based on the
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existing land use and zoning designations of the parcels. However, a total of 2,409 units are
currently being considered in planned and approved projects within the City, including 60
extremely low-income units, 203 very low-income units, 37 low-income units, 1,365 moderate-
income units, and 744 above moderate-income units. As such, the City has capacity for an
additional 865 units above the required RHNA of 2,075 units (see Table 2).

Table 2
City of Davis 2021-2029 Housing Capacity
Lower Income Above Moderate-
Moderate Income Total
Very Low Low Income
580 350
RHNA Combined “Lower” 340 805 2,075
930
Planned and 263 37 1,365 744 2,049
Approved Projects
Vacant and
Underutilized Sites 103 s 57 252
Accessory Dwelling 74 130 89 3 296
Units
Total Capacity 607 1,529 804 2,940
Surplus (+)/Shortfall (-) -323 +1,189 -1 +865
Source: City of Davis 6" Cycle Housing Element, May 2021.

As shown in Table 2, the City of Davis has a shortfall of 323 units to accommodate its lower-
income RHNA of 930 units. Per State law, the City must rezone land within three years of the
Housing Element adoption. The City is proposing to rezone a minimum of 16.2 acres to
accommodate the shortfall. However, the exact location(s) of the land the City would consider
for rezoning is undetermined at this time. As such, the City has initiated a separate
environmental review for the required rezoning, and, therefore, the environmental impacts
related to the rezoning of land within the City will not be assessed in this Initial Study. The City
also has a shortfall of one unit for above-moderate income households; however, the 1,189-unit
surplus in the moderate-income category can be applied toward the above moderate-income
shortfall.

Housing Element Organization

The City’s 6™ Cycle Housing Element is organized into six primary sections as outlined below:

e Introduction — Presents the purpose and requirements of the Housing Element, the
RHNA established by SACOG for the City of Davis, a summary of community
participation, and the organization of the Housing Element.

e Review of the 5" Cycle Housing Element — Presents a review of the 5" Cycle City of
Davis Housing Element, including a summary of the results, an analysis of the City’s
progress toward achieving its adopted goals and objectives, and a determination of the
extent to which programs from the prior Housing Element shall be continued or removed.

o Housing Needs Assessment — Analyzes the demographic and socio-economic
conditions, housing conditions, population projections, special needs groups, market
trends, and other factors to evaluate current and future housing needs in Davis.
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e Residential Site Inventory and Local Resources — Identifies potential housing sites to
accommodate the City’s RHNA, analyzes their suitability and availability, and identifies
the shortfall between existing site capacity and the City’s RHNA requirements.

e Constraints to Housing Production — Addresses governmental constraints to housing
development such as zoning, fees, development standards, and development review
processes, as well as non-governmental constraints, such as high land and construction
costs.

e Housing Goals, Policies, and Programs — Provides a roadmap for addressing the City’s
housing needs, ensuring equal access to housing, reducing housing constraints,
preserving existing housing opportunities, and promoting energy conservation in
housing, including an implementation program with actions to achieve Davis’ housing
goals and quantified objectives to measure the City’s progress.

Given the detail and analysis used in developing the Housing Element, supporting background
material such as the RHNA workshop response summary, the RHNA methodology for
affordable bed rentals, and candidate rezone sites are included in the appendices of the
Housing Element.

Project Implementation

The approval of the City of Davis 6" Cycle Housing Element would enable the City to preserve,
improve, and develop housing for all incoming segments of the community and show how the
City intends to meet the RHNA numbers assigned by SACOG. The policies and programs in the
6" Cycle Housing Element address six overarching goals: Housing Supply, Affordable Housing,
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, Address Governmental Constraints, Residential
Conservation, and Energy Conservation.

The proposed project includes the adoption of the City’s 6" Cycle Housing Element and does
not include the development of housing identified in the Housing Element. Therefore, physical
changes to the environment would not occur, and this Initial Study analyzes the policy-level
impacts of adopting the City’s 6" Cycle Housing Element, not project-level impacts of specific
improvements outlined in the document.

Requested Entitlements:

The proposed project would require the following approvals by the City of Davis City Council:
e Approval of this Initial Study/Negative Declaration; and
¢ Adoption of the Housing Element for the City of Davis through the General Plan

Amendment Process.

In addition to adoption by the City of Davis City Council, the 6 Cycle Housing Element must be
certified by HCD.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this proposed project,

involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or as indicated by the

checklist on the following pages.

(]

oOoo o oo

Aesthetics

Biological Resources
Geology and Soils

Hydrology and Water
Quality

Noise

Recreation

Utilities and Service
Systems

City of Davis
July 2021
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Agriculture and Forest
Resources

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Land Use and Planning

Population and Housing
Transportation
Wildfire

oOoo o oo O

Air Quality

Energy

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources

Public Services

Tribal Cultural Resources
Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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Determination:

On the basis of this Initial Study:

x

[l

| find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the applicant. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but
it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

Signature Date

Jessica Lynch, Senior Planner City of Davis

Printed Name For
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:

. Less-Than- Less-
l. AESTHETICS. ggﬁ;fgz Significant ‘Than- No
Would the project: Impact with Mitigation  Significant Impact
Incorporated Impact
a. Have_ a §ubstantlal adverse effect on a O 0 % 0
scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 0 0 % 0
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
State scenic highway?
c. Innon-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that
are experienced from publicly accessible [ ] | ]
vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or [ ] E ]
nighttime views in the area?

a-d.  The City of Davis is located within the Sacramento Valley, approximately 15 miles west
of Sacramento. The topography of the City is almost completely level, and natural raised
vistas are not provided in the City’s surroundings. The City is surrounded on all sides by
agricultural parcels. The City of Davis, according to the City’s General Plan EIR, has
determined that the Planning Area of the General Plan does not contain officially
designated scenic corridors, vistas, or viewing areas. Additionally, the City is not located
within the vicinity of a State Scenic Highway.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. Additionally, Action 1.2.5 of the Housing Element states that
superior planning and design shall be promoted through the development expectation of
high-quality design which is attractive and distinctive. Therefore, the goals, policy
guidance, and implementation measures in the Housing Element would not result in any
impact to scenic vistas or resources, would not degrade the visual character of the city,
and would not cause light or glare impacts beyond what has already been contemplated
in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific visual
impacts resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The
location and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be
guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects
would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to
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ensure that existing views and aesthetic conditions are preserved, and that future
projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Based on the above, impacts related to substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista,
substantially damaging scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway, conflicting with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and creating a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area would be less-than-significant.
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Less-Than- Less-

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. L2efll  Significant ~_ Than- No

Would the project: Impact with Mitigation  Significant Impact

Incorporated Impact

a.

a-e.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to O 0 % O
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring

Program of the California Resources Agency,

to non-agricultural use?

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural ] ] ® ]
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public

Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland

(as defined by Public Resources Code section L] (] ® L]
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland

Production (as defined by Government Code

section 51104(qg))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion

of forest land to non-forest use? o D * o
Involve other changes in the existing

environment which, due to their location or

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, ] ] ® ]
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest

land to non-forest use?

The California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Finder designates the
majority of land within the Davis City Limits as Urban and Built-Up Land.’ Additionally,
according to the City’s General Plan EIR, lands with active Williamson Act Contracts,
and lands that meet the definition of a forestry resource, as defined by California Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104[g]), do not exist within the City.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any impacts associated with the conversion of
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance beyond what
has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and
nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by

California Department of Conservation. California Important Farmland Finder. Available at:
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed June 2021.
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the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
existing agriculture and forest resources are preserved, and that future projects are
consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

As such, development of the proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, would
not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, convert
forest land, or have any potential conflict with forest land, timberland, or Timberland
Production zoning. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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Less Than

lll. AIR QUALITY. Eoeiiom  Significant  '$SSIAN No
Would the project: Impact Wit Mitigation Impact Impact

Incorporated

a. Com_‘llct W|th_ or ob§truct implementation of the O O ® O
applicable air quality plan?

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

project region is non-attainment under an L] L] 4 [
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial O 0 % O

pollutant concentrations?

d. Resultin other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a [ L] 4 [
substantial number of people?

a-d. The City of Davis is located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) and under
the jurisdiction of the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD).
California and the federal government have established air quality standards for various
pollutants. The standards are used to determine attainment of State and federal air
quality goals and plans. Generally, State regulations are more strict standards than
federal regulations. Air quality standards are set at concentrations that provide a
sufficient margin of safety to protect public health and welfare. YSAQMD has adopted
thresholds of significance for various pollutants intended to maintain attainment of
federal and State air quality standards.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with air quality
beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Action 1.2.3 of the Housing Element encourages more concentrated development in and
near the City’s core area through the adoption of the Downtown Davis Specific Plan
(DDSP). Implementation of the DDSP would reduce vehicle miles traveled associated
with new development and, thereby, would reduce air quality emissions. Similarly, Action
1.5.1 of the Housing Element promotes Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), which would
consist of infill development within parcels that have existing residences on-site. As
such, Actions 1.2.3 and 1.5.1 would help to reduce emissions and improve air quality
within the area by providing housing that would limit urban sprawl and provide
alternatives to larger units within the City.

The Housing Element would not impact the rate or intensity of development, but may
result in broadening the range of affordability levels and special needs population that
may reside in housing; these issues would not affect the potential for impacts to air
quality. The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the air quality plans prepared by the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District
(YSAQMD) to attain State and national air quality standards, or violate any air quality
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standard. The proposed project would not result in any indirect or cumulatively adverse
impacts on air quality. The proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations or objectionable odors. The Housing Element does
include programs that encourage energy-efficiency, which may result in an indirect
improvement to air quality.

Future housing projects would continue to be reviewed to ensure consistency with local,
State, and federal air quality standards and consistency with the goals, policies, and
standards established within the other elements of the General Plan that are intended to
protect air quality.

For the aforementioned reasons, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact related to air quality.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Potentially 'SP Less-Than-

Significant

Would the project: S opact cormesatod. Simpact | Imoact
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, [ [ 3 [
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the California O O ® O
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and
Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) ] ] ® ]
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established resident or migratory wildlife ] ] 8 ]
corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery
sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree [ O % O
preservation policy or ordinance?
f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other OJ OJ ® O
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

a-d. The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with biological
resources beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.
Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location
and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided
by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure
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that existing biological resources within the City are preserved, and that future projects
are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Therefore, the proposed project would not impact special-status species, riparian or
other sensitive habitats, including wetlands or migration routes for wildlife species in the
region, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

ef. The Housing Element Update has been prepared to be consistent with the City’s
adopted General Plan and ordinances. Future development projects would be required
to be consistent with local policies and ordinances.

Article 37.03.060 of the City’s Municipal Code requires approval of a valid tree removal
request and/or tree modification permit prior to cutting down, pruning substantially,
encroaching into the protection zone of, or topping or relocating any landmark tree or
tree of significance. Furthermore, Article 37.05 contains protection procedures to be
implemented during grading, construction, or other site-related work. Such procedures,
include, but are not limited to, inclusion of tree protection measures on approved
development plans and specifications, and inclusion of tree care practices, such as the
cutting of roots, pruning, etc., in approved tree modification permits, tree preservation
plans, or project conditions. Future development consistent with the Housing Element
would be required to comply with the City’s tree preservation requirements.

The proposed project is located within the boundaries of the Yolo Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Conservation Community Plan (HCP/NCCP). Future development
consistent with the Housing Element would be required to comply with the policies within
the Yolo HCP/NCCP including, but not limited to, the payment of habitat mitigation fees.

Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur related to conflict with a local
policy or ordinance protecting biological resources, or an adopted habitat conservation
plan.
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Less-Than-

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Potentially gionificant ~ LeSS-Than-

Significant Significant

Incorporated

a-c.

a.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource pursuant to L] [ ® L]
Section 15064.57

Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a unique archaeological [ (] 4 [
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Disturb any human remains, including those 0 0 % 0
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with cultural
resources beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location
and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided
by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure
that existing cultural resources within the City are preserved, and that future projects
are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a unique historical or archeological resource or disturb any human
remains, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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a,b.

Less-Than-

VI. ENERGY. potentialy  significant with (255 Tha- g
WOLI/d the pI’OjeCt |gmpact Mitigation |gmpact Impact
Incorporated
a. Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy L] [ E [
resources, during project construction or
operation?
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for O O % 0

renewable energy or energy efficiency?

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. As such, the goals, policies, and implementation measures included
in the Housing Element would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due
to the wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, or conflict with
or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Policy 6.1 of the Housing Element promotes an increase in the use of energy-efficient
materials and technology in new construction by presenting Actions 6.1.1 through 6.1.11,
which provide various incentives, opportunities, and design guidelines to encourage energy
conservation including, but not limited to:

e Subsidies, expedited permit processing, and density bonuses to support
implementation of renewable energy technologies and other energy reducing
measures;

e The siting of large apartment complexes on arterial streets, in the City core, and near
neighborhood centers to support the opportunity for efficient public transit;

e Energy efficient design guidelines that go beyond the State building standards for
energy efficiency and promote climate-oriented site planning, building design, and
landscape design; and

e The continued enforcement and support of water conservation ordinances, including
incentives to retrofit water conserving plumbing in existing residences and
businesses.

Furthermore, any future residential development would be subject to all relevant provisions
of the most recent update of the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC),
including the Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Adherence to the most recent
CALGreen Code and Building Energy Efficiency Standards would ensure that future
residential development within Davis would consume energy efficiently. In addition,
electricity supplied to buildings within the project area would comply with the State’s
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which requires investor-owned utilities, electric service
providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible
renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020 and to 60 percent
by 2030. Thus, a portion of the energy consumed during operations would originate from
renewable sources. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact associated with energy.
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Less-Than-

a-f.

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Potentially  gignificantwith ~ 2SS-Than- g
Would the project: S opact Intororatad Smpact . mpact
Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area L] [ E [
based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? O ] % ]
iii. ISeismic-_related ground failure, including 0 O % O
iquefaction?
iv. Landslides? [ ] 2 ]
Fesullt in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 0 O % O
opsoil?
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in L] [ E [

on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,

subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in

Table 18-1B of the Uniform Building Code 0 O % O
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect

risks to life or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting

the use of septic tanks or alternative

wastewater disposal systems where sewers L] L] E L]
are not available for the disposal of

wastewater?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

paleontological resource or site or unique U] L] E L]

geologic feature?

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with geology and
soils beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

The goals, policies, and implementation measures in the Housing Element Update
would not expose any persons or structures to hazards associated with seismic
occurrences or expansive soils, nor would the project result in erosion impacts. Any
future development that occurs in the City of Davis would be subject to compliance with
State and local building codes and seismic safety design standards to ensure that new
construction does not expose persons or property to significant seismic or geologic
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hazards. Additionally, the location and nature of future residential development within
the City would continue to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance,
and future housing projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s
entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that geologic hazards do not occur within the
City, and that future projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and
policies. Furthermore, Housing Element policies and programs to facilitate housing
rehabilitation have the potential to improve the seismic safety of older housing units in
Davis. For example, Policy 5.1, which includes Actions 5.1.1 through 5.1.3, would
ensure that the City’s existing housing stock is maintained, in sound condition, and up
to code requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact associated with geologic hazards.
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Less Than

VIIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Potentially o> o Less-Than-

Would the project: Impact

Significant
Impact

Significant with Mitigation Impact

Incorporated

a.

a,b.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant O O 3 O
impact on the environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing O O ® O
the emissions of greenhouse gasses?

Emissions of Greenhouse Gasses (GHGs) contributing to global climate change are
attributable in large part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing,
utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative
global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to
every nation, region, and City, and virtually every individual on Earth. An individual
project’'s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale level relative to global emissions and
effects to global climate change; however, an individual project could result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-
scale impact. As such, impacts related to emissions of GHG are inherently considered
cumulative impacts.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with GHG emissions
beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

The goals, policies, and programs of the Housing Element would not conflict with or
obstruct the implementation of the air quality plans prepared by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) or the YSAQMD. For instance, Actions 6.1.6 and 6.1.7
included in the Housing Element provide policies to reduce GHG emissions within the
City by considering energy-efficient design requirements that go beyond the State
building standards for energy efficiency, such as climate-oriented site planning, building
design, and landscape design. Additionally, Housing Element Action 6.1.11 promotes the
reduction of the City’s GHG emissions to 80 percent of 1990 levels or neutral, no later
than 2040. Therefore, the Housing Element would not generate GHG emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment.

The location and nature of future residential development within the City would continue
to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing
projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA
to ensure that significant impacts related to GHG emissions do not occur within the City,
and that future projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and
policies. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
associated with GHG emissions.
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VII.LHAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Potentially  'SSfM8%  Less-Than-

Significant

Would the project: S pact cormesatod. Smpact | Imeact

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, ] O ® ]
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the likely O O % O
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 0 0 " 0
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a [ O ® I
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a H H * N
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

f.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or O O ® O
emergency evacuation plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to the risk of loss, injury or death ] [l 4 O]
involving wildland fires?

a-d. The proposed project does not propose new development or any use that would result in
the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not result in a foreseeable upset, accident, or emission of hazardous
materials.
The City’s Planning Area has eight sites that are included on a list of hazardous material
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 or that need further
investigation; four underground storage tanks (USTs) at former gas stations, one active
UST at a gas station, and three sites located on government or former industrial sites.
However, the sites are regulated by existing federal and state policies and have been or
are being investigated and remediated. Additionally, the location and nature of
development would continue to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. Future housing projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s
entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that development of housing does not result in
potentially significant hazards or expose people to potential health hazards and for
consistency with local, State, and federal requirements and guidelines. Actions to
implement the goals, policies, and programs included in the Housing Element must be
City of Davis 23 6t Cycle Housing Element
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consistent with the goals, policies, and standards established within the other elements
of the General Plan that are intended to protect the safety of the community.

Therefore, with respect to creating a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, the handling of
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school, or the development of a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 the
project would have a less-than-significant impact.

e. The UC Davis University Airport is located within the City’s Planning Area. The
University Airport is operated as a general aviation airport and is open to the public. The
University Airport does not have an airport land use plan. However, University Airport
Rules and Regulations have been established to protect health, safety, and peace and
to provide for the orderly conduct of activities on the Airport site. In addition, the Airport
Layout Plan for the University Airport includes clearance heights necessary for
operations at the airport. According to the Airport Layout Plan, a total clear space of
approximately 240 vertical feet is needed at a distance of approximately one mile.?

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with the University
Airport beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location
and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided
by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure
that future projects are consistent with all University Airport Rules and Regulations.

As a result, the proposed project would not introduce any obstructions to the necessary
airport clear space, and a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area
would not occur due to development of the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related
to safety hazards associated with airport operations would be less than significant.

f. According to the City’s General Plan, the City of Davis Multi-Hazard Functional Planning
Guide states that all major roads are available for emergency evacuation routes in the
event of a disaster, depending on the location and type of emergency that arises. Major
roads identified for evacuation include Russell Boulevard, State Route (SR) 113,
Interstate-80 (I-80), Richards Boulevard, County Road (CR) 102/Pole Line Road, Mace
Boulevard southbound, CR 32A, Covell Boulevard/CR 31, “F” Street/CR 101A, and
North Sycamore Frontage Road.

3 Wadell Engineering Corporation. Airport Layout Plan University Airport, A University of California Aviation
Facility, Davis, California, FAA AIP Project No. 3-06-0059-04. December 2006.
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The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. As such, the proposed project does not involve any operations or
changes to the existing roadway network that would impair implementation or physically
interfere with the City’s Multi-Hazard Functional Planning Guide or the County’s
Emergency Operations Plan or Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (MHMP). The location and
nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by
the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
future projects are consistent with the City’s Multi-Hazard Functional Planning Guide,
and the County’s Emergency Operations Plan and MHMP. Therefore, the project would
have a less-than-significant impact with respect to impairing implementation of or
physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

g. Issues related to wildfire hazards are discussed in Section XX, Wildfire, of this Modified
Initial Study/15183 Checklist. As noted therein, the City’s Planning Area is not located
within or near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or State Responsibility Area.*
Additionally, the proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City
of Davis in meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does
not entitle, propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or
rehabilitation of existing development.

Furthermore, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and
therefore, the specific goals and policies that have been identified in the Housing
Element would be consistent with the General Plan policies related to wildfires.
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to the risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands, and a less-than-
significant would occur.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Yolo County, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in
LRA. June, 2008.
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Less-Than-

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Potentially gignificant ~ LeSS-Than- No
; Significant ~_>'9ntican Significant

Would the project: pact with Mitgation e Impact
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements or otherwise

) [ ] ® [
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede [ ] ® [
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or [ ] ® [
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:
i. Resultin sqb§tant|al erosion or siltation 0 0 % 0
on- or off-site;
ii. Substantially increase the rate or
am_ount of surface r_unoff in a manner ] = ”® ]
which would result in flooding on- or
offsite;
iii. Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems [ ] ® [
or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff; or
iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? [ ] 3 [
d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 0 0 % 0
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable L] L] % U]
groundwater management plan?

a,ci,ciii. The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The Housing Element is consistent with the City’s General Plan,
and therefore, specific goals and policies that have been identified in the Housing
Element would be consistent with General Plan policies related to water quality
standards. Although construction of the future residential development associated with
implementation of the Housing Element could result in impacts associated with water
quality, future housing projects would be required to comply with all applicable federal,
State, and local water quality regulations.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific water
quality impacts resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time.
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The location and nature of future residential development within the City would continue
to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing
projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and
CEQA to ensure that water quality within the City is preserved, and that future projects
are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Based on the above, impacts related to the proposed project violating any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements, creating or contributing runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially
degrading water quality would be less-than-significant.

b,e. Domestic and fire water supply for the project would be provided by the City of Davis by
way of existing connections to infrastructure along the surrounding roadways. In June
2016, the City of Davis began receiving treated surface water through the Woodland
Davis Clean Water Agency (WDCWA) at an amount of approximately 10.2 million
gallons per day (mgd) to reduce the City’s reliance on groundwater and deep aquifer
wells. The City plans to maximize surface water use by routinely using the surface water
supply as a base load and using the deep aquifer wells as a supplemental supply during
the summer when demands would exceed the surface water supply capacity.® Given
that the majority of the City’s water supplies are provided by surface water sources,
increases in demand for water supplies associated with future residential development
facilitated by the proposed project would not be anticipated to substantially deplete
groundwater supplies.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
result in the creation of new impervious surfaces with the potential to decrease the
amount of groundwater recharge in the City. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge and a less-than-significant impact would result.

cii, civ. According to the General Plan EIR, portions of the City are located within a 100-year
floodplain. Additionally, the General Plan EIR considered whether development under
the General Plan would generate substantial runoff or substantially modify existing
drainage patterns. The General Plan EIR concluded that implementation of mitigation
measures included in the General Plan EIR would reduce the potential for buildout of the
General Plan to result in significant impacts to drainage patterns to a less-than-
significant level. In particular, General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure HYD-2.1 ensured
that buildout of the City would not result in development within flood-prone areas of the
City.

The City of Davis is at risk from dam failures, specifically from the Monticello Dam
located on Putah Creek, approximately 20 miles from the City of Davis. The Monticello
Dam is regulated by the California Dam Safety Act and thus is inspected and monitored
by the Division of Safety of Dams. While the potential for inundation from dam failure

5 Woodland — Davis Clean Water Agency. The Project. Available at: https://www.wdcwa.com/project-overview/
Accessed June 2021.
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exists within the City, the proposed project would not exacerbate such potential or
increase the likelihood of dam failure.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with drainage
patterns and flooding beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General
Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and
nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by
the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
existing drainage patterns within the City are preserved, and that future projects are
consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. Therefore, future
development facilitated by the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern of the City, create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff, expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding within a 100-year floodplain, or as a result of a failure of a levee or dam. As a
result, the project would have a less-than-significant impact.

d. Impacts related to flood hazards are discussed in section ‘cii, civ,” above.

A seiche is a long-wavelength, large-scale wave action set up in a closed body of water
such as a lake or reservoir, which has a destructive capacity that is lesser than that of
tsunamis. Seiches are known to have occurred during earthquakes. Tsunamis are
defined as sea waves created by undersea fault movement. A tsunami poses little
danger away from shorelines; however, when a tsunami reaches a shoreline, a high
swell of water breaks and washes inland with great force. Waves may reach fifty feet in
height on unprotected coasts. Furthermore, mudflow typically occurs in mountainous or
hilly terrain. As the City of Davis is not located near waters subject to tidal changes,
closed bodies of water, or hilly or mountainous terrain, no impact related to seiches, or
tsunamis would occur.
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XI.

Less-Than-

LAND USE AND PLANNING. St Significant (£S5 No

Incorporated

a,b.

a.
b.

Physically divide an established community? [ ] 3 L]
Cause a significant environmental impact due

to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or O 0 % O
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding

or mitigating an environmental effect?

A project risks dividing an established community if the project would introduce
infrastructure or alter land uses so as to change the land use conditions in the
surrounding community, or isolate an existing land use.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with land use and
planning beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and
nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by
the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
established communities within the City are preserved, and that future projects are
consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies, and any other applicable
land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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Less-Than-

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES. St Signficant [ ESSEIAT No
Would the project Impact with Mitigation Impact Impact

Incorporated

a. Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the L] L] L] ®
region and the residents of the state?

b. Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific [ [ [ x
plan or other land use plan?

a,b. The most important mineral resources in the region are sand and gravel, which are
mined on Cache Creek and other channels in Yolo County. A survey of aggregate
resources by the State Division of Mines and Geology showed that significant deposits
of aggregate resources are not located in the City of Davis Planning Area. The only
mineral resource known to exist in the City‘s Planning area is natural gas; however,
specific resource areas have not been identified. General Plan policies provide for
minimizing resource exploitation. Because of the lack of mineral resources in the
Planning Area, no impact to mineral resources would occur.
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XIl. NOISE. Potentially ~ LSSS-Than- ) oo Than-

g Significant o No

Would the project result in: S opact cormesatod. Simpact | Impac
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in

the vicinity of the project in excess of 0 0 % 0

standards established in the local general plan

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of

other agencies?
b. Generation of excessive groundborne 0 0 ® 0

vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people O O s O
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

a-c. The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with noise beyond
what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

The UC Davis University Airport, which is operated as a general aviation airport and is
open to the public, is located within the City’s Planning Area. The UC Davis University
Airport does not have an adopted airport land use plan. However, University Airport
Rules and Regulations have been established to protect health, safety, and peace and
to provide for the orderly conduct of activities on the Airport site.

Because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific designs or
proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts resulting
from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and nature
of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by the
Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would continue
to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that impacts
related to noise and vibration within the City are mitigated, and that future projects are
consistent with all University Airport Rules and Regulations and General Plan goals,
objectives, and policies.

Therefore, the proposed project would not expose persons to or generate noise levels or
groundborne vibration in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, cause a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, or expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels due to a public airport or
private airstrip, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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Less-Than-

XIV.POPULATION AND HOUSING. Potentially Significant Less-Than- N
Would the prOjeCt.' Sllgn?g;::tnt Wiﬂ‘:gl\r)llitlicg:z?ion Sllgn?gg::tnt Impce)ICt

Incorporated

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or 0 0
indirectly (e.g., through projects in an
undeveloped area or extension of major
infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of L] L] ® L]
replacement housing elsewhere?

a,b. The Housing Element contains housing goals intended to encourage housing to meet
Davis’s housing needs and would therefore accommodate growth rather than induce
growth. Furthermore, the proposed Housing Element is a policy-level document that
encourages the provision of a range of housing types and affordability levels, and does
not include any specific development proposals, nor does the project grant any
entitlements for development that would induce population growth. The RHNA for the
2021-2029 Housing Element planning period is 2,075 units. Based on the average
household size in the City of 2.5 persons per household and the RHNA of 2,075
dwellings, implementation of the 2021-2029 Housing Element has the potential to
increase the City’s population by approximately 5,188, which is relatively small
compared to the City’s current population of approximately 70,000 residents. However,
as stated previously, the Housing Element is a policy-level document that does not
include any specific development proposals, nor does the project grant any entitlements
for development.

Goal 5, Residential Conservation, of the Housing Element includes policies and actions
to ensure that the City’s housing stock is conserved. For example, Action 5.1.1 would
require the continued maintenance and preservation of the City’s existing housing stock.
Implementation of Goal 5 of the Housing Element would ensure that adverse impacts to
population and housing do not occur. Furthermore, future residential development in the
City is required to be developed in compliance with local regulations, including the
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would have a
less-than-significant impact related to inducing substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly or displacing substantial numbers of existing housing or
people.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES.

Would the project result in substantial adverse

physical impacts associated with the provision of new

or physically altered governmental facilities, need for  potentiay ~ L8SS:Than- Less-

Significant Than- No

new or physically altered governmental facilities, the ~ Significant i =Viiociion  significant  Impact

construction of which could cause significant

Impact Incorporated Impact

environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

o

b
c.
d.
e

a-e.

Fire protection?

Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other Public Facilities?

ooogd
ooogd
XARXRXX
ooogd

The City of Davis is served by the Davis Fire Department and the Davis Police
Department, and includes 27 public and private schools as well as approximately 20
parks, and public facilities such as City Hall and community buildings.

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with public services
beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location
and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided
by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed though the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities are maintained,
and that future projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and
policies.

Additionally, the City collects impact fees for parks from new development based upon
projected impacts from the development, and the City has adopted citywide
development impact fees, which include Roadways and General Facilities Impact Fees
which are based on factors related to the size or intensity of development. The City also
reviews the adequacy of impact fees on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is
commensurate with anticipated future facilities demands, assessed on a fair share basis
for new development. As such, future residential development facilities by the proposed
project would be required to pay any necessary fees proportional to potential impacts
related to the demand for parks and other public facilities induced by future residents.

Based on the above, implementation of the proposed project would not induce the need
for new or physically altered fire protection facilitates, police protection facilities, schools,
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parks, or other public facilitates, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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XVI.RECREATION. Boienian  Significant  {SSIha No
Would the project: impact ~ With Mitigation Impact Impact

Incorporated

a. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial [ ] 4 ]
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of 0 0 % 0
recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

a,b.  As noted in the Parks and Recreational Facilities Master Plan, the park system in the
City of Davis provides residents with more than 475 acres of neighborhood and
community parks, special use facilities, and greenbelts.®

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with parks and
recreation facilities beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General
Plan. The location and nature of future residential development within the City would
continue to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future
housing projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process
and CEQA to ensure the adequate provision of recreational facilities consistent with the
General Plan to ensure that any new development of recreational facilities needed to
support future residential development does not have an adverse effect of the
environment.

Additionally, any future development of new recreational facilities or the expansion of
existing facilities would be required to conduct environmental review pursuant to CEQA
prior to approval. To the extent feasible, the environmental impacts associated with
construction would be mitigated to below a level of significance, consistent with CEQA.
Furthermore, future residential development projects facilitated by the proposed project
would be required to pay impact fees calculated based upon projected impacts from the
development. The City reviews the adequacy of impact fees on an annual basis to
ensure that the fee is commensurate with anticipated future facilities demands, assessed
on a fair share basis for new development. The payment of applicable impact fees would
constitute implementation of uniformly applicable standards that would serve to mitigate
any potential impacts to park, recreation, and other governmental resources.

Based on the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
related to substantial physical degradation of existing recreational facilities and
construction or expansion of recreational facilities.

City of Davis. Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan Update. 2012.
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XVIl. TRANSPORTATION. St Sinificantwith (SR No
WOLI/d the pI’OjeCt Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Incorporated

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system, 0 O % O
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities?

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 0 ] ”® ]
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 0 O % O
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

d. Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] L] ® [

a-d.  The proposed project includes policies and programs designed to facilitate the
construction and conservation of housing to meet Davis’s housing needs. Subsequent
residential development projects could result in an increase in traffic on City roadways
and a decrease in level of service on those roadways. However, the Housing Element is
a policy-level document that does not entitle, propose, or otherwise require the
construction of new development or rehabilitation of existing development. The Housing
Element is consistent with the City’s General Plan, and the goals, policy guidance, and
implementation measures in the Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts
associated with transportation beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s
General Plan.

Additionally, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and
nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by
the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that
future projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies related
to transportation.

Furthermore, in 2018, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) released
the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which includes
screening thresholds to identify when a lead agency may screen out VMT impacts.’
OPR recommends that 100 percent of affordable residential development in infill
locations be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. Adding affordable
housing to an area generally improves the jobs-housing balance, in turn shortening
commutes and reducing VMT, because low-wage workers are likely to choose a
residential location close to their workplace if one is available. Even in areas where the
existing jobs-housing balance is closer to optimal, affordable housing is still shown to
generate less VMT than market-rate housing.® Therefore, any future affordable housing
projects facilitated by the policies included in the Housing Element would be expected to
have a less-than-significant impact related to VMT.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.
December 2018.

® Ibid.
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Based on the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact
related to conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, conflicting with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), substantially
increasing hazards, or resulting in inadequate emergency access.
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XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse

change in the significance of a tribal cultural

Less-Than-

resource, defined in Public Resources Code Potentially  Significant Less-Than- \
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, Significant _with Significant |mpzct
cultural landscape that is geographically defined Impact In'\é'g;ggtr:’t';d Impact
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local O O " 0
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in
its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.17? In applying 0 0 ® 0
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American
tribe.
a,b. As stated above, City staff spoke with a representative from the Yocha Dehe Wintun

Nation about the Housing Element, and the tribe expressed interest in consultation on
the City’s upcoming General Plan Update and future rezones once the specific new
housing sites are identified, but not at this time.®

The proposed project is a policy-level document intended to assist the City of Davis in
meeting the housing needs established by the State of California and does not entitle,
propose, or otherwise require the construction of new development or rehabilitation of
existing development. The Housing Element identifies sites with existing General Plan
and zoning designations that are appropriate for residential use to accommodate the
City’s housing needs. The goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the
Housing Element would not result in any direct impacts associated with tribal cultural
resources beyond what has already been contemplated in the City’s General Plan.

Furthermore, because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific
designs or proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts
resulting from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location
and nature of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided
by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would
continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure
that existing cultural resources within the City are preserved, and that future projects
are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

9

Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Personal Communication with Jessica Lynch, Senior Planner, City of Davis
Department of Community Development and Sustainability. July 12, 2021.
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Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, and a less-than-significant impact would
occur.
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XIX.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Potentially ponlicl Less-Than-
ject: lgniticant— yith Mitigation 'gnftican Impact
Would the project: Impact Inoorporetod Impact

a. Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or I O % O
telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and
multiple dry years?

c. Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to 0 0 % O
serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and (] (] E L]
regulations related to solid waste?

a-e. The Housing Element is a policy-level document that does not include any specific
development proposals, nor does it grant any entitlements for development. All future
residential development occurring in the City would be required to comply with all
applicable local, State, and Federal regulations related to utilities and service systems.
Additionally, the Housing Element includes Action 1.1.5, which would ensure priority
water and sewer services are given to units necessary to meet the City’s RHNA, with
specific priority given to affordable housing units. Housing Element Actions 6.1.9 and
6.1.10 would enforce and support existing water conservation ordinances, and identify
potential incentives to retrofit water conserving plumbing in existing residences and
businesses within the City. Compliance with the aforementioned Actions, as well as
other applicable Actions included in the Housing Element, would ensure that sufficient
utility infrastructure is available to accommodate future development within the City.

Because the Housing Element is a policy-level document, and site-specific designs or
proposals are not included, an assessment of potential site-specific impacts resulting
from future development proposals is not possible at this time. The location and nature
of future residential development within the City would continue to be guided by the
Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing projects would continue
to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and CEQA to ensure that future
projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. Additionally,
future development proposals would be reviewed by the appropriate service agencies as
part of the development application review process in order to ensure that sufficient
capacity in all utilities would be available on time to maintain desired service levels.

City of Davis 40 6t Cycle Housing Element
July 2021 Initial Study



Thus, impacts on the City’s water supplies and facilities, wastewater collection and
treatment services, stormwater drainage facilities and services, electric power, natural
gas, telecommunications facilities, and solid waste facilities would be less-than-
significant.
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XX. WILDFIRE.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands ~ £otentialy I_SEiZig::r?t eos-than No
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, ﬁnpact VY““ Mitigation |gmpact Impact
would the project: neorporated
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 0 O % O
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations L] L] % U]
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

c. Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 0 O % O
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?
d. Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or 0 0 % 0
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

a-d. The City’s Planning Area is not located within or near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone or State Responsibility Area.'9 Additionally, the proposed project is a policy-level
document intended to assist the City of Davis in meeting the housing needs established
by the State of California and does not entitle, propose, or otherwise require the
construction of new development or rehabilitation of existing development.

Furthermore, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan and
therefore, the specific goals and policies that have been identified in the Housing
Element would be consistent with the General Plan policies related to wildfires. The
goals, policy guidance, and implementation measures in the Housing Element would not
result in any direct impacts associated with wildfires beyond what has already been
contemplated in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not
expose people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands, and a less-than-significant would occur.

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Yolo County, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in
LRA. June, 2008.
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otentially Significant ess-_han No
XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.  Significant G5 piioaiion — Significant o

Impact Incorporated Impact

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a O O % O
plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project 0 0 % 0
are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on ] [ [
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a. As discussed throughout this Initial Study, the proposed project is a policy-level
document intended to assist the City of Davis in meeting the housing needs established
by the State of California and does not entitle, propose, or otherwise require the
construction of new development or rehabilitation of existing development. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to have the potential to result
in impacts related to historic or prehistoric resources.

The location and nature of future residential development within the City would continue
to be guided by the Davis General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and future housing
projects would continue to be reviewed through the City’s entitlement process and
CEQA to ensure that existing cultural resources within the City are preserved, and that
future projects are consistent with all General Plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Considering the above, the proposed project would not: 1) degrade the quality of the
environment; 2) substantially reduce or impact the habitat of fish or wildlife species; 3)
cause fish or wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining levels; 4) threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community; 5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal; or 6) eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory, and a less-than-significant impact would
occur.

b. The proposed project in conjunction with other development within the City of Davis
could incrementally contribute to cumulative impacts in the area. However, as
demonstrated in this Initial Study, all potential environmental impacts that could occur as
a result of project implementation would be less-than-significant.

Therefore, when viewed in conjunction with other closely related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects, development of the proposed project would not
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result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts in the City of
Davis, and the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would be less
than significant.

C. As described in this Initial Study, any future development facilitated by the proposed
project would comply with all applicable General Plan policies, Zoning Ordinance
standards, other applicable local and State regulations. Additionally, as discussed in
Section Ill, Air Quality, Section 1X, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section XIllI,
Noise, of this Initial Study, the proposed project would not cause substantial effects to
human beings, including effects related to exposure to air pollutants, and hazardous
materials. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact.
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This document constitutes the Housing Element of the City of Davis General Plan, which
provides a roadmap for the City of Davis to address current and projected housing needs
during the 2021-2029 Housing Element planning period. The City of Davis takes pride in
being an inclusive, progressive community, and has long recognized the provision of a diverse
range of housing opportunities as a key priority and obligation. Located just beyond the
Solano County edge of the housing-constrained San Francisco Bay Area, and within the
growing Sacramento metropolitan region, Davis is also home to one of the fastest-growing
campuses of the University of California. Davis also has a long history of local land use
policies seeking to manage growth, including enactment of Measure J in 2000 and its
extension via Measure R by the voters in 2010 and via Measure D in 2020, limiting the
conversion of agricultural land and open space outside of the City limits to urban uses without
approval of the voters.

The dynamics of a community with a high quality of life, excellent schools, strong internal and
external housing demand drivers, and a constrained land supply all create challenges to
satisfying local housing demand and support relatively high market prices for rental and for-
sale housing. This creates housing affordability challenges. Further, the dynamics of being a
university town create a number of challenges for the City, including coordination of housing
production to meet the needs of not only students, but faculty and staff and their unique
housing needs while also ensuring provision of housing for families and workforce households.

The City of Davis has a particular interest in promoting affordable housing beyond the general
requirements of State Housing Element law. With the exception of the past year, during which
the rental housing market has been significantly impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic and the
resulting pause in in-person education at UC Davis, the City of Davis has experienced a
sustained rental residential vacancy rate of near zero, with limited for-sale housing
construction outside of smaller infill residential projects. While the City has seen numerous
significant multifamily rental projects constructed, planned, and approved (including on-
campus projects as well as projects in the City itself) in the last several years in response to
strong student housing demand, there has been limited new rental apartment construction
specifically targeted to non-student households. This, combined with the generally high cost of
the existing single-family for-sale housing stock, has led to concerns that as the City’s existing
homeowners age in place, the lack of housing suitable and affordable to families has been
changing the community demographics, forcing increasing numbers of local workers to
commute in from surrounding areas, and contributing to related community issues, such as
declining school enrollment.




Housing Element Purpose and Requirements

State law requires that all cities and counties in California have a compliant Housing Element
as part of their General Plan, and that all cities and counties regularly update the Housing
Element. The purpose of the Housing Element is to provide a plan to meet the existing and
projected housing needs of all segments of the population, including lower-income households
and households and individuals with special housing needs. To achieve this objective, the
Housing Element must analyze housing needs, evaluate factors that could potentially
constrain housing production, and identify sites for new residential development. Each city
and county in the State must submit their Housing Element to the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review to ensure that it meets the minimum
requirements under State Housing Element law. Most cities and counties, including Davis, are
required to update their Housing Element every eight years. Davis’ prior Housing Element
Update covered the 2013-2021 period, while this Housing Element Update will cover the
2021-2029 period.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

A key component of any Housing Element Update is identifying adequate sites to address the
jurisdiction’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). The RHNA is based on projected
Statewide housing need for the eight-year Housing Element projection period as determined by
HCD, which HCD distributes among the regions in the State. The regional housing need
projections are distributed among income categories to account for needs among households
at all income levels. For the purpose of determining the regional housing needs allocation,
households are categorized as extremely low-income, very low-income, low-income, or
moderate-income based on household size and how household income compares to the Area
Median Income (AMI) for other households of the same size. Income limits for each household
size and income group are established annually by HCD. Each regional council of
governments then allocates the projected regional need to local jurisdictions within the region,
requiring each jurisdiction to plan to meet the need for housing for households at all income
levels.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the regional council of governments
that is responsible for determining the RHNA allocations for the six counties and 22 cities that
it serves, including Davis, that make up the Sacramento Region. SACOG’s plan is also
required to include the Tahoe Basin portions that are within El Dorado and Placer counties,
and the city of South Lake Tahoe. Each city and county is then required to produce a Housing
Element that demonstrates the jurisdiction’s ability to accommodate the housing need
identified in its RHNA during the Housing Element planning period.

For the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update cycle, 40.7 percent of the RHNA for the SACOG

region was for lower-income households. Therefore, SACOG’s methodology for determining the
lower-income RHNA for each city and county in the region started with a lower-income RHNA of
40.7 percent. SACOG then adjusted the lower-income RHNA for each city and county based on
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three adjustment factors (Source: SACOG Regional Housing Needs Plan, Cycle 6, March
2020):

1) Regional income parity adjustment factor: jurisdictions with a higher than average
proportion of lower-income households receive a downward adjustment in their lower-
income RHNA, while jurisdictions with a lower than average proportion of lower-income
households receive an upward adjustment in their lower-income RHNA.

2) Affirmatively furthering fair housing adjustment factor: jurisdictions with a higher than
average proportion of units in high opportunity areas receive an upward adjustment of
lower income RHNA units, while jurisdictions with a lower proportion of existing units in
high opportunity areas receive a downward adjustment of lower income RHNA units.

3) Jobs/housing fit adjustment factor: jurisdictions with a higher than average ratio of
low-wage workers to units affordable to low-wage workers receive an upward
adjustment of lower income RHNA units, while jurisdictions with a lower than average
ratio of low-wage workers to units affordable to low-wage workers receive a downward
adjustment of lower income RHNA units.

For the 2021-2029 projection period covered in this Housing Element Update, the City of
Davis is required to plan to accommodate the development of at least 2,075 housing units.
Due to recent changes in State law that have led to an overall increase in RHNA requirements
statewide, this is a significant increase from Davis’ RHNA for the 2013-2021 projection period,
during which the City was required to plan for 1,066 units. Davis’ RHNA for the 2021-2029
projection period includes 580 units for very low-income households, 350 units for low-income
households, 340 units for moderate-income households, and 805 units for above moderate-
income households. This distribution by income level reflects a downward adjustment in
Davis’ RHNA based on the regional income parity adjustment factor and an upward
adjustment based on the affirmatively furthering fair housing and job/housing fit adjustment
factors. The degree of the impact of the upward adjustments outweighs the impact of the
downward adjustment. Although the RHNA does not include allocations for extremely low-
income households, Housing Element Law requires that jurisdictions estimate the need for
housing units affordable to extremely low-income households and plan to accommodate this
need. Cities and counties often assume that the extremely low-income need accounts for half
of the very low-income need. The City’s RHNA requirements for the 2021-2029 projection
period are summarized in Table 1.




Table 1: City of Davis Regional Housing Needs Allocation, 2021-2029 Projection

Period

Income Level . Rl Percent of Total
Requirement

Extremely Low Income (£30% 290 14.0%
AMI)
Very Low Income (>30% AMI, 290 14.0%
<50% AMI)
Low Income (>50% AMI, <80% 350 16.9%
AMI)
Moderate Income (>80% AMI, 340 16.4%
<120% AMI)
Above Moderate Income 805 38.8%
(>120% AMI)
Total 2,075 100.0%

Sources: SACOG, 2020; BAE, 2020.

To provide context for the income limits shown in the table above, Table 2 provides the 2020
income limits for households of various sizes in Yolo County. Note that these income limits
reflect the maximum household income for each household size and income level. For
example, a four-person household would be considered a low-income household if they have
an annual household income ranging anywhere from $46,251 (higher than the income limit
for a four-person, very low-income households) to $74,000 (the income limit for a four-person,

low-income household).

Table 2: Annual Household Income Limits by Household Size, Yolo County, 2020

| o] Number of People in Household
ncome Leve

One Two Three Four Five Six
Extremely Low
Income (<30% AMI) $19,450 | $22,200 | $25,000 $27,750 $30,680 $35,160
Very Low Income
(>30% AMI, <50% $32,400 | $37,000 | $41,650 $46,250 $49,950 $53,650
AMI)
Low Income (>50%
AMI, <80% AMI) $51,800 | $59,200 | $66,600 $74,000 $79,950 $85,850
Median Income
(=100% AMI) $64,750 | $74,000 [ $83,250 $92,500 $99,900 | $107,300
Moderate Income
(>80% AMI, <120% $77,700 | $88,800 | $99,900 | $111,000 | $119,900 | $128,750
AMI)

Sources: HCD, 2020; BAE, 2020.
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Community Participation
The preparation of the City of Davis 2021-2029 Housing Element Update included an
extensive community engagement process to educate community members and decision
makers on Housing Element requirements and objectives and to solicit feedback on housing
needs and strategies to address the City’s housing goals. The objectives for the community
outreach and engagement program included:
e Building public awareness of the Housing Element, its requirements, and the City’s
vision and goals for housing development.
e Engaging community members and key stakeholder groups to provide input on
potential strategies, policies, and programs that will aligh with Davis residents’ needs.
e Partnering with community members in identifying housing needs in Davis as well as
how the City should accommodate its RHNA requirements.
e Providing the Davis City Council and Commissions with updates from public outreach
and engagement activities during the Housing Element Update.

To meet the goals and objectives of the community outreach and engagement program, City
staff and the consultant team reached out to diverse set of stakeholders within the community
that represent multiple interests and experiences related to housing. In addition to the
community at large, Individuals and organizations that were contacted as part of the
community engagement process included: affordable housing advocates, apartment
managers and owners, community service groups, advocates and service providers for people
with disabilities, organizations that represent or advocate for businesses and employers in
Davis, environmental advocates, organizations or agencies that represent low-income
communities in Davis, organizations and agencies that provide services to people experiencing
homelessness in Davis, residential brokers, residential developers, agencies or organizations
that provide senior housing in Davis, senior advocates, cultural organizations or groups that
advocate for traditionally underrepresented groups in the Davis area, UC Davis Student
Housing Services, University-associated organizations, and organizations that address fair
housing issues and landlord/tenant issues in Davis.

Community Outreach and Engagement Activities
The community engagement program for the City’s Housing Element Update included a range
of activities, including:

¢ Housing Element Committee (HEC) Meetings: The HEC is comprised of ten members:
two members from the Planning Commission, one member from the Social Services
Commission, one member from the Senior Citizen Commission, one member from the
Finance and Budget Commission, and five members appointed at-large by the City
Council. The HEC met three times during the preparation of the Draft Housing Element
and once during the HCD review period to advise City staff and the consultant team.
The HEC also provided progress reports on the Housing Element to their commissions
and the City Council. The HEC meetings also provided an opportunity for stakeholders
and the general public to provide input on the Housing Element Update.
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¢ Housing Needs Virtual Workshop: City staff and the consultant team hosted a live
virtual meeting to introduce the Housing Element Update to the Davis community and
educate community members about housing element requirements. The virtual
workshop also provided an opportunity for community members to provide input on
housing needs in Davis and recommendations for potential housing programs and
policies.

¢ RHNA Virtual Workshop: City staff and the consultant team hosted a virtual workshop
to obtain input from the community on how the City should address its RHNA, focusing
on the portion of the RHNA that the City will address through a rezone program. The
virtual workshop included a short informational video and an interactive map-based
tool for community members to share ideas, learn more about the Housing Element
process, and understand the challenges around housing allocation.

e Planning Commission Meeting: City staff and the consultant team a meeting with the
Davis Planning Commission to discuss the housing element requirements and solicit
input on the Housing Element Update. The meeting also provided an opportunity for
stakeholders and the general public to provide input.

e Public Review Period: In April 2021, the City made the draft Housing Element report
available to the public for review. During this time, stakeholders and the general
public had an opportunity to review and comment on the draft Housing Element
document before it is finalized and adopted.

Education and Awareness Strategies

The City and consultant team utilized many strategies to build education and awareness of the
Housing Element Update and increase participation among community members. To ensure
that the community was well notified about each opportunity to share their input, the project
team utilized the following methods:

e Project Webpage: City staff and the consultant team developed a webpage hosted on
the City’s website, including a project overview, schedule of activities, and information
on opportunities for the public to get involved.

e Partnership with local organizations: City staff and the consultant team partnered with
local community-based organizations to assist with distribution of informational
materials and to spread notifications regarding engagement opportunities. The City
and consultant team shared digital informational content with project partners before
outreach activities to help build public education and awareness and encourage
participation.

o Digital Notifications: City staff and the consultant team utilized digital notifications to
update community members and stakeholders on outreach opportunities. The project
team also distributes information through the City’s existing communication links and
email distribution lists.
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Social Media Program: City staff and the consultant team developed a social media
program which included informational posts for the City of Davis’ social media
accounts.

Earned Media: To build widespread awareness of the Housing Element Update City
staff and the consultant team distributed media releases to local and regional news
outlets with relevant information about upcoming outreach activities.

Input Received and Responses to Input Received

Public engagement events for the Housing Element Update were well-attended and
participants provided considerable input. Input received during public engagement events
included:

Many participants expressed strong support for more housing, including more
affordable housing. Participants highlighted many reasons for the need for more
affordable housing, including welcoming diversity and creating a more inclusive
community, providing housing opportunities for lower-income individuals that work in
Davis and for those that have children that attend school in Davis but who are not able
to afford to live in Davis, and reducing commute times and distances for students and
people that work in Davis.

Participants asked that the City ensure that housing sites included in the Housing
Element are reasonably likely to be redeveloped.

Some Participants expressed support for more affordable units in the Downtown area,
rezoning land to allow for more residential units, more dense development and
additional building height, small infill projects, housing to address the “missing middle
housing need, and a wide range of housing to address needs among various segments
of the population.

Several current and former UC Davis students expressed support for by-the-bed rental
housing options that target the UC Davis student population.

Some community members emphasized the need for more traditional, by-the-unit
rental housing to serve the City’s non-student population and workforce and
highlighted the significant number of student housing units in the City’s development
pipeline. Some participants advocated for policies that would require new
development to provide more studio, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom units to serve
smaller households and non-student households.

Some UC Davis students reported challenges in securing affordable units in Davis due
to the City’s limited rental housing inventory and asked for more affordable units near
campus. Some encouraged the City to increase allowable building heights.

Some community members advocated for UC Davis to take on more responsibility for
housing UC Davis students, faculty, and staff on campus to reduce the demand for
student, faculty, and staff housing within the City of Davis.

Representatives from the UC Davis Community Relations office reported that UC Davis
is currently in the process of planning and constructing a large number of units for
student housing.

”
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Some community members expressed frustration that the recent citywide ballot
initiative related to the Davis Innovation and Sustainability Campus (DISC) project
failed and commented that Measure J limits the amount of developable land in Davis.
Some stressed that the City needs to support higher-density projects in order to
account for limits on land due to Measure J.

Other community members expressed support for Measure J because it provides the
community with the option to evaluate proposed projects in the City’s sphere of
influence.

Participants advocated for the City to facilitate development in areas outside of City
limits by taking the lead on annexation and rezoning efforts that would require a
Measure J vote to facilitate development.

Some participants expressed support for eliminating the one percent growth limit,
while other suggested evaluating but not necessarily eliminating the cap.

Some members of the community requested that the City take actions to reducing
exposure to smoke in residential areas, including tobacco and smoke from fireplaces,
as well as reducing exposure to dust blowers.

Mobile home park residents and other participants requested that the City implement
a zoning overlay for the City’s mobile home parks to zone for mobile home park use,
adopt rent stabilization for mobile homes, and/or purchase mobile home parks or
facilitate resident purchase of mobile home parks.

Some participants expressed concern about the impact that mobile home park rent
stabilization would have on the operation of the mobile home parks and park owners’
ability to make a reasonable return.

Many participants emphasized a need to modify the City’s Affordable Housing
Ordinance. Some expressed that the inclusionary requirements should be increased,
while others stressed the need to ensure that inclusionary requirements should not be
so high as to disincentivize developments. Some commented that inclusionary
requirements place an undue burden on new development and increase the cost of
housing, and that the responsibility for providing affordable housing should be more
equally distributed. Participants also discussed the need to consider to how impact
fees factor into the ordinance.

Some community members encouraged the City to consider facilitating
multigenerational living and cohousing, as well as facilitating the conversion of space
within seniors’ homes to be used as separate units.

Commenters noted the importance of accessibility features for seniors and persons
with disabilities, both for those that need accessibility in their own homes and to make
it possible for people with disabilities to visit others in their homes.

Some participants commented that the City’s impact fees add significant cost to new
development.

The Housing Element Committee and other participants emphasized the need for a
robust permanent source of funding for the City’s Housing Trust Fund, as well as the
need to set priorities regarding how the fund would be used.
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e Participants expressed support for incentives for projects that provide affordable
housing.

e Participants showed some support for reducing or removing minimum parking
requirements, while other expressed that parking is important.

e Some participants commented on a need for stronger renter protections, potentially
including just cause eviction protections and/or rent stabilization.

e Many participants emphasized the need to streamline development and add certainty
to the development process. Proponents suggested removing or reducing
discretionary approvals for residential projects, enabling more by-right approvals,
removing single-family zoning, removing as many regulations as possible, and
streamlining projects that provide at least 15 percent of units as affordable.

This Housing Element Update includes programs that respond to many of the issues that were
raised during the public outreach process. Some of these issues are addressed through
components of the Housing Element that are necessary to comply with State Housing Element
law, such as identifying sites for affordable housing, rezoning to provide sites to meet the
City’s RHNA, and ensuring that identified sites are reasonably likely to be developed with
residential uses during the next eight years. In addition, this Housing Element evaluates the
impact of Measure D, the City’s one-percent growth cap, and other development standards to
assess whether these policies have a negative impact on the City’s ability to meet its housing
goals. The Housing Element also includes programs that commit the City to undertake a
comprehensive update of the City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance, evaluate funding sources
for the City’s Housing Trust Fund, evaluate options to provide protections for mobile home park
residents, identify options for streamlining new development, and facilitate development of
ADUs, among other programs.

It should be noted that participants in the community engagement process, including the
Housing Element Committee, suggested that the City pursue some actions that were not
included in the programs section of this document. These include, but are not limited to:
creating a centralized application that residents can use to apply for affordable housing,
adopting policies to facilitate tiny homes, reducing or removing minimum parking
requirements, eliminating single-family zoning, increasing renter protections, ensuring smoke-
free residential environments, and publicizing fair housing issues through flyers or television
advertisements or other means. While many of these programs could help to support the
City’s housing goals, the programs chapter does not address these actions due to either a lack
of consensus from the Housing Element Committee on these topics or the need to prioritize
the City’s staff resources to implement other programs. However, the Davis City Council could
consider future actions to address these topics, either through changes to this Housing
Element during the adoption process or through separate future action.




Input from the Virtual RHNA Workshop. A summary of the responses received from the RHNA
virtual workshop is provided in Appendix A. In addition to informing this Housing Element
Update, responses received from the workshop will inform the rezoning process that the City
will need to undertake following Housing Element adoption (see the Residential Sites Inventory
and Local Resources chapter for additional information on the rezoning requirement). Overall,
responses from the workshop indicate that the City could meet its rezoning obligation through
strategies that received support from most participants. The most strongly supported
strategies include the Downtown Davis Specific Plan, upzoning low-density residential land,
and rezoning commercial land. In total, these three strategies could provide enough sites to
address the City’s current shortfall. In addition, some of the other strategies that were
included in the workshop, such as rezoning business park and office land, received mixed
support overall, though responses indicated stronger support for these strategies depending
on the specific sites that would be selected for rezoning. More detailed responses received
through this process will help to guide the upcoming rezone process.

Organization of Housing Element
The remainder of this Housing Element consists of the following chapters:

¢ Review of the 5t Cycle Housing Element. A review of the prior (2013-2021) City of
Davis Housing Element, including a summary of the results, an analysis of the City’s
progress toward achieving its adopted goals and objectives, and a determination of the
extent to which programs from the prior Housing Element should be continued or
removed.

o Housing Needs Assessment. This chapter analyzes demographic and socio-economic
conditions, housing conditions, population projections, special needs groups, market
trends, and other factors to evaluate current and future housing needs in Davis.

¢ Residential Site Inventory and Local Resources. This chapter identifies potential
housing sites to accommodate the City’s RHNA, analyzes their suitability and
availability, and identifies the shortfall between existing site capacity and the City’s
RHNA requirements.

e Constraints to Housing Production. The constraints analysis addresses governmental
constraints to housing development such as zoning, fees, development standards, and
development review processes, as well as non-governmental constraints, such as high
land and construction costs.

¢ Housing Goals, Policies, and Programs. This chapter provides a roadmap for
addressing the City’s housing needs, ensuring equal access to housing, reducing
housing constraints, preserving existing housing opportunities, and promoting energy
conservation in housing. This chapter includes an implementation program with
actions to achieve Davis’ housing goals and quantified objectives to measure the City’s
progress.

e Appendices




This chapter documents the City’s achievements during the Fifth (2013-2021) Housing
Element Cycle and the City’s progress toward implementing the programs identified in the Fifth
Cycle Housing Element Update. Based in part on the City’s progress toward implementing the
programs from the prior Housing Element Update, this chapter also includes an assessment of
whether each program from the prior Housing Element should be removed, continued, or
continued with modifications during the 2021-2029 Housing Element planning period.

Summary of Accomplishments

As of the end of 2020, the City of Davis had permitted a total of 1,483 residential units during
the 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle, with more units in the development pipeline that will
likely be permitted before the end of the 2013-2021 cycle. As shown in Table 3, the units
permitted through 2020 include 138 very low-income units, 160 low-income units, 510
moderate-income units, and 675 above moderate-income units. This unit production exceeds
the City’s RHNA for moderate-income and above moderate-income units during the 2013-
2021 period but falls short of the City’s RHNA for very low-income and low-income units during
this period. As of the end of 2020, the City had a remaining shortfall of 110 very low-income
units and 14 low-income units compared to the 2013-2021 RHNA allocation. At least some of
this shortfall will be addressed through projects that were permitted in 2020 and early 2021
but were not yet counted as permitted in the City’s Housing Element Annual Progress Reports
through 2020.

Table 3: Housing Units Permitted in Davis, 2013-2019

Units Built or Shortfall between RHNA and
Income Level 201;—'% ggt%oleNA Permitted, 2013- Units Built or Permitted,
2020 (a) through 2020

Very Low 248 138 110
Low 174 160 14
Moderate 198 510 N/A
Above Moderate 446 675 N/A
Total 1,066 1,483 124

Note:
(a) Progress shown includes units built or permitted from 2013 to 2020.

Sources: City of Davis 2019 Housing Element Annual Progress Report; City of Davis, 2021; BAE, 2021.

The City of Davis also accomplished significant achievements in facilitating housing production
and encouraging a range of housing types during the 2013-2021 Housing Element Update
cycle, including addressing special housing needs. Table 4 below shows each program from
the 2013-2021 Housing Element along with the City’s accomplishments during this period.




Table 4: Review of City of Davis 5" Cycle (2013-2021) Housing Element

2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

Policy Category 7.1: Provide Adequate Sites

1. Continue to give priority water and sewer services to units
necessary to meet the City’s RHNA for this planning period,
with specific priority given to affordable housing units.

a. Ensure priority
when processing
required units for
RHNA and
affordable
housing units

The City processes all applications as submitted and
expedites projects that meet RHNA requirements to
the extent feasible.

Continue

2. Process applications for the highest ranked sites with the
highest development potential for housing to meet local
housing needs and remain under the City’s 1% Growth
Resolution, including development agreements that include
adequate citizens' participation and City Council oversight in
the planning implementation of the allocation processes.

a. Process
applications

Applications for ranked sites are prioritized when they
are submitted by property owners. In 2019, the City
published a public review draft of the Downtown Davis
Specific Plan (DDSP), which could accommodate up to
1,000 new housing units in the downtown area, which
is identified as a "green light" priority area for
affordable housing. The City is continuing to process
the DDSP into 2021. Other high-ranked sites for which
the City approved applications during the 5th Housing
Element cycle include Cannery, Grande, Chiles Ranch,
Creekside affordable apartments, Hackberry affordable
ownership units, Oxford Circle, Nishi, and Villages at
Willow Creek.

Continue and modify

3. Analyze the mechanism whereby existing and future
mobile home sites can be made permanently affordable.

a. Analyze various
models and
policies, including
Rancho Yolo grant
research, make
recommendation
b. Review and
take action

In 2018, the City Council approved Ordinance 2539
establishing procedures and standards for mobile
home park closures and conversions, with the goal of
encouraging the preservation of affordable housing.
The City plans to address zoning for several sites with
mobile homes to decrease the chance of conversion
and displacement of residents; this is an ongoing
effort.

Continue and modify
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2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

4. As part of proposed large housing developments, consider
requiring a percentage of small residential lots and
structures with related floor area ratio standards to
contribute to the supply of affordable housing and to avoid
overbuilding of lots.

a. Continue to
consider policy
beyond current
requirement for a
mix of housing
types

The City promotes a variety of housing types and sizes
on a variety of lot sizes to meet different needs. The
DDSP is being developed to include a form based code
for development of downtown properties that would
provide for a variety of housing types and variability in
the sizes and forms of structures. Several building
permits were issued in 2019 and 2020 for housing
within the Cannery, including single family homes on
varying lot sizes and both attached and detached
accessory dwelling units.

Continue and modify

5. Evaluate mechanism by which the City can encourage
increased densities in Davis in order to facilitate greater
affordability without sprawl. Study such dwellings as row
houses, town houses, second-story apartments over
businesses, impact of increased allowable densities, and
second dwelling units. At a minimum, the study parameters
should include analysis of the cost of construction impact on
local infrastructure, impact to the city General Fund,
affordability, proximity to shopping and services and
consistency with neighborhood preservations standards as
they relate to adaptive reuse, privacy, open space, building
mass and scale and parking impact issues.

a. Continue to
consider policy
beyond current
requirement for a
mix of housing
types

The City has completed this program through the
adoption of a General Plan Update and as part of the
background analysis for the DDSP. In 2016, the City
increased the highest allowable residential density
category in the General Plan from 30 to 60 units per
acre (with density bonus). An additional category,
Residential Very High Density, which allows up to 84
units per acre (with density bonus) was approved in
2018.

In 2019, the City published the public review draft of
the DDSP, which would allow for intensification of
residential development in the downtown area, as well
as adaptive reuse of existing buildings without the
need for development of greenfield areas. One
component of the plan includes a form based code
and would allow for a variety of housing types, such as
mixed use housing over retail or commercial,
rowhouses, townhouses, and accessory dwelling units.
Work on the DDSP is continuing into 2021.

In addition, the City continues to evaluate the
economics of project feasibility and the interplay of
affordability requirements, sustainability expectations,
and community enhancement as part of application
review.

Delete




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

6. Strive to provide owner-occupied townhouses, small
cottages, and condominiums in and near the core area and
the neighborhood shopping centers geared to empty-nesters
and singles and couples without children, in order to limit
sprawl and provide lifestyle alternatives for those who do not
need large suburban houses.

a. Consider
additional steps
to promote these
types of
development,
particularly for
potential housing
sites that rank
high on City list

The Mission Residences condominium project was
completed in the Core Area in 2018. The City also
published the Public Review Draft of the DDSP in Fall
2019. If approved, the plan would allow for as many
as 1,000 new residential units of varying sizes and unit
types in the downtown area and reduce demand for
greenfield development at the edges of the city. Work
on the DDSP is continuing into 2021.

Continue and modify

7. As directed by City Council, City staff will develop a report
on the appropriateness and effectiveness of the suspended
Middle Income Housing Ordinance.

a. Evaluate
whether the
requirement is a
constraint on
housing
development

The Middle Income Housing Ordinance has remained
suspended, though the City supported one housing
project, the Grande project, that included a middle
income product. The middle income housing in that
project has been built out, but construction of the
above market rate units in that project continued in
2019. The City is not supporting reinstating the
ordinance at this time because qualifying projects
would compete with market rate housing, based on
2019 housing prices. At this time, it is not seen as a
helpful product, but the City will continue to monitor
the housing market and reconsider reinstating the
ordinance once the housing market would support it.
The City will also consider addressing middle-income
housing as part of an upcoming update to the City’s
Affordable Housing Ordinance.

Delete




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

8. The City of Davis will complete a comprehensive review of
the following policies to evaluate the cumulative impact on
residential development: the 1% Growth Resolution,
Measure J, the Phased Allocation Ordinance and the Middle
Income Housing Ordinance (currently suspended). The
review will identify the cumulative impact of these separate
policies, initiatives and ordinances on residential
development and direction on any changes to address the
identified regulatory barriers. The review will evaluate the
City’s ability to achieve the ultimate common goals
established by these policies and ensure that there is no
redundancy in the combination of their implementation. As
issues are identified as part of this review the City will
implement changes to mitigate and remove barriers,
increase the transparency of these policies, and establish
ways to streamline these policies and processing permit
procedures to assist with the development of a variety of
housing types to serve a range of income levels.

a. Evaluate
whether the
cumulative
requirements are
a constraint on
housing
development

No comprehensive formal review has been completed
to evaluate these policies prior to the preparation of
the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update. However,
with the passage of SB 330, the City understands the
importance of an evaluation of its growth management
measures to ensure that they do not conflict with State
law. The City's 2021-2029 Housing Element Update
evaluates whether these policies serve a constraint to
meeting the City's housing goals and includes related
policies as appropriate.

Delete




Appropriateness

2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions Objectives Progress/Effectiveness for 2021-2029
Housing Element
a. Evaluate
whether the

9. The City will review the current Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance to evaluate the 2013 changes to the ordinance,
including the allowance of second units to fulfill affordable
housing requirements. The City will also review recent court

requirementis a
constraint on
housing
development.

b. Evaluate
whether the
allowance of
second units
meets
affordability goals
including a survey
to evaluate:

The original review was completed, and affordable
housing credit for accessory dwelling units was
removed as an alternative in 2015. Since then, the
City adopted interim affordable housing requirements
for multifamily development and has extended those
requirements multiple times, including in 2019. The
current interim housing requirements are were
extended through November 2021. The City plans to

Delete (replaced
with new program
that calls for a
comprehensive

g?wzisreri%?:gll?agnlcn: I\;J/ifgiar{ehlzl\jvsmg requirements to - occupancy of the | use SB2 funds for an economic study to inform an ug?;;ea;%g;e
) credited upcoming ordinance update process and the 2021-
accessory 2029 Housing Element includes a plan to undertake a
dwelling units. comprehensive update to the City’s Affordable Housing
- information on Ordinance.
households
served.
- information on
rents charged in
relation to unit
size.
10. Amend the zoning for the University Flats sites within the
Residential High-Density subareas of the Cannery site to Completed. The Preliminary Planning Development
require a minimum net density of 20 units per acre or was modified in 2016 to increase the allowed number
greater. Alternatively, subject to the approval of the Cannery a. Amend zoning of units from 96 to 120 on the combined parcels, for a
developer, the City shall amend the zoning in a subarea i density of 38.96 units per acre. Other revisions Delete

within the Cannery site where all the following criteria can be
met: achieve a minimum net density of 20 units per acre or
greater, accommodate at least 96 units, and the
requirements of Government Code Section 65583.2(h).

code.

included increasing the allowed building height to 45
feet to 56 feet, and minor setback adjustments.




Appropriateness

2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions Objectives Progress/Effectiveness for 2021-2029
Housing Element
11.Superior planning and design shall be promoted through
the following development expectations:
A rT‘.'Xt“re of hou_smg types and us_es to th_e extent feasw?le. a. Facilitate These criteria are required for all projects in Davis and
Ability to walk, bike and use transit for daily needs, services, -
and amenities. redevelopment the_refore evaluated as_par_t of the norma_l application
Design for energy efficiency and resource conservation and new review process as applications are submitted. Continue
o : ’ development that | Consistency with the City's Affordable Housing
Local sense of place and social interaction promoted . . ’
. ; considers these Ordinance are also required and evaluated as part of
through well-designed public spaces. factors all projects
High quality design which is attractive and distinctive. ’
Universal Design as a goal. (Resolution No. 11-077,
6/14/11)
a. Support
vouchers as a
mechanism for
providing
affordable
housing, including
referrals of
members of the
&%?\l/'ﬁjigﬁ In April 2020, the City recently received a Community
) Services Block Grant (CSBG) through Yolo County that
projects. will allow the continuation of the Getting to Zero
12. Work with the Housing Authority to provide Housing b. Program ) L
Choice Vouchers to small households with extremely low and | outreach and voucher program in partnership with Yolo County
Housing. The grant has been extended through Continue

very low incomes.

education to
Section 8 owners
and tenants.

c. Maintain
reciprocal
communication
with Yolo County
Housing when
either agency is
made aware of
the filing of opt-
out notices by
Section 8 tenants

calendar year 2021 with a total grant amount of
approximately $110,000. The City is working with Yolo
County Housing to streamline the waitlist and ensure
equity in the program.




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

13. Streamline the permit-approval process to the extent

a. Encourage the
construction of
housing to meet
the needs of
single persons

This in an ongoing effort and part of the Planning
department's work program. The Planning department
is in the process of formalizing this process. However,

feasible by offering pre-application meetings and concurrent this program language was also included in the 2013- Delete
; - and households .
review of applications. with children with 2021 Housing Element as program 58, and therefore
the 2021-2029 Housing Element Update has removed
extremely low, . . . .
this program from this goal to avoid duplicates.
very-low, and low
incomes
14. Adopt a Universal Access Ordinance for single-family a. Adotion of
housing units to implement the policies incorporated into the - 100D Completed. Universal Access ordinance was adopted
B ; . g ; Universal Access . Delete
Housing Element, carrying out the City Council direction from . in 2015.
> Ordinance
Resolution 12-169.
a. Track
15. Evaluate the City's Universal Access Ordinance d_e\_/elopment of
- . . visitable and
requirements after they have been applied to a variety of . . . .
) . ) ; ; accessible units Completed. Universal Access ordinance was adopted
projects. Specifically, review the effectiveness of the policy Delete

targets and its categories of exemption, and determine if any
modifications should be made.

b. Assess the
policy for areas to
improve, update
as needed

in 2015.




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

16. Continue to work with UC Davis to provide housing for
students. Support the provisions in the Memorandum of
Understanding entered into by and between the City of Davis
and UC Davis in 1989, including but not limited to the
following:

1. The goal and intention of UC Davis to provide on-campus
housing for 25% of the current base student population and
for 35% of the new student population.

2. The agreement that UC Davis’ maximum and optimum
three-term student population on the Davis campus is
26,000.

In addition, rely upon the University to provide on-campus
student housing. Seek an update of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) including the percentage of student
housing to be provided on campus.

a. Meet regularly
with UC Davis
staff to
communicate on
areas to
collaborate

A Memorandum of Understanding between the City,
Yolo County, and UC Davis was approved in 2018.
Under the terms of that MOU, the University has
committed to provide on-campus housing for 100% of
the actual student population in excess of the baseline
enroliment number of 33,825 students, as defined in
the 2018 Long Range Development Plan EIR. The City
continues to meet with UC Davis and Yolo County to
discuss student housing.

The City has also processed applications for multiple
student-oriented housing projects, including the Davis
Live, Lincoln 40, Sterling, and Nishi projects. The City
issued building permits for the Lincoln 40 project (130
units totaling 708 beds, including 71 deed restricted
beds) in December 2019. As of March 2021, the
Sterling project (160 units, including 38 deed
restricted units) was complete and occupied and the
Davis Live project was under construction, and the
Lincoln 40 project was nearing completion.

Continue and modify

17. Continue to explore programs to assist City staff, UC
Davis staff and faculty, Yolo County staff, and school district
staff to live in Davis. Continue to utilize local employee
incentive system as a means of connecting local employees
to local affordable and middle ownership opportunities.

a. Apply
Affordable
Housing
Ordinance

b. Require use of
Local Workforce
Incentive System

The City continues to use a lottery system with local
preference points for affordable housing for
appropriate new projects located within the city. For
example, the Grande project was located on property
once owned by the Davis Joint Unified School District,
so faculty were given first priority for moderate and
middle income housing product. The City will continue
supporting such projects in the future.

Continue and modify




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

18. Work with housing providers to meet the special housing
needs of individuals with disabilities and developmental
disabilities, extremely low, very low, and low incomes, large
families, senior citizens, farmworkers and their families,
female-headed households with children, and others with
special needs. Develop a plan that assesses the need and
identifies options for an affordable assisted living project.

a. Seek to meet
these special
housing needs
through a
combination of
regulatory
incentives, zoning
standards, new
housing
construction
programs, and
supportive
services programs

Construction of the Creekside Project continued in
2019 and is now completed. A certificate of
occupancy has been issued. The Creekside Project
provide 90 fully accessible units for extremely-low and
very-low income individuals with onsite supportive
services.

In addition, the City opened a daytime respite center in
February 2020, and the City Council asked staff to
develop a plan for a sanctioned camping site. In 2019
and continuing into 2020, City staff also worked with
the developer of the Sterling Project and with Mutual
Housing California to finish financing and secure a tax
credit for the project. That project will provide 38
family housing units for extremely-low and very-low
income households. Construction began in Fall of
2020.

Continue and modify

19. Review new housing projects against the city-adopted
Senior Housing Guidelines.

a. Implement
developed criteria

The Senior Citizen Commission has reviewed project
proposals as appropriate. 150 affordable rental units
for seniors were approved in the Bretton Woods
community in 2019.

Continue

20. Support efforts by the USDA Rural Housing Services and
Yolo County Housing Authority to provide housing for
farmworkers and their families by offering letters of support,
attending meetings with developer and USDA, and offering
funding priorities if needed.

a. Support efforts
b. Encourage
developers and
offer letters of
support

Ongoing. The City continues to support Yolo County in

farmworker housing efforts and provide services, such
as recreation services, that are utilized by farmworkers
and their families living near Davis.

Continue and modify




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

21. Provide sites for at least 1,066 housing units during the
current planning period, including at least 248 very low-
income units, 174 low-income units, 198 moderate-income
units, and 446 above moderate-income units.

a. Process
applications, as
required by law

As of the end of 2020, the City had issued building
permits for a total of 1,483 housing units, including
138 very low income units, 160 low income units, 510
moderate income units, and 675 above moderate
units during the 2013-2021 Housing Element cycle.
The City still had a remaining RHNA of 110 very low
income units and 14 low income units and had already
met and exceeded its obligation for moderate and
above moderate income units. The City continues to
pursue and push forward projects with very low and
low income units. The City also anticipates an increase
in ADU development in 2020 and 2021 due to newly
passed legislation, which will help the City meet its
RHNA obligations.

Continue and modify

22. Strive to achieve 200 units of first-floor accessible and
fully accessible housing units.

a. Review all
housing
developments for
consistency with
accessibility and
visitability
requirements

Completed. The City adopted a visitability ordinance
and ensures that new projects meet ADA accessibility
standards. During the 2013-2021 Housing Element
period, the City required that all new homes in the
Cannery project are fully accessible on the first floor,
including both a bedroom and bathroom. 47 elevator-
served or ground-floor accessible units are provided in
Bartlett Commons (62 affordable units). Other
accessible units are provided in Sterling (160 student-
oriented rental units), Mission Villas (14 elevator-
served condominiums), and Meridian (11 apartments,
including 1 affordable unit). 29 single family building
permits within the Cannery were issued in 2019, each
of which was required to provide a fully accessible first
floor. The Creekside project was approved as a fully
accessible project with a total of 90 units.

Delete




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

23. Continue to facilitate ministerial second units and
discretionary second units.

a. Expedite
processing of
second unit
applications

b. Provide
education on
developing
second units

c. Consider code
changes to
accommodate
additional second
units, include
public workshops
and noticing with
any proposed
changes

d. Consider
neighborhood
plans that would
further facilitate
the development
of second units

The City established an administrative review process
for ADUs and revised provisions for Ministerial
Accessory Dwelling Units in 2019 to conform with
statutory changes. The City and continues to process
applications for both ministerial and discretionary
ADUs. In 2019, the City processed 7 discretionary ADU
entitlement permits and issued building permits for 32
ministerial ADUs. The City also applied for SB2 grant
funding in 2019 to help fund an ADU Toolkit, which will
assist the City in providing additional streamlining
processes for ADUs.

Continue




24, Continue to support existing transitional housing and
emergency shelter options provided in the city, and consider
opportunities to provide shelter for 5 to 10 additional
households at risk of homelessness or currently homeless,
potentially including:

youth transitioning out of foster care

homeless individuals post hospital care in need of shelter to
accommodate physical recovery

a. Maintain
existing levels of
transitional and
emergency shelter
options

b. Work with local
housing and
service providers
to identify
opportunities to
provide shelter for
local needs
groups

The City has taken several actions in support of this
program during the 2013-2021 period. The City as an
ongoing partnership with Davis Community Meals and
Housing to administer a Continuum of Care Supportive
Housing Program grant to support a 10-bed
transitional housing project. As of March 2021, the all-
affordable housing development Mutual on 5th Street
(the affordable housing component of the Sterling
development) was under construction. This project,
which included HOME funding and funding the city
required of the market developer, will provide 38 units
of very low and extremely low rental units for families,
former foster youth, and other income qualified
households. One of the target populations for this
project is transitioning foster youth. The City also
approved Paul’s Place, which will begin construction in
summer of 2021 and which will provide 18 units of
permanent supportive housing, 10 beds for transitional
housing, 4 emergency shelter beds, and a resource
center and related facilities. This will replace a much
smaller and outdated facility currently on the same
site. Adjacent to the site, the City purchased a duplex
in 2020, using affordable housing funds. Each unit will
be used to house low incomes households who will be
able to access services at Paul’s Place. The City has
also partnered with Heart of Davis (formerly the
Interfaith Rotating Winter Shelter) to provide non-
congregate shelter and services for up to 40 people.
The goal is to move participants into permanent
housing, whether through vouchers or other means.
This program will be replaced by the Bridge program,
led by Heart of Davis, once the Covid-related non-
congregate shelter program concludes in July. The
City's respite center opened in early 2020 and as of
March 2021 was funded for at least one additional
year. The respite center does not provide overnight
shelter, but provides a safe space for unsheltered
people to go during the day to take care of hygiene
needs, receive basic services, and get connected to
services. The City also has a California Emergency
Solutions and Housing (CESH) grant to provide
emergency housing services through hotel stays, and a

Continue
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2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP) grant to fund
the Pathways to Employment program. This program
works with individuals to help them gain meaningful
job experience in order to move them into permanent
housing.

Since March 2016, the City has transitioned 21
households into permanent housing through the
Getting to Zero program.

The City will continue its aggressive pursuit of grant
funding to support its network of homeless services
and will continue to work with local providers to
strengthen the programs serving unsheltered
individuals.

Policy Category 7.2: Assist in Affordable Housing Development

25. Encourage use of Federal Tax Credits and other federal

and state subsidy programs for production of low-income
housing.

a. Provide letters
of support

Support and financial resources were committed for
Bartlett Commons and the City has provided letters of
support for other proposed affordable housing
developments upon request. The City acted as co-
applicant with the Creekside developers for the
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities
Grant program. The City also worked with Mutual
Housing California on the financing for the affordable
project on 5t Street.

The City continues to work with local affordable
housing developers to promote the use of Federal Tax
Credits and other similar programs. The City will
continue to support applications from applicants
requesting public funding and will act as a co-applicant
for grant programs as needed.

Continue

26. Encourage the use of all non-City available affordable
housing incentive programs available to Davis residents for
both new and existing housing by advertising the programs

on the City website and in public meeting places.

a. Encourage use
of available
programs

b. Promote and
facilitate use of
homebuyer
education

This is an ongoing effort. The City posts information
about affordable housing resources available on the
City Manager's webpage at https://cityofdavis.org/city-
hall/city-manager-s-office/housing-and-grants-
management. City staff continues to work with the
Social Services Commission to enhance and improve
the information on affordable housing available on its
website.

Continue




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

27. Pursue means of securing additional housing affordable
to extremely-low and low-income households and land for
such housing including, but not limited to, land dedication,
land exaction, and other private funding opportunities.

a. Look for new
opportunities to
provide affordable
housing

b. Partner with
local affordable
housing providers

In 2019, the City approved the funding plan for the
3820 Chiles Road project, which requested to provide
ongoing funding to the City's Housing Trust Fund on an
annual basis, rather than providing a lump sum of
affordable housing fees or inclusionary housing up
front. This funding method will eventually result in
more funding for affordable housing in the long-term.
This is an example of an alternative funding method
that could be used to decrease up-front costs.

Continue

28. Create incentives to the development of affordable
housing through measures such as flexible development
standards that are compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Most of the City’s vacant sites are in the PD
zone, which is meant to foster development flexibility. For
non-PD sites, the City can consider parking reserves or

a. Process
affordable
housing projects
under planned
development

All recent residential developments, including projects
with affordable housing components, have been zoned
Planned Development, which allows for flexible
development standards as required for this program.
The Creekside and Mutual on 5th affordable housing
projects, which continued through the development

Continue and modify

waivers on development standards such as setbacks, lot zoning process in 2019, are located on land dedication sites.
coverages, and open space of up to 10 percent.
The City set up a renter resources program accessible
to all tenants that provides education and outreach on
a. List this rental and affordable housing resources, as well as a

29. Use local resources to support programs in the city that

objective as a
critical need in

rental inspection program. The City has also
maintained its Getting to Zero Voucher Program that

assist in placing high-risk renters into affordable housing includes a damage mitigation fund that is intended to Continue
) future . o . .
units. incentivize landlords to rent to high-risk tenants. The
CDBG/HOME .
funding cycles fund covers damage and repairs that may occur to
units rented to high-risk tenants and provides
supportive services, including landlord mediation to
resolve conflicts before they escalate to eviction.
An affordable housing parcel was identified in the
zoning and Baseline Project Features for Bretton
Woods (WDAAC) prior to voter approval of the project.
30. If new lands are added to the City's General Plan Area, a. Apply to Provisions for affordable beds were included as a
identify, zone, and develop affordable housing sites early in projects in requirement for the Nishi Residential Project prior to Continue
the planning process. application voter approval. City staff regularly works with

applicants to identify strategies for affordable housing
early and throughout the entitlement process for all
major projects.
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Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
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31. Work to maintain continued affordability of existing
affordable housing with expiring federal, state, or local
subsidy programs by annually monitoring each at-risk project

a. Enforce
affordability
covenants and

The City continues to contract with Yolo County
Housing to provide technical assistance and to
annually monitor affordable housing developments

and working with owners to develop a plan for conservation resale restrictions | with covenant restrictions. The City and Yolo County Continue
of the units. This may include offering technical assistance b. Provide Housing are currently working to review and revamp
in identifying alternative funding sources if original funding technical the affordable ownership program and to improve the
will expire. assistance waitlist process to ensure equity.
In 2018, the City secured a $173,834 California
Emergency Solutions and Housing grant to establish a
flexible fund for emergency housing needs and housing
stabilization. In 2019, the City continued to implement
the program using the remaining grant funds. The
32. Assist residents who are displaced from subsidized a. Assist displaced | funding is used as needed to provide temporary Continue

housing in finding comparable accommodations.

residents

housing assistance and permanent housing navigation
assistance to displaced residents. In 2020 and 2021,
the City allocated approximately $300,000 in HOME
funds to be used for Tenant Based Rental Assistance
as part of COVID mitigation, providing up to $4000 in
rent and rent related costs per eligible household.

33. Establish a referral service to assist very low- and low-
income households in identifying affordable housing in Davis
and surrounding areas.

a. Create central
application
system for
affordable rental
housing units

b. Maintain City
affordable
housing webpage

Affordable housing information is posted on the City's
website at https://cityofdavis.org/city-hall/city-
managers-office/housing-and-grants-
management/affordable-housing-program/rental.
Information here is maintained as updated as needed.

Continue and modify
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Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

34. Compile and maintain a list of vacant sites in Davis

a. Maintain list on

The 2013-2021 Housing Element includes a list and
maps of suitable housing sites, including sites
appropriate for affordable housing, and is posted on
the City's website at https://www.cityofdavis.org/city-

which are suitable for affordable housing development. Egﬁ;ﬁngszge hall/community-development-and- Continue
sustainability/planning-and-zoning/housing-element-
update-2013-2021. The 2021-2029 Housing Element
will include an updated list and maps.

35. The City will encourage and facilitate development on

underutilized sites listed in the sites inventory by providing This program is currently not funded, so this is only

assistance with site identification and entitlement done on a case-by-case basis as opr;ortunities arise

processing, provide marketing materials for residential The City solicited ideas for the Pacifico affordable ’

opportunity sites and provide technical assistance to a. Facilitate and project when the property was foreclosed on and the

interested developers; including technical assistance to incentivize lot City took over ownership. The City solicited ideas for Delete

acquire necessary funding, offering fee deferrals for
affordable housing projects, and providing financial support
when available. On an annual basis, the City will also
organize special marketing events; workshops geared
towards the development community and post the sites
inventory on the City's webpage.

consolidation
opportunities

rehabilitation projects, but this project stalled due to
lack of funding. The City intends to resume its efforts
on the rehabilitation of this property as funding and
staffing allow.

36. Monitor creation and availability of affordable housing in
particular on underutilized parcels on an annual basis. If
monitoring shows that the percentage of affordable units
available does not meet identified affordable housing needs,
take further actions to encourage construction of affordable
housing, such as increasing allowed densities, restructuring
the Affordable Housing Ordinance, identifying additional
sites, and/or revising or adding additional incentives for lot
consolidation and mixed-use development.

a. Annual
monitoring of new
affordable
housing units

The City continually monitors the creation and
availability of affordable housing. In addition, the City
has amended its Affordable Housing Ordinance several
times during the reporting period to attempt to
facilitate more affordable housing development while
still having feasible housing projects. In 2019, the City
was awarded SB 2 grant funds which are dedicated to
the preparation of an economic analysis to help inform
a revised and realistic Affordable Housing program.
The City is committed to including this as a major
program component of its next Housing Element and
has taken steps toward revising its inclusionary
housing requirements.

Continue and modify




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

37. Encourage and seek funding for shared housing for
residents with low incomes, fixed incomes, and pensions.

a. Provide
information and
shared housing
agreements

b. Post
opportunities for
shared housing

The City is looking to add additional tools to the
Affordable Housing Ordinance that could potentially
provide for funding for shared housing opportunities.
The City is anticipating a comprehensive update to the
Affordable Housing Ordinance to explore these types of
opportunities.

Continue and modify

a. Process The City's condominium conversion ordinance is still in
38. Maintain standards for the regulation of condominium applications y . } .
. L . o effect and will continue to be administered as .
conversion applications so that low-income households under City’s . o ) Continue
) . . . . . applications for condominium conversions are
receive appropriate displacement protection or benefits. condo conversion received
ordinance ’
39. Provide written handouts and work with developers to
provide signs to dlsclose the locations of sites approved for a. Review and/or The City continues to work on a sign program to
future affordable housing development to low- and moderate | generate - ; . .
. . ; . . disclose all pending development. This has not yet Continue
income-persons. In written materials, disclose that disclosure been completed
affordable housing sites may be developed with affordable handouts P '
housing as envisioned in the General Plan.
40. The City shall review the Housing Element to determine . .
. . ; a. Review Housing
(1) its progress toward meeting the goals of the Housing
. Element for
Element and any further actions needed to meet them rogress in
before the end of the current Housing Element planning prog . Completed annually through this Annual Progress .
s . ; . Implementation Continue
period; and (2) whether adequate sites will be available to Plan and Report.
meet the prospective identified needs for the next planning -
availability of

period and, if not, any actions needed during the remainder
of the current planning period to make them available.

adequate sites




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

41. The City shall petition our state and national
representatives for more affordable housing resources.

a. Track and state
support (in
writing) for bills
that provide more
affordable
housing resources

In late 2018, the City’s Legislative Subcommittee
developed a 2019 State Legislative Platform. One of
the platform’s advocacy items includes support for SB
5, which proposes to enable a portion of tax increment
financing to go towards affordable housing.

In 2019, the City Council unanimously endorsed
(Assembly Constitutional Amendment 1 (ACA 1), which,
if approved, would have provided greater flexibility to
communities desiring to provide funds in support of
affordable housing activities. While ACA 1 failed in the
State Legislature, the City will continue to endorse
similar legislation aimed at providing funding for
affordable housing activities, as included in the City's
20109 State Legislative Platform.

The City also worked with HCD in 2019 to advocate for
an alternative methodology for counting by-the-bed and
room rentals for the purpose of the City’s share of the
RHNA to reflect the City’s unique needs for student-
oriented housing.

Continue

42. Amend the Affordable Housing Ordinance to establish a
more precise timeline for transfer of dedicated land and the
award of dedicated land for development by nonprofits to
promote neighborhood acceptance.

a. Amend
ordinance

b. Incorporate into
new projects

The City has made several minor adjustments to its
Affordable Housing Ordinance with the latest occurring
in 2019. The City has determined that additional
economic analysis is needed to ensure that the
ordinance is feasible and able to be implemented. The
City was awarded SB 2 grant funds in 2019, a portion
of which will be used for this economic analysis. The
City is planning an overhaul of its Affordable Housing
Ordinance following the 2021-2029 Housing Element
Update, which will address this program.

Delete




Appropriateness

2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions Objectives Progress/Effectiveness for 2021-2029
Housing Element
43. The city shall review the Affordable Housing ordinance at The City has made several minor adjustments to its
least every five years to confirm its effectiveness. The next a. Evaluate Affordable Housing Ordinance with the latest occurring
such review shall be scheduled no later than December whether the in 2019. The City has determined that additional
2016. The review shall evaluate number and types of Affordable economic analysis is needed to ensure that the
affordable and market housing units constructed, the Housing ordinance is feasible and able to be implemented. The
effectiveness of accessory dwelling unit pilot program in Ordinance is City was awarded SB 2 grant funds in 2019, a portion Delete
providing affordable housing, in-lieu fees generated and the providing the of which will be used for this economic analysis. The
purposes to which they are allocated, and consistency with desired number City is planning an overhaul of its Affordable Housing
other local policy objectives, including smart growth and types of Ordinance to coincide with the 2021-2029 Housing
principles, accessibility, energy efficiency, etc. Robust public | affordable units Element Update, which will address this program.
outreach shall be a required component of this review.
Policy Category 7.3: Program to Promote Equal Housing Opportunities (Access)
The City led efforts in Davis to complete a 2019
sheltered and unsheltered point-in-time count, as
required by HUD. (In 2021, the count was deferred due
to COVID-19.) In addition, the City approved its first
ever Social Services Strategic Plan. Incorporating local
data and resident input, the Plan proposed four
strategies to address the community’s greatest unmet
needs.
The City in partnership with Yolo County Health and
Human Services Agency (HHSA) individually sheltered
44, Continue to monitor the number of persons seeking a. Monitor the 72 persons (in 64 households) as part of Project
emergency shelter in Davis and Yolo County. Evaluate the local needs (city Roomkey in 2020. The City also partnered with the
resulting data to determine what facilities and social and county) for Interfaith Rotating Winter Shelter (now Heart of Davis) Continue

services are needed in Davis to cooperatively address the
overall county needs of the identified population.

emergency
housing

in a non-congregate shelter program that can host
between 25 and 40 individuals per night and the Davis
Community Meals and Housing (DCMH) program for
long term transitional shelter, The City also supports
the Yolo County HHSA CalWORKS Rapid Rehousing
Program for families with minor children and Empower
Yolo, which provides a secret site shelter for individuals
fleeing domestic violence, trafficking, and other related
situations.

Overall, in 2019, the City worked with Yolo County to
provide a total of 643 year round beds, 55 seasonal
beds, and 15 overflow/voucher beds.




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

45, Continue to participate in the Yolo County Ten-Year Plan
to End Homelessness.

a. Participate in
meetings and with
financing for the
10-Year
commission

This program was renamed the Executive Commission
to Address Homelessness and meets monthly; the City
is represented by an employee of the Police
Department and one of the City Council members and
is staffed by the Yolo County HHSA, rather than by Yolo
Housing. It has a renewed mandate and role in setting
community priorities for publicly administered funding
sources to address homelessness in Yolo County.

Continue and modify

46. Serve at least 100 people annually with the City’s Fair
Housing Services by disseminating information about these
services throughout the community.

a. Provide
information
related to
California Housing
Law

The City publishes fair housing information on its
website and does not track the number of people
accessing that information specifically. Over 150
individuals were served in 2019 through the City's fair
housing line or at City Hall.

Continue

47. Permanently maintain the affordability of required
affordable rental units for very low-, low-, or moderate-
income households.

a. Monitor
affordability
covenants and
resale restrictions

The City contracts with Yolo County Housing to provide
technical assistance and annual monitoring of
affordable housing developments with covenant
restrictions.

Continue

48. Work with residents and landlords/owners in the event
of sharp rental increases or evictions of groups of tenants by
landlords of rental properties with 40 or more units. Special
attention shall be given to projects with potential for large-
scale gentrification or displacement of Section 8 residents
without appropriate relocation to other similar affordable
units.

a. Assist residents
with housing
information

This is an ongoing effort. In 2019, the City became
aware that the owners of the Suntree Apartments,
which had a 40-year agreement to provide affordable
housing, were considering converting to market rate
apartments once the 40-year term is up. The City
attempted to work with the property owner and Yolo
County Housing to prevent the conversion, with Yolo
County Housing trying to potentially acquire the site,
but these efforts were not successful and the property
has since converted to market rate.

Continue

53. If the common-law Rule Against Perpetuities or any other
provisions of state law prove to be an obstacle to
implementation of a policy for permanent affordability and
these actions, the City Council shall seek state legislation to
amend or waive the provision that is the obstacle.

a. No state law
has been an
obstacle, but staff
is working on
connecting all
available funds to
permanently
affordable units

There were no issues related to this program during
the 5th Cycle Housing Element period.

Continue
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2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions Objectives Progress/Effectiveness for 2021-2029
Housing Element
Policy Category 7.4: Address Governmental Constraints
54. Consider a more equitable tax structure for future a. Consider This program has been implemented in new
: . . L development when a CFD or Mello Roos is proposed
proposed city parcel tax by basing tax on unit square footage | variation on tax o . - Delete
. ; but the City is currently planning to pursue this strategy
so that smaller units pay proportionally lower tax. structure

further.

55. Provide financial incentives to rental property owners on
the condition of making individual units permanently
affordable. Options for incentives include but are not limited
to market-rate rehabilitation loans and fee waivers.

a. Offer incentives
to owners of
expiring
affordable units
b. Offer incentives
to increase
affordable
housing stock

The City continually monitors at-risk affordable units
and works on financial incentives on a case-by-case
basis as funding is available.

Continue and modify

56. Initiate a Zoning Ordinance amendment to add a section
detailing allowing density bonuses for affordable housing in

a. Amend the
zoning ordinance
to comply with

Complete. Density bonus provisions were added to the
Zoning Ordinance in 2008. A density bonus was
granted to the Meridian complex in 2017, in
accordance with the provisions of statute. The City has

compliance with Government Code Section 65915 which . . o . Delete
. 5 . . . state density and continually maintains its density bonus program.
would encourage density bonuses for residential projects in . . )
o . i . . - bonus law The City has updated its density bonus program to
proximity to public facilities and services including bus stops. . . . S
updates ensure compliance with all applicable legislation.
The draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan would address
57. Periodically review Zoning Ordinance performance . this prpgram in the downtown area. The City publls_hed
standards and revise them as needed to ensure high a. Omnibus a public review draft of the plan in Fall 2019 and will
updates to the continue work on it into 2020. In addition, in 2019, Continue

environmental quality, streamlined processing where
appropriate, and compliance with state standards.

Zoning Ordinance

City staff processed an Omnibus Ordinance to "clean
up" portions of the Zoning Ordinance to enhance
processing.

58. Streamline the permit-approval process to the extent
feasible by offering pre-application meetings and concurrent
review of applications.

a. Streamline
permit approval
process

The permit approval process is continuously being
streamlined and refined. In 2019, Planning staff
worked on formalizing the pre-application meeting
process.

Continue and modify




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

59. Investigate a “one-stop” approval process for non-
discretionary applications, which require actions from
multiple departments. The purpose would be to avoid
unnecessary and confusing processing steps.

a. Investigate the
potential for such
process

In 2019, Planning staff continued making
improvements to its Development Review Team, which
includes representatives from several City departments
involved in the entitlement and building permit
process. Planning staff provided training to other
departments on the planning and conditioning process
and now meets regularly with other departments to
discuss their involvement and solve project issues as
early in the development process as possible to avoid
potential delays.

Planning staff also developed a list of standardized
conditions of approval in 2019 to further shorten
processing times.

Continue and modify

60. Encourage inter-organizational representation in the
long-term planning efforts of each agency, especially in
relationships between the City, UC Davis, Yolo County,
surrounding cities and DJUSD.

a. Attend inter-
organizational
meetings and
attend public
hearings related
to long-term
planning,
information
decision-makers

The City, Yolo County, and UCD have executed a
Memorandum of Understanding relating to university
growth and other matters related to shared goals and
principles. The MOU calls for an annual public meeting
and at least two "2x2x2" meetings in the first year
following execution. Through various 2x2 groups, the
City Council has existing and standing meetings with
UCD, Yolo County, DJUSD, and the Chamber of
Commerce and other business organizations. In
addition, the City is an active member of Yolo County’s
Continuum of Care, which is the local inter-
organizational body leading system-level planning for
efforts to end homelessness.

Continue

61. Develop a method for documenting, distributing, and
maintaining interpretations of the municipal code, the
General Plan, and program policies as each relate to
development approval

a. Maintain
Interpretations
Binder at planning
counter

This binder is maintained continuously and is available
for public review at the planning counter during normal
business hours.

Continue and modify

62. Continue outreach efforts to inform architects and
builders of City standards and requirements.

a. Write articles
for the City
newsletter,
provide updated
information
online, create and
maintain user
friendly handouts

This program is continuously maintained and is
enhanced with postings on the City's website.

Continue




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

63. Consider expanding the use of third-party project

a. Reduce permit

The City Building Department continues to use third-

reviewers and plan checkers to reduce permit processing : : party reviewers as needed. This is an ongoing item Continue
. processing time . :
time. that continues to be in process.
Policy Category 7.5: Conserve and Improve Condition of Affordable Housing Stock
The City performed monitoring activities and onsite
visits at many of the City's residential developments to
64. Periodically conduct a survey of the condition of a. Conduc't deterr_n.lne_whether there were any physical
. - ) . . . surveys with rehabilitation or replacement needs, among other
residential structures in Davis to identify any need for . . . Delete
[ home retrofit items. However, the City has not been able to conduct
rehabilitation or replacement. L . . .
program periodic surveys of the condition of residential
structures due to a lack of resources for this activity.
65. Continue to require maintenance and preservation of the | a. Continue This is an ongoing program that will continue to be
existing housing stock through the existing Resale/Retrofit Resale/Retrofit implemented. The City completed 539 resale Continue
Inspection Program and by requiring inspection of houses on | Inspection inspections in 2019, ensuring proper maintenance of
resale. Program those units.
This is an ongoing effort. The City's Rental Resources
a. Provide program is a registration and inspection program for

66. Encourage landlords to maintain all rental units in sound
condition through City information, the resale program, and
technical assistance and support. Affordable rental units
shall be further maintained through regular City monitoring.

information to
local landlords
b. Inspect a
sample of
affordable
housing units

rental dwelling units to proactively address, mitigate,
and prevent the health and safety risks and adverse
secondary effects of substandard conditions. The City
has the ability to conduct random compliance audits or
inspect units upon complaint. The program also
provides information on tenant rights and landlord
obligations and ensures that existing units remain
habitable.

Continue and modify

67. Continue to support the existing program at the Senior
Center which assists senior homeowners in maintaining their
homes by providing arrangements for volunteers to perform
home maintenance services.

a. Continue
support

The City continued to support this program in 2019.

Continue




2013-2021 Housing Element Program Actions

Objectives

Progress/Effectiveness

Appropriateness
for 2021-2029
Housing Element

68. Upon the completion of infill-related studies and the
adoption of infill and densification design guidelines and
strategies, the Community Development Department shall
make available a basic information sheet to inform
interested parties that second or additional units are allowed
in residential categories and the design guidelines affecting
their construction and design.

a. Information
sheet exists and
will be continued
to be disbursed

Informational handouts on ADUs were completed in
2019 and are now available to customers at the public
counter. These handouts are now being updated to
reflect the new ADU legislation passed in 2020. In
addition, the City was awarded SB 2 funding, part of
which is being used to develop an "ADU Toolkit" which
is planned to include pre-approved ADU plans and will
further streamline ADU development at lower costs. As
of March 2021, the City was in the process of updating
the ADU ordinance to match State law and was in the
process of assembling an RFP to prepare pre-
approved, plan-checked ADU plans.

Continue and modify

69. Provide financial assistance to ensure housing retrofit

a. Provide funding

This program was discontinued due to a lack of

assistance for at least 10 elderly or disabled low-income to retrofit program | qualified applicants. As of 2019, this has not changed. Delete
households.
This is a continual effort by the City. The City takes all
a. Negotiate with legal options available to keep units affordable.
owners and other However, there are currently only four affordable units
70. Preserve at least 118 affordable housing units at risk of potential funders in Davis that are potentially at risk of conversion to
. - L . - Delete
conversion to market. with the objective market rate, and this program will be replaced by a
to preserve program to determine whether these four units are at
affordable units risk, and to pursue preservation options is needed and
appropriate.
Policy Category 7.6: Energy Conservation
Ordinance 2440 was adopted in 2014 to establish
a. Identify renevyable energy.requirements for single farpily
o _ _ _ _ potential _dwellmgs and_Or_dlnance _2459 was adopted in 2015 t_o
71. Use subsidies, expedited permit processing, density incentives implement building permit applications for photovoltaic
bonuses or other incentives to support implementation of b. Review and installation. The City continues to support and Continue

photovoltaic and other renewable energy technologies to
provide a portion of the City's energy needs.

identify most cost-
effective
incentives

promote the Cool Davis program, which connects
homeowners with financial resources for making home
improvements such as providing renewable energy
sources to help reduce the City's greenhouse gas
emissions.
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Housing Element
a. ldentify
. . . . potential . S .
72. Offer incentives to developers for projects that result in incentives The City began the process of updating its Climate

energy savings of at least 20 percent when compared to the
energy consumption that would occur under similar projects
built to meet the minimum standards of the energy code.

b. Review and
identify most cost-
effective
incentives

Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) in late 2020. The
CAAP is anticipated to further explore these kinds of
incentives and programs.

Continue and modify

73. Provide incentives for retrofitting existing homes and
businesses for improved energy efficiency. An example of a
retrofit feature would be a passive solar device.

a. ldentify
potential
incentives

b. Review and
identify most cost-
effective
incentives

The City began the process of updating its Climate
Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) in late 2020. The
CAAP is anticipated to further explore these kinds of
incentives and programs.

Continue and modify

74. Support the opportunity for efficient public transit by

a. Support
appropriate
projects that
utilize existing

The City processed and approved several major
multifamily projects located along major arterial

siting large apartment complexes on arterial streets, in the transit and a close . : Continue
) : . . streets, in the core, or near neighborhood centers and
core and near neighborhood centers and the university. proximity to . . . - .
. the university during the planning period.

community

services and

shopping
75. At least 80 percent of all residential lots in any proposed
new development should be oriented so that buildings have
their long axes within 22.5 degrees of east/west. Allow a a. Enforce lot o . Y . . ;

- : . . This is a site plan criterion that is and will continue to )

developer not providing the required percentage to orientation Continue

demonstrate that other site design, building design, or
construction measures would provide similar opportunities
for conserving energy.

requirements

be used in all residential projects.
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The City began the process of updating its Climate
a. ldentify Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) in late 2020. The
76. Develop and implement energy-efficient design potential CAAP is anticipated to include requirements for

requirements that go beyond the state building standards for
energy efficiency.

requirements
b. Review and
adopt necessary
requirements

building efficiency standards. Also, worth noting is that
the City Council adopted an ordinance declaring a
climate emergency and accelerating the City's goal of
reaching carbon neutralizing from 2050 to 2040, 10
years ahead of the State's goal.

Continue and modify

77. Develop design guidelines for climate-oriented site
planning, building design and landscape design to promote
energy efficiency.

a. ldentify design
guidelines

b. Review and
adopt necessary
guidelines

The City began the process of updating its Climate
Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) in late 2020. The
CAAP is anticipated to include design guidelines (or a
similar program) to promote energy efficiency.

Continue and modify

78. Energy-efficient landscaping and preservation of existing

a. Encourage the
landscaping and

This effort is ongoing and continued throughout the

shade trees is encouraged on all building sites. prowde gddltlonal planning period. Continue
information to
developers
a. Enforce existing | This is an ongoing effort that continues to be in

79. Continue to enforce and support water conservation water progress. The City will continue to keep the Municipal .

. . . Continue

ordinances. conservation Code up-to-date with State-mandated water
ordinances conservation regulations.
a. ldentify
potential

. . ) . . incentives In late 2020, the City started the process of updating
80. Explore incentives to retrofit water conserving plumbing b. Review and its Climate Action and Adaptation Plan, which will Continue

in existing residences and businesses.

identify most cost-
effective

identify these types of incentives.

incentives
The City Council adopted an emergency resolution on
a. Reduce March 5, 2019 committing to accelerate the City's goal
81. Reduce the City’s greenhouse gas emissions to 80 g;eenhouse gas of reaching carbon neutrality from 2050 to 2040. The Continue and modify
percent of 1990 levels or neutral no later than 2050. emissions City also started the process of updating its Climate

Action and Adaptation Plan in late 2020, which will
identify ways the City can reduce emissions.




California Housing Element law requires local governments to adequately plan for the existing
and projected future housing needs of their residents, including their fair share of the regional
housing needs allocation (RHNA). A complete and thorough analysis must include both a
quantification and a descriptive analysis of the specific needs that currently exist and those
that are reasonably anticipated within the community during the planning period, as well as
the resources available to address those needs. The following section of the City of Davis
2021-2029 Housing Element summarizes information regarding existing and projected
housing needs and is divided into six subsections pertaining to:

e Population and Household Characteristics

e Economic and Employment Characteristics

e Projected Household and Employment Growth
e Housing Stock Characteristics

e Housing Costs and Affordability

e Housing and Special Needs Populations

Data sources used in this section include the 2010 U.S. Census; 2014-2018 U.S. Census
American Community Survey (ACS); the U.S. Department of Housing and Community
Development (HUD) 2013-2017 Comprehensive Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data set; the
California Department of Finance (DOF); the California Employment Development Department
(EDD); and the US Census OnTheMap application and the Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination Employment Statistics database, among other sources.

Population and Household Characteristics

Population and Household Trends

The City of Davis is the ninth largest City by population within the five-county region
represented by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and the 129t [argest
city in California. The California Department of Finance estimates that the City of Davis has a
population of approximately 69,000 residents and approximately 26,000 households, as
reported in Table 5. Between 2010 and 2020, Davis added approximately 3,600 residents
and 1,400 households, yielding population and household growth rates of 5.4 percent and 5.8
percent, respectively. These growth rates are considerably lower than those of the
Sacramento-Roseville-Folsom Metropolitan Statistical Area (“Sacramento MSA”) and the
nearby cities of West Sacramento and Woodland. West Sacramento and Woodland, which are
smaller cities than Davis by population, each added more residents and households than
Davis over the past decade. Like the Sacramento MSA and nearby cities, Davis recorded
slower population and household growth during the decade from 2010 through 2019
compared to the previous decade. This slowdown in growth was less pronounced in Davis
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than in nearby cities, though, as Davis experienced comparatively low growth during the 2000-
10-2009 decade as well.

Table 5: Population and Households, 2000, 2010 and 2020

Population and Households | 2000 2010 2020 | JoShenge | % Shares,
Population
City of Davis 60,308 65,622 69,183 8.8% 5.4%
City of West Sacramento 31,615 48,744 54,328 54.2% 11.5%
City of Woodland 49,155 55,468 60,742 12.8% 9.5%
Sacramento MSA (a) 1,796,857 2,149,127 2,374,008 19.6% 10.5%
Households
City of Davis 22,948 24,873 26,317 8.4% 5.8%
City of West Sacramento 11,404 17,421 19,287 52.8% 10.7%
City of Woodland 16,752 18,721 20,433 11.8% 9.1%
Sacramento MSA (a) 665,298 786,556 847,759 18.2% 7.8%
Note:

(a) The Sacramento-Roseville-Folsom Metropolitan Statistical Area (“Sacramento MSA”) consists of El Dorado County,
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County.

Sources: California Department of Finance, E-5 and E8 Population and Housing Estimates, 2000-2020; BAE, 2020.

Nearly 98 percent of Davis’s population reside in households, while the remaining two percent
occupy group quarters (see Table 6). The Census Bureau defines a household as all of the
people that occupy a housing unit, with a housing unit defined as a house, apartment, mobile
home or trailer, group of rooms, or single room that is occupied or intended for occupancy as
separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live
separately from any other persons in the building, and which have direct access from the
outside of the building or through a common hall. Group quarters are places where people live
or stay other than the usual house, apartment, or mobile home, and generally consist of
institutional (for example, nursing homes, mental hospitals or wards, hospitals or wards for
chronically ill patients, hospices, and prison wards) and noninstitutional (for example, college
or university dormitories, military barracks, group homes, shelters, missions, and flophouses).1
The Davis group quarters rate decreased by just over one percentage point from 2010, when
the percent of the population living in group quarters was 3.2 percent. The group quarters
rate is notably higher in Davis compared to the peer communities of West Sacramento and
Woodland, as well as compared to the MSA, likely due to the inventory of student-oriented
residential developments in Davis.

1 Sources: https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/about/glossary/housing.html,
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/cps/technical-documentation/subject-
definitions.html#:~:text=A%20household%20consists%200f%20all%20the%20people%20who%200ccupy%20a%2
Ohousing%20unit.&text=A%20person%20living%20alone%20in,als0%20counted%20as%20a%20household.
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Table 6: Household and Group Quarters Population, 2010 and 2020

Household and Group 2010 2020 % Change,
Quarters Population Number | Percent | Number | Percent | 2010-2020
City of Davis 65,622 100.0% 69,183 100.0% 5.4%
Household Population 63,522 96.8% 67,716 97.9% 6.6%
Group Quarters Population 2,100 3.2% 1,467 2.1% -30.1%
City of West Sacramento 48,744 100.0% 54,328 100.0% 11.5%
Household Population 48,406 99.3% 53,990 99.4% 11.5%
Group Quarters Population 338 0.7% 338 0.6% 0.0%
City of Woodland 55,468 100.0% 60,742 100.0% 9.5%
Household Population 54,483 98.2% 59,908 98.6% 10.0%
Group Quarters Population 985 1.8% 834 1.4% -15.3%
Sacramento MSA 2,149,127 | 100.0% | 2,374,008 | 100.0% 10.5%
Household Population 2,110,593 98.2% 2,332,238 98.2% 10.5%
Group Quarters Population 38,5634 1.8% 41,770 1.8% 8.4%

Sources: California Department of Finance, E-5, 2020; BAE, 2020.

Average Household Size

The average household size in Davis is 2.57 persons. Davis has smaller households, on
average, compared to West Sacramento, Woodland, and the Sacramento MSA overall.
Between 2010 and 2020, the average household size increased in all four communities,
though the increase recorded in Davis was less significant than in the MSA.

Table 7: Average Household Size, 2010-2020

Average Household Size 2010 | 2020
City of Davis 2.55 257
City of West Sacramento 2.78 2.80
City of Woodland 291 2.93
Sacramento MSA 2.68 2.75

Sources: California Department of Finance, E-5, 2020; BAE, 2020.

Age Distribution

Table 8 compares the age distribution in Davis and the Sacramento MSA in 2010 and
compares to data from the 2014-2018 five-year American Community Survey (ACS). According
to this data, Davis had a significantly larger proportion (33.7 percent) of residents between the
ages of 18 and 24 than the MSA (9.6 percent), which was largely due to Davis’ proximity to the
UC Davis campus and the City’s large student population. Relative to the Sacramento MSA,
the City of Davis population featured a smaller share of both children under the age of 18, and
persons age 55 and over. For example, children represented 15.2 percent of the total
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population compared to 23.2 percent in region wide. Approximately 20.0 percent of the
population in Davis was age 55 or over compared to 27.2 percent for the MSA on average.
The relative proportion of the Davis population who were children decreased slightly since
2010, while the proportion who were age 55 and over increased somewhat, mostly among the
over 65 population. Overall, the median age in Davis increased somewhat from 25.2 in 2010
to 25.9 during the 2014-2018 ACS sample period, an increase of 0.7 years. This was a
smaller increase than in the Sacramento MSA, where the median age increased by 1.4 years
over the same period.

Table 8: Age Distribution, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Age Distribution 2010to
Number Percent Number Percent | 501418
City of Davis
Under 18 10,760 16.4% 10,315 15.2% -4.1%
18-24 21,757 33.2% 22,921 33.7% 5.4%
25-34 8,528 13.0% 8,608 12.7% 0.9%
35-44 6,295 9.6% 6,406 9.4% 1.8%
45-54 6,807 10.4% 6,163 9.1% -9.5%
55-64 5,878 9.0% 6,093 9.0% 3.7%
65-74 2,957 4.5% 3,885 5.7% 31.4%
75-84 1,716 2.6% 2,503 3.7% 45.9%
85 & Older 924 1.4% 1,094 1.6% 18.4%
Total, All Ages 65,622 100.0% 67,988 100.0% 3.6%
Median Age 25.2 25.9
Sacramento MSA

Under 18 534,944 24.9% 532,415 23.2% -0.5%
18-24 221,947 10.3% 220,786 9.6% -0.5%
25-34 291,231 13.6% 324,395 14.2% 11.4%
35-44 283,516 13.2% 291,942 12.7% 3.0%
45-54 311,051 14.5% 298,555 13.0% -4.0%
55-64 248,030 11.5% 288,147 12.6% 16.2%
65-74 138,292 6.4% 195,811 8.5% 41.6%
75-84 83,707 3.9% 96,781 4.2% 15.6%
85 & Older 36,409 1.7% 42,906 1.9% 17.8%
Total, All Ages 2,149,127 100.0% 2,291,738 100.0% 6.6%
Median Age 35.9 37.3

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table P12; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year
sample data, Table B01001; BAE, 2020.




Household Type

Table 9, below, similarly indicates that the City of Davis had a smaller proportion of family
households compared to the MSA as a whole, with an approximately even split between family
and non-family households during the 2014-2018 ACS survey period. However, the data
indicate a notable increase in the number and proportion of two-person family households
(15.2 percent increase in number and a 3.4 percentage point increase in share). This
corresponds with decreases in the number and share of larger (i.e., more than two person)
family and non-family households. By comparison, the MSA experienced an increase in the
number and share of two- to four-person family households and single-person non-family
households, with a decline in the number and proportion of larger non-family households.
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Table 9: Household Type and Size, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Household Type and Size 2010to
Number | Percent [ Number | Percent | 5014-18
City of Davis
Family Households 11,925 47.9% 12,301 50.0% 3.2%
2-Person 5,084 20.4% 5,859 23.8% 15.2%
3-Person 2,827 11.4% 2,675 10.9% -5.4%
4-Person 2,730 11.0% 2,696 11.0% -1.2%
5-or-More-Person 1,284 5.2% 1,071 4.4% -16.6%
Non-Family Households 12,948 52.1% 12,296 50.0% -5.0%
1-Person 5,952 23.9% 5,967 24.3% 0.3%
2-Person 3,157 12.7% 2,776 11.3% -12.1%
3-Person 1,698 6.8% 1,281 5.2% -24.6%
4-Person 1,370 5.5% 1,299 5.3% -5.2%
5-or-More-Person 771 3.1% 973 4.0% 26.2%
Total Households 24,873 100.0% 24,597 100.0% -1.1%
Sacramento MSA
Family Households 526,337 66.8% 548,382 66.9% 4.2%
2-Person 202,746 25.7% 223,688 27.3% 10.3%
3-Person 118,726 15.1% 121,803 14.9% 2.6%
4-Person 107,764 13.7% 112,855 13.8% 4.7%
5-or-More-Person 97,101 12.3% 90,036 11.0% -7.3%
Non-Family Households 261,330 33.2% 270,990 33.1% 3.7%
1-Person 195,673 24.8% 208,639 25.5% 6.6%
2-Person 50,308 6.4% 48,707 5.9% -3.2%
3-Person 9,053 1.1% 7,831 1.0% -13.5%
4-Person 4,074 0.5% 3,717 0.5% -8.8%
5-or-More-Person 2,222 0.3% 2,096 0.3% B5.7%
Total Households 787,667 100.0% 819,372 100.0% 4.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table P28; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year
sample data, Table B11016; BAE, 2020.

Household Tenure

Consistent with the comparatively high proportion of young adults living in the City of Davis, the
City also exhibits an above average share of renter households, at 56.2 percent on average
between 2014 and 2018, though that percentage was down marginally from 57.0 percent in
2010 (see Table 10). By comparison, an estimated 40 percent of all households region-wide
were renters. Table 11 illustrates a modest increase in the number and proportion of smaller
(i.e., one- and two-person) owner households and larger (i.e., four or more person) renter
households. This latter trend likely corresponds with an increase in the inventory of rental
housing that is leased on a per-bed basis, which often feature larger units. Similarly, the data
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presented in Table 12 indicate a large increase in the number and proportion of renter
households occupied by persons under the age of 24, with a more modest increase in the
number and proportion of renter households with occupants between 35 and 44 years of age.
The data also indicate a smaller increase in the number and proportion of renter householders

age 60 and over.

Table 10: Households by Tenure, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Household Tenure 2010to
Number | Percent [ Number | Percent | 5014-18
City of Davis
Owner Households 10,699 43.0% 10,781 43.8% 0.8%
Renter Households 14,174 57.0% 13,816 56.2% -2.5%
Total Households 24,873 100.0% 24,597 100.0% -1.1%
Sacramento MSA
Owner Households 478,512 60.8% 491,785 60.0% 2.8%
Renter Households 309,155 39.2% 327,587 40.0% 6.0%
Total Households 787,667 100.0% 819,372 100.0% 4.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table H4; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year
sample data, Table B25014; BAE, 2020.




Table 11: Household Size by Tenure, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Household Tenure 2010to
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | 5014-18
City of Davis
Owner-Occupied 10,699 43.0% 10,781 43.8% 0.8%
1-Person Household 2,229 9.0% 2,251 9.2% 1.0%
2-Person Household 3,843 15.5% 4,249 17.3% 10.6%
3-Person Household 1,885 7.6% 1,749 7.1% -1.2%
4-Person Household 1,933 7.8% 1,803 7.3% -6.7%
5-or-More-Person Household 809 3.3% 729 3.0% -9.9%
Renter-Occupied 14,174 57.0% 13,816 56.2% -2.5%
1-Person Household 3,723 15.0% 3,716 15.1% -0.2%
2-Person Household 4,398 17.7% 4,386 17.8% -0.3%
3-Person Household 2,640 10.6% 2,207 9.0% -16.4%
4-Person Household 2,167 8.7% 2,192 8.9% 1.2%
5-or-More-Person Household 1,246 5.0% 1,315 5.3% 5.5%
Total Households 24,873 100.0% 24,597 100.0% -1.1%
Sacramento MSA

Owner-Occupied 478,512 60.8% 491,785 60.0% 2.8%
1-Person Household 100,020 12.7% 106,038 12.9% 6.0%
2-Person Household 171,604 21.8% 180,790 22.1% 5.4%
3-Person Household 77,874 9.9% 77,993 9.5% 0.2%
4-Person Household 72,510 9.2% 73,070 8.9% 0.8%
5-or-More-Person Household 56,504 7.2% 53,894 6.6% -4.6%
Renter-Occupied 309,155 39.2% 327,587 40.0% 6.0%
1-Person Household 95,653 12.1% 102,601 12.5% 7.3%
2-Person Household 81,450 10.3% 91,605 11.2% 12.5%
3-Person Household 49,905 6.3% 51,641 6.3% 3.5%
4-Person Household 39,328 5.0% 43,502 5.3% 10.6%

5-or-More-Person Household 42,819 5.4% 38,238 4.7% -10.7%
Total Households 787,667 100.0% 819,372 100.0% 4.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table H16; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year
sample data, B25009; BAE, 2020.
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Table 12: Age of Householder by Tenure, 2010 and 2014-2018

City of Davis Sacramento MSA
Age of Householder by 2010 2014-2018 % Change, 2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Tenure 2010 to 2010 to
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | 50q4.18 | Number | Percent [ Number | Percent 2014-18

Owner-Occupied 10,699 43.0% 10,781 43.8% 0.8% 478,512 | 60.8% | 491,785 | 60.0% 2.8%
15-24 109 0.4% 132 0.5% 21.1% 4,447 0.6% 2,467 0.3% -44.5%
25-34 543 2.2% 541 2.2% -0.4% 43,906 5.6% 42,530 5.2% -3.1%
35-44 1,695 6.8% 1,478 6.0% -12.8% 83,324 10.6% 77,591 9.5% -6.9%
4554 2,793 11.2% 2,230 9.1% -20.2% 115,850 14.7% 102,519 12.5% -11.5%
55-59 1,519 6.1% 1,343 5.5% -11.6% 55,752 7.1% 58,514 7.1% 5.0%
60-64 1,336 5.4% 1,439 5.9% 7.7% 51,149 6.5% 56,530 6.9% 10.5%
65-74 1,502 6.0% 2,138 8.7% 42.3% 66,120 8.4% 89,587 10.9% 35.5%
75-84 852 3.4% 1,081 4.4% 26.9% 42,343 5.4% 44,975 5.5% 6.2%
85 years & older 350 1.4% 399 1.6% 14.0% 15,621 2.0% 17,072 2.1% 9.3%

Renter-Occupied 14,174 57.0% 13,816 56.2% -2.5% 309,155 | 39.2% | 327,587 | 40.0% 6.0%
15-24 6,203 24.9% 8,153 33.1% 31.4% 35,273 4.5% 28,506 3.5% -19.2%
25-34 3,525 14.2% 3,132 12.7% -11.1% 80,745 10.3% 85,172 10.4% 5.5%
35-44 1,693 6.8% 2,058 8.4% 21.6% 62,865 8.0% 67,378 8.2% 7.2%
4554 1,091 4.4% 1,083 4.4% -0.7% 55,911 7.1% 56,417 6.9% 0.9%
55-59 418 1.7% 354 1.4% -15.3% 20,989 2.7% 23,128 2.8% 10.2%
60-64 281 1.1% 301 1.2% 7.1% 15,806 2.0% 20,759 2.5% 31.3%
65-74 361 1.5% 385 1.6% 6.6% 17,720 2.2% 25,622 3.1% 44.6%
75-84 300 1.2% 488 2.0% 62.7% 11,892 1.5% 12,416 1.5% 4.4%
85 years & older 302 1.2% 352 1.4% 16.6% 7,954 1.0% 8,189 1.0% 3.0%

Total Households 24,873 | 100.0% | 24,597 100.0% -1.1% 787,667 | 100.0% | 819,372 | 100.0% 4.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table H10; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data, B25007, BAE, 2020.




Race and Ethnicity

Table 13 shows residents of the City of Davis and the MSA by race and ethnicity. According to
this data, racial and ethnic minority residents accounted for 44.3 percent of the total Davis
population between 2014 and 2018, which was notably lower than for the MSA as a whole but
a slight increase compared to 2010. The largest minority sub-populations in Davis include
Asian residents (22 percent), Hispanic or Latino residents (13.9 percent), African American
residents (2.2 percent), and persons of two or more races (5.5 percent). The Assessment of

Fair Housing section of this Housing Needs Assessment chapter provides additional

information regarding patterns of segregation and housing needs among racial and ethnic

minority populations.

Table 13: Race and Ethnicity, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Race and Ethnicity 2010 to
Number Percent Number Percent 2014-18
City of Davis

Hispanic or Latino 8,172 12.5% 9,430 13.9% 15.4%

Not Hispanic or Latino 57,450 87.5% 58,558 86.1% 1.9%
White 38,641 58.9% 37,871 55.7% -2.0%
Black or African American 1,415 2.2% 1,502 2.2% 6.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native 166 0.3% 137 0.2% -17.5%
Asian 14,213 21.7% 14,974 22.0% 5.4%
::?;ir:/:;awaiian and Other Pacific 120 0.2% 135 0.2% 12.5%
Some other race alone 181 0.3% 202 0.3% 11.6%
Two or more races 2,714 4.1% 3,737 5.5% 37.7%

Total 65,622 100.0% 67,988 100.0% 3.6%

Sacramento MSA

Hispanic or Latino 433,734 20.2% 490,963 21.4% 13.2%

Not Hispanic or Latino 1,715,393 79.8% 1,800,775 78.6% 5.0%
White 1,197,389 55.7% 1,208,144 52.7% 0.9%
Black or African American 150,424 7.0% 156,518 6.8% 4.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native 12,606 0.6% 8,185 0.4% -35.1%
Asian 250,690 11.7% 296,533 12.9% 18.3%
gf‘;ir:’ge':awa“a” and Other Pacific 14,874 0.7% 18,226 0.8% 22.5%
Some other race alone 4,782 0.2% 6,931 0.3% 44.9%
Two or more races 84,628 3.9% 106,238 4.6% 25.5%

Total 2,149,127 100.0% 2,291,738 100.0% 6.6%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table P9; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year

sample data, B03002, BAE, 2020.
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Household Income Distribution

As reported in Table 14, the median household income in nhominal dollars in the City of Davis
during the 2014-2018 ACS survey period was $67,436 compared to $69,198 for the MSA.
The comparatively low median income in the City is likely influenced by the relatively large
concentration of student households. Students typically have lower incomes compared to the
general population due to their younger age and in-progress educational status, but often also
have under reported income due to the receipt of financial support from family members.
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Table 14: Household Income Distribution, 2010 and 2014-2018

2006-2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Household Income 2006-10 to
Number | Percent [ Number | Percent 2014-18
City of Davis

Less than $14,999 3,648 15.1% 4,231 17.2% 16.0%
$15,000 to $24,999 2,347 9.7% 1,899 7.7% -19.1%
$25,000 to $34,999 2,066 8.5% 1,566 6.4% -24.2%
$35,000 to $49,999 2,473 10.2% 2,310 9.4% -6.6%
$50,000 to $74,999 3,473 14.4% 3,287 13.4% -5.4%
$75,000 to $99,999 2,708 11.2% 2,009 8.2% -25.8%
$100,000 to $149,999 4,046 16.7% 3,442 14.0% -14.9%
$150,000 and Above 3,435 14.2% 5,853 23.8% 70.4%
Total Households 24,196 100.0% 24,597 100.0% 1.7%
Median Household Income $61,258 $67,436

In 2019 Dollars (a) $75,760 $69,447

Sacramento MSA

Less than $14,999 74,701 9.6% 81,524 9.9% 9.1%
$15,000 to $24,999 70,777 9.1% 65,548 8.0% -1.4%
$25,000 to $34,999 74,071 9.6% 66,015 8.1% -10.9%
$35,000 to $49,999 102,197 13.2% 90,139 11.0% -11.8%
$50,000 to $74,999 145,988 18.8% 138,634 16.9% -5.0%
$75,000 to $99,999 106,114 13.7% 105,407 12.9% -0.7%
$100,000 to $149,999 119,997 15.5% 137,427 16.8% 14.5%
$150,000 and Above 81,587 10.5% 134,678 16.4% 65.1%
Total Households 775,432 100.0% 819,372 100.0% 5.7%
Median Household Income $61,297 $69,198

In 2019 Dollars (a) $75,808 $71,262

Notes:

(a) The 2010 figures are adjusted to 2019 dollars using an inflation factor of 1.24, and the 2018 figures are adjusted using
an inflation factor of 1.03. Inflation factors are based on the California Consumer Price Index published by the California
Department of Industrial Relations.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2006-2010 five-year and 2014-2018 five-year sample data, Tables B19001 and S1903;
California Department of Industrial Relations, Consumer Price Index, 2020; BAE, 2020.

Compared to the MSA, the City of Davis has an above average concentration of households
earning less than $15,000 per year, which likely corresponds largely, though not entirely, with
the City’s large student population. The City also has an above average concentration of
households earning $150,000 or more. Notably, these are the only two income brackets that
experienced a net increase in households between 2010 and the 2014-2018 ACS survey
period, as reported in Table 14. More specifically, the City added 583 households earning less
than $15,000 per year and 2,418 households earning $150,000 or more. The number of
households in all other income brackets decreased over the same time period.




Corresponding with the changes in the household income distribution, described above, the
median household income in Davis increased by roughly 11 percent between 2010 and the
2014-2018 ACS survey period. The median income in the MSA, by comparison, increased by
nearly 13 percent in nominal dollars during the same period. The data also indicate that after
accounting for inflation, the real purchasing power of a median income household in Davis
decreased in real terms by approximately 7.4 percent, compared to 6.0 percent in the MSA.

Household Income Categories

Table 15 reports households by HUD defined income category based on household income as
a percentage of the HUD Adjusted Median Family Income (HAMFI), while Figure 2 provides
examples that illustrate the types of households that fall into each income category.

As shown in the table, 44.5 percent of all households in Davis qualify as lower income,
meaning they have incomes equal to, or less than, 80 percent of the HAMFI. This includes
22.4 percent of households with extremely low-incomes (i.e., incomes less than or equal to 30
percent of HAMFI), 9.3 percent with very low-incomes (i.e., incomes greater than 30 but less
than or equal to 50 percent of HAMFI), and 12.8 percent that are low-income (i.e., incomes
greater than 50 but less than or equal to 80 percent of HAMFI).

The data indicate that lower-income households are disproportionately renters, accounting for
67.2 percent of all renter households, compared to 15.6 of owner households. Households
with moderate-incomes (i.e., incomes greater than 80 and less than or equal to 120 percent of
HAMFI) were also almost twice as likely to live in rental housing than to own their homes. By
comparison, an estimated 74.0 percent of all owner households fall into the above moderate-
income (i.e., greater than 120 percent of HAMFI) category. These data are consistent with
Davis’ large university student population, as many university students have low incomes and
rent their homes.

Figure 1 provides illustrative examples of possible household configurations that correspond
to households within each HUD defined income category. These examples provide a snapshot
of potential occupations and household types and do not capture the full range of potential
households in each income category.
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Table 15: Households by Tenure and Income Level, 2013-2017

Household Income Renter Households Owner Households Total Households
Categories Number | Percent | Number | Percent [ Number | Percent
City of Davis

e i e 4930 | 35.8% 580 5.4% 5510 | 22.4%
B et A 1885 | 13.7% 395 3.7% 2,280 9.3%
(L:;votzccir:go% HAMFI) 2,435 17.7% 710 6.6% 3,145 12.8%
(Lfgg:'\iol%e&f}:zx‘,\j‘;?e 1,120 8.1% 600 5.6% 1,720 7.0%
(Uffgéc?f,"ffggé)”ﬁmi.) 940 6.8% 524 4.9% 1,464 6.0%
oy e | 2465 | 179% | 7980 | 740% | 10445 | 42.5%
Total (b) 13,770 | 100.0% | 10,785 | 100.0% | 24,555 | 100.0%

Note:
(a) “HAMFI” is the HUD Area Median Family Income for Yolo County.
(b) Totals do not equal the sum of individual figures due to independent rounding.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy

(CHAS); BAE, 2020.

Figure 1: Representative Households for Sacramento MSA, 2020

Moderate Income Household (80% - 120% of AMI)

Estimated Annual Income: $104,584
One parent is a full-time accountant, the other is a part time
substitute teacher; they have one preschooler and one infant.

o O
M
o,
Low Income Household (50% - 80% AMI)
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Very Low Income Household (50% - 80% AMI)
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Extremely Low Income Household (Up to 30% AMI)
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Sources: California EDD, Labor Market Info, 2020; BAE, 2020.

Estimated Annual Income: $76,789
One parent is a receptionist, the other is a medical assistant.

Estimated Annual Income: $37,181
One parent is a vet technician, the other is unemployed.
They have a school-age child.

Estimated Annual Income: $21,967
Parent works as a part-time teaching assistant at a university.
This person has one school-age child and one preschooler.

They have a two preschoolers and an elementary-school child.
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Economic and Employment Characteristics

Resident Employment by Industry

Davis has approximately 33,000 employed civilian residents age 16 or older. Nearly one-third
of those employed residents work in the educational services sector, which includes
universities (including UC Davis), community colleges, K-12 schools, trade and technical
schools, and providers of educational support services. Residents employed in educational
services are much more common in Davis than in the broader region, where they comprise
fewer than ten percent of employed residents. Professional, scientific, and technical services
is the second most prevalent industry of employment among Davis residents, accounting for
11.3 percent of employed residents. These residents work for employers that provide services
in law, accounting, architecture and design, engineering, management consulting, scientific
research and development, and public relations, among other areas. An additional 11 percent
of Davis’ employed residents work in the health care and social assistance industry. This is
the most common industry of employment among MSA residents - employing 14 percent of
the MSA’s employed residents - and includes providers of health care (e.g., medical practices,
hospitals, and care facilities) and supportive services (e.g., regional centers, food banks, and
temporary shelters). Compared to the MSA, Davis has a comparatively low percentage of
employed residents in the retail trade, public administration, and construction industries.
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Table 16: Employed Residents by Industry, 2014-2018

: City of Davis Sacramento MSA
Resident Employment by Industry

Number Percent Number Percent
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 268 0.8% 11,438 1.1%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 46 0.1% 799 0.1%
Construction 482 1.5% 67,048 6.4%
Manufacturing 1,437 4.4% 60,387 5.8%
Wholesale Trade 310 1.0% 25,034 2.4%
Retail Trade 2,081 6.4% 114,375 11.0%
Transportation and Warehousing 664 2.0% 41,648 4.0%
Utilities 203 0.6% 11,475 1.1%
Information 543 1.7% 19,287 1.9%
Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate 711 2.2% 50,109 4.8%
Real Estate Rental and Leasing 650 2.0% 23,625 2.3%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Svcs. 3,683 11.3% 74,671 7.2%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 0 0.0% 785 0.1%
Administrative, Waste & Remediation 444 1.4% 48,131 4.6%
Educational Services 10,718 32.9% 93,557 9.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance 3,417 10.5% 144,756 13.9%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 871 2.7% 26,822 2.6%
Accommodation and Food Services 3,043 9.4% 75,121 7.2%
Other Services (exc. Public Administration) 807 2.5% 51,901 5.0%
Public Administration 2,152 6.6% 98,966 9.5%
Total Employed Residents 32,530 100.0% 1,039,935 100.0%

Note:
This table reflects the civilian employed population age 16 and older only.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2014-2018 five-year sample data, Table S2403; BAE, 2020.

Workers

Table 17 reports jobs by industry in the City of Davis and the Sacramento MSA. These data
represent jobs located in Davis, which may or may not be held by Davis residents. In contrast,
the jobs shown in Table 16 above show the jobs held by Davis residents, which may or may not
be located in Davis. The data indicate that Davis has an above average concentration of jobs
in relatively highly skilled industry sectors, such as Information, Finance and Insurance, and
Education, compared to the MSA (i.e., 54.5 percent of all jobs in Davis compared to 43.8
percent of all jobs in the MSA). The City also has an above average concentration of jobs in
the lower wage service sectors, including Retail, Arts and Entertainment, and Accommodation
and Food Services (i.e., 30.3 percent in Davis compared to 25.9 percent in the MSA). The City,
conversely, has below average concentrations of jobs in industrial industry sectors, like
Construction, Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and Transportation and Warehousing (12.2
percent in Davis compared to 20.6 percent in the MSA), as well as a below average




concentration in public sector industries (3.0 percent in Davis compared to 9.7 percent in the
MSA).

Table 17: Workers by Industry for Workplace Geography, 2014-2018

City of Davis Sacramento MSA
Workers by Industry

Number Percent Number Percent
Agrl_culture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, and 345 1.5% 12,350 1.2%
Mining
Construction 734 3.2% 64,528 6.4%
Manufacturing 840 3.7% 56,991 5.6%
Wholesale Trade 481 2.1% 24,527 2.4%
Retail Trade 2,079 9.2% 112,016 11.1%
Transportation and Warehousing, and Utilities 357 1.6% 50,328 5.0%
Information 360 1.6% 18,832 1.9%
Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate and 1579 7.0% 73,010 7.99%

Rental and Leasing

Professional, Scientific, and Management, and

0, [0)
Administrative and Waste Management Svcs 3,253 14.4% 120,969 12.0%

Educational Services, and Health Care and

. ) 7,141 31.6% 230,120 22.7%
Social Assistance

Acosmmodation and Food Servces. 3396 | 150% | 99565 | 08%

Other Services (exc. Public Administration) 1,368 6.0% 50,630 5.0%

Public Administration 673 3.0% 96,341 9.5%

Armed Forces 10 0.0% 1,357 0.1%

Total 22,616 100.0% 1,011,564 100.0%
Note:

This table reflects workers age 16 and older only.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data, f; BAE, 2020.

Large Employers

Table 18 identifies the ten largest employers in the Davis area. With more than 24,600
employees, UC Davis is the largest employer not only in the immediate Davis area, but also
within Yolo County more broadly. The remaining nine of the top ten employers in the Davis
area generally include local government agencies, health care facilities, and grocery stores.
Local government is the second largest sub-sector of large employers and is dominated by the
Davis Joint Unified School District with 1,169 employees. Major local employers in the health
care sector include the Sutter Davis Hospital with 511 employees, the Courtyard Healthcare
Center with 153 employees, and the University Retirement Community with 158 employees.
The three employers in the grocery sector all have similar employee totals, with Nugget Market
employing 257 people, Safeway employing 195 people, and Davis Food Co-Op employing 123
people.




Table 18: Principal Employers, FY 2018-2019

Principal Employers i ol
Employees
UC Davis 24,629
Davis Joint Unified School District 1,169
Sutter Davis Hospital 511
City of Davis (a) 328
Unitrans 287
Nugget Market (b) 257
Safeway Stores (b) 195
University Retirement Community 158
Courtyard Healthcare Center 153
Davis Food Co-Op 123
Total, Top 10 Employers 27,810

Notes:
(a) Includes only full-time employees.
(b) Total employment from multiple locations.

Sources: City of Davis Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, 2019; BAE, 2020.

Commute Trends

Table 19 identifies the number of people employed in the City of Davis and on the UC Davis
main campus by place of residents according to the Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) data set from the U.S. Census Bureau. According to this data, 27.7 percent
of those who work within the City of Davis also live within the City of Davis, while the remaining
72.3 percent commute from other cities to their jobs in Davis. Of those that commute from
other cities, the largest proportion commutes from Sacramento, followed by Woodland. An
estimated 17.5 percent of those employed on either the UC Davis main campus or the
Sacramento satellite campus live within the City of Davis.
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Table 19: Workers in the City of Davis and UC Davis by Place of Residence, 2017

y City of Davis UC Davis
\é\l:srilzzrnl:;l:lce ° Workers (a) Worker Place of Residence Workers (b)

Number | Percent Number | Percent
Davis 4,197 27.7% Sacramento 4,500 19.9%
Sacramento 1,570 10.3% Davis 3,946 17.5%
Woodland 1,285 8.5% Elk Grove 1,350 6.0%
West Sacramento 465 3.1% Woodland 1,276 5.6%
Vacaville 402 2.6% West Sacramento 634 2.8%
Dixon 343 2.3% Arden-Arcade CDP 614 2.7%
Elk Grove 329 2.2% Rancho Cordova 461 2.0%
San Jose 164 1.1% Roseville 460 2.0%
Arden-Arcade CDP 163 1.1% Folsom 376 1.7%
San Francisco 163 1.1% Dixon 371 1.6%
All Other Places 6,097 40.2% All Other Places 8,602 38.1%
Total Workers, Davis 15,178 100.0% Total Workers, UC Davis 22,590 | 100.0%

Notes:

Worker estimates do not include uniformed military personnel, self-employed workers, and unpaid family workers.

(a) Reflects workers whose place of work is in the City of Davis.

(b) Includes workers on the main Davis campus and the Sacramento satellite campus.

Sources: Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics via OnTheMap, 2017; BAE, 2020.

Local Wages

Table 20 reports the number of workers by income in 2017 for workers living in the City of
Davis or elsewhere. The data generally indicate that Davis workers that reside outside of the
City tend to have somewhat higher incomes compared to those that live within the City of
Davis. The higher proportion of low-wage workers that live and work in Davis may be due in
part to UC Davis students that live in Davis and hold part-time jobs that are located in Davis,
including lower-wage retail and service sector jobs. However, data on the extent to which this
segment of the City’s workforce is comprised of students is not available.

Table 20: Worker Annual Earnings, 2017

City of Davis Workers
Annual Earnings Residing in Davis Residing Elsewhere Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Less than $15,000 1,558 37.1% 3,179 29.0% 4,737 31.2%
$15,000 to $39,999 1,235 29.4% 3,630 33.1% 4,865 32.1%
$40,000 or more 1,404 33.5% 4,172 38.0% 5,576 36.7%
Total Workers 4,197 100.0% 10,981 100.0% 15,178 100.0%

Sources: Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics via OnTheMap, 2017; BAE, 2020.




Jobs/Housing Balance

Table 21 calculates the ratio of jobs to housing units during the 2006-2010 and 2014-2018
ACS survey periods for the City of Davis and the Sacramento MSA. This ratio is used as a
standard benchmark to assess a community’s job to housing balance. Note that while the
data comes from the ACS, the employment figures report workers by workplace geography,
which is analogous to jobs and does not reflect the number of employed residents.

As reported in the table below, the jobs-to-housing ratio for the City of Davis equaled 1.0 on
average between 2006 and 2011, but decreased modestly to 0.9 between 2014 and 2018.
This is the result of a significant contraction in the number of jobs in the City of Davis,
compared to a modest increase in the number of housing units. By comparison, the jobs-to-
housing ratio for the MSA as a whole remained relatively constant at 1.1 in both periods, even
though employment growth in the MSA significantly outpaced housing growth.

Table 21: Employment-to-Housing Ratios, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018

Change, 2006-10 to
Population and Household Projections 22%(:1% 22%:;?3 2014-18
Number Percent
City of Davis
Employment (a) 26,303 22,616 -3,687 -14.0%
Housing Units (a) 25,502 25,732 230 0.9%
Employment-to-Housing Ratio 1.0 0.9
Sacramento MSA
Employment (a) 929,018 1,011,564 82,546 8.9%
Housing Units (a) 861,862 896,341 34,479 4.0%
Employment-to-Housing Ratio 1.1 1.1
Note:

(a) Employment and housing unit data are sourced from U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018 five-year sample data, B08526
and B25001, BAE, 2020.

Projected Household and Employment Growth

Population and Household Growth

According to regional population and household projections published by SACOG, the City of
Davis is projected to add 5,748 new residents and 1,737 new households between 2020 and
2036, as reported in Table 22. This represents population growth of 8.1 percent, or 0.5
percent per year, and household growth of 6.5 percent, or 0.4 percent per year. SACOG
projects that Davis will continue to grow at roughly one-third the rate of the broader region.
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Table 22: Population and Household Projections, 2020-2036

Population and A 2036 Change, 2020-36
Household Projections s || B Annual
Percent
Population
City of Davis 71,136 76,884 5,748 8.1% 0.5%
Sacramento MSA 2,298,391 | 2,857,576 | 559,185 24.3% 1.4%
Households
City of Davis 26,531 28,267 1,737 6.5% 0.4%
Sacramento MSA 887,602 1,107,544 | 219,942 24.8% 1.4%

Sources: Sacramento Council of Governments, 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy;
BAE 2020.

Employment Growth

Table 23 reports employment (i.e., jobs not employed residents) projections for Davis and the
MSA from 2020 to 2036. SACOG indicates that they anticipate that Davis will add 2,746 net
new jobs over the 16-year projection period, an increase of 16.0 percent and an annual
average growth rate of 0.9 percent. This rate of growth would exceed the projected rate of
growth in population and households in Davis (see Table 22). The SACOG projections show a
more significant rate of employment growth in the overall region than in Davis, at 28 percent
between 2020 and 2036.

Table 23: Employment Projections, 2020-2036

2020-2036 Change
Employment Projections 2020 2036 Annual
Number Percent Percent
City of Davis 17,131 19,877 2,746 16.0% 0.9%
Sacramento MSA 976,707 | 1,250,973 | 274,266 | 28.1% 1.6%

Sources: Sacramento Council of Governments, 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy;
BAE 2020.

Housing Stock Characteristics

Units in Structure

As in most Central Valley communities, single-family homes account for more than half of the
Davis housing stock. Nonetheless, the City also has a notably above average share of
multifamily housing compared to the broader region. More specifically, single-family homes
account for 56 percent of the Davis housing stock, compared to just under 74 percent
throughout the region as a whole. Conversely, multifamily housing units represent 42 percent
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of the housing stock, and a majority of the City’s new development pipeline, as is discussed in
more detail below. Multifamily units account for only 23 percent of the regional housing stock.

Around 65 percent of the City’s existing multifamily housing stock is concentrated within
smaller apartment projects with fewer than 20 units. Large properties with fifty or more units
represent less than one-quarter of the total multifamily inventory, though the City has a
considerable pipeline of new multifamily housing under development, most of which is
characterized by large multifamily apartment projects with fifty or more units.

Table 24: Housing Units in Structure, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018

2006-2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Units in Structure 2006-10 to
Number | Percent [ Number | Percent | 5014-18
City of Davis
Single Family Detached 11,986 47.0% 12,162 47.3% 1.5%
Single Family Attached 2,205 8.6% 2,370 9.2% 7.5%
Multifamily 2-4 Units 3,120 12.2% 3,026 11.8% -3.0%
Multifamily 5-19 Units 3,788 14.9% 3,951 15.4% 4.3%
Multifamily 20-49 Units 1,580 6.2% 1,405 5.5% -11.1%
Multifamily 50+ 2,343 9.2% 2,416 9.4% 3.1%
Mobile Home/Other (a) 480 1.9% 402 1.6% -16.3%
Total Housing Units 25,502 100.0% 25,732 100.0% 0.9%
Single Family Housing Units 11,986 55.6% 12,162 56.5% 2.4%
Multifamily Housing Units 2,205 42.5% 2,370 42.0% -0.3%
Sacramento MSA
Single Family Detached 583,356 67.7% 613,196 68.4% 5.1%
Single Family Attached 44,723 5.2% 48,201 5.4% 7.8%
Multifamily 2-4 Units 64,665 7.5% 55,742 6.2% -13.8%
Multifamily 5-19 Units 89,208 10.4% 87,929 9.8% -1.4%
Multifamily 20-49 Units 20,499 2.4% 22,860 2.6% 11.5%
Multifamily 50+ 33,005 3.8% 41,640 4.6% 26.2%
Mobile Home/Other (a) 26,406 3.1% 26,773 3.0% 1.4%
Total Housing Units 861,862 100.0% 896,341 100.0% 4.0%
Single Family Housing Units 628,079 72.9% 661,397 73.8% 5.3%
Multifamily Housing Units 207,377 24.1% 208,171 23.2% 0.4%
Note:

(a) Includes boats, RVs, vans, or any other non-traditional residences.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2010 five-year and 2014-2018 five-year sample data,
Table B25024; BAE, 2020.

Table 24 shows that there are approximately 400 mobile home units in Davis. As noted in the
introduction to this document, mobile home residents have requested that this Housing
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Element include a program to implement additional protections for mobile home residents,
and this topic was discussed during Housing Element Committee meetings. The Housing
Goals, Policies, and Programs chapter of this document includes a program to address this
need.

Year Built and Condition

ACS data collected between 2014-2018 indicate that the housing stock in Davis is slightly
older on average than the age of the housing stock in the MSA more generally, due in part to a
shortage of new construction in recent decades. As shown in Table 25 and illustrated in
Figure 2, approximately half of all housing units in Davis were constructed prior to 1980,
whereas 48 percent of all housing units in the MSA were constructed prior to 1980.
Furthermore, the ACS data indicate that only 12 percent of Davis’s housing stock was
constructed in 2000 or later, compared to 21 percent of the housing stock in the MSA,
demonstrating that housing unit growth in the MSA has outpaced growth in Davis over the past
two decades by a considerable margin. However, it should be noted that the ACS data does
not capture more recent residential construction activity in Davis or the pending residential
projects in the City’s development pipeline, which includes a substantial inventory of
multifamily housing projects.

Figure 2: Housing Stock by Year Built, 2014-2018 ACS
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data, Table B25034; BAE, 2020.
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Table 25: Housing Units by Year Built, 2014-2018

. . . City of Davis Sacramento MSA
Housing Unit Year Built

Number Percent Number Percent
1939 or Earlier 484 1.9% 38,345 4.3%
1940-1949 276 1.1% 33,167 3.7%
1950-1959 1,766 6.9% 91,760 10.2%
1960-1969 3,666 14.2% 98,797 11.0%
1970-1979 6,730 26.2% 165,227 18.4%
1980-1989 4,102 15.9% 149,312 16.7%
1990-1999 5,541 21.5% 134,856 15.0%
2000-2009 2,527 9.8% 160,024 17.9%
2010-2013 588 2.3% 15,303 1.7%
2014 or Later 52 0.2% 9,550 1.1%
Total Housing Units 25,732 100.0% 896,341 100.0%

Note: Due to the time period over which these data were collected (2014-2018), these figures do not include some of the
more recently-constructed residential developments in Davis.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data, Table B25034; BAE, 2020.

The City of Davis most recently conducted a windshield survey to assess housing conditions in
June 2008. The windshield survey included a sampling of 234 houses throughout central
Davis, in areas where the oldest housing stock exists. The condition of housing was assessed
by a survey of housing unit exteriors using five structural categories: foundation, roofing,
siding, frontage/driveway, and windows. Based on the five categories listed above, each
housing structure was rated as being in sound or dilapidated condition, or in need of minor,
moderate, or substantial repairs.

The survey found that the vast majority of the housing surveyed was in sound condition or
needed minor repair. There were about 21 homes (8 percent) that needed moderate to
substantial repair. Typical structural defects observed included roofs in need of replacement,
damaged siding, peeling paint, broken steps, cracked or uneven frontage, and dislodged roof
gutters. Overall, the houses appeared to be structurally sound, but some were in need of
maintenance and/ or cosmetic improvements. Based on this survey, staff estimated that a
relatively small percentage of the City of Davis housing stock is in need of moderate or
substantial repair.

Rather than perform sporadic housing conditions surveys as part of its Housing Element
update process every eight years, the City continually monitors the condition of its housing
stock largely through its rental inspection and resale inspection programs. As discussed in the
City’s 2020-2025 Consolidated Plan, the City periodically assists with rental rehabilitation of
affordable housing projects. City assistance for these projects is based on availability of
resources and in recognition of an affordable housing site's limited ability to raise funds in




more conventional ways. City staff regularly inspect affordable rental units for housing quality
and maintenance. Due to the City’s strong local rental housing market, market-rate rental
housing projects are typically rehabilitated by the owner in an effort to stay competitive and
maximize profits. Some rental housing units with deferred maintenance get referred to Fair
Housing or Code Enforcement and are addressed through regulatory means.

Ownership housing rehabilitation is typically done by local owners either for resale or for
personal gain during occupancy. Overall, staff has determined that the City’s ownership
housing stock appears well maintained. Any building code issues related to the owner-
occupied housing stock are processed through Code Enforcement, which occurs on an
occasional basis. Most Code Enforcement issues in ownership housing occur in renter-
occupied units and relate to illegal conversions of housing to maximize a unit's renting
potential due to strong demand for rental housing among the City’s university student
population.

Vacancy Rates

According to the 2014-2018 ACS, the residential vacancy rate in Davis averaged 4.4 percent
during the survey period. Economists typically consider a gross vacancy rate of five to six
percent to be a normal healthy rate of vacancy that does not constrain housing availability. A
review of the detailed vacancy data indicate that only 1.3 percent of the housing stock was
vacant and actually available for rent and that only 0.2 percent was vacant and available for
sale. This subsequently represents an effective vacancy rate (i.e., the share of units that are
available for occupancy) of only 1.5 percent, which is highly constrained. By comparison, the
gross vacancy rate in the MSA over the same time period was 8.6 percent, with 1.6 percent of
the housing stock being vacant and available for rent and 0.7 percent being vacant and
available for sale, which is only 0.8 percentage points higher than the City of Davis figure.
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Table 26: Housing Units by Vacancy Status, 2010 and 2014-2018

2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Unit Vacancy Status 2010to
Number Percent Number Percent 2014-18
City of Davis
Vacant Units 996 3.9% 1,135 4.4% 14.0%
For Rent 510 2.0% 340 1.3% -33.3%
For Sale 94 0.4% 56 0.2% -40.4%
Rented or Sold, Not Occupied 89 0.3% 306 1.2% 243.8%
For Seasonal, Recreational, of 172 0.7% 162 0.6% 5.8%
For Migrant Workers 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0%
Other 131 0.5% 271 1.1% 106.9%
Occupied Units 24,873 96.1% 24,597 95.6% -1.1%
Total Housing Units 25,869 100.0% 25,732 100.0% -0.5%
Sacramento MSA
Vacant Units 84,126 9.6% 76,969 8.6% -8.5%
For Rent 26,942 3.1% 14,073 1.6% -47.8%
For Sale 12,010 1.4% 6,231 0.7% -48.1%
Rented or Sold, Not Occupied 3,443 0.4% 6,182 0.7% 79.6%
g‘égas;ii‘;rl‘%"sgecrea”o”a" or 27,508 3.2% 33,894 3.8% 23.2%
For Migrant Workers 144 0.0% 162 0.0% 12.5%
Other 14,079 1.6% 16,427 1.8% 16.7%
Occupied Units 787,667 90.4% 819,372 91.4% 4.0%
Total Housing Units 871,793 100.0% 896,341 100.0% 2.8%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, Table H4; American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year
sample data, Table B01001; BAE, 2020.

While the ACS is the most common data source for residential vacancy data, UC Davis Student
Housing commissions an annual Vacancy and Rental Rate Survey that provides more current
estimates of rental housing availability in Davis and has done so since at least 1975.

Figure 3 illustrates rental housing vacancy trends in the City of Davis and on the UC Davis
main campus between 2010 and 2019. The figure reports vacancy rates for two types of
rental units, including “unit lease” apartments that are leased as a complete unit and “bed
lease” apartments that are leased on a per-bed basis. The figure also provides a blended
average of the two. The figure shows a blended rental vacancy rate of less than one percent
from 2014 to 2019. The average effective vacancy rate for unit-leased apartments was
between 0.2 and 0.6 percent during this period. Bed lease apartments, by comparison, show
more erratic vacancy trends, which is mostly due to the master leasing of private market
apartments by UC Davis Student Housing for use by students, among other factors, and do not
reflect an oversupply of units relative to demand.




Preliminary data from the 2020 survey indicate that vacancy increased due to the ongoing
Coronavirus pandemic to a combined 12.2 percent, which represents a vacancy rate of 8.4

percent among unit-leased apartments and a rate of 29.8 percent among bed-leased units.

The exceptionally high vacancy rate among bed-leased units is due, at least in part, to
limitations on the leasing of double-occupancy bedrooms due to health concerns.

Figure 3: Davis Rental Housing Vacancy, 2010-2019
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Sources: UC Davis Apartment Vacancy and Rental Rate Survey; BAE, 2020.

Overcrowding
Housing analysts consider overcrowding in residential units to be a key indicator that

households are experiencing economic hardship and are struggling to afford housing. One of

the common tradeoffs that households make when experiencing economic hardship is to live

in housing units that are smaller than would otherwise be ideal, or to band together with
extended family or other individuals or households in order to better offset housing costs.
HUD therefore tracks household size relative to the size of occupied housing units as an
important metric for assessing economic stress and housing insecurity.
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Table 27: Persons per Room by Tenure, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018

2006-2010 2014-2018 % Change,
Persons per Room 2006-10 to
Number Percent Number Percent 2014-18
City of Davis

Owner-Occupied Units 10,828 44.8% 10,781 43.8% -0.4%
1.00 Person per Room or Less 10,776 44.5% 10,689 43.5% -0.8%
1.01 - 1.50 Persons per Room 52 0.2% 72 0.3% 38.5%
1.51 - 2.00 Persons per Room 0 0.0% 14 0.1% n.a.
2.01 Persons per Room or More 0 0.0% 6 0.0% n.a.

Renter-Occupied Units 13,368 55.2% 13,816 56.2% 3.4%
1.00 Person per Room or Less 12,865 53.2% 13,058 53.1% 1.5%
1.01 - 1.50 Persons per Room 341 1.4% 669 2.7% 96.2%
1.51 - 2.00 Persons per Room 109 0.5% 89 0.4% -18.3%
2.01 Persons per Room or More 53 0.2% 0 0.0% -100.0%

Total Occupied Units 24,196 100.0% 24,597 100.0% 1.7%

Sacramento MSA

Owner-Occupied Units 486,536 62.7% 491,785 60.0% 1.1%
1.00 Person per Room or Less 476,646 61.5% 481,603 58.8% 1.0%
1.01 - 1.50 Persons per Room 7,853 1.0% 7,694 0.9% -2.0%
1.51 - 2.00 Persons per Room 1,672 0.2% 1,797 0.2% 7.5%
2.01 Persons per Room or More 365 0.0% 691 0.1% 89.3%

Renter-Occupied Units 288,896 37.3% 327,587 40.0% 13.4%
1.00 Person per Room or Less 268,475 34.6% 302,941 37.0% 12.8%
1.01 - 1.50 Persons per Room 14,913 1.9% 17,765 2.2% 19.1%
1.51-2.00 Persons per Room 4,546 0.6% 5,597 0.7% 23.1%
2.01 Persons per Room or More 962 0.1% 1,284 0.2% 33.5%

Total Occupied Units 775,432 100.0% 819,372 100.0% 5.7%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2006-2010 five-year and 2014-2018 five-year sample data,
Table B25014; BAE, 2020.

Table 27 reports households by the number of persons per room, which includes bedrooms,
as well as other rooms, like living rooms, but excludes kitchens and bathrooms which are
considered un-inhabitable according to HUD. According to this data, between 2014 and 2018,
an average of 3.5 percent of Davis households had more than one person per room, which is
HUD’s definition for overcrowded conditions. This is compared to 4.5 percent regionwide.
Renter households were significantly more likely to experience overcrowding compared to
owner households. For example, 0.9 percent of owner households in Davis experienced
overcrowding between 2014 and 2018, according to HUD Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, compared to 5.5 percent of renter households.

Table 27 indicates that renter households regionwide had a higher rate of overcrowding
compared to Davis at 7.5 percent.




Housing Problems

Table 28 indicates the number of households that are experiencing housing problems by type
and severity.2 Please note that the table reports households based on the most severe
housing problem experienced by each responding household. Households, particularly at
lower incomes, often experience more than one housing problem. Because the table shows
each household only once, the data may underestimate the number of households
experiencing less severe housing problems, as some of these households are likely captured
in the totals for households with more severe housing problems. As reported in the table,
renter households are more likely than owner households to experience housing problems.
Lower-income households are also significantly more likely to experience housing problems
regardless of tenure. Excessive and severe cost burden is the most prevalent housing
problem for both renter and owner households and are the most severe housing problems that
most households are likely to experience. The most severe housing problems, including living
in substandard conditions and severe overcrowding, are relatively uncommon. Nonetheless,
1.7 percent of renter households are estimated to live in substandard conditions, while at
least 5.8 percent of renter households and 3.1 percent of owner households are
overcrowded.3

This space intentionally left blank

2 Table 24 reports households based on the most severe housing problem experienced by each responding
household. Households, particularly at lower incomes, often experience more than one housing problem.
Households with more than one housing problem would be shown in the data based on their most severe housing
problem, with substandard housing considered to be the most severe housing problem, followed by severe
overcrowding, overcrowding, severe housing cost burden, and housing cost burden, in that order.

3 The true number of households experiencing overcrowding may be higher than reported in Table 24 as some
households experiencing overcrowding may be counted under the line item for substandard housing.
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Table 28: Housing Problems by Tenure and Income Level, City of Davis, 2013-2017

City of Davis

Housing Problems in Order

Extremely Low
Income

Very Low Income

Low Income

Lower Moderate
Income

All Households

of Severity (a) <=30% HAMFI (b) >30%, <=50% HAMFI | >50%, <=80% HAMFI >80, <=100% HAMF| <= 100% HAMFI
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Owner-Occupied Households

Substandard Housing (c) 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Severely Overcrowded (d) 0 0.0% 15 3.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 15 0.7%
Overcrowded (e) 20 3.4% 0 0.0% 25 3.5% 10 1.7% 55 2.4%
povere 'E'f‘)“‘s‘”g Cost 380 65.5% 150 38.0% 95 13.4% 95 15.8% 720 31.5%
Housing Cost Burden (g) 70 12.1% 80 20.3% 190 26.8% 175 29.2% 515 22.5%
Zero/Negative Income 65 11.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 65 2.8%
Subtotal, Owner

Households with Housing 535 92.2% 245 62.0% 310 43.7% 280 46.7% 1,370 60.0%
Problems

Total, Owner Households 580 100.0% 395 100.0% 710 100.0% 600 100.0% 2,285 100.0%

Renter-Occupied Households

Substandard Housing (c) 80 1.6% 4 0.2% 65 2.7% 25 2.2% 174 1.7%
Severely Overcrowded (d) 45 0.9% 0 0.0% 15 0.6% 0 0.0% 60 0.6%
Overcrowded (e) 330 6.7% 110 5.8% 75 3.1% 25 2.2% 540 5.2%
gﬁ‘;g; '?f‘)’“smg Cost 3,275 66.4% 1,055 56.0% 525 21.6% 60 5.4% 4,915 47.4%
Housing Cost Burden (g) 130 2.6% 400 21.2% 1,155 47.4% 385 34.4% 2,070 20.0%
Zero/Negative Income 845 17.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 845 8.1%
Subtotal, Renter

Households with Housing 4,705 95.4% 1,569 83.2% 1,835 75.4% 495 44.2% 8,604 83.0%
Problems
Total, Renter Households 4,930 100.0% 1,885 100.0% 2,435 100.0% 1,120 100.0% 10,370 100.0%

Notes and sources are listed on the following page.




Notes:

(a) Housing problems are listed from most severe to least severe, as ordered by HUD. Households may have multiple housing problems, but, for the purposes of this table, they
are counted under their most severe housing problem.

(b) “HAMF1” is the HUD Area Median Family Income for Yolo County.

(c) Lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities, based on responses to the American Community Survey.

(d) Greater than 1.5 persons per room, based on responses to the American Community Survey.

(e) 1.01 to 1.5 persons per room, based on responses to the American Community Survey.

(f) Housing costs greater than 50% of gross income, based on responses to the American Community Survey.

(g) Housing costs greater than 30% but less than 50 % of gross income, based on responses to the American Community Survey.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data; BAE, 2020.
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Table 29: Housing Problems by Tenure and Income Level, Sacramento MSA, 2013-2017

Sacramento MSA

Housing Problems in Order
of Severity (a)

Extremely Low
Income
<=30% HAMFI (b)

Very Low Income
>30%, <=50% HAMFI

Low Income
>50%, <=80% HAMFI

Lower Moderate
Income
>80, <=100% HAMFI

All Households
<= 100% HAMFI

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Owner-Occupied Households
Substandard Housing (c) 345 1.1% 179 0.5% 235 0.4% 120 0.3% 879 0.5%
Severely Overcrowded (d) 215 0.7% 420 1.1% 495 0.8% 170 0.4% 1,300 0.7%
Overcrowded (e) 600 1.8% 1,065 2.8% 1,880 2.9% 1,130 2.5% 4,675 2.6%
gﬁ‘r’g; 'E'f‘))usmg Cost 19,960 61.5% 14,840 38.7% 12,040 18.8% 3,415 7.4% 50,255 27.8%
Housing Cost Burden (g) 4,235 13.0% 9,115 23.8% 18,785 29.4% 13,320 28.9% 45,455 25.1%
Zero/Negative Income 3,390 10.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3,390 1.9%
Subtotal, Owner
Households with Housing 28,745 88.5% 25,619 66.9% 33,435 52.3% 18,155 39.4% 105,954 58.6%
Problems
Total, Owner Households 32,465 100.0% 38,315 100.0% 63,960 100.0% 46,040 100.0% 180,780 100.0%
Renter-Occupied Households

Substandard Housing (c) 2,625 3.2% 1,140 2.1% 1,330 2.0% 370 1.1% 5,465 2.3%
Severely Overcrowded (d) 2,010 2.5% 1,645 3.0% 1,150 1.8% 650 1.9% 5,455 2.3%
Overcrowded (e) 5,755 7.0% 3,675 6.6% 4,030 6.2% 1,325 3.9% 14,785 6.2%
gﬁ‘;g; '?f‘)’“smg Cost 49,795 60.8% 19,605 35.3% 5,840 8.9% 685 2.0% 75,925 32.1%
Housing Cost Burden (g) 6,400 7.8% 22,505 40.5% 28,685 43.9% 8,105 23.9% 65,695 27.7%
Zero/Negative Income 7,175 8.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7,175 3.0%
Subtotal, Renter
Households with Housing 73,760 90.0% 48,570 87.5% 41,035 62.8% 11,135 32.8% 174,500 73.7%
Problems
Total, Renter Households 81,940 100.0% 55,520 100.0% 65,360 100.0% 33,950 100.0% 236,770 100.0%

Notes and sources are listed on the following page.




Notes:

(a) Housing problems are listed from most severe to least severe, as ordered by HUD. Households may have multiple housing problems, but, for the purposes of this table, they
are counted under their most severe housing problem.

(b) “HAMF1” is the HUD Area Median Family Income for the county in which the household is located.

(c) Lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities.

(d) Greater than 1.5 persons per room.

(e) 1.01 to 1.5 persons per room.

(f) Housing costs greater than 50% of gross income.

(g) Housing costs greater than 30% but less than 50 % of gross income.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data; BAE, 2020.
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Affordable Housing Inventory

Table 30 documents the existing affordable housing inventory in Davis, as of March 2021.
The table satisfies California Government Code section 65583 by providing “a listing of each
development by project name and address, the type of governmental assistance received, the
earliest possible date of change from low-income use, and total number of elderly and non-
elderly units that could be lost from the locality’s low-income housing stock.” The table
identifies a total of 50 residential developments with a total of 1,830 deed-restricted
affordable housing units. This represents an eight percent net increase compared to 2013,
when the City identified 1,689 affordable units. Among the properties identified in Table 30
are 339 dedicated senior housing units, as well as an additional 306 that are set aside for
occupancy by persons with disabilities, 125 that are most suitable for small households, and
10 that are single-room occupancy housing units targeted primarily towards the homeless
community. Note that housing units may serve special needs persons in multiple categories.

Affordable For-Sale Opportunities

In addition to affordable rental units, the City of Davis has adopted policies to require
affordable ownership options in all new ownership housing projects, with some policies aimed
to target housing production for the City’s workforce. Of the 1,808 deed-restricted affordable
housing units identified in Table 30, 1,704 are rental housing units and 126 are owner
occupied housing units, including some units targeted to middle-income households. The
affordable ownership units are resale restricted for occupancy by low- and moderate-income
households. Most of the identified owner-occupied affordable housing units were privately
subsidized in response to the City’s inclusionary housing policy.

At-Risk Affordable Units

California Government Code Section 65583 requires that housing elements identify all
assisted rental housing units within the jurisdiction that are at risk of converting to market rate
within ten years of the beginning of the Housing Element Planning period (i.e., within ten years
of May 15, 2021 for Davis’ sixth Housing Element cycle). Typically, assisted units are
potentially considered to be at risk of converting to market rate if they are subject to local
affordability requirements that will soon expire, or if the affordable units were financed using
sources that required affordability for a set period that will soon expire. However, units that
are potentially at risk for these reasons may not actually be at risk of conversion, particularly in
cases where the units are owned by a nonprofit or other entity that is dedicated to preserving
the units as affordable housing.

As shown in Table 30, there are a total of four assisted units in Davis that are potentially at
risk of conversion within the next ten years. All four units are located in the El Macero Village
complex, which is comprised primarily of market-rate units but includes four units that are
affordable and subsidized using Section 8 Project-Based housing assistance. At present, the
City of Davis is not aware of an expiration date for the Section 8 assistance for the Project.
However, the number of affordable units in the development has decreased over time,
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suggesting that the four remaining units are likely at risk of conversion if and when the Section
8 subsidy for these units expires. This Housing Element document includes a program
specifying that the City of Davis will evaluate whether these units are at risk of conversion to
market rate and, if so, seek to identify strategies to preserve or replace these units. As a part
of this process, the City will need to evaluate the tradeoffs between using financial resources
and City staff time to preserve these units relative to dedicating the same resources to assist
in the development of new units.

Cost of Replacement or Preservation of At-Risk Units

California Government Code Section 65583 also requires that the Housing Element estimate
the cost to replace any at-risk units as well as the cost to preserve these units. Information
provided in low-income housing tax credit applications submitted to the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee suggests that the typical cost to construct an affordable unit (i.e., total
development costs) in the Davis area is approximately $460,000 per unit. The cost to
rehabilitate and preserve an affordable housing project is often somewhat lower than the cost
of new construction but can be as high as or higher than new construction, particularly if the
project must be acquired as part of the preservation effort. However, it should be noted that
these preservation costs reflect costs associated with rehabilitating a 100 percent affordable
housing development, whereas the four units that are potentially at risk in Davis comprise a
small portion of a development in which all other units are market rate. Therefore, a
preservation strategy for these units could consist of extending the subsidy for these units
through Section 8 Project-Based assistance, the City’s Housing Trust Fund, or other sources,
but would not consist of rehabilitating these units at the costs cited above.

In addition, California Government Code Section 65583 requires that the Housing Element
identify public and private nonprofit corporations that have the legal and managerial capacity
to acquire and manage any at-risk units. However, because the four units that are at risk are
part of a larger market-rate development, it is not likely that any public or private nonprofit
corporation would acquire and manage these affordable units.
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Table 30: Affordable Housing Inventory, March 2021

Total | Affordable . Affordability
Apartment Complex Address Units Units Tenure Type Funding Source End Date
Adobe at Evergreen 180 Shasta Drive 120 30 Rental Family Tax Credits Permanent
Allegre Apartments 1659 Drew Circle 152 17 Rental Family 221d4 NC/SR Permanent
Arlington Farms Apartments 2900 Portage Bay West 138 28 Rental Family Project-based vouchers Permanent
Alhambra 4500 Alhambra Drive 160 160 Rental Family Tax credits Permanent
Bartlett Commons (Cannery) 900 Jacobsen Lane 62 62 Rental Physical disability | HOME, HTF, Tax Credits Permanent
Becerra Plaza 326 Becerra Way 21 20 Rental Physical disability | 202/811 Permanent
Berry Bridge Cottages 4100 Hackberry Plaza 8 8 Ownership | Family HTF, Private Permanent
Cal Aggie Christian Association | 433 Russell Boulevard 10 10 Rental Single-room Private Permanent
occupancy
Cassel Lane Cassel Lane 5 5 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
Cesar Chavez Plaza 1220 Olive Drive 53 53 Rental Physical disability RDA, MH.P' Cal HFA, AHP, Permanent
Tax Credits
Cornucopia Cooperative 239 J Street 8 8 Rental zgzlésfusehold; RDA Permanent
. Disability, .

Creekside Apartments 2990 5th Street 90 90 Rental Homeless AHSC, Tax Credits Permanent
DaVinci Court 1666 DaVinci Court 51 18 Rental Family Private Permanent
Davisville 1221 Kennedy Place 70 70 Rental Senior 223(f) 2040

El Macero Village 4735 Cowell Boulevard 104 4 Rental Family Project-based vouchers Unknown
Eleanor Roosevelt 675 Cantrill Drive 60 60 Rental | ool AISEOIY: | Rpa wHp, HOME, CDBG | Permanent
Fox Creek 1515 Valdora Street 36 36 Rental Family RDA Permanent
GAMAT homes Various - West & South 20 20 Rental Family HTF Permanent
Glacier Circle 2358 Glacier Circle 1 1 Rental Senior Private Permanent
Grande Village Grande Avenue 41 14 Ownership | Single Family Private Permanent
Heather Glen 2324 Shasta Drive 62 62 Rental Family RDA Permanent
Homestead Cooperative 2610 Grambling Court 21 21 Rental | SPecial needs, HOME, City, Section 8 Permanent

small households
Cottonwood (off . . .
Mahogany Lane Montgomery) 8 8 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
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Table 30: Affordable Housing Inventory, March 2021 (Continued)

Total | Affordable . Affordability
Apartment Complex Address Units Units Tenure Type Funding Source End Date
Moore Village 2444 Moore Boulevard 59 59 Rental Family CDBG, HOME, HTF, RDA Permanent
New Harmony 3030 Cowell Boulevard 69 69 Rental fp:fi‘ll;al disability, RDA, HOME Permanent
Octave 1677 Drew Circle 152 17 Rental Family Private Permanent
Olive Court 1414 Olive Drive 24 24 Rental Family City Permanent
Olympic Cottages 1707 Olympic Drive 30 30 Rental Senior Private Permanent
Owendale 3023 Albany Avenue 45 45 Rental Family MHP, HOME, RDA Permanent
Pacifico Cooperative 1752 Drew Circle 96 96 Rental E{Egg:tousehold, City Permanent
. Messina and Serrano . . .

Parque Santiago Terrace (off Ensenada) 5 5 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
Pinecrest 920 Cranbrook Court 40 40 Rental Family 236, RDA 2044

Rosa Parks 1205 Fifth Street 10 10 Rental Family CHRP-R, CDBG, RDA Permanent
Rosewood Park 616 Ohlone Street 24 24 Rental Family RDA Permanent
Shasta Point Retirement 1501 Shasta Drive 68 67 Rental Senior 202 Capital Advance Permanent
Sharps and Flats 1660 Drew Avenue 97 34 Rental Family Private Permanent
Shepherds Close 728 B Street 1 1 Rental Family Private Permanent
Sojourner Truth 1220 Fifth Street 14 14 Rental Family CHFA, CDBG Permanent
Southfield Park Condos Greene Terrace 60 60 Ownership | Family Private Permanent

. 803, 805, 807, 809 .
Sterling Court 10th Street 4 4 Rental Family HTF Permanent
Development 202 Direct Loan
Summerhouse 2525 East Eighth Street 15 12 Rental evelop Converted to CAP Adv. Permanent
disability
w/PRAC
Terracina 1800 Moore Boulevard 70 69 Rental Family Tax credit Permanent
Tremont Green 5663 Marden Street 36 36 Rental Family MHP, HOME, CDBG, RDA | Permanent
Tuscany Villas 2526 East Eighth Street 30 30 Rental | Family ;'rcozr:;”ta' Housing Permanent
R . 542(c) HFA Risk Sharing -
Twin Pines 3333 F Street 36 36 Rental Family NC/SR, City, CA HOME Permanent
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Table 30: Affordable Housing Inventory, March 2021 (Continued)

Total | Affordable . Affordability
Apartment Complex Address Units Units Tenure Type Funding Source End Date
Unlver5|t)_/ Retirement 1515 Shasta Drive 161 63 Rental Senior Private Permanent
Community
Cubre, Nido, Ramita, and . . .
Verona Verona Terrace (off 5th) 18 18 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
Villa Calabria 2537 East Eighth Street 6 6 Rental Senior :;ICD Rental Housing Permanent
rogram
Villages at Willowcreek Drummond & Cowell 35 4 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
Walnut Terrace 3101 Fifth Street 30 30 Rental Senior City, HOME, CDBG, RDA Permanent
Willow Glen 310 Becerra Way 12 12 Rental Senior Tax C.redlt, HCD Rental Permanent
Housing Program
Willowbank Park San Marino & Mace 31 4 Ownership | Family Private Permanent
. . . CHFA, Tax Credits, CDBG,
Windmere | & Il 3030-3100 Fifth Street 106 106 Rental Family HOME, 542(c) - NC/SR Permanent
Note: RDA = City Redevelopment Agency Funds; HTF = City Housing Trust Fund
Sources: City of Davis, 2021; BAE, 2021.
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Planned Development Pipeline

Table 31 identifies residential development projects that are proposed for development or
under construction in Davis. The table includes 24 planned and proposed projects, including
five that are proposed and undergoing planning review, 11 that have completed planning
review and are pending construction, and eight that are under construction. The inventory
includes a total of 3,341 units and more than 5,649 beds and/or bedrooms. Notable projects
currently under construction include the rental component of The Cannery and Lincoln 40,
among others.

Residential developments in the City’s construction pipeline include a mix of single-family,
townhouse, and apartment projects, with many but not all apartment projects targeting
student populations. The significant number of student-oriented developments reflect strong
developer interest in pursuing these types of projects in Davis to respond to significant rental
housing demand among UC Davis students. Many UC Davis students that participated in the
community engagement process for this Housing Element Update highlighted the importance
of these student-oriented developments for providing a flexible option to address student
housing needs. Other community members indicated a preference for more traditional rental
housing in Davis to address housing needs among Davis families and members of the Davis
workforce that are not students. Because many of the newer student-oriented developments
rent by the bed rather than by the unit, these developments are generally unsuitable for Davis’
non-student population.
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Table 31: Planned Development Pipeline, December 2020 (Page 1 of 2)

Existing

Project Name Address/Location e el Targejc Unit Type Units or Total Beds/Rooms Vel gl
Type Population
Bedrooms
PROPOSED OR UNDERGOING PLANNING REVIEW
Olive Drive Mixed-Use East Olive Drive Residential, |\ torce | © 4 Units 47 Bedrooms 47
Commercial Bedrooms
Studio, 1- n.a. 499 Bedrooms 200
Plaza 2555 Apartments 2555 R_esearch Apartments, Workforce 5
Park Drive Townhomes
Bedrooms
Theta Xi Fraternity 515 1st Street ;r:;ﬁirlryty Students n-a. 38 Beds 35 Beds n.a.
Russell Boulevard Mixed-Use 1-4 n.a. 894 Beds 264
University Commons Between Anderson : ) Students Bedrooms
Residential
and Sycamore
West Davis Active Adult 39660 W Covell Senior Seniors n.a. n.a. 560 (150 Affordable)
Boulevard Apartments
Subtotal More than 1,475 1,071 Units
Beds/Bedrooms
COMPLETED PLANNING REVIEW AND PENDING CONSTRUCTION
3820 Chiles Road 3820 Chiles Road Apartments | Workforce gg:jdrg)orir;i n.a. 361 Bedrooms 225 Units
Cannery Market Place Cannery M-U Mixed-Use Workforce | Studio 1-2 36 Units 101 Bedrooms 84 Units
District Residential Bedrooms
Chiles Ranch Subdivision 2411 E 8th Street ?Iannfliﬁl_ Families n.a. 1 SFD n.a. 96 Units
D Street Gardens 717 D Street ‘:’;nng’l”e}; Families n.a. 2 SFDs n.a. 9 Units
Davis Live 525 Oxford Circle Apartments | Students 3-4 33 440 Beds 71 Units
Bedrooms Bedrooms
Nishi Student Housing West Olive Drive Apartments | Students éjﬂrooms n.a. 2,200 Bedrooms 700 Units
Paul’s Place 1111 H Street Hom.eless Homeless Studio, 12 Beds 28 Beds 18
Services Dorm
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Table 31: Planned Development Pipeline, December 2020 (Page 2 of 2)

Existing

: Address/Locatio | Residential Target . ) Total Total Units
Project Name : Unit Type Units or
n Type Population Beds/Rooms
Bedrooms
COMPLETED PLANNING REVIEW AND PENDING CONSTRUCTION, Cont.
Research Park Mixed-Use 1770 Research Mlxgd—Us_e Workforce Studio, 1-2 n.a. 192 Bedrooms 160
Park Residential Bedrooms
. 901-919 3rd Mixed-Use Studio, 1-2 n.a. 47 Bedrooms 27 Units
Trackside Center : ) Workforce
Street Residential Bedrooms
University View Townhomes 335 Russell Townhomes | Ownership Townhomes 3 Units 12 Bedrooms 4
Boulevard
Zelkova Court Subdivision 1021 5th Street ?;”nf'l'fy Students n-a. 1SFD n-a. 5 Units
More than 3,381 1,399 Units
Subtotal Beds/Bedrooms
UNDER CONSTRUCTION
216 W 8th Street 216 W 8th Street E;nnf’l”e); Families n.a. 1 SFD n.a. 2 Units
525 Oak Avenue 525 Oak Avenue “:‘;”nf'lf’y Rental na. 1 SFD 14 Bedrooms 4 Units
Cannery Subdivision 1111 E Covell E;nnglile; Families n.a. n.a. n.a. 633 Units
Cassel Lane Subdivision Cassell Lane ?;nn%“e}; Families n.a. n.a. n.a. 23 Units
Grande Subdivision Grande Avenue ?;nnflile}; Families n.a. n.a. n.a. 41 Units
Lincoln 40 East Olive Drive Apartments | Students 25 10 SFDS’ 708 Beds 130 Units
Bedrooms 14 Units
Mutual on 5th 2100 5th Street Apartments Families 1-3 n-a. 71 Bedrooms 38 Units
Bedrooms
UCD Emerson Hall Replacement | 565 Oxford Circle Dorms Students Dorms n.a. n.a. n.a.
Subtotal More than 793 871 Units
Beds
Total More than 5,649 3,341 Units
Beds/Bedrooms

DRAFT Davis Housing Element | Housing Needs Assessment

78



Housing Costs and Affordability

Rental Rates

Table 32 reports rental housing units, average monthly asking rents, and vacancy rates for
rental housing units leased both by the unit and by the bed, based on data from the 2019
Apartment Vacancy and Rental Rate Survey. According to this data, the weighted average rent
for apartment units in the broader Davis community was $2,117 per month, including both
bed-leased and unit-leased apartments. The average rent for unit-leased apartments was
$1,905 per month, while the average rent per bed in bed-leased units was $1,001 per month.
The weighted average rent for all units, as reported in Table 32, was notably higher than for
unit-leased apartments alone because the average unit-equivalent rent for bed-leased
apartments is significantly higher than for similarly sized unit-leased apartments.4 More
specifically, the weighted average unit equivalent rent for bed-leased apartments was $3,317
per month. This relative rent differential is also illustrated in Figure 4.

4 The unit-equivalent rent for a bed-leased apartment is equal to the per bed rent multiplied by the number of
leasable beds per unit, accounting for average occupancy.

DRAFT Davis Housing Element | Housing Needs Assessment 79



Table 32: Multifamily Rental Summary, City of Davis, 2019

City of Davis
Unit Type (a) Per Unlt/
yp Number | Avg. Monthly Vacancy
of Units | AskingRent | BcdPer Rate
g Month
Leased-By-The-Unit
Studio 185 $1,180 0.0%
1 Bedroom 2,273 $1,430 1.0%
2 Bedroom 3,253 $1,893 0.5%
Per Unit o
3 Bedroom 1,062 $2,529 0.0%
Per Month
4+ Bedroom 434 $3,265 0.0%
All Unit Types 7,207 $1,905 0.6%
Leased-By-The-Bed
Studio 1 n.a. 0.0%
1 Bedroom 194 $1,344 4.4%
2 Bedroom 316 $1,077 2.8%
3 Bedroom 231 $1,033 Per Bed 3.3%
Per Month
4+ Bedroom 526 $937 3.4%
All Unit Types 7,207 $1,001 3.4%
Weighted Averages
Studio 186 $1,174 0.0%
1 Bedroom 2,467 $1,455 1.3%
2 Bedroom 3,569 $1,929 Per Unit 0.7%
3 Bedroom 1,293 $2,731 | Eauivalent [ g g
Per Month
4+ Bedroom 960 $3,865 1.9%
All Unit Types 8,475 $2,117 1.0%
Note:

(a) Data captures units in multifamily properties with 20 units or more.

Sources: UC Davis; BAE, 2020.




Figure 4: Multifamily Rental Average Asking Rents, 2010 - 2019
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Sources: BAE, 2020.

For-Sale Prices

Figure 5 illustrates that Davis is the most expensive for-sale housing sub-markets in Yolo
County, with a median sale price for a single-family home in November 2020 of $717,000.
The other peer communities shown in Figure 5, including West Sacramento, Woodland,
Winters, and Sacramento, all had median sale prices for single-family homes in the
$400,000’s. The median condominium sale prices in Davis was also notably higher than in
the comparison jurisdictions at $415,000 compared to in the $200,000 to $300,000 range in
the four identified peer communities.

Long-term trends in home prices, as illustrated in Figure 6, indicate that the median single-
family home sale price in Davis has historically been higher than for Yolo County as a whole.
Overall, long-term trends in median home price increases in Davis and Yolo County are roughly
comparable, indicating that while prices in Davis are notably higher, homes in Davis have
appreciated at similar rates over the long-term compared to homes throughout Yolo County.
While the data in the figure suggest that home sale prices in Davis tend to fluctuate more than
in the County, these fluctuations are likely due to the small size of the Davis home sale market
relative to the countywide market, while means that a relatively small number of sales can
have a large impact on the median price in a given month.
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Figure 5: Median Home Sale Prices, Selected Cities, November 2020
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Figure 6: Median Single-Family Residence Sale Price, February 2012 — November
2020

@ &H
® ©
o O
(=)
~ X
! )

Median Single-Family Residential Sale Price

~—— City of Davis

Yolo County

Sources: Redfin, 2020; BAE, 2020.

DRAFT Davis Housing Element | Housing Needs Assessment



Figure 7: Median Condominium Sale Price, February 2012 — November 2020
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Housing Cost Burden

Table 33 reports the number of households by income level and tenure by housing cost
burden. A household is considered to have a moderate housing cost burden if housing
expenses exceed 30 percent of income, and to have a severe cost burden when housing
expenses exceed 50 percent of income. Particularly for lower-income households, having
housing costs that exceed 30 percent of household income often means that households are
unable to afford housing while also meeting other basic needs such as food and healthcare.
There are well-documented and persistent relationships between income, tenure, and the
likelihood of a household to experience a moderate or severe cost burden. Generally
speaking, as household income decreases, housing costs typically account for an increasingly
large share of a household’s monthly budget. Similarly, renter households are also
consistently more likely to experience moderate and severe housing cost burdens, even across
income levels.

The data provided in Table 33 illustrate the above trends, wherein 73 percent of households
earning less than 80 percent of HAMFI are cost burdened, compared to 33 percent of
households earning 80 to 120 percent of HAMFI and 23 percent of households earning
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greater than 120 percent of HAMFI. The data also clearly illustrate that households in the
lowest income brackets are considerably more likely to experience severe cost burdens
compared to their higher income counterparts. While lower income households who own their
homes are somewhat less likely to experience excessive cost burdens compared to renter
households who are more readily subject to periodic rent increases, lower-income owner
households are still more likely to experience an excessive housing cost burden compared to
their higher income counterparts.
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Table 33: Housing Cost Burden by Income Level and Tenure, 2013-2017

City of Davis
::]%l;f:;gl_c;ﬁ ElLifeleln B Renter Households Owner Households Total Households
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Extremely Low Income o o o
(<=30% HAMFI) (a) (b) 4,930 100.0% 580 100.0% 5,510 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 260 5.3% 45 7.8% 305 5.5%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 130 2.6% 70 12.1% 200 3.6%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 3,590 72.9% 390 67.2% 3,980 72.3%
Zero/Negative Income 945 19.2% 75 12.9% 1,020 18.5%
Very Low Income o o o
(>30%, <=50% HAMFI) (b) 1,885 100.0% 395 100.0% 2,280 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 315 16.7% 165 41.8% 480 21.0%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 460 24.3% 80 20.3% 540 23.6%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 1,115 59.0% 150 38.0% 1,265 55.4%
Low Income 0 0 0
(>50%, <=80% HAMFI) (b) 2,435 100.0% 710 100.0% 3,145 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 705 28.9% 415 58.5% 1,120 35.6%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 1,195 49.0% 190 26.8% 1,385 44.0%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 540 22.1% 105 14.8% 645 20.5%
Lower Moderate Income o o o
(>80%, <=100% HAMFI) (b) 1,120 100.0% 600 100.0% 1,720 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 675 60.3% 320 53.3% 995 57.8%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 385 34.4% 185 30.8% 570 33.1%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 60 5.4% 95 15.8% 155 9.0%
Upper Moderate Income
(>100%, <=120% HAMFI) 940 100.0% 524 100.0% 1,464 100.0%
(b)
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 720 77.4% 389 75.1% 1,109 76.6%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 200 21.5% 105 20.3% 305 21.1%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 10 1.1% 24 4.6% 34 2.3%
Above Moderate Income o o o
(>=120% HAMFI) (b) 2,465 100.0% 7,980 100.0% 10,445 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 2,365 95.6% 7,435 93.1% 9,800 93.7%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 99 4.0% 540 6.8% 639 6.1%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 10 0.4% 14 0.2% 24 0.2%
Total Households (b) 13,770 100.0% 10,785 100.0% 24,555 100.0%
Minimal Cost Burden (c) 5,040 36.6% 8,769 81.3% 13,809 56.2%
Moderate Cost Burden (d) 2,469 17.9% 1,170 10.8% 3,639 14.8%
Severe Cost Burden (e) 5,325 38.6% 778 7.2% 6,103 24.8%
Zero/Negative Income 945 6.9% 75 0.7% 1,020 4.2%

Notes:

(a) “HAMFI” is the HUD Area Median Family Income for Yolo County.
(b) Totals do not equal the sum of individual figures due to independent rounding.
Notes and sources are continued on the following page




(c) Households with minimal housing cost burden spend up to 30 percent of their gross household income on housing
expenses.

(d) Households with moderate housing cost burden spend more than 30 percent but less than or equal to 50 percent of their
gross household income on housing expenses.

(e) Households with severe housing cost burden spend more than 50 percent of their gross household income on housing
expenses.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data; BAE, 2020.

Affordable Rental Rates

Table 34 reports the maximum rental rates that can be considered affordable to households
at various income levels and compares those to 2019 weighted average rents as documented
in the annual Apartment Vacancy and Rental Rate Survey (sponsored by UC Davis and
prepared by BAE). According to this data, very low-income households can typically afford to
pay a maximum of between $746 and $1,040 per month in rent and utilities, which is
approximately $492 to $1,807 below the documented 2019 average rent within the Davis
market, depending on unit size. Low-income households are similarly impacted by a relatively
large difference between the rental rates that could be considered affordable and the reported
market rents. While a one-person low-income household could afford an average priced studio
unit in Davis, larger households would need to pay between $127 and $1,113 per month
above what is considered affordable in order to secure an average priced rental unit in Davis.
Many moderate-income households, by comparison, can likely afford market rate housing.
However, due to the low vacancy rates in Davis, moderate-income renters may still face
challenges in finding an appropriately-sized unit at an affordable rent that is available at the
right time.
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Table 34: Affordable and Market-Rate Rent Comparison, 2020

City of Davis
Affordable and Market-Rate Rent Household (Unit) Size
Comparison 1 Person | 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person
(Studio) (1 BR) (2 BR) (3 BR)
Average Market-Rate Rent (a) $1,174 $1,455 $1,929 $2,731
Monthly Utility Costs (b) $64 $76 $92 $116
Very Low Income Households (Income = 50% AMI)
Household Income (c) $32,400 | $37,000 $41,650 $46,250
Max. Affordable Monthly Rent (d) $746.00 $849 $949 $1,040
Amount Aoove (Below) Market ($492) | ($682) | ($1,072) | ($1.807)
Low Income Households (Income = 80% AMI)
Household Income (c) $51,800 | $59,200 $66,600 $74,000
Max. Affordable Monthly Rent (d) $1,231 $1,404 $1,573 $1,734
gr:t(;ugér/::bove (Below) Market- ($7) ($127) ($448) ($1,113)
Moderate Income Households (Income = 120% AMI)
Household Income (c) $77,700 | $88,800 $99,900 $111,000
Max. Affordable Monthly Rent (d) $1,879 $2,144 $2,406 $2,659
Amount Aoove (Below) Market $641 | $613 $385 ($188)
Notes:

(a) Average asking rent in multifamily properties with 20 or more units in the City of Davis during the second quarter of
2020.

(b) Yolo County Housing Authority utility allowances for multifamily properties, garden units. Allowances assume gas
cooking, heating, and water heating, as well as electricity for lights and appliances.

(c) 2020 California Department of Housing and Community Development income limits for Yolo County.

(d) Equal to 30% of gross monthly household income (the maximum amount that a household can spend on housing
expenses without being considered cost-burdened), less monthly utility costs.

Sources: CoStar Group, 2020; California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2020; Yolo County Housing
Authority; BAE, 2020.

Affordable Sale Prices

Table 35 and Table 36 identify the maximum affordable sale price for single-family and
condominium units purchased with mortgages backed by the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA), categorized by income level. The data generally indicate that most for-sale housing in
Davis is likely out of reach of lower- and even moderate-income households. More specifically,
the median single-family home price in November 2020 was $717,000, while the maximum
affordable home price for a four-person moderate-income household is $478,679, indicating
that most detached single family homes that are for sale in the Davis market are likely out of
reach of even moderate-income households. Similarly, the median condominium sale price in
November 2020 was $432,250, which would similarly be unaffordable to most moderate-
income households without resulting in an excessive housing cost burden. It should be noted




that Table 35 and Table 36 calculate the affordable sale price based on the income level that
is at the top end of the range for each income group. Most households within each income
category will have incomes that are somewhat lower than this maximum amount, and would
therefore have a lower affordable home sale price than those indicated in the tables.

DRAFT Davis Housing Element | Housing Needs Assessment 88



Table 35: Affordable For-Sale Single-Family Housing Prices with an FHA Mortgage,

2020

Maximum Affordable Home Sale

Household Size

Price 1 Person | 2 Person | 3 Person | 4 Person
Very Low Income Households (Income = 50% AMI)
Household Income (a) $32,400 $37,000 $41,650 $46,250
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $810 $925 $1,041 $1,156
Monthly Payments (b) $810 $925 $1,041 $1,156
Principal and Interest $569 $650 $731 $812
Homeowners Insurance $18 $21 $24 $26
Property Taxes $127 $145 $163 $181
Mortgage Insurance $96 $109 $123 $136
One-Time Payments $7,250 $8,279 $9,317 $10,347
Down Payment $4,890 $5,585 $6,285 $6,979
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $2,360 $2,695 $3,032 $3,367
Maximum Affordable Home Price $139,723 | $159,560 | $179,569 | $199,407
Low Income Households (Income = 80% AMI)
Household Income (a) $51,800 $59,200 $66,600 $74,000
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $1,295 $1,480 $1,665 $1,850
Monthly Payments (b) $1,295 $1,480 $1,665 $1,850
Principal and Interest $910 $1,040 $1,170 $1,300
Homeowners Insurance $29 $34 $38 $42
Property Taxes $203 $232 $261 $290
Mortgage Insurance $153 $175 $196 $218
One-Time Payments $11,591 $13,247 $14,902 $16,558
Down Payment $7,818 $8,935 $10,052 $11,169
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $3,772 $4,311 $4,850 $5,389
Maximum Affordable Home Price $223,384 | $255,296 | $287,208 | $319,120
Moderate Income Households (Income = 120% AMI)
Household Income (a) $77,700 $88,800 $99,900 $111,000
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $1,943 $2,220 $2,498 $2,775
Monthly Payments (b) $1,943 $2,220 $2,498 $2,775
Principal and Interest $1,365 $1,560 $1,755 $1,950
Homeowners Insurance $44 $50 $57 $63
Property Taxes $305 $348 $392 $435
Mortgage Insurance $229 $262 $295 $327
One-Time Payments $17,391 $19,870 $22,358 $24,837
Down Payment $11,731 $13,403 $15,081 $16,754
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $5,660 $6,467 $7,277 $8,084
Maximum Affordable Home Price $335,162 | $382,944 | $430,898 | $478,679

Assumptions, sources, and notes are on the following page.




Home Sale Cost Assumptions

% of income for housing costs 30% of gross annual income
Down payment (c) 3.50% of home value

Annual interest rate (d) 3.01% fixed

Loan term 30 years

Upfront mortgage insurance (e) 1.75% of mortgage

Annual mortgage insurance (f) 0.85% of mortgage

Annual homeowners insurance (g) 0.16% of coverage amount
Annual property tax rate (h) 1.09% of home value

Notes:

(a) California Department of Housing and Community Development income limits for 2020.

(b) Equal to 30% of gross monthly household income.
(c) Minimum down payment required for an FHA loan.
(d) The average of the average weekly rates for a 30-year fixed rate mortgage from June to September 17, 2020 per

Freddie Mac.

(e) The standard upfront mortgage insurance premium required for FHA loans.

(f) The standard mortgage insurance premium requirement for FHA loans for homes selling for less than $625,500 with a

loan-to-value ratio greater than 95 percent.

(g) Homeowners insurance estimates are based on an average of quoted insurance premiums provided by the California
Department of Insurance for new homes in Davis. The amount of coverage is assumed to equal $750,000.

(h) Based on Yolo County Tax Rates by TRA report for 2019-2020.

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2018; Freddie Mac, California Department of

Insurance; BAE, 2020.
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Table 36: Affordable For-Sale Condominium Housing Prices with an FHA Mortgage,

2020

Maximum Affordable Home Sale

Household Size

Price 1 Person | 2 Person | 3 Person | 4 Person
Very Low Income Households (Income = 50% AMI)
Household Income (a) $32,400 $37,000 $41,650 $46,250
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $810 $925 $1,041 $1,156
Monthly Payments (b) $810 $925 $1,041 $1,156
Principal and Interest $312 $395 $478 $561
Homeowners Insurance $37 $37 $37 $37
Property Taxes $70 $88 $107 $125
Mortgage Insurance $52 $66 $80 $94
Homeowners’ Association Fees $339 $339 $339 $339
One-Time Payments $3,979 $5,032 $6,095 $7,148
Down Payment $2,684 $3,394 $4,111 $4,821
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $1,295 $1,638 $1,984 $2,326
Maximum Affordable Home Price $76,682 $96,981 | $117,456 | $137,755
Low Income Households (Income = 80% AMI)
Household Income (a) $51,800 $59,200 $66,600 $74,000
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $1,295 $1,480 $1,665 $1,850
Monthly Payments (b) $1,295 $1,480 $1,665 $1,850
Principal and Interest $661 $794 $927 $1,060
Homeowners Insurance $37 $37 $37 $37
Property Taxes $148 $177 $207 $237
Mortgage Insurance $111 $133 $156 $178
Homeowners’ Association Fees $339 $339 $339 $339
One-Time Payments $8,421 $10,115 $11,809 $13,504
Down Payment $5,680 $6,823 $7,966 $9,109
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $2,741 $3,292 $3,844 $4,395
Maximum Affordable Home Price $162,289 | $194,944 | $227,598 | $260,252
Moderate Income Households (Income = 120% AMI)
Household Income (a) $77,700 $88,800 $99,900 $111,000
Max. Monthly Housing Budget (b) $1,943 $2,220 $2,498 $2,775
Monthly Payments (b) $1,943 $2,220 $2,498 $2,775
Principal and Interest $1,127 $1,326 $1,526 $1,725
Homeowners Insurance $37 $37 $37 $37
Property Taxes $252 $296 $341 $385
Mortgage Insurance $189 $223 $256 $289
Homeowners’ Association Fees $339 $339 $339 $339
One-Time Payments $14,356 $16,893 $19,439 $21,976
Down Payment $9,683 $11,395 $13,112 $14,823
Upfront Mortgage Insurance $4,672 $5,498 $6,327 $7,152
Maximum Affordable Home Price $276,668 | $325,561 | $374,630 | $423,524

Assumptions, sources, and notes are on the following page.




Home Sale Cost Assumptions

% of income for housing costs 30% of gross annual income
Down payment (c) 3.50% of home value
Annual interest rate (d) 3.01% fixed
Loan term 30 years
Upfront mortgage insurance (e) 1.75% of mortgage
Annual mortgage insurance (f) 0.85% of mortgage
Annual homeowners insurance (g) $37 monthly
Annual property tax rate (h) 1.09% of home value
Homeowners' Association Fees (i) $339 monthly

Notes:

(a) California Department of Housing and Community Development income limits for 2020.
(b) Equal to 30% of gross monthly household income.
(c) Minimum down payment required for an FHA loan.
(d) The average of the average weekly rates for a 30-year fixed rate mortgage from June to September 17, 2020 per
Freddie Mac.
(e) The standard upfront mortgage insurance premium required for FHA loans.
(f) The standard mortgage insurance premium requirement for FHA loans for homes selling for less than $625,500 with a
loan-to-value ratio greater than 95 percent.
(g) Homeowners insurance estimates are based on an average quoted insurance premiums provided by the California
Department of Insurance for condominiums in Davis, CA.
The amount of coverage is assumed to equal $100,000.
(h) Based on Yolo County Tax Rates by TRA report for 2019-2020.
(i) Based on sample of condominiums sold in Sunnyvale between November 2019 - September 2020.

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2018; Freddie Mac, California Department of
Insurance; BAE, 2020.
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Assessment of Fair Housing

With adoption of AB 686, all housing elements completed January 1, 2019 or later must
include a program that promotes and affirmatively furthers fair housing throughout the
community for all persons, regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national
origin, color, familial status, disability, or any other characteristics that are protected by the
California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), Government code Section 65008, and all
other applicable State and Federal fair housing and planning laws. Under state law,
affirmatively furthering fair housing means “taking meaningful actions, in addition to
combatting discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected
characteristics.”>

The law also requires that all housing elements completed as of January 1, 2021 or later
include an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) that is consistent with the core elements of the
federal Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Final Rule from July 2015. The following
subsection summarizes key findings from the Assessment of Fair Housing, which was
completed in accordance with current HCD guidance regarding the application of the new
ABG86 requirements, as well as a detailed reading of the California Government Code.6

The main sources of information for the following analysis are the regional Analysis of
Impediments (Al) to Fair Housing Choice prepared in February 2020 by the Sacramento Valley
Fair Housing Collaborative, the U.S. Census American Community Survey, and the HCD AFFH
Data and Mapping Resources Tool. Preparation of the regional Al was a cooperative effort
supported by the City of Davis and 15 other City and County governments throughout the
greater Sacramento region. The regional Al was prepared with considerable community input
and engagement, including a resident survey which received 3,388 responses, numerous
focus groups with 80 total participants, community pop up events with 577 participants, and
stakeholder focus group sessions with 35 participants reflecting fair housing stakeholder
groups from throughout the region. In addition to reviewing key findings from the 2020 Al, the
following assessment of fair housing also relies upon data from the 2014-2018 ACS, the
California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (FEH), HUD Office of Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity (FHEO), the State Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC), and the City of
Davis.

Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach

Fair housing complaints can be used as an indicator to identify characteristics of households
experiencing discrimination in housing. Pursuant to the California Fair Employment and
Housing Act [Government Code Section 12921 (a)], the opportunity to seek, obtain, and hold

5 California Government Code § 8899.5 (a)(1)
6 Olmstead, Z. (April 23, 2020). AB 686 Summary of Requirements in Housing Element Law Government Code
Section 8899.50, 65583©(5), 65583(c)(10), 65583.2(a).
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housing cannot be determined by an individual’s “race, color, religion, sex, gender, gender
identity, gender expression, sexual orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry, familial
status, source of income, disability, veteran or military status, genetic information, or any other
basis prohibited by Section 51 of the Civil Code.”

Fair housing issues that may arise in any jurisdiction include but are not limited to:

housing design that makes a dwelling unit inaccessible to an individual with a
disability;

discrimination against an individual based on race, national origin, familial status,
disability, religion, sex, or other characteristic when renting or selling a housing unit;
and, disproportionate housing needs including cost burden, overcrowding,
substandard housing, and risk of displacement.

City of Davis Fair Housing Services

Fair Housing Services provides assistance with monitoring and enforcing fair housing rights for
Davis residents. The City does not provide mediation services, but it does provide resources on
the City website and directs residents to appropriate agencies and resources for fair housing
assistance. Services provided include:

Fair Housing Resources to tenants and landlords. According to the City’s Fair Housing
Resources staff, most of the complaints that the City receives relate to housing quality
issues and other landlord/tenant disputes unrelated to fair housing, while fair housing
complaints are rare. Staff from Legal Services of Northern California (LSNC), which
provides services to Davis residents with fair housing complaints, report that most
complaints relate to discrimination based on disability and failing to make reasonable
accommodations. Complaints related to discrimination on the basis of race or
ethnicity are less common but are sometimes received. Other fair housing issues that
LSNC has encountered include rental policies that exclude applicants with a criminal
background and property owners demonstrating a preference for students rather than
family households as tenants. When LSNC receives a fair housing complaint, they
work with the tenant to resolve the issue with the landlord, or to report to the
Department of Fair Employment and Housing as appropriate.

Outreach and education through presentations and written information about Fair
Housing Rights and Responsibilities.

Intake of Housing Discrimination Complaints; referral to the State of California
Department of Consumer Affairs and Department of Fair Employment & Housing. The
California Department of Fair Employment and Housing dual-files fair housing cases
with HUD’s Regijon IX Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), as part of
the Fair Housing Assistance Program. HUD’s FHEO reported that 13 housing
discrimination cases were filed by residents of Yolo County in 2019. City-level data is
not available.




Integration and Segregation Patterns and Trends

Race and Ethnicity

The 2020 Al prepared by the Sacramento Valley Fair Housing Collaborative evaluated
segregation in participating jurisdictions based on three types of residential settlement
patterns, including patterns of racial and/or ethnic segregation; patterns of segregation of
foreign-born and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations; and concentrations of housing
and households by tenure in otherwise segregated or integrated areas. The analysis
concluded that the Davis community features relatively low levels of racial and ethnic
segregation, as evidenced by the data, as well as public input and stakeholder consultations.

Dissimilarity Index

One of two key metrics recommended for use in fair housing analysis as part of the federal
AFFH rule, the dissimilarity index measures the evenness with which two groups are
distributed across the geographic units that make up a larger area, such as Block Groups
within a city. The index ranges from zero to 100, with zero meaning no segregation, or spatial
disparity, and 100 indicating complete segregation between the two groups. The index score
can be interpreted as the percentage of one of the two groups that would have to move to
produce an even distribution. An index score above 60 is considered high, while 30 to 60 is
considered moderate, and below 30 is considered low.”

According to the 2020 regional Al, the Davis community shows relatively low dissimilarity index
scores across all reported racial and ethnic groups. Table 37 provides updated data for 2010
and 2014-2018. According to this data, compared to non-Hispanic Whites, the dissimilarity
index scores for all other racial and ethnic groups increased significantly in recent years. Asian
residents represent the largest community of color in Davis. The dissimilarity index score for
Asians compared to non-Hispanic Whites increased from 25.7 to 31.0, indicating a modest
increase in geographic segregation or clustering. The dissimilarity index score for African
Americans similarly increased from 22.0 to 58.7. The dissimilarity index scores for the
remaining smaller racial and ethnic subpopulations increased more significantly, though the
sample sizes were quite small. For example, the American Indian and Pacific Islanders
dissimilarity index scores increase from around 32 to more than 80, though both of these
populations represent fewer than 100 residents and less than one percent of the population.
In these cases, a relatively small movement of people can result in a substantial change in the
dissimilarity index scores.

7 Massey, D.S. and N.A. Denton. (1993). American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
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Table 37: Dissimilarity Index Scores, 2013

Racial and/or Ethnic Group 2010 2014-2018

Black or African American alone 22.0 58.7
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 32.6 82.6
Asian alone 25.7 31.0
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 32.8 81.5
Islander alone

Some other race alone 31.7 78.0
Two or more races 13.0 27.2
Hispanic or Latino 16.2 29.7

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census, P9, ACS 2014-2018 five-year sample data, B03002; BAE, 2020.

Isolation Index

The other key metric recommended under the federal AFFH rule is the Isolation Index, which
compares a group’s share of the overall population to the average share within a given Block
Group. Ranging from O to 100, the isolation index represents the percentage of residents of a
given race or ethnicity in a Block Group where the average resident of that group lives,
correcting for the fact that this number increases mechanically with that group’s share of the
overall citywide population. Using Hispanic or Latino residents as an example, an aggregate
isolation index of 40 indicates that the average Hispanic or Latino resident lives in a Block
Group where the Hispanic or Latino share of the population exceeds the overall citywide
average by roughly 40 percent. Isolation index values that equal close to zero indicate that
members of that minority group live in relatively integrated neighborhoods. 8 ©

Table 38 summarizes isolation index scores by racial and ethnic minority affiliation. The data
indicate that most racial and ethnic subpopulations live in areas with relatively high degrees of
racial and ethnic integration with the exception of non-Hispanic White, Asian, and Hispanic or
Latino residents. Non-Hispanic Whites have the highest isolation index score, indicating that
the average non-Hispanic White resident was likely to live in an area of Davis that was
predominantly white, while the average Asian resident was more likely to live in a
neighborhood with an above average share of Asian residents, and so on. The data also
indicate that the isolation index score for non-Hispanic White residents decreased slightly from
2010, while the isolation index scores for all other racial and ethnic groups increased. This
finding generally indicates that while non-Hispanic White residents are living in progressively

8 HUD. (2013). AFFH Data Documentation. Available at: http://www.huduser.org/portal/publications/pdf/FR-
5173-P-01 AFFH data documentation.pdf

9 Glaeser, E. and Vigdor, J. (2001). Racial Segregation in the 2000 Census: Promising News. Washington, DC:
The Brookings Institution, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. Available at:
http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/census/glaeser.pdf
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more integrated neighborhoods, while most residents of color are still fairly likely to live in
integrated neighborhoods. There is some evidence to suggest that there was a modest
increase in the clustering of people of similar racial and ethnic identity, as evidenced by the
small increasing isolation index scores for all racial and ethnic minority groups.

Table 38: Isolation Index Scores, 2010 and 2014-2018

Racial and/or Ethnic Group 2010 2014-2018 Change
Non-Hispanic White 60.2 57.7 (2.45)
Black or African American alone 2.7 7.8 5.15
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0.7 1.5 0.80
Asian alone 28.0 29.8 1.86
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0.3 1.6 1.28
Some other race alone 0.5 1.8 1.29
Two or more races 4.3 7.8 3.43
Hispanic or Latino 13.6 18.4 4.80

Source: Sacramento Housing Fair Housing Collaborative, 2020.
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Figure 8: Census Block Groups by Percent Minority, 2014-2018 ACS
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE, 2020.
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Figure 10: Census Block Groups by Percent Asian, 2014-2018 ACS
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Geographic Distribution of Minority Residents

Figure 8 through Figure 11 above illustrate the geographic concentration of non-Hispanic
White, Asian, and Hispanic or Latino residents by Census Block Group. Additional maps
illustrating the geographic distribution of residents affiliated with the other racial and ethnic
groups are provided in the Appendix. The maps illustrate that most Block Groups within the
City of Davis feature a relatively high percentage of non-Hispanic White residents, with one
Block Group exceeding 82 percent. The Block Group with the lowest share of non-Hispanic
White residents covers an area of South Davis along Cowell Boulevard, which features a large
concentration of larger multifamily rental apartment complexes and which is popular with the
student population. The Block Group also shows a relatively high proportion of
Hispanic/Latino and Asian residents. Other Block Groups with relatively high proportions of
Hispanic/Latino residents include Old East Davis, the Block Group immediately north of
Interstate 80 at Mace Boulevard, and portions of West Davis along Arlington Boulevard and
Russell Boulevard. Areas with relatively high proportions of Asian residents include those
along the east side of Highway 113, and at the north end of F Street near the intersection with
West Covell Boulevard. These areas also feature notable concentrations of large apartment
complexes and are fairly popular with the UC Davis student population as a result.

Persons with a Disability

About 6.5 percent of Davis residents age five years and older had one or more disabilities
during the 2014-2018 ACS data collection period (as shown in Table 49 of the Housing and
Special Needs Populations section below). This is a substantially lower proportion of persons
with a disability than in the MSA as a whole (11.7 percent). Figure 12 shows the percent of
persons with a disability by census tract in the city using American Community Survey data
from 2015-2019. Davis is similar to the rest of the county in that almost all of the county’s
census tracts have less than 10 percent of the population living with a disability. Although at a
local level, the map reveals a slightly higher concentrations of residents with disabilities (8-12
percent) in the Northstar neighborhood near the Sutter Davis Hospital and in the eastern
areas of the city.
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Figure 12: Population with a Disability, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Familial Status

During the 2014-2018 ACS survey period, the City of Davis had a smaller proportion of family
households (50 percent) compared to the MSA as a whole (67 percent). Figure 13 displays
the percent of children in married couple households in Davis in comparison to the rest of the
region. Davis census tracts have a generally high percentage of children in married couple
households (more than 80 percent) in comparison to surrounding tracts. The area with the
lowest population of children in married couple households is the tract between H Street and L
Street.

Davis had a lower proportion of single parent households with children (5 percent) than the
MSA average (9 percent) between 2014-2018 (see Table 47). According to this data, single-
parent households in Davis were 78 percent female headed and 22 percent male headed.
Figure 14 shows the regional distribution of the percent of children in female-headed
households with no spouse present. The map indicates that 10-20 percent of children in most
census tracts throughout the city live in single-female headed households. Although the low
proportion of single parent households does not indicate a distinct fair housing issue, this
could be a result of the limited supply of housing in Davis that is affordable for single-headed,
one-income households with children.
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Figure 13: Percent of Children in Married-Couple Households, 2015-2019
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Figure 14: Percent of Children in Single-Female Headed Households, 2015-2019
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Income

The City of Davis is a university town and is thus a desirable place to raise a family. Like many
college towns, Davis has a mix of students with low to extremely low incomes and higher
income families. As shown in Table 14, during the 2014-2018 ACS survey period Davis had a
lower median household income ($67,436) than the MSA ($69,198). Approximately 25
percent of Davis households earned less than $25,000 in 2018 while 31 percent of
households earned more than $100,000. Compared to 19 percent of households earning
less than $25,000 and 26 percent earning more than $100,000 in the MSA, Davis is above
average for households with lower and higher incomes indicating a need for a variety of
housing types affordable to differing incomes.

Figure 15 below shows the geographic distribution of households by median household
income by block groups in Davis. The map shows a relatively equal distribution of income
levels in the city. Households with the highest incomes live in the neighborhoods closest to
the Davis Golf Course and the EI Macero Country Club. Households with lower incomes are
generally in the central city close to the university.

Figure 16 further displays this information by showing the percentage of low to moderate
income households by census tract. As displayed in the figure, tracts with the highest
percentage of low and moderate income households are located in and around the central city
while the lowest percentages (or households with higher incomes) are located in the outer
areas of the city.

As shown in Figure 17, which displays poverty status by census tract in the city, the areas with
the highest percent of population (40 percent or more) with incomes below the poverty level
are in the southern neighborhoods including Rose Creek and West Park, and adjacent to the
university along Sycamore Lane. Poverty is generally distributed evenly throughout the city
and not concentrated in any one area; however, Davis has higher rates of poverty than the
surrounding region due largely to the large student population.
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Figure 15: Distribution of Median Income by Block Group, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Figure 16: Percent of Low to Moderate Income Households by Census Tract, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Figure 17: Poverty Status, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty

To assist communities in identifying racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (also
known as RCAPs and ECAPs), HUD developed a definition that relies on a racial and ethnic
concentration threshold, as well as a poverty test. The racial and ethnic concentration
threshold requires that an RCAP or ECAP have a non-White population of 50 percent or more.
The poverty test defines areas of “extreme poverty” as those where 40 percent or more of the
population lives at or below the federal poverty line, or those where the poverty rate is three
times the average poverty rate in the metropolitan area, whichever is less. Based on these
criteria, there is one R/ECAP area located in Davis, which includes Census Tract 106.08 (see
Figure 18). The area is located south of Interstate 80 along Cowell Boulevard and extends
from the City limits in the south to Drummond Avenue in the east. The area features notable
concentrations of minority residents and is also popular with UC Davis students due to the
presence of a number of large apartment complexes as well as resident amenities (e.g., a
Safeway grocery store).

Table 39 reports the prevalence of poverty by race and ethnicity in the City of Davis between
2014 and 2018. The data indicate that most communities of color had poverty rates in
excess of the citywide average of 29.6 percent. The poverty rates for African American, Asian,
and members of “some other race” were between 12 and 17 percent higher than the citywide
average, at more than 40 percent. These groups were therefore disproportionately
represented among the impoverished population. Asian residents in particular were
disproportionately represented, accounting for 34.4 percent of the impoverished population
compared to 21.7 percent of the total citywide population.
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Figure 18: Racially and/or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/IECAPs), 2014-2018
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE, 2020.
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Table 39: Poverty by Race and Ethnicity, City of Davis, 2014-2018

Below Poverty Line (a) Total Population Share in
i i iz o Mirfl?;esﬁare
Racial/Ethnic Group Poverty Total
Number Number | Percent of Total
it Felh Population
Poverty P
White 9,969 23.1% 50.8% 43,067 65.0% -14.2%
Black or African American 716 46.7% 3.6% 1,532 2.3% 1.3%
f\\lg‘t‘?\fga” Indian and Alaska | 51 | 5750 | 3% 137 | 0.2% 0.1%
Asian 6,739 47.0% 34.4% 14,347 21.7% 12.7%
g?;g’ge':awa”an and Pacific | 4 | 296% | 0.2% 135 | 0.2% 0.0%
Some Other Race Alone 1,045 41.5% 5.3% 2,516 3.8% 1.5%
Two or More Races 1,057 23.4% 5.4% 4514 6.8% -1.4%
Total, All Races 19,617 | 29.6% 100.0% | 66,248 | 100.0%
Hispanic or Latino 3,418 37.5% 17.4% 9,106 13.7% 3.7%
Not Hispanic or Latino 16,199 28.3% 82.6% 57,142 86.3% 3.7%
Total, All Ethnicities 19,617 | 29.6% 100.0% | 66,248 | 100.0%
Note:

(a) Includes only those for whom poverty status was determined.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2018 five-year sample period, S1701; BAE, 2020.
Dispatrities in Access to Opportunity

HCD/TCAC Opportunity Areas

AB 686 requires the needs assessment to include an analysis of access to opportunities. To
facilitate this assessment, among other uses, HCD and the State Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC) convened an independent group of organizations and research institutions
under the umbrella of the California Fair Housing Task Force, which produces an annual set of
Opportunity Maps. The maps identify areas within every region of the state “whose
characteristics have been shown by research to support positive economic, educational, and
health outcomes for low-income families - particularly long-term outcomes for children.”10

10 California Fair Housing Task Force. December 2020. Methodology for the 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map.
Available at: https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity/2021-hcd-methodology.pdf




Figure 19: 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map by Census Tract
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As illustrated in Figure 19 on the prior page, all tracts within the City of Davis are identified as
being either High Resource or Highest Resource. This indicates that these Census Tracts are
among the top 40 percent in the Capital Region for access to resources. More specifically, the
Highest Resource areas include the Davis Downtown and the area north of Russell Boulevard
between Lake Boulevard and F Street. The remaining Tracts, including the City’s R/ECAP, are
categorized as High Resource indicating high access to education and economic opportunities.

Compared to the rest of the Greater Sacramento region, Davis has higher opportunity areas
and greater access to resources for its residents (see Figure 20).

Disproportionate Housing Needs and Displacement Risk

The following subsection assesses the extent to which protected classes, particularly members
of racial and ethnic minority groups, experience disproportionate housing needs and are at
risk for displacement.

Minority Homeownership Rates

Rates of home ownership often vary widely by race and ethnicity, both within local jurisdictions
and throughout larger regions. The regional Al identifies Davis as having the lowest Hispanic
household homeownership rate in the region at 27 percent. The homeownership gaps
between African American and non-Hispanic White, and Hispanic or Latino and non-Hispanic
White residents were also among the region’s largest. The regional Al also identified that while
all minority groups throughout the region generally experience higher rates of mortgage loan
denials than non-Hispanic White applicants for each loan purpose (i.e., home improvement,
purchase, or refinance), there was very little difference in loan denial rates for Hispanic and
non-Hispanic White loan applicants in Davis. Based on the available data, the Sacramento
Valley Fair Housing Collaborative concluded that homeownership gaps in Davis “do not appear
to be a factor of disparities in loan approvals and instead may be due to differences in
economic readiness to buy a home.” The relatively high prices associated with home sales in
Davis may also play a role due to limited inventory and affordability constraints.

Prevalence of Housing Problems

Table 40 and Table 41 report the relative prevalence of housing problems among households
with incomes equal to, or less than, the area median by race and ethnicity. Households of a
given racial or ethnic heritage are considered to have a disproportionately greater need for
housing assistance if they experience housing problems at a significantly greater rate (10
percentage points or more), than do households within the same income level as a whole,
regardless of race or ethnicity. For example, 79.6 percent of all very low-income households
(i.e., incomes between 30 and 50 percent of AMI) in Davis experienced at least one of the four
housing problems between 2013 and 2017, as did 100 percent of very low-income African
American households. In this case, very low-income African American households exhibited a
disproportionately greater need for housing assistance that could help to eliminate their
current housing problems. According to these data, African American, Asian, and American
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Indian households experienced housing problems at rates that, at some income levels,
exceeded the citywide average by at least 10 percentage points. The results are similar for
severe housing problems, with Asian, American Indian, and Hispanic households being
disproportionately impacted. Note that the sample size is very small in most instances where
the housing problems rate is for a given subgroup is greater than the citywide average. For
example, the ACS data estimated that there were ten low-income American Indian households
in Davis, all of whom experienced housing problems. The 2020 regional Al also indicates that
non-family households have some of the highest rates of housing problems among the various
Census designated household types, likely because of the presence of UC Davis and the large

resident student population in Davis.

Table 40: Housing Problems Rate by Race/Ethnicity, City of Davis, 2014-2018

Percent of AMI Total,
Racial/Ethnic Group :&;‘;’

0-30% 30-50% 50-80% | 80-100% o
Non-Hispanic White 88.0% 82.1% 66.5% 45.2% 74.0%
Black or African American 68.9% 0.0% 50.0% 69.9%
American Indian and Alaska Native n.a. 0.0% n.a. 71.4%
Asian 67.2% 79.8% 69.1%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 28.6% n.a. 54.5% n.a. 49.3%
Hispanic or Latino 78.8% 64.4% 75.2% 33.3% 69.6%
Other (Including Two or More Races) 82.0% _I 4.8% 72.9%
Total, All Racial/Ethnic Groups 78.7% 79.6% 68.2% 45.3% 71.7%
Average Rate +10% 88.7% 89.6% 78.2% 55.3% 81.7%

Notes:

(a) Housing problems include: Lack of complete kitchen, Lack of complete plumbing facility; More than one person per

room; Cost burden greater than 30% of income.

(b) Includes all households within incomes at or below 100% of area median income.

(c) Figures may not sum to total due to rounding.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy

(CHAS) data; BAE, 2020.
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Table 41: Severe Housing Problems Rate by Race/Ethnicity, City of Davis, 2014-
2018

Percent of AMI Total,

Racial/Ethnic Group :&;‘;

0-30% 30-50% 50-80% | 80-100% AMIO

Non-Hispanic White 81.9% 58.8% 24.6% 10.0% 49.6%
Black or African American 62.2% 48.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.2%

American Indian and Alaska Native n.a. 0.0%
Asian 66.9% 60.6% 54.4%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 28.6% n.a. n.a. 5.8%

11.9% 55.0%
Other (Including Two or More Races) 82.0% 14.3% 0.0% 53.2%
Total, All Racial/Ethnic Groups 75.0% 58.6% 25.4% 12.8% 51.3%

Average Rate +10% 85.0% 68.6% 35.4% 22.8% 61.3%

Hispanic or Latino 75.0% 57.5%

Notes:

(a) Severe housing problems include: Lack of complete kitchen, Lack of complete plumbing facility; More than one person
per room; Cost burden greater than 50% of income.

(b) Includes all households within incomes at or below 100% of area median income.

(c) Figures may not sum to total due to rounding.

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data; BAE, 2020.

Housing Cost Burden

As previously described, overpayment or cost-burdened is defined as households paying more
than 30 percent of their gross income on housing related expenses, including rent or mortgage
payments and utilities. As shown in Table 33, 40 percent of all households in Davis were cost-
burdened during the 2013-2017 ACS survey period. This proportion was equal to the
statewide average in California (40 percent); however, cost burden was significantly more
severe for lower-income households in Davis. About 73 percent of lower-income households
(earning less than 80 percent of the HAMFI) were cost-burdened in Davis, compared to just 33
percent of moderate and 23 percent of above moderate-income households.

Renters in Davis were significantly more burdened with overpayment compared to
homeowners, with 57 percent of renters burdened by housing costs compared to 18 percent
of owners. Figure 20 shows the trends of overpayment for renters in the city and Figure 21
shows the trends of overpayment for homeowners. The majority of renters throughout the city,
anywhere between 40 and 80 percent of renters per census tract, were overpaying for housing
in 2019 (see Figure 20). As shown in Figure 21, fewer homeowners are overpaying for housing
throughout the city. In areas where homeownership opportunities exist, about 10 to 30
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percent of homeowners were overpaying except in the northernmost neighborhoods of the city
where 30 to 40 percent of homeowners were overpaying.
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Figure 20: Overpayment by Renters, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Figure 21: Overpayment by Homeowners, City of Davis, 2015-2019
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Overcrowded Households

Overcrowding of residential units, in which there is more than one persons per room, can be a
potential indicator that households are experiencing economic hardship and are struggling to
afford housing. Figure 22 shows the trends of overcrowded households in the Davis by census
tract and all tracts in the City are less than or equal to the statewide average of 8.2 percent.

Figure 22: Overcrowded Households, City of Davis
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Resident Displacement

To assess resident displacement risk, the 2020 Al surveyed residents regarding their
experience with displacement and sense of displacement risk. The survey results indicate that
one in four survey respondents reported being displaced from a “housing situation” in the
Sacramento Valley within the past five years. African American, Hispanic, and Native American
respondents, as well as large families, households with children, and persons with disabilities
all reportedly experienced higher rates of displacement compared to the average. The factors
most frequently cited as contributing to displacement included rents that increased more than
the respondent could afford, “personal reasons,” the landlord selling the property, and living in
unsafe conditions. The reasons for displacement were reportedly consistent among the
various resident categories. Within the Davis community specifically, 13 percent of survey
respondents reported experiencing displacement within the last five years. Of those who
experienced displacement, 28 percent indicated that the primary cause was that the landlord
intended to sell the property, which was higher than the regional average of 15 percent.

DRAFT Davis Housing Element | Housing Needs Assessment 121



Figure 23: Displacement Experience and Reasons for Displacement

Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)

Lower than Region (<5 ppt)

Reason for Displacement

Rent Increased Landlord Was living in
Percent More than | Could Personal Selling unsafe
Displaced Pay Reasons Home conditions*
Region 25% 25% 21% 15% 11%
Jurisdiction
Citrus Heights 23% 26% 35% 9% 19%
Elk Grove 29% 20% 30% 17% 7%
Rancho Cordova 24% 34% 17% 10% 7%
Sacramento 33% 24% 21% 16% 12%
Sacramento County 28% 24% 20% 22% 11%
Rocklin 19% - = = =
Roseville 17% 31% 15% 12% 4%
Davis 13% 24% 14% 28% Q%
West Sacramento 20% 33% 19% 16% 14%
Waoodland 13% s = <
Tenure
Homeowners 7% 23% 16% 15% 2%
Renters 30% 27% 16% 18% 10%
Precariously housed 56% 23% 29% 13% 14%
Note:

(a) Displacement did not necessarily occur within current community of residence. The respondents’ current housing
situation (i.e., homeowner) may be a different type of housing situation than when displacement occurred.
(b) The “*” refers to such conditions as domestic violence or assault, harassment, etc.

Source: Sacramento Housing Fair Housing Collaborative, 2020.

As discussed earlier, Table 33 reports households by income and housing cost burden.
According to this data, there were an estimated 7,685 renter households in Davis who earned
less than 120 percent of HAMFI and paid more than 30 percent of income for housing
between 2013 and 2017. These households are more likely than others to experience
displacement as a result of increasing housing costs. These households are also already cost
burdened, meaning that it is more difficult for them to absorb any increases in rents. Owner
households are generally less susceptible to housing displacement because owners typically
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have a fixed mortgage payment and property tax increases that are limited by Proposition 13.
However, low-income owner households may yet experience displacement pressure if they lack
the resources for upkeep and maintenance of the property or if they experience a reduction in
income due to a job loss or other factors. The data in Table 33 indicate that there were an
estimated 1,394 owner households with incomes at or below 120 percent of AMI and
moderate or severe housing costs burden between 2013 and 2017. Potential displacement
of lower-income owner households is, however, less likely to result from an increase in housing
costs and more from a general increase in cost of living and/or lifecycle changes, such as age,
family status, employment status, and/or disability.

Fair Housing Issues and Contributing Factors

The following fair housing issues, and their contributing factors, were identified through a
review of the 2020 Al, as well as through supplemental research summarized throughout the
needs assessment. Where applicable, the discussion notes instances where members of
protected classes are disproportionately impacted.

Issue: The harm caused by segregation is manifest in disproportionate housing needs and
differences in economic opportunity.

Contributing Factors: The legacy of past actions, omissions, and decisions that denied
housing opportunities and perpetuated segregation and lack of inclusion have
continued to limit opportunities for members of protected classes, which is evident
through continued differences in poverty rates, homeownership rates, and rental
housing instability. While Davis has historically had low levels of segregation, the data
indicate a modest increase in segregation and racial/ethnic clustering. Some of the
characteristics and trends may be attributable to the large UC Davis student
population, who often have un- or under-reported incomes. Many foreign born and
minority students are also often inclined to congregate together due to cultural
affinities, rather than discriminatory actions or policies, though this may not be the
case in all instances.

Disproportionate Impact: African American and Asian residents experience
significantly higher rates of poverty compared to the community at large. There are
also sizable differences in homeownership rates in Davis between non-Hispanic White
households and African American and Hispanic households, though this does not
appear to be due to discrimination in mortgage lending. African American, Asian,
American Indian, and Hispanic or Latino households have a disproportionate need for
housing assistance based on the relative prevalence of housing problems.
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Issue:

Issue:

Affordable rental options are constrained by exceptionally low vacancy.

Contributing Factors: Ongoing demand growth, both from within the City of Davis and
from UC Davis students, coupled with limited historical growth in the local housing
stock, both rental and for-sale, has resulted in rental housing vacancy of less than five
percent over the past decade and less than one percent since 2014, with the
exception of more recent months during which the market has been impacted by the
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. This limited vacancy, and the incremental price
increases that accompany low vacancy, limit the areas where low-income households
can afford to live, which limits economic, social, and educational opportunity.
Constraints on affordable and market-rate residential development, including lack of
funding, high construction costs, and other factors identified in the Al as well as the
chapter of this report that addresses constraints, limit the inventory available to
address demand for housing in Davis. There is a shortage of property owners willing to
accept housing choice vouchers, which limits mobility and housing choice, particularly
for minority households.

Disproportionate Impact: African American, Asian, American Indian, and Hispanic or
Latino households have a disproportionate need for housing assistance based on the
relative prevalence of housing problems. African American, Hispanic, or Latino, and
Native American respondents, as well as large families, households with children, and
persons with disabilities all reportedly experienced higher rates of displacement
compared to the average. Hispanic or Latino households and families with children
who have Housing Choice Vouchers are more likely to live in areas of concentrated
poverty.

Residents with disabilities need for, and lack of, access to affordable, accessible

housing.

Contributing Factors: The 2020 Al indicates that there are not enough mobility and
sensory accessible units that are affordable to people living on Social Security
Insurance (SSI) and/or Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI). Much of the
naturally occurring affordable housing is older and is therefore less accessible, or not
accessible, to persons with disabilities. There is also a lack of understanding among
property owners and managers about what “accessible” means within the context of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Davis features innovative housing models
that are less or unavailable elsewhere in the region that provide important options for
seniors, such as cooperative housing. Davis also has notably better transit
accessibility, including for persons with disabilities, compared to the remainder of the
region.
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Issue:

Issue:

Issue:

Stricter rental policies further limit housing options for protected classes

Contributing Factors: Throughout the region there is evidence that “3x income
requirements” for rental units have a discriminatory effect on persons with disabilities
whose incomes are primarily SSI and SSDI, as well as for renters that receive
supplemental income from informal sources, such as for those providing childcare
work or receiving support from family members. Voucher tenants are not protected
under California’s source of income protections. Onerous crime “look back” periods
that do not account for the severity of the crime or the time period from conviction
disproportionately impact racial and ethnic minority residents, persons with mental
illness, and persons who are in recovery for substance abuse issues.

Educational inequalities persist within the broader region.

Contributing Factors: While access to high quality schools is quite good in Davis for all
racial and ethnic groups, locating and securing housing that is both adequate and
affordable in the City in general is a barrier to quality school choice for Davis workforce
households (i.e., households associated with persons employed in Davis).

Disparities in labor market engagement persist within the broader region.

Contributing Factors: Although labor market engagement in Davis is quite strong, the
lack of available and affordable housing, both rental and for sale, limits the ability of
Davis workforce households to locate and secure adequate and affordable housing
within the City, which would permit them to live in the same community where they
work, and to reduce their commute times along with associated transportation costs.

Residents with disabilities lack access to supportive services and a spectrum of

housing options to enable them, especially those with mental iliness, to achieve and maintain
a stable long-term housing situation.

Contributing Factors: The primary contributing factors to housing instability for
persons with disabilities are a lack of accessible affordable housing and a lack of
available funding, including for case management, mentorship, and peer-supported
services that help people to navigate systems and develop skills for independent living.
There has also been a slow erosion of the available stock of naturally occurring
affordable housing, including boarding homes and other forms of group living.

Fair Housing Priorities and Goals
The 2020 Al identifies the City’s fair housing priorities and goals, as outlined in the 2020 Al,
and updated for the purposes of the Housing Element Update. Action items noted in the Al to
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address the factors that limit or deny fair housing choice or access to opportunity, or that
negatively impact fair housing or civil rights compliance, include:
e Continue to enforce the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance,
e Support landlord education related to fair housing issues,
e Provide support for developing affordable units,
e Provide planning and community development support for new housing development,
e Provide planning and community development support for infill projects,
e Continue to work with private for profit and non-profit developers on innovative housing
options,
e Support planning that improves infrastructure and supports housing development,
e Continue to provide landlord/tenant information and expand funding for social service
support agencies, and
e Provide rehabilitation and preservation grants for existing disability and mental health
providers.

Many of these action items align with actions that the City of Davis has already implemented.
In addition, the Housing Goals, Policies, and Programs chapter of this Housing Element
includes several programs that are consistent with these action items.

Housing and Special Needs Populations

California Government Code Section 65583 specifically requires an analysis of “any special
housing needs, such as those of the elderly, persons with disabilities, large families,
farmworkers, families with female heads of households, and families and persons in need of
emergency shelter.” In addition, this Housing Element Update identifies single-person
households; UC Davis student, faculty, and staff households; and families with single male
heads of household as special needs populations. The following section provides an
assessment of their general housing preferences and needs.

Elderly Households

Population Characteristics

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, there were an average of 7,482 people age 65 or over
living in the City of Davis between 2014 and 2018. This represents an increase of 1,885
persons compared to 2010, a 34 percent increase. The Census Bureau also indicates, as
reported in Table 42, that there were 4,645 households with a head of household who was
age 65 years or over. Roughly 75 percent of those households (i.e., 3,618 households) owned
their own homes, compared to 25 percent (1,225 households) who rented their homes.
Compared to 2010, the number of households with an elderly householder increased by 47
percent among all households, including 51 percent among owner households and 36 percent
among renter households. This makes the elderly one of the fastest growing demographic
categories within the City of Davis.
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Table 43 indicates that elderly headed households in Davis are notably less likely to
experience moderate and severe cost burdens compared to the broader community. While
69.1 percent of all Davis households earning the median income or less were cost burdened
(see Table 33 above) Table 43 indicates that 52.3 percent of elderly households were cost
burdened. Elderly renter households with incomes up to 100 percent of AMI experience high
housing cost burdens at a significantly lower rate than compared to the broader pool of
households in the same income range. Table 33 indicates that 72.1 percent of renter
households earning the median income or less were cost burdened, compared to 54.3 percent
of elderly households as shown in Table 43. These trends are likely skewed by the high
proportion of lower-income student renters with a high housing costs burden, rather than a
particularly low rate of high housing cost burden among elderly renter households. Overall, the
data shown in Table 43 indicate that, among elderly households in Davis with incomes up to
100 percent of AMI, more than one in two has a moderate or severe housing cost burden,
whether the household rents or owns their home.
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	Determination:
	On the basis of this Initial Study:
	Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:




