Meeting Date:
March 12, 2003

Staff Report
March 6, 2003
TO: City Council
FROM: Bill Emlen, Planning and Building Director

Katherine Hess, Planning and Redevelopment Administrator
Bob Wolcott, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Internal Housing Needs Analysis

Staff recommends a general growth parameter for the City of 300 units per year based primarily

on a study of internal housing needs. Such a parameter would provide a rationale basis for the

long term growth of the City in terms of:

o A vision for the kind and size of community the Council and citizens want

o A slower, steadier approach as the City enters a more mature phase of its evolution

e How individual development proposals, especially general plan amendments, would
implement the vision

o The relative shares of housing to be provided by the City and UCD

e Reliable growth projections for financial and infrastructure planning (including schools,
water, wastewater, transportation, etc. )

Some of the potentially controversial issues raised by the recommended growth parameter are:
e Should affordable housing units be part of the growth parameter?

o Can we meet our next regional housing need amount with this parameter?

e How will fiscal and school impacts be resolved prior to new residential development?

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Receive verbal comments from Council Subcommittee members Ruth Asmundson and
Mike Harrington regarding the Subcommittee’s work and the subject of internal housing
needs.

2. Receive the “Internal Housing Needs Analysis” by Bay Area Economics and related staff
recommendations.

3. Establish a general growth parameter for the City of 300 total units per year subject to
additional work on implementation. This parameter is equal to a growth rate of 1.2% based
on 25,000 housing units and would:
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a.

b.

Include all types of housing, including 25% minimum of affordable housing (see options
in italicized box below).

Not include housing provided by UCD on the central campus or in the proposed new
neighborhood.

Revise the original growth parameter of 250 units (201 for the City and 49 for UCD)
passed in a motion by the City Council on September 25, 2002, subject to a study of
internal housing needs.

Combine infill and limited peripheral development and provide a mix of housing types
and prices to meet local employee needs as described in the “Internal Housing Needs
Analysis”.

The following are two possible options to the staff recommendation above (that
is, 302 units of total need rounded to 300 and inclusive of affordable housing) if
the “natural growth” need is is reduced by 65 additional units and the total need
is reduced to 237 (302-65):

e The 237 units needed are allowed to be market units and affordable units
are_exempted. Under this option, there could be a total of 316 units of which
79 (25%) would be affordable. If this option is selected, staff would
recommend the total need be rounded to 250 and permanently affordable
units be exempted.

o 237 units inclusive of affordable housing units, rounded to 250 units.
Under this option, there could be a total of 250 units and affordable housing
units (25% = 63 units) would be part of the 250 and not exempted. (In
general, staff recommends roundings because the determination of “need” is
not an exact science.)

4. Direct staff to:

a.

Prepare a joint housing strategy, Memorandum of Understanding, or similar document in
cooperation with UCD. Consider as one issue whether UCD should increase the planned
student housing to meet the UC system wide planned average of 38% of enrollment.
Prepare amendments to the growth management section of the General Plan, and
amendments to the phased housing allocation ordinance.

Analyze project and cumulative fiscal and school impacts in all General Plan amendment
reviews.

Notes regarding the recommendation of 300 units per year. Arguments might be made that the
recommended amount should be higher or lower than 300 units per year.

Arguments for a higher amount might include:

More economic development, jobs and revenue-positive uses are needed and these would
generate the need for more housing.

Diverse housing choices are needed including affordable housing.

The City should continue to take responsibility for a relatively high share of the housing
needed to accommodate UCD growth.
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Arguments for a lower amount might include:

No general plan amendments for residential uses should be approved until solutions to the
fiscal problems of the City and school impacts are found.

The “front end” loading of planned development in the 1990s should be offset by much
slower development in the future.

UCD should take a greater responsibility for housing to accommodate its growth of students,
faculty, staff, and research park employeees.

A reasonable amount of commuting-in to Davis jobs, possibly by public transit, is reasonable
given housing opportunities in nearby communities of Woodland and Dixon.

Background
September 25, 2002. The City Council discussed community growth and General Plan

Amendment requests.

The Council passed a motion to implement a community growth parameter of approximately 250
units per year with a recommended distribution of 201 units for the City and 49 units for UC
Davis. The parameter is subject to a study of internally-generated housing needs and additional
work on implementation.

In addition, the Council directed staff to:

Implement amendments to the General Plan and Phased Allocation Ordinance and possible
other mechanisms.

Begin in fiscal year 2004-05 and extend through 2010, the current General Plan or until
replacement of the current General Plan.

Re-evaluate in 2005 when the next fair share obligations are issued by Sacramento Area of
Council Of Governments (SACOG).

Involve both infill and new growth.

That there be a mix of housing types and price levels.

That the proposed new neighborhood by the University is assumed to be annexed to the City
and that facility and staff units be part of the City’s growth parameter of 250 units per year.

The Council stated the preliminary growth parameter of 250 units would be:

Approximately 1% of the current housing units of approximately 25,000 and consistent with
the General Plan policies.

Approximately one half of the average annual number of units built from 1987 to 2002 and
equal to the average annual number of units in the fair share housing obligations issued by
SACOG.

A measure in place until the next fair share obligations are released in 2005.

The Council directed staff to review the following issues:

Would student housing in the University new neighborhood be part of the 250 units per year?
What projects would be exempt from the new growth scenario?

Are units allowed to “roll over” if not built within the year?

If a planned project is not approved through a Measure J vote, what would happen?
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October 9, 2002. The City Council continued a discussion of General Plan Amendment
requests. The Council passed motions to continue consideration of the following proposed
projects at this time:

e Aspen Court residential

e Palms Playhouse residential

e Sycamore Lane apartments

e Da Vinci Court residential

e Covell Village project

The Council appointed a subcommittee consisting of Council members Asmundson and
Harrington to consider an internally-generated needs study.

Summary of “Internal Housing Needs Analysis”

Staff, with the agreement of the Council subcommittee, hired the firm of Bay Area Economics to
prepare a study of “Internal Housing Needs” for the City of Davis. The study includes the
growth of students, faculty and staff at UCD as the major contributor to the projected housing
need (see the study in Attachment 5).

Key assumptions. A number of assumptions were necessary to carry out the analyses (listed on

page vii of the report). Some of the key assumptions were:

e UCD community housing need = 90% of students, 75% of faculty and 40% of staff.
These assumptions are key because they determine how many UCD students and employees
will seek housing in the Davis area.

e Percent of workers employed in Davis who also live locally = 47.1%. This assumption is
key because it determines how many new non-UCD employees will seek housing in the
Davis area.

e Average number of workers per household in Davis = 1.31. This assumption is key
because it determines how many housing units will be needed to house local students and
workers who choose to reside in Davis. (This allows for situations such as where a UCD
employee may share a house with a City business park employee and not “double count” the
housing need.)

e Average % internal housing increase from “natural growth” = 0.80% per year. This
assumption is key because it determines the additional housing necessary each year to house
growth from the net increase (historically due to more births than deaths in Davis in a given
year).

e Percent of “natural growth” accommodated locally = 100%. This assumption is key
because it assumes a policy position that the City will accommodate all of its “natural
growth” in housing demand each year.

Major findings. Some of the major findings of the study are:
1. Research of techniques to encourage provision of workforce housing. Research indicates

there are a number of mandatory and voluntary kinds of workforce housing programs that are
project-based and employee-based.
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Policy implications include:

The City has committed substantial resources for affordable housing for lower income
households. Without reducing this commitment, the City may wish to expand its efforts
to promote housing for middle income households.

Program options could include regulations to provide a specified proportion of housing
units for moderate income households, use available voluntary programs to assist in the
production of such housing, and establish local public/private partnerships to either
promote or directly construct such housing.

2. Existing unmet housing needs. The data indicates that:

The absolute number of households overpaying for housing, has increased since 1990
along with the growth of the total number of households, but the proportion of
households overpaying has actually decreased.

A higher percentage of Davis workers live within 15 minutes of work as compared to
workers within the region overall. This can be interpreted as there not being a pent-up
demand for local housing from people who currently work in Davis but commute into
Davis from other more distant communities.

Policy implications include:

There is still a growing need for local affordable housing because of the absolute number
of households overpaying for housing, in addition to the affordable housing required for
new workers in the community.

By regional standards, Davis appears to do quite well in accommodating a large
proportion of its workers near their workplaces. Thus, the City may wish to concentrate
its available resources on increasing the supply of affordable housing for households
already living in Davis or those new workers who would seek housing in Davis on their
own without outreach by the City.

To address the existing low apartment vacancy rate, the City could encourage more
multi-family rental housing. The current shortfall is approximately 600 units but the City
would need to expand its supply steadily above this number in coming years as local
housing demand continues to grow.

3. Projecting future growth in internal housing demand. The estimated internal housing
demand in the Davis area ranges from 468 to 517 units per year during the 2003 to 2015 time
period (see Table 9 of the study). After accounting for UCD’s planned housing construction
during the time period, the demand that would remain ranges from 275 to 326 units per year,
with an annual average of 301 units per year.

The estimated need is based on the following sources of internal housing demand:

UCD student, faculty and staff housing demand.

UCD research park employee housing need.

City of Davis office / business park and industrial employee housing need.

Housing need related to demand for retail / service workers necessary to satisfy new local
demand.
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A growth factor of new household formation based on “natural growth”.

Policy implications include:

The City and University should recognize that primary population growth from UCD
expansion and local business parks will in turn lead to additional secondary growth
induced by the primary growth, as businesses expand to serve the growing market.

The largest portion of the unmet housing demand is from the City’s “natural” rate of
growth (that is, demand from children growing up in the community). The housing need
based on natural growth may be overstated because not all Davis youths will choose to
remain in Davis. On the other hand, there will likely be an off-setting amount of youths
migrating from other communities. The City should determine the appropriate share of
the housing demand from natural increase that should be provided.

The City may wish to explore with UCD the possibility of UCD to plan more housing
production and/or to cooperate with the City to plan for development of such housing oft-
campus.

The City must balance concerns regarding rate of growth and ultimate size along with
keeping in-commuting of local workers to a reasonable level to minimize traffic and
other environmental impacts.

4. Mix of housing types and price levels needed in new housing. Existing tenure and income
distributions provide a reasonable basis for assessing the needs of future households. Table
10 reflects a segmentation of Davis households by tenure and income based on 2000 Census.
Approximately 45% of Davis households were renters and 55% were homeowners. Table 10
provides calculations of the affordable home prices and affordable rents for the different
income categories for homeowners and renters, respectively.

Table 11 shows how the information in Table 10 could be used to target new housing units in
a hypothetical 500 unit new housing subdivision. Table 11 shows a unit allocation of types
and prices that follows the income and tenure segmentation from the City’s existing
distribution (Table 10). 55% of the units would be owner units and 45% of the units would
be rental units.

The 222 owner units would be allocated as follows:

Approximately 29 households would be accommodated more effectively in either
affordable or market rate rental units because it is most likely not cost effective to
subsidize new owner units for households capable of paying about $142,000 to purchase
homes.

Approxiately 110 households who could afford housing of $143,000 to $408,000 would
be candidates for multi-family (attached) types of for-sale housing products with lower
land costs per unit.

Approximately 53 households could afford housing in a range of about $408,000 up to
$611,000.

Approximately 30 households could afford luxury/custom built homes of more than
$611,000.
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The 278 renter units would be allocated as follows:

Approximately 152 households (30 percent of the total households in the hypothetical
development) would need to be provided with affordable rental units.

Approximately 74 of the renter households would likely be accommodated in market rate
rental units.

Approximately 53 households could afford luxury rental units or to rent single family
homes. The highest incomes in this category could afford to purchase homes but for
various reasons prefer to rent housing.

The figures above, based on existing distributions, may be used as a guide for future
developments but do not necessarily dictate optimal allocations.

5. General demographic trends affecting community housing need. Two demographic
trends are identified:

General aging of the population. Davis may experience increased demand for different
types of senior housing for seniors who already live in the community as well as those
coming to Davis to be near other family members.

Increasing prevalence of non-family households (such as singles and groups of unrelated
individuals living together) and family households without children (such as empty
nesters or couples without children). There is increased demand for housing to
accommodate these types of living situations.

6. Possible areas of further research. Two areas are identified:

A survey of local worker housing needs and preferences which could garner information
to assist policy makers in tailoring housing assistance programs to better meet the needs
of local workers at various household income levels. Survey responses could also
provide marketing information that would assist housing developers.

Research possible workforce housing programs in terms of funding sources,
implementation techniques, and program guideline options prior to adopting such
programs.

Summary of the Needs Identified in the BAE Study

Staff has prepared the two tables on the following pages (titled “Where is the Need Coming
From”) to summarize the categories of needs that are identified in the BAE study:

1.
2.

Total units over 13 years from 2003 to 2015
Annual average of 13 years from 2003 to 2015

The largest categories of need are:

UCD student growth (although the demand is met by planned housing construction by
UCD during 2003 to 2015)

UCD research park growth

Natural growth



WHERE IS THE NEED COMING FROM?

Total Units Over 13 Years From 2003 to 2015

Housing Need Total Portion Absorbed By Remainder Not
Proposed UCD Absorbed by Proposed
Construction UCD Construction
UCD Student Growth 1,633 1,992 [359] surplus
(Appendix C)
UCD Faculty / Staff 660 500 160
Growth
(Appendix C)
UCD Research Park 845 0 845
Growth
(Appendix C)
UCD Affiliates 151 0 151
(Not UC Employees)
(Appendix C)
City Primary Demand 725 0 725
(Office, BP)
(Appendix D)
City Secondary Demand | 295 0 295
(Retail, City, DJUSD)
(Table 9)
Natural Growth 2,097 0 2,097
(Table 9)
Total Internal Housing 6,406 (100% of Total 2,492 (39% of Total 3,914 (61% of Total
Need Internal Housing Need) Internal Housing Need) Internal Housing Need)
. . UCD Construction
Units Housing Need Toward Need
2,500
2,097
1,992
2,000
1,633
1,500
1,000 %45
2
660 725
500
295
151
O T T T
UCD Student UCD UCD Research UCD Affiliates  City Primary  City Secondary Natural Growth
Growth Faculty/Staff ~ Park Growth Demand Demand

Growth




WHERE IS THE NEED COMING FROM?
Annual Average of 13 Years From 2003 to 2015

Housing Need Total Portion Absorbed By Remainder Not
Proposed UCD Absorbed By Proposed
Construction UCD Construction

UCD Student Growth 125 153 [28] surplus
(Appendix C)

UCD Faculty / Staff 51 39 12

Growth

(Appendix C)

UCD Research Park 65 0 65

Growth

(Appendix C)

UCD Affiliates 12 0 12

(Not UC Employees)

(Appendix C)

City Primary Demand 56 0 56

(Office, BP)

(Appendix D)

City Secondary Demand | 23 0 23

(Retail, City, DJUSD)

(Table 9)

Natural Growth 161 0 161

(Table 9)

Total Internal Housing 494 (100% of Total 192 (39% of Total 302 (61% of Total
Need Internal Housing Need) Internal Housing Need) Internal Housing Need)

Housing Need UCD Construction
Units Toward Need
180
161
160
153
140
125

120
100

80

65
51
39
40
23
20 12
0 T T T
UCD Student UCD UCD Research  UCD Affiliates  City Primary  City Secondary Natural Growth
Growth Faculty/Staff Park Growth Demand Demand

Growth
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Options in Determining Need

Staff has prepared the table on the following two pages to provide options in determining the
City’s average annual share of internal housing needs.

Staff has interpreted the need slightly different from BAE in the categories of:

2

UCD student growth. Staff recommends that instead of considering that there is a “surplus’
of 28 units per year for UCD student housing (that is, more housing construction than
demand during 2003-2015, as described in the following table), 28 units per year be added to
the City’s responsibility to adjust for UCD’s balance of supply and demand during the LRDP
planning horizon.

UCD research park. Staff recommends that the City’s responsibility due to UCD’s
research park plans be reduced from 65 units per year in the BAE study to 53 units per year.
Staff recommends that the City provide housing for the current research park amount of 66
acres but not for the proposed expansion of 15 acres.

Natural growth. Staff recommends that the City’s responsibility due to “natural growth” be
reduced from 161 units per year in the BAE study to 118 units per year. Staff recommends
that UCD students living in the City not be counted as contributors to “natural growth”
because they are not creating as many births as non-student Davis residents. (Another option
provided is to further reduce the City’s responsibility by an additional 65 units by not
counting Davis residents expected to commute-out to jobs.)




WHAT ARE COUNCIL’S OPTIONS

In Determining the City’s Average Annual Share?

Need Component

Average Annual Internal
Growth Need Per Study
(portion not absorbed by UCD
planned construction)

Other Options in
Determining City’s
Responsibility

(not necessarily mutually
exclusive)

Staff Recommendation in

Determining City’s Average
Annual Share
(parentheses indicates the

UCD Student Growth

(-) 28
(a “surplus™)

The BAE study reflects a
“surplus” of 28 units per year
of student housing after
looking at the planned
construction and enrollment
growth during the study’s
time frame of 2003 through
2015 (not including years
2001 and 2002). UCD’s
LRDP planning horizon is
2001-02 through 2015-16 and
the LRDP plans to construct
housing to accommodate 90%
of enrollment growth during
this period. Thus, the 28 unit
surplus is needed to
accommodate enrollment
growth in the 2001-02 and
2002-03 years and does not
create a “surplus” within the
LRDP time frame.

To adjust for this difference in
planning periods, it is
necessary to add 28 units back
into the study’s estimate of
unmet housing demand to
more accurately reflect UCD’s
planned balance of student
housing and demand.

Option 1. Add 28 units to
adjust for UCD’s balance of
supply and demand during the
LRDP planning horizon.

Option 2. Request that UCD
increase planned student
housing above the planned
36% in 2015, to:

e  Meet UC system wide
planned average of 38%
of enrollment, OR

e Meet UC system wide
goal of 42% of
enrollment.

Option 3. To supplement
UCD student housing
construction, the City could
provide an additional annual
average of 50 rental units per
year as needed to mitigate
extremely low vacancy rates.

difference from BAE study)

1) Add 28 units per year to the
City’s responsibility as
described in Option #1 (see
column to the left).

2) Request that UCD increase
the planned student housing
to 38% of enrollment. This
would be equal to
approximately 18 additional
units per year (+2% x
30,000 = 600 beds = 240
unit equivalents) through
2015).

UCD Faculty / Staff Growth

12
(portion not absorbed by UCD
construction)

None identified.

The faculty / staff units
planned by UCD in the “new
neighborhood” are probably
approaching the limit of what
is feasible, including the
appreciation-limited housing..

12 (=no change from study)

Accept 12 per study.

UCD Research Park Growth

65

Option. City could accept
responsibility for research
park amount planned in 1994
LRDP (66 acres) but not for
expanded amount in proposed
LRDP (81 acres).

53 (=reduction of 12 from
study)

Accept 53 units per year, 81% of
the 65 units per year in study.
Provide for current research park
amount but not the proposed
expansion.




UCD Affiliates 12

None identified.

12 (=no change from study)
Accept 12 per study

56 (=no change from study)
Accept 56 per study

(not UC Employees)

City Primary Demand 56 None identified.
(Office, BP)

City Secondary Demand 23 None identified.

(Retail, City, DJUSD)

23 (=no change from study)

Accept 23 per study

Natural Growth 161

Options. These approaches
would reduce amount of
natural growth:

)]

2)

3)

Do not count UCD
students living in City as
contributing to “natural
growth”. (Rationale: Not
creating as many births as
non-student Davis
residents.)

Do not count toward
“natural growth” the
55.4% of Davis residents
expected to commute out
to jobs (that is, do not
provide housing for these
persons).

Assume the policy
position that the City will
not accommodate 100%
of its “natural growth” in
housing demand each
year (that is, a lower
percentage such as 50%
or 75%).

Options. These approaches
would increase amount of
natural growth:

)

2)

Account for trend that
students are staying in
college longer (eg 5-6
instead of 4 years).
Account for UCD
students who stay in
Davis after graduation but
do not work in Davis.

118 (=reduction of 43 from
study)

Reduce from 161 to 118 by not
counting UCD students (43)
living in City as contributing to
natural growth.

Option: Further reduce “natural
growth” from 161 to 53 by not
counting UCD students (43)
living in City AND by not
counting Davis residents (65)
expected to commute out to
jobs.

Total Internal Housing Need | 301
(Portion not absorbed by UCD
construction)

302 (=increase of 1 from study)

[Round to 300,

Recommended inclusions / exclusions in the City’s average annual responsibility recommended above:
e  Would include affordable housing units assuming that the City fulfilled its regional fair share obligations and City affordable
housing goals. Exemptions could be established for certain categories of affordable housing projects that meet established

criteria.

e  Would not include student, faculty and staff housing built by UCD on campus or in the new neighborhood (annexed or not). The
City’s average annual share (if accepted) is the total internal need minus the portion absorbed by UCD planned construction.

o/bwolcott/housing need alt shares table
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Comparison of Need of 301 Units Per Year To Other Annual Average Growth Amounts
The following is a comparison of the average annual need of 301 units per year (after UCD
housing construction) based on the BAE study to other average annual housing unit amounts:

e 121 units/ year. Average annual amount based on 965 units remaining units to be built
from 2003 through 2010 under the current General Plan as amended (965 / 8).
Approximately 40% of these units are in affordable housing projects.

e 250 units / year. Approximate 1% growth rate based on housing units in the City as of
January, 2002 (.01 x 24,717 units per DOF). The City is estimated to have approximately
25,000 units in January, 2003. This was the original growth parameter by Council on
September 25, 2002.

e 276 units / year. Average annual amount based on the SACOG regional fair share
housing needs for the period from July 2000 to June 2007 (1,932 / 7). The fair share of
1,932 units consists of 1.47% for very low income, 19.9% for low income, 32.1% for
moderate income, and 46.6% for above moderate income.

e 301 units / yvear. Internal housing need per BAE study, February, 2003 (3,914 / 13).

e 442 units / year. Probable buildout of units in General Plan as adopted in December,
1987, for the period from January 1988 to January 2010 (9,726 / 22).

e 472 units / year. Average annual number of building permits issued for the period from
July 1, 1987 to July 1, 2002 (7,552 / 16).

Possible Site Locations for the Need
Staff has prepared the table on the following two pages (“Where Might 300 Units Per Year Be
Provided?” to illustrate possible site locations for accommodating housing need.

It is recognized that many of the sites listed would require significant planning approvals. The
table shows, however, how the need for different time periods could be met:

e 2003 -2005: 900 units needed and 916 units could be provided.

e 2006 -2010: 1,500 units needed and 1,913 units could be provided.

e 2011 -2015: 1,500 units needed and 1,855 units could be provided.

e 2003 -2015: 3,900 units needed and 4,684 units could be provided. (13 year total)

The total “need” at 300 units per year equals 3,900 units over 13 years. This “needed” amount
can be compared to the 6,552 units that were actually built during the 13 years from 1990
through 2002 for an average of 504 units per year.



WHERE MIGHT 300 UNITS PER YEAR BE PROVIDED?
Hlustration Only — Specific Projects Not Recommended At This Time

2003 - 2005
(3 Yrs x 300 Units = 900 Units Needed)

Single Family
(Detached and

Multi Family

Attached)

Vacant allocated lots 117

El Macero Estates final allocation in Jan. 2004 22

312-316 D Street 4

Olive Park 123
Cantrill Drive 132
Owendale 45
Walnut Terrace Seniors 30
Second and G, Chen building 4
El Macero Estates 2 land dedication site 36
Pacifico final phase 5
Bridges at Wildhorse 80
2707 Fifth Street 8

Oasis / Willowcreek south part (app. pending) 43

Kelly Point (app. pending) 57
Oakshade land dedication site 15
Sequoia Villas II (app. pending) 20 16
Aspen Court (no app.) 23

Da Vinci Court (no app.) 40
Olive Park land donation site (no app.) 43
Cantrill Drive land donation site (no app.) 53
Sub Total 2003 — 2005 = 916 Units Potential Shown 237 679

(3 Yrs x 300 Units = 900 Units Needed)
2006 — 2010

(5 Yrs x 300 Units = 1,500 Units Needed)

Single Family
(Detached and

Multi Family

Attached)

Unallocated lots at Willowbank 9 19

Callori on Olive Drive 49

Woodbridge land dedication site 16
Mace Ranch affordable hsg site east of Spafford 48
Part of Covell Village site 700 267
Part of Con Agra site (pre-app.) 275 150
Grande school site (no app.) 42

Davis Manor (no app.) 20
Kennedy Place (no app.) 12

Willowbank 9 two church sites (no app.) 60

Cowell corridor sites @ Oakshade, Seiber, Willowcr 15 240
com, Willowcreek It ind (no app.)

Sub Total 2006 — 2010 = 1,913 Units Potential Shown | 1,172 741

(5 Yrs x 300 Units = 1,500 Units Needed)




2011 -2015
(5 Yrs x 300 = 1,500 Units Needed)

Single Family
(Detached and

Multi Family

Attached)

Part of Covell Village site 490

Part of Con Agra site 275

Simmons east of cemetery (no app.) 50

Old East (no app.) 100
Mace and Cowell NEC (no app.) 30
Wildhorse school site (no app.) 90

Wildhorse horse ranch (no app.) 120

PG&E service center, 5" & L (no app.) 150 150
Nishi property, student hsg if not by UCD (no app.) 400
Sub Total 2011 — 2015 = 1,855 Units Potential Shown | 1,175 680
(5 Yrs x 300 = 1,500 Units Needed)

Total 2003 — 2015 = 4,684 Units Potential Shown 2,584 2,100
(13 Yrs x 300 = 3,900 Units Needed)

Note: This table does not include the non-school portion of the Signature site at the Mace curve as it is not being

considered for urban use.

O/bwolcott/housing need - where might need be provided
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Fiscal Impacts of Growth

Recent fiscal impact analysis of growth scenarios. The fiscal impact analysis prepared in
1999 for the General Plan update provided the following findings which are relevant to citywide
growth alternatives:

All of the alternatives face fiscal deficits once a new, fourth fire station is staffed and in
operation. These deficits will persist through 2010, and most likely well beyond.

If existing City service levels are to be maintained, there is a need to identify new funding
sources to generate revenues.

Absent increased funding from sources not considered in this analysis, or reductions in
service levels in other departments, the increased Police service level (from 0.89 officers per
1,000 service population to 1.0 per 1,000) is not likely to be affordable.

Decisions regarding the timing of service expansions / enhancements, the overall quality of
development, and the types of amenities that the City will provide for its residents will have
a greater impact on the City’s fiscal health than decisions regarding regarding the mix of land
uses (e.g. residential vs. commercial/business park land uses). The primary problem with the
“Reduced Buildout Scenario” (the basic land use alternative selected in the General Plan
update) is a lack of sufficient quantity of development (particularly in the more rapidly
absorbing residential projects) to spread the cost of the fourth fire station.

To implement any of the four alternatives studied and continue to maintain the health of the
City’s general fund, the City would need modify service assumptions and/or establish new
revenue sources or increase revenues from existing sources.

Fire Chief’s concerns. The City’s Fire Chief is concerned with new growth as there are
difficulties responding to current requests for services. The Chief has forwarded the following
comments:

“In 1999 I presented a staff report to the Council on the fire station location analysis.
(Various subjects were evaluated in the analysis including current resources, services
provided, response times, distribution and concentration of fire stations, response reliability,
etc.)

The conclusion of the 1999 report was the outlying stations (1350 Arlington Blvd. and 425
Mace Blvd.) have an adequate distribution, concentration and response reliability. The
downtown station does not provide adequate coverage for the district it is assigned as the
first due Engine Company (doesn’t provide 5 minute response time to all areas). The
reliability of the downtown station being available for an emergency is not adequate (second
and third due engine companies have to respond as the downtown engine is frequently on
another call). A fourth fire station would provide improved response time to the north,
northeast and northwest areas and provide increased reliability of an available engine
company with better response time in the downtown area without moving the engine
companies from 425 Mace or 1350 Arlington in to cover downtown when two engine
companies are busy.

The recommendation for the addition of the fourth fire station in 1999 was a current need.
Additionally, it would be well utilized as future call volumes increase. Since the 1999 report,
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which utilized data from 1985 through 1998, call volume has increased annually in the
following amounts: 7.1%, 11.6%, 8.2% and 7.7%.

The council approved planning for a fourth fire station. However, there was and continues to
be a significant budgetary problem. This problem is not only with desired new services, it is
difficult for the City to maintain financing for existing services. Not until a revenue stream
is identified to finance the on going operational costs of a fourth fire station can we address
the need for the fourth fire station.

I cannot approve ...of new growth knowing we are experiencing difficulty responding to our
current requests for service from the Davis Fire Department.”

City commissions. The City’s Economic Development Commission and Finance Commission
are both concerned with the fiscal impacts of additional growth and development. The
Economic Development Commission will be investigating opportunities within the 1-80 corridor
for land uses which could generate needed revenues to the City while recognizing the need for
community acceptance.

School Impacts of Growth.

In September, 2002, the Davis Joint Unified School District (DJUSD) analyzed the potential
effect of proposed new developments on district enrollment (see Attachment 2). The analysis
showed that the proposed 4,569 housing units would generate the approximately 2,559 students
using an overall yield rate of 0.56 student per unit. The estimated cost of providing school
facilities for the growth would be $58,000,000 and current mitigation fees would only pay part of
the estimated cost.

The number of housing units analyzed by DJUSD (4,569) was only slightly higher than the 3,900
units that would be built from 2003 to 2015 at a rate of 300 units per year. It is reasonable to
estimate that the facilities would cost approximately $50,000,000 for the 3,900 units through
2015.

Other Infrastructure Issues.

New growth will impact other infrastructure systems including water, wastewater treatment, and
storm drainage. These impacts and their cost burdens will need to be addressed with individual
development proposals.

Attachments

1. Summary Information Related to UCD Housing and Student Population.

2. DJUSD Analysis of Proposed Residential Development, September, 2002.

3. Minutes of the City Council Meeting on September 25, 2002.

4. Minutes of the City Council Meeting on October 9, 2002.

5. “Internal Housing Needs Analysis” Report, Bay Area Economics, February 19, 2002.

(Note: The attached copy contains minor corrections to the copy distributed for the
February 26, 2003 meeting; the minor corrections involve the cover page title, page 21 and
Appendix B.)
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SUMMARY INFORMATION

. UCD and UC Student Housing Compared to Student Population

Existing Future
UCD 23% 36%
UC System Wide 26% 38%

Sources: .
o Initial Study, UCD Long Range Development Plan, October 2002.
o www.universityofcalifornia.edu/news/factsheets/2002/student_housing.pdf

O/bwolcoti/housing need student housing and envollments summary
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STUDENT HOUSING
The Challenge

California is expected to grow in population from the current 34.5 miillion residents to 45.8 million by 2020, an
increase of 11.3 million, according to projections developed by the state Department of Finance.

Higher education in California, including the University of California, is not immune to the pressures created by
expected population growth. The situation is made more critical as the children of baby boomers arrive on
campuses. 5

Between 1998 and 2010, enrollment at the University of California is expected to grow by 64,000 students, a 44
percent increase. This “Tidal Wave 1I” enroliment growth will substantially increase the demand for studerit
housing throughout the UC system.

On average, UC residence halls in Fall 2000 were at 106 percent of designated utilization and UC-provided
apartments were at 103 percent of designated utilization. (Actual occupancy vs. designed bed spaces: the
difference is the result of adding temporary bed spaces, for example, adding a third bed to a room designed for
two.) :

UC’s Plans

Currently, the university provides housing for approkimatelﬁpercent of its students. UC guarantees housing for ’*
freshinen who apply by housing deadlines. Goals are also established at each campus based upon student demand,
including transfer students, returning sophomores, other undergraduate, and graduate students. Currently, a )
composite housing goal of 39 percent has been established for all enrollments. Students with families are included

in all academic levels; approximately 10 percent of the university’s housing is assigned to families, with priority

given to students with children.

The Board of Regents has already approved plans to add some 12,100 beds to the systemwide student housing
stock, at an estimated cost of $1.2 billion (including related facilities such as dining and infrastructure}.

Overall, UC has plans in various stages of approval to almost double the number of student housing “beds” from

the current 47,100 to 86,700 by academic year 2011-12, an increase of 39,600, or 83 percent. This constitutes the

most aggressive plan ever to be initiated by the university to meet student housing needs. These growth plans will

help the university increase the available housing to 38 percent of total enrollments, nevertheless still shy of the )K
47 percent goal established for 2011-12. >

Of that total, 17,900 “beds” will come from private developers, according to current estimates, with the remaining
21,700 from UC.

Private developers could use ground leases on university-owned, entitled sites. In addition, campuses have
estimated that systemwide, about 7,400 of these privately developed units ~ 40 percent — could be located off-
campus instead of on university land. Moving that number of units to off-campus locations would allow campuses
to absorb, systemwide, an additional 2,400 units by 2011-12, according to preliminary campus estimates.

The university is acutely aware that the needed additional housing must be created in a way that is sensitive to
community and environmental concerns. Some campuses will be able to expand more than others. -

20
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2003 LONG RANGE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
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Airport, a south campus parcel located south of 1-80 and west of Old Davis Road, and a central
campus parcel located north of 1-80 and west of Old Davis Road (see Figure 4).

As discussed further in the Specific Projects section below, the proposed RPMP would address the
design of facilities on land proposed for Research Park uses on the central and south campuses. The
2003 LRDP EIR will include a project-specific analysis of the RPMP.

Student Housing

The Student Housing land use designation provides for a variety of campus and privately operated’

student housing types and densities, as well as campus child care centers. Existing UC Davis student
housing types include residence halls, family apartments, co-ops, and apartments. Campus student
housing accommodated approximately 5,800 students in 2001-02, or approximately 23 percent of the -*
student population (UC Davis 2002). (gm /%970 )

The 2003 LRDP anticipates development of new student housing on the central campus to
accommodate approximately 2,000" additional students through 2015-16. With this increase, total
central campus student housing is anticipated to accommodate approximately 26 percent of the
student population through 2015-16. The 2003 LRDP would identify new areas for student housing
on a vacant site northwest of the Orchard Park Housing Complex and on z site that is currently
developed with greenhouses south of Orchard Park Housing. New Student Housing under the 2003
LRDP would also be constructed as infill within existing housing areas.

The 2003 LRDP may designate additional land for Student Housing west of SR 113, south of Russell
Boulevard, and north of Hutchison Drive as part of the proposed Neighborhood Maier Plan (discussed
further in the Specific Projects section below): The 2003 LRDP EIR will include a project-specific

analysis of the proposed NMP. —?- CRBBRT™ S P00
ﬂm'?

+2000
Support Services NBLE . .
o | 26 000 sriraL. = 26 2o

+ 2000

= |, O
The Support Services land use category provides for facilities re’quired service the campus on a daily
basis, including facilities that deal with fire and police protection, supplies, water, wastewater, solid
waste, electricity, communications, heating and cooling, building maintenance, hazardous waste, and
vehicle maintenance/storage. Existing Support Services land uses occur on the central, west, and
south campuses and include facilities such as the campus landfill and the University Airport (on the
west campus), the Operations & Maintenance Headquarters, the Fleet Services and Unitrans
operations centers, and the Central Heating and Cooling Plant (on the central campus), and the
campus Wastewater Treatment Plant'and an electrical substation (on the south campus).

The 2003 LRDP would change the Support Services designation of the currently developed Operations -
and Maintenance Headquarters and Fleet Services sites on the central campus to
‘Academic/Administrative High Density to accommodate this expansion of the academic core. Due to
the associated displacement of these support functions, the 2003 LRDP would designate land in the
south campus (that is currently used for Teaching and Research Fields) as Support Services. In
addition, the 2003 LRDP would designate land in the south campus (that is currently used for

Teaching and Research Fields) as Support Services to provide for expansions of the electrical

'* The 2,000 new student beds through 2015-16 would include approximately 380 new beds approved and under
construction as of 2001-02 (as part of the Segundo Housing Infill Project) and approximately 400 beds that are
currently proposed and will likely be approved under the 1994 LRDP (as part of the proposed Tercero Housing Infill
Project) before the fall 2003 approval of the 2003 LRDP. The 2003 LRDP would provide for an additional
approximately 800 additional beds at the Tercero Housing Complex and approximately 400 beds near the Orchard Park
Housing Complex.

-18-
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Attachment 2.
DJUSD Analysis of Proposed Residential Development,

September, 2002.

22~




/

Hem #

Meeting Date September 19, 2062
Estmated lime 20 Minutes
Prepared By Tahir Ahad

INFORMATION: BOARD AGENDA ITEM | soporse ™

CK to Stbmi: David Murphy

Subject: PRESENTATION OF CITY COUNCIL’'S  STAFF REPORT
REGARDING PROPOSED/POSSIBLE NEW HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL DISCUSSION OF SUBSTANTIALLY
INCREASED RESIDENTIAL GROWTH

(x) Discussion.

Administrative Recommendation:
* Review the dily staff's report regarding proposed new housing and its potential effect on the district enrollment.

Background/Rationale for Consideration of Topic:

On July 24, 2002, the city staff presented a report to the Cily Council fisting proposed and potential residential
developments. The district consultant, Vem Weber, has reviewed the information and developed initial

projections based on the possible residential growth.

The initial projections indicate that, if all of these proposed developments are ultimately approved, they will cause
the district enroliment 1o increase substantiaily, as shown in the summary. More detailed data is presented in
Attachment 2. The cost of provided the additional facilities does not have an existing or probable revenue source.
The State’s 50/50 funding system has proven unreliable.

Grade Level | Projected Enroiiment Facilities Cost i provide | Estimated Total
Reguired facilities*

K-& 1,508 3 Eiem. Schools | $10,800,000 each $32,400,000

7-8 548 1 Jr. High $19,700,000 $19,700,000

16-12 . 503 Proporticnate $ 5,900,000 $ 5,900,000
High School

Total 2559 $58,000,000

* Cost based on permanent housing only per state standard and aciual experience with recent projects. Costs
not yet included: Interim housing (portables), additional facilities staff needed fo arrange for new and interim

facilities.
It is requested that the Board of Education review the information presented and provide directions to staff
regarding further staff work,

Documents Attached:

Enroitment Projections made in 1999.

Actual enroliment 2001-02. '

City staff's report to City Council dated July 24, 2002. {Provided under separate cover.)
Analysis of Housing/Growth Issues based on City staff recommendations dated July 24, 2002.

Ll S
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Page 1
TABLE 5S¢
Davis Joint Unified School District
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT -- THIRD SCHOOL MONTH
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Grade 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
K 559 553 559 566 572
T ‘ | ;;‘{/;:;5- S 630/+71 o 618/+65 o 624/+65 S -E-#;SSW T
2 o 663/+23 i 660/+19 643/+13 624/+6 630/+6 ‘
3 666/+26 686423 676/+16 | 6551412 636/:!-12
4 638/+19 6380/+14 69216 677/+1 656/+1
5 655/+23 657/+19 690/+10 697/+5 682/+5
6 675/+14 665/+1C 661+4 690/0 697/0
Subtotal  © 44971+180 4531/+156 4539/+114 4533/+89 4504/489
sSDC 33 53 53 53 53
Total 4550 4584 4592 4586 4557
7 682/+44 716/+41 706/+41 ‘ 701/+40 T30/H40
8 6507420 693/+11 727/+11 716/+10 711410
9 654/+15 660/+10 703/+10 737/+10 726/+10
Subtotal l985/+79 2069462 2136/+62 2154460 2167/+60
SDC 3 8 8 3 8
Total 1994 2077 2144 2162 2175
10 681/420 669/-!-15 675i+15 717/+14 751/+14
11 688/+15 691/+10 67910 685/+10 7271410
12 650/-15 673/-15 676/-15 664/-15 670/-15
Subtotal 2019/+20 2033/+10 203010 20669 2148/+9
SDC 10 i0 10 10 10
Total 2029 2043 2040 2076 2158
X-12 Cobort Factor. | +279 +228 +186 +158 +158
GRAND TOTAL | $573 8704 3776 8824 3890
Total Change +256 +131 +72 +48 466
DJUSD: Enroiiment Projections 1999/2010 Page 50
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TABLE 5d
Davis Joint Unified School District
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT - THIRD SCHOOL MONTH

Grade Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/16
K 583 594 611 632 656
! ooz Jewomss  |e30m6 643432 6641432
2 esras 5963 | 606113 615015 | eowsls
3 636/+6 624/46 602/+6 608/+2 617/+2 N
4 7 643/+7 642/+6 630/+6 604/+2 7 610/+2 o]
5 666/+10 652/+9 651149 636/1+6 610/+6 S
6 687/+5 670/+4 656/+4 651/0 636/0
Subtotal 44421452 4397/+43 4386/+48 4389/+27 4421427
SpC 53 53 53 53 53
Total 4495 4450 4439 4442 4474
7 735/+38 725/+38 708/438 689/+33 634/+33
8 738/+8 T43/+8 733/48 T13/+5 694/+5
b 71948 746118 75148 738/+5 71845
Subtotai 2192/+54 2214/+54 2192/+54 214OI+43 2096/+43
sDC 8 3 3 3 3
Total 2200 2222 2200 2148 2104
10 734/+8 727148 754/48 756/+5 743/+5
i1 759148 742/48 735/+8 T59/+5 T61H45
iz 7124415 748/+15 725/-15 718/-17 742/-17
Subtotal 2205/+1 2217+1 2214/+1 2233/-7 2246/-7
sSDC 0 10 10 10 10
Total 2215 2227 2224 2243 2256
K-12 Cobort Factor | 107 +103 +103 +63 +63
GRAND TOTAL | 8910 8899 8863 8833 8334
Total Change +20 ~-i1 -36 -30 +1

INSERT GRAPH: FIGURE 6, K-12 COHORT FACTOR (PUBLIC SCHOQLS) HISTORICAL
Page 51

DJUSD: Enrollment Projections 1999/2010
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Attachment 4
Page 1

DAVIS JOINT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
ANALYSIS OF HOUSING/GROWTH ISSUES
Based on City Staff Recommendations, dated July 24, 2002
September {1, 2002

At the present time, there are fewer than 200 vacant lots in the City of Davis, and unless new
residential housing projects are approved for development, future build-out will proceed at fewer

than 50 units per year through 2010.

The current General Plan was adopted-in May 2001. UCD plans. to provide up to 1,100 housing
units for faculty/staff and up to 3,900 beds for students on UCD land. The City of Davis is exploring

the potential for firture residential developments.

Presented in the attached table are all potential ‘residential development project identified for
consideration at this time. These include all projects located within the current urban limit line as
well as one, Stonegate West, which is outside the urban limit line. The total number of non-student
units under constderation is 4,569.

While all projects will require future action by the City before proceeding, those most likely to reach
construction within the near future are student housing projects—Da Vinci Court Apartments,
Sycamore Lane Apartments and Cantrill Apartments.

Major residential projects with the potential to generate public school students that are most likely to
proceed through the planning process first include UCD (maximum 1,100 units), Covell Center
(maximum 1,600 units) and Shea Homes/Con Agra (maximum 800 units). Even if these projects are
approved in a reasonable timeline, it will be several years before any units can be constructed and

occupied.

Staff’ speculates and suggests that several proposed projects may never be built, or at least are
expected to be delayed for many years. Projects in this category include Stonegate West (806 units),
Seville Apartments II (60 units) and Wildhorse Horse Ranch (120 units).

Based on .a Student Yield Rates Study, dated May 1, 2002, the District’s yield rates were the
following:

Residential Category K6 7-9 10-12 Total
SF Detached 0.38 0.14 0.13 0.65
SF Attached 0.24 0.01 0.07 0.32
Apartments — Affordable 031 0.10 0.09 0.50
Apartments ~ Regular 0.14 0.06 0.03 023

Overall Yield 033 0.12 0.11 0.56
Analysis. of Housing/Growth Issues Page'l
September 11, 2002
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Page 2

At this time, there is no descriptive information available regarding the residential categories for the
4,569 potential units. By assuming a mix similar to the current housing, the overall yield rates from
above would provide a reasonable estimate of potential future students.

Grade Yield Students
K-6 033 1,508
I 012 548
10-12 011 503
Total 0.56 2,559

It is impossible to predict a construction schedule for any of the future residential projects at this
time, so to determine the potential impact on the Davis Joint Unified School District, the above
student estimates were added to the long-range enroilment projections presented in the 2002/03 —
2021/22 Enrollment Projects report dated March 8, 2002:

Grade Projected Potential Potential
2011/12 Additional 2011/12

K-6 4,494 1,508 6,002
7-9 1,948 548 2,496
10-12 2,096 503 2,599
Total 8,538 2,559 11,097
Grade Projected Potential Potential
2021/22 Additional 2021/22

K-6 5,103 1,508 6,611

7-9 2,145 548 2,693
10-12 2,087 503 2,590
Total 9,335 2,559 11,894

The long range enrollment projections prepared on March 8, 2002, were based only on remaining
vacant lots and minimai build-out of minor subdivisions, plus the impact of birth trends and age-
distribution factors. None of the potential residential development projects were considered, so their
construction would require the addition of the K-12 students to the previously prepared projections.

It is most likely that many of the 4,569 potential units will be built by 2011/12, but not all, so the
“potential 2011/12” enrollments presented above probably overstate the enroilment at that time.
Nonetheless, it appears likely that the District will ultimately reach an enrollment-of 10,000 students.

Assuming an eventual enroilment of 10,000 — 11,000 K-12 students, the District’s facilities- master
plan would have to be adjusted accordingly. Based on a continuation of the K-6/7-9/10-12 grade
organization, there would be a need for about twelve K-6 schools—three more than currently exist.
Grades 7-9 would require three schools, which is consistent with the current master plan. Grade 10-
12, with. a- projected: comprehensive high: school enrollment of about 2,500 would require the
expansion of Davis Senior High School or consideration of alternative- housing: plans/programs for
300-800 students.

Analysis of Housing/Growth Issues Page2

Sepsember 11, 2002
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Page 3

Davis High School’s physical core facilities could accommodate 2,200 students, but the community
considers an 1,800 school to be overcrowded for students-in a human environment  The district has
not officially adopted an ideal size for a comprehensive school, but generally considers a 1,600
student, grades 10-12, school to be the appropriate size in order to provide the optimum grades 10-12
instructional program while return a sense of geod knowledge and relationship with students,
teachers and staff.

Amalysis.of Housing/Growth Issues: Page3
September 11, 2002 ‘



Attachment 4

City of Davis
Potential Residential Development
Status/Stafl Residential Potential
Project Name Position Acres Units
1 | Seville Apts. 11 GP Amend./ 38 60 A*
(market-rate) discourage (144 beds)
| proceeding fornow | B ) o
2. | Oakshade Mixed Use Pre-appl./ 8.9 29 SF*
(student apts., | discourage 49A (154 beds)
professionals in live-work | proceeding for now 28 LW (28 beds)
units)
3. { Da Vinci Court Apts. Pre-appt./ allow 247 56°A
(student apartments) | proceeding (212 beds)
4. | Sycamore Lane Apts. Pre-appl./ encourage 4.8 256 A
{student apartments) | proceeding (822 beds)
S. | Cantrill Apts. Appl./ will come 7.1 132 A
(student apartments) before City in
September 2002
6. | Seiber Light Ind. Site Discourage 34 Minimal
. proceeding
7. | Willowcreek Com. Site Allow exploration 3.8 30 A*
8. | Palms Playhouse Site Allow exploration 2 24 A*
9. | Willowcreek Light Ind. Allow exploration 14.5 Minimal
Site
10. | Stonegate West Outside urban line/ 160 806*
discourage
submittal of
GP A/pre-appl.
11. | Covell Center Within urban line/ 386 1,600*
) explore options
12. | Shea Homes/Con Agra Within urban line/ 100 800*
explore options
13. | Wildhorse Horse Ranch Discourage 28 120*
submittal of GPA/
pre-appl.
14. | Nishi Student Housing Consider potential ? Unknown
in conjunction with
UCD-LRDP
15. | GCD-LRDP UCD/City ? 1,100*
(facuity/staff) agreement o
coordinate plans.
16. | UCD-LRDP ‘UCD/City ? 3,900 beds
{student housing) agreement to (less beds to be
) coordinate plans built in city)
*TOTAL NON-STUDENT UNITS 4,569
Analysis of Housing/Growth Issues Paged:
- September 11, 2002
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Attachment 3.
Minutes of the City Council Meeting on September 25, 2002.




‘/Community Growth
and General Plan
Amendment Request
— Continued Discus-
sion from July 31,
2002.

back to Council.

S. Boyd moved, seconded by M. Harrington to direct staff to submit report to U.S. De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The motion passed by the fol-
lowing vote:

Ayes: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
Noes: None.

Planning and Building Director Bill Emlen stated this is a continued report from the
July 31, 2002 Council meeting regarding applications and inquiries on General Plan
amendments. He said supplemental project information has been submitted since the
last staff report and is included. He explained the suggestion is that Council consider
refinements to the City’s approach to growth management. He said it is based on an
assumption that the City is entering a mature phase in evolution and the growth rates
mentioned are fo illustrate how a phased growth approach might work. Staff is asking
for direction from Council on this approach as one of the objectives in initiating this
discussion.

Senior Planner Bob Wolcott summarized the staff report by providing some back-
ground information, clarifying the growth vision in the General Plan, and what is the
remaining development potential for Davis. He said Council may want to eliminate
some of the General Plan Amendment requests from consideration at this time be-
cause the requests would be clearly in conflict with fundamental principles and poli-
cies of the General Plan. He spoke about how growth management system could be
structured fo ensure slow, steady growth pointing out that the General Plan calls for
an update to the Phased Allocation Plan and with proper adjustment a slower, more
gradual growth scenario could be achieved.

Staff responded to questions from the City Council.

Thirty-five individuals spoke about issues related to community growth and General

Plan amendments as follows:

(1) University housing for students and whether the University should develop a

neighborhood on University property for students and facility;

(2) The desire to stay within the General Plan, slow growth and opposed growth other

than infill projects; )

(3) Provide affordable housing for public employees such as teachers, police officers,

firefighters;

{4) Adopt planning principles that guide development, have reliable funding sources
to meet the needs generated by growth;

(5) Expressed difficuity of finding sites for religious institutions and expansion of re-
ligious facilities;

{6) The University should work with the City in developing housing for students;

(7) More densification, having higher density single family housing along bus routes;

(8) Should not require annexing lands outside the current city limits, housing should
be close to the University, and should not result in traffic congestion;

(9) The city should build two and three story buildings rather than use prime farm
land.

Mayor Boyd thanked the public for their comments.
Staff responded to questions from the City Council.

Following discussion, T. Puntillo moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, that the criteria

R:cityclk/council/m9-25-02 %$ 6



established for projects fit into 250-unit model per year until replacement of the cur-
rent General Plan.

S. Greenwald moved substitute motion, seconded by M. Harrington, to complete the
1100 units already approved, work with the University on limited equity housing in a
mutually beneficial project and look for opportunities for infill and for permanently af-
fordable housing projects. The motion failed by the following vote.

AYES: Greenwald, Harrington.
NOES: Asmundson, Puntillo, Boyd.

R. Asmundson moved substitute motion, seconded by S. Boyd, to allocate 250 hous-
ing units including the 50 University allocations. The motion failed by the following
vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Boyd.
NOES: Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo.

Following further discussion R. Asmundson withdrew her second on the main motion.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to implement a growth parameter of
approximately 250 units per year and that the parameter be for 201 units for the city
and 49 units for the University. The motion passed by thé following vofe:

AYES: Asmundson, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: Greenwald, Harrington.

City Council directed staff as follows:

s Implement amendments to the General Plan and Phased Allocation Ordinance
and possible other mechanisms.

s Begin in fiscal year 2004-05 and extend through 2010, the current General Plan
or until replacement of the current General Plan.

+ Re-evaluate in 2005 when the next fair share obligations are issued by Sacra-
mento Area of Council Of Governments (SACOG).

e Involve both infill and new growth,

e  That there be a mix of housing types and price levels.

+ That the proposed new neighborhood by the University is assumed to be annexed
to the City and that facility and staff units be part of the City’s growth parameter of
250 units per year.

City Council stated the preliminary growth parameter of 250 units are:

* Approximately 1% of the current housing units of approximately 25,000 and is
consistent with the General Plan policies.

» This amount is approximately one half of the average annual number of units built
from 1987 to 2002 and equal to the average annual number of units in the fair
share housing obligations issued by SACOG.

« Would be a measurein place until the next fair share obligations released in
2005.

City Council directed staff to review the following issues:

*  Would student housing in the University new neighborhood be part of the 250
units per year? . ]

« What projects would be exempt from the new growth scenario?

* Are units allowed to “roll over” if not built within the year?
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" City of Davis/
University of Califor-
nia, Davis Water
Supply Feasibility
Study - Recommen-
dation for future Wa-
ter Management Pol-
icy Action.

« If not approved through a Measure J vote what would happen?

City Council directed staff to return in two weeks with evaluation of sites based on
criteria identified by Council.

Senior Utility Resources Specialist Jacques DeBra explained staff was before the
Council on July 31, 2002, and this presentation completes the address on the long
term water planning process and the water supply feasibility study which was con-
ducted between the City and University. He stated Jim Yost and Jim Anderson from
West, Yost and Associates, and Allen Liily, the project attorney as weli as Public
Works staff are present to address the Council and answer questions. He said there
will be a short presentation and towards the end staff will focus on consolidating what
is to be considered in the recommendations.

He proceeded with the presentation explaining where the city has been and the many
studies that have been conducted. He said the point is to keep options open for sur-
face water rights in the future. He stated staff has laid out the five major points that
Council would review pericdically in assessing whether staff would proceed to the
next point. He indicated that staff tried to be very deliberate in how to approach the
work program and progress toward the dual track for the deep aquifer and surface
water sources.

DeBra said staff is asking the City Council for authorization to begin discussions and
negotiations with West Sacramento regarding the highly rated conjunction use option
(alternative 5). He explained before taken any subsequent steps an interagency in-
terest and commitments are required amongst the alternative agencies (city, UC
Davis and West Sacramento). Also prior to committing dollars for a project environ-
mental impact report all participants must be in agreement on a multi-agency con-
junctive use plan.

He explained the current situation is to keep evaluating and studying the city’s posi-
tion and direction. He stated the intermediate wells water quality is not in decline but
the regulations have become more stringent and it is tougher to keep-the older wells
on line. He said six wells have been taken off line in the past 15 years with expecta-
tion that one more will be coming off line. The existing well sites have constrains for
the older facilities on small parcels and in zoning that is not appropriate for wellhead
treatment. He said deep aquifer is of better quality but is not perfect and may face
future regulations. He explained staff has spoken to City Coungcil about the problem
with new sites whether it is intermediate or deep aquifer wells. He also explained that
as the city stays on ground water sources the costs would be higher than other com-
munities.

He said the positive portion is that the study is grant funded and the main objective of
the study is to identify a reliable long-term source of high quality water to serve both
the city and University. He also said that waste water issues are going to be a chal-
lenge for the city in the future.

He reported that the recommended work plan, annual review and update process
proposed by staff are intended to encourage community involvement in the process
as more information becomes known about future water supply alternatives that ap-
pear to offer the city and UC Davis viable solutions to future water supply challenges.

Principal Utility Program Supervisory Robert Schoech gave comparisons of the differ-
ent sources between surface water from Sacramento River, the deep aquifer and the
intermediate aquifers. He said the Natural Resources Commission reviewed Sacra-
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'/ Community Growth
and General Plan
Amendment Re-
quests -—Continued
Discussion from
September 25, 2002.

NOES: None.

Planning & Building Director Bill Emlen briefly summarized the background and the
issues discussed on September 25, 2002. He said staff is receiving request for Gen-
eral Plan amendments and also receiving comments about the current housing mar-
ket as far as rents, prices and availability of housing. Some request for General Plan
amendments were to change non-residential sites to residential uses. Staff suggested
taking a broader and comprehensive review.

He said the city is under no obligation to approve the sites and do not have to affirma-
tively act on the proposals. City Council actions are not final indicating that the infor-
mation during this discussion will help the applicants. If Council makes strong direc-
tion then the applicants can minimize costs and staff time. He said staff not only has
listed out sites that have proposals but also sites that have not received proposals. He
explained there is an emphasis on infill growth.

Senior Planner Bob Wolcott explained the staff report has an incorrect statement
about Signature property inside the curve. He said after discussions with the Davis
Joint Unified School District, staff does not want to complicate an acquisition process
that is underway, and most importantly there are other sites that can achieve the de-
sired growth scenario.

He stated staff reviewed 37 proposed projects and other sites and compared them
against the 20 criteria Council identified last meeting. Staff found the benefit of this
analysis was limited because many of the projects were unknown such as school im-
pacts, etc. He outlined the direction from Council at the September 25, 2002 meeting
and reviewed the recommendations from staff.

Staff responded to questions from the City Council.

Following discussion, M. Harrington moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to affirm that Sig-
nature property is'not in the General Plan and have no intention of including the Sig-
nature site inside the curve in the General Plan in the foreseeable future. The motion
passed by the foliowing vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None,

Twenty-nine individuals spoke regarding community growth and the General Plan re-
quest. Six individuals opposed inclusion of Covelt Village and six spoke in support of
inclusion of Covell Village. Some speakers opposed any change to the General Plan.

There were a number of individuals with proposals or applications filed with the Plan-
ning & Building Depariment asking the City-Council to consider their application or
proposal. They outlining the benefits of their projects.

Council stated the table presented by staff lists sites and/or projects that should be
continued for consideration or discouraged from consideration at this time. Sites
and/or projects, which are continued for consideration, might later become part of
groupings that would implement the desired community growth scenario through 2010
or beyond.

Pianning & Building Director Emien stated the priority is to narrow the‘choices togeta
handle on development and once the choices are narrowed there will be an opportu-
nity to look at different types of housing. The following are sites for Council consid-
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eration:

Infill — Current Requests -
Following discussion, M. Harrington moved, seconded by T. Puntillo, to continue con-
sideration of Aspen Court for residential use. The motion passed by the following

vote:
AYES: Asmundson, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

ABSTAIN: Greenwald.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to discourage consideration of development
for residential use of Con Agra/Shea Homes at this time.

S. Greenwald moved substitute motion, seconded by R. Asmundson, to retain the
existing General Plan designation and zoning for Con Agre/Shea Homes — devel-
oped part. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntilio, Boyd.
NOES: None. -

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to continue consideration of Con Agra/Shea'
Homes — undeveloped for residential use at this time.

S. Greenwald moved substitute motion; seconded by R. Asmundson, to retain the
existing General Plan designation and zoning in the Gon Agra/Shea Homes unde-
veloped area.

M. Harrington requested amendment to the substitute motion that Council instructs
staff and all appropriate commissions to return to Council with a report on how a busi-
ness park could be promoted in the area. Accepted by the mover and second of the
substitute motion. The substitute motion as amended passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington.
NOES: Puntillo, Boyd.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by M. Harrington, to continue consideration of Da Vinci
Court apartments for use as residential property at this time. The motion passed by
- the following vote:

AYES: Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo.
NOES: Asmundson, Boyd.

T. Puntillo moved to continue consideration of the Oakshade mixed use for residen-
tial. No second.

S. Boyd moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to discourage consideration of Oak-
shade mixed use at this time for residential use.

M. Harrington moved substitute motion, seconded by T. Puntillo, to continue consid-
eration for residential at this time. The motion failed by the following vote:

AYES: Harrington, Puntillo.
NOES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Boyd.

The original motion passed by the following vote:
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AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Boyd.
NOES: Harrington, Puntillo

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to continue consideration of Palm Play-
house site for residential use. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: Greenwald, Harrington.

S. Boyd moved, seconded by T. Puntillo, to discourage consideration of Seiber
mixed use for residential use at this time. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

City Council directed staff to siudy the Seiber mixed use site as part of the 1-80 corri-
dor.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by T. Puntillo, to discourage consideration of Seville
It Apartments for residential at this time. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

Following discussion, M. Harrington moved, seconded by T. Puntillo, to discourage
consideration of the Sequoia Villas 1l apartments and:condos at this time. The mo-
tion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Harrington, Puntilio, Boyd.
NOES: Asmundson.
ABSTAIN: Greenwald.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by R..Asmundson, to continue consideration of Syca-
more Lane Apartments at this time.

M. Harrington asked that the motion be amended to say “..., however, Council ex-
pressed serious concerns about a variety of impacts about this project and needs
further study”. The mover and second accepted the amendment.

The motion as amended passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to discourage consideration of Wild-
horse Horse Ranch at this time. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None. '

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to continue consideration of the Witlowcreek
commercial for residential at this time.

M. Harrington moved substitute motion, seconded by R. Asmundson, to discourage
consideration of Willowcreek commercial for residential at this time. The substitute
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motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington.
NOES: Puntillo, Boyd.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by T. Puntilio, to discourage consideration-of the
Willowcreek light industrial for residential at this time. The motion passed by the
following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

Infill — Other Possible Sites

Following further discussion, M. Harrington moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to
postpone discussion about infill — other possible sites, 14 through 28, to another time.
The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None. :

New Development — Current Requests

T. Puntillo moved to continue consideration of Stonegate Farms for residential use at
this time. No second.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by S. Boyd, fo discourage consideration of
Stonegate Farms for residential use at this time. -The motion passed by the following

vote:
AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Boyd.
NOES: Puntillo.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to discourage consideration of
Signature property north of the curve for residential at this time. The motion
passed by the following vote: '

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

M. Harrington moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to discourage consideration of
Shriners Hospitals property for residential at this time. The motion passed by the
following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by M. Harrington, to discourage consideration of Oeste
Farms property for residential at this time. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to encourage consideration of Nishi property
for residential at this time.
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M. Harrington moved substitute motion, seconded by S. Greenwald, to retain the cur-
rent land use designation and agricultural zoning.

R. Asmundson moved. second substitute motion, seconded by M. Harrington, to retain
the Nishi property as is and consider as part of the Memorandum of Understanding
process with the University.

The second substitute motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None. .

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by R. Asmundson, to discourage consideration of the
Dowling property for residential at this time. The motion passed by the following

vote:
AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald, Harrington, Puntillo, Bayd.
NOES: None.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by S. Boyd, to continue encourage consideration of the
Covell Village for residential at this time.

M. Harrington moved substitute motion, seconded by S. Greenwald, to discouraged
consideration of Covell Village for residential until the Council and staff have con-
ducted a community needs analysis for housing by January.

S. Greenwald moved a second substitute motion to discourage consideration of
Covell Village for residential at this time. No second.

The substitute motion failed by the following vote:
AYES: Harrington.

NOES: Asmundson, Puntilio, Boyd.
ABSTAIN: Greenwald.

The original motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: Greenwald, Harrington

—? R. Asmundson moved, seconded by M. Harrington, to appoint a Council subcommit-
tee to consider a needs assessment study and that M. Harrington and R. Asmundson
be the Council subcommittee. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None.
ABSTAIN: Greenwald.

T. Puntillo moved, seconded by M. Harrington, to discourage consideration of west
and north of Dowling property for residential at this time. The motion passed by the
following vote:

AYES: Asmundson, Greenwald,-Harrington, Puntillo, Boyd.
NOES: None. !
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February 19, 2003

Bob Wolcott

Senior Planner

City of Davis

Planning and Building Department
23 Russd| Blvd.

Davis, CA 95616

Dear Bob:

Attached please find afinal version of the Davis Internal Housing Needs Study, to be forwarded
to the City Council. This revised draft incorporates comments and direction provided by City

staff and sub-committee members.

As we discussed when we last met as a group, | think the analysis has revealed some interesting
new information that contributes to the discussion of long-term housing needs within the City of
Davis. We will look forward to the opportunity to present this study to the City Council on

March 12.
Please do not hesitate to give me acall if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Matt Kowta
Principal

Sacramento Region Office
740 G Street
Davis, CA 95616

Headquarters
Berkeley, CA

530.750.2195
539.750.2194 fax
bayareaeconomics.com
bael@bael.com

510.549.7310
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to examine “internal housing needs’ in the City of Davis
through the year 2015. In this study, internal housing needs are defined as the need for
new housing production that originates from within the community itself, rather than
demand for housing that originates from outside of Davis, such as demand for commuter
housing to accommodate workers who are employed in other communities. In addition,
internal housing needs include existing unmet needs as well as needs that will arise as the
community expands.

This study first involved compiling an overview of the different types of “workforce”
housing programs that have been implemented in locations in the U.S. Workforce
housing programs are those aimed at providing housing for local workers, typically with
an emphasis on encouraging homes for lower- and moderate-income households, to
determine whether there are program options that would be available to the City of Davis,
if the City of Davis decided that this would be a local policy priority. Next, the study
assesses the extent to which an existing unmet need exists for affordable housing in
general, and for housing to accommodate a greater share of local workers who may
currently be in-commuting from other communities. The fina part of the study identifies
several sources of internal housing demand and projects them out through the year 2015,
comparing this housing demand to planned UCD housing development, and estimating
the resulting unmet need in the Davis area that could be accommodated by new housing
development elsewhere in the City of Davis.

Workforce Housing Programs

Our research into “workforce” housing programs has indicated that many communities
have established workforce housing programs that resemble the City of Davis existing
inclusionary housing program, in that they take a regulatory (i.e., mandatory) approach to
requiring that new developments provide at least a portion of their new housing as
affordable units. Asin Davis, many other communities have also encouraged the use of
“voluntary” programs, such as state and federal grants and tax credits and other means of
financial assistance, to produce affordable housing. While many of these mandatory and
voluntary programs have existed for quite some time, it appears that in recent years the
concept of linking affordable housing production to the needs of local workers has taken
on new meaning relating to overall community economic development and sustainability.
Whereas the affordable housing may previously have been targeted to lower-income
households in general, there is an increasing emphasis on the need to produce affordable
housing as a means to ensure that the local 1abor force has adequate housing. Perhaps as a
result of this, affordable housing programs are increasing gaining the attention of the
private sector as an economic development tools, rather than as social programs.

Palicy Implication: Davis should evaluate the foundations of its own affordable housing
programs and determine whether a stronger link should be established between these



programs and local economic development. If so, there may be the potential to gain
greater private sector support for the programs. In conjunction with this, thereis also a
need to consider whether it would be appropriate to establish formal preferences for
people employed locally in accessing available affordable housing units.

Our review of existing workforce housing programs indicated that there are relatively few
examples of mandatory workforce housing programs that are targeted to moderate income
households, and there are few, if any mandatory programs that are targeted to above
moderate-income households. The reason for this is likely because there is a less clearly
identifiable “public” purpose in mandating the production of housing for households who
have incomes near or above the median household income for the area. Thus, in certain
communities, the responsibility for workforce housing programs for moderate and above
moderate-income households has fallen largely to private sector groups that have
embraced workforce housing for middle-income households as a necessary ingredient for
local economic devel opment.

Palicy Implications. As within many other communities that are involved in affordable
housing production, the City of Davis does not have a strong program for the production
of affordable housing for moderate and/or above moderate-income households. Although
insufficient to meet all the need, there are substantial resources available for the
production of affordable housing for lower income households, but thereisrelatively little
emphasis placed on production for middle-income households. Because lower-income
households have few if any options in the absence of assisted housing, it is not
recommended that the City divert existing resources from its lower-income affordable
housing programs; however, the City may wish to consider expanding its efforts to
promote middle-income housing. Program options could include:

a. Providing regulatory incentives for housing developments that provide a
specified proportion of units as affordable to moder ate-income households.

b. Establishing a more pro-active program to promote the use of available
“voluntary” programs to assist in the increased local production of
affordable housing for moderate-income households.

c. Establishing local public/private partnerships to either promote or directly
construct workforce housing for local middle-income workers.

Existing Unmet Housing Needs

The data seem to indicate that in terms of the proportion of the overall population of
households within the City of Davis, the proportion of Davis households that are
experiencing housing cost burdens that exceed state and federal guidelines for
affordability has actually decreased since 1990. This has occurred during an extended
period of an extremely tight rental housing market and a for-sale housing market that has



spiked significantly. What has been less obvious is that household incomes have risen
steadily during this same time period and the early 1990 s declines in the housing market
gave incomes a chance to gain ground on housing costs.  Still, as the City of Davis has
grown to include more households overal, the absolute number of households over-
paying for housing has increased.

Palicy Implication: Because of the increase in the absolute number of households over-
paying for housing, thereis still a growing need for local affordable housing. Thus, the
City should continue to implement its existing affordable housing policies and consider
options to target additional resources, when available, to specific segments of the local
household population that may be under-served.

The data seem to indicate that in terms of regional commuting standards, Davis workers
are actually more likely at present to live within an areathat is local to their place of work
as compared to workers within the region overall. In other words, we were not able to
find evidence based on regional commute patterns that there is a pent-up demand for local
housing from people who currently work in Davis but commute into Davis each day from
other more distant communities.

Palicy Implication: At this time, it does not appear necessary to target new affordable
housing programs as a means to entice or help additional local workers who do not
already live in Davisto secure housing in Davis. By regional standards, Davis appearsto
do quite well in accommodating a large proportion of workers near their workplaces;
thus, the City may wish to concentrate its available resources on increasing the supply of
affordable housing for households already residing in Davis or those new workers who
would in the future seek housing in Davis on their own without requiring outreach on the
City' s part.

Current apartment vacancy rates are extremely low in Davis and have been so for a
number of years. Anecdotaly, the lack of available apartment units may be leading to
increased incidence of over crowding, or of local workers and students being forced to
live outside of Davis due to lack of housing. In addition, with a sustained low vacancy
rate, market pressures seem to have contributed to significant increases in average
apartment rental rates over the last two years.

Palicy Implication: To address the low apartment vacancy rate, an appropriate response
would be for the City to encourage the production of more multifamily rental housing.
While the current shortfall of rental units appears to be about 600, the City will need to
work to expand its supply steadily above this number in the coming years aslocal housing
demand continuesto grow.



Projecting Future Growth in Internal Housing Demand

After considering the various sources of internal housing demand aong with the
University’s plans to develop housing to accommodate growth in students, faculty, and
staff, we estimate that there will be an outstanding need for the City of Davis to
accommodate an average of about 276 to 326 additional housing units per year within the
City through the year 2015 (see last row of Table 9). The approximate sources of this
“excess’ housing demand are as follows:

= Primary Growth-Related Demand (39%)

UCD Student Housing Surplus for Period (-10%)1
UCD Staff/Faculty Unmet Demand (4%)

UCD Research Park Employee Unmet Demand (22%)
UCD Affiliate Employee Unmet Demand (4%)

City of Davis Office/Business Park Employees (19%)

O O O Oo0Oo

» Secondary Retail/Service Employment-Related Demand (8%)
0 Supported by UCD Students/Workers (6.5%)
0 Supported by City of Davis Office/Business Park Employees (1.5%)

= Household Growth Due to Natural Rate of Increase (54%)

(Note: individual percents do not total to 100 due to independent rounding. Figures are
approximate.)

Policy Implications: The City and University should recognize that primary population
growth from sources such as UCD expansion and from development of local
office/business/research parkswill in turn lead to additional secondary population growth
induced by the primary growth, as businesses expand to locate in Davis to serve the
growing market.

The analysis suggests that up to about 26 percent of the unmet or “excess’ housing
demand is directly attributable UCD’s projected growth. Overall, the largest portion of
the “ excess’ housing demand is from the City's natural rate of growth. The concept of
natural rate of growth may be over-stating the actual internal housing need, because not
all Davis youth will choose to remain in Davis, however, because those youth who do
choose to leave Davis will create demand for housing somewhere else, the City of Davis
may wish to consider setting a goal of meeting 100 percent of demand resulting from the

' For the 2003-2015 period, the study indicates that UCD will construct a surplus of new student
housing relative to the projected enrollment increases for the period; however, this“surplus’ of
student housing is necessary to make up for the fact that student housing construction has lagged
enrollment increases in past years.
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natural increase without allowing for out-migration as a way of meeting a housing
responsibility that would otherwise have to be met by another community.

Because the University may be directly responsible for as much as 26 percent of the
“excess’ housing demand, and indirectly responsible for a significant portion of the
natural rate of increase in population due to the fact that a large portion of the existing
base of Davis residents are university affiliated, the City may wish to explore with the
University the possibility of the University revising its own housing production plans to
accommodate a portion of the “excess’ housing demand and/or to cooperate with the
City to plan for development of such housing off-campus.

The City of Davis must balance concerns regarding the City's rate of growth and its
ultimate size along with a desire to keep the incidence of UCD student and local employee
in-commuting to a reasonable level so as to minimize traffic and other community
impacts. For example, if UCD continues to grow and the City and the University
combined do not provide enough new local housing to satisfy the demand for local
housing, then students and local workers who otherwise might have chosen to live in
Davis will need to commute in from other locations, bringing increased traffic,
congestions, and related impacts, such as air pollution, and fuel use.

Future Local Housing Needs — Types and Price Ranges

A broad brush review of the housing market conditions and the types of households that
have been attracted to Davis in the past suggest that local housing needs should continue
to focus on maximizing the resources that can be made available to expand the supply of
housing affordable to low and very-low income households, particular renters. In
addition, the City should consider whether a lack of housing affordable to moderate-
income households who might otherwise be expected to be homeowners warrants that
additional efforts be made to expand the supply of ownership housing that could be
purchased by moderate and even some above-moderate income households. These
households can afford rental housing; thus, the primary reason to expand housing
opportunities for moderate-income households is not to protect against homelessness or to
mitigate the incidence of households occupying substandard housing units or
overcrowding, as may the base with lower-income households. One motivating factor
would likely be to ensure a broad demographic representation within the community
rather than a bifurcation of upper income homeowners and lower income renters and to
offer such households homeownership opportunities as a means of helping with employee
recruiting and retention in services and industries that are deemed key to the City in terms
of economic development. Other considerations in favor of encouraging workers to live
within the local community include reduction of the impacts of commuting, and better
integrating employees socialy with the community.

Policy Implication: In considering the options to address moderate-income
homeownership needs, the City should consider whether it is appropriate to use
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regulatory means, such as expanding the inclusionary requirements to include moderate-
income housing set-asides, or to use voluntary means, or a combination. Efforts to
provide assistance to moderate- and above moderate-income households will ideally be
carried out in cooperation with local employers and the business community in general;
however it will first be necessary to educate the business community about the
opportunities to assist and benefits to businesses from doing so, in order to gain their
cooper ation.

Key Assumptions
A number of assumptions have been made in order to carry out the analyses that are
described in this report. These assumptions are noted on the within the text or on

individual tables. In addition, the following summary table contains a listing of key
assumptions and the sources of those assumptions.
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Key Assumptions

1. UCD Housing Construction and Student/Staff/Faculty Projections, 2003 to 2015 Karl Mohr, UC Davis Office of Resource
Management & Planning

These assumptions are key because they state how much University-related housing demand is expected and how much University housing
will be constructed. Based on LRDP plan available as of February 2003, assuming the Neighborhood Core development alternative as
modified per verbal communication with UCD staff.

2. UCD Community Housing Need 90% of students Karl Mohr, UC Davis Office of Resource
(proportion of people who need housing in Davis) 75% of faculty Management & Planning
40% of staff

These assumptions are key because they determine how many new UCD students and employees will seek housing in the Davis area, as
opposed to commuting from other communities.

3. Percent of Workers Employed in Davis who also live locally 47.1% U.S. Census, 2000

These assumptions are key because they determine how many new non-UCD employees (including UCD affiliates and UCD Research Park
employees) will seek housing in the Davis area, as opposed to commuting from other communities.

4. Average Number of Workers Per Household In Davis 1.31 U.S. Census, 2000

This assumption is key because it determines how many housing units will be necessary to house local students and workers who choose to
reside in Davis. By dividing total employees seeking housing locally by 1.31, we account for the fact each individual worker does not always
reside in his or her own individual housing unit. For example, this allows for housing units shared by two UCD employees, or housing units
shared by a UCD employee and an employee of a firm in a City of Davis business park.

5. Average % Internal Housing Increase from "Natural Growth" 0.80% State Department of Finance, Report E-6,
(See Appendix E.) for Yolo County

This assumption is key because it determines the additional housing necessary each year to house growth resulting from the net increase
due to the fact that, historically, there have been more births than deaths in Davis in a given year. For a given year, the natural growth rate is
based on the difference between births and deaths 18 year earlier and is applied to the population base 18 years earlier. See Appendix E for
year-by-year growth.
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Key Assumptions, continued

6. Percent of local "Natural Growth" accommodated locally 100%

This assumption is key because it assumes a policy position that the City of Davis will accommodate all of its "Natural Growth" in housing
demand each year; increasing housing production requirements.

7. "Dwelling Unit Equivalent" for Student Housing Beds 2.5 beds = 1 housing unit U.S. Census, 2000

This assumption is key because it provides a means of converting student housing demand and supply, which is expressed in terms of "beds" into
housing units, which is the common unit of analysis in this study.

8. Number of secondary retail/services workers supported by each new local
household generated from "primary" UCD or City of Davis business/office park IMPLAN Input-Output Model, Minnesota
employee households. 0.315 IMPLAN Group; BAE.

This assumption is key because it states the number of new retail and service workers who would be supported by the increased household
expenditure of new "primary" demand households attracted to Davis.

9. Local Capture of Resident Retail and Services Demand 65% BAE
(for purposes of calculating new local retail/service employees supported by
household growth; based on 1999/2000 estimated citywide retail leakage.)

This assumption is key because it states the portion of the new retail / services workers supported by the expenditures of new primary

demand households who would actually be employed in establishments in Davis. A portion of these local retail services workers (47.1%) are
assumed to seek housing locally, per the assumption stated above.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to evaluate housing needs within the City of Davis with the
objective of quantifying two primary housing needs within the City of Davis. The first
need is the existing unmet demand for affordable housing. For the purposes of this study,
unmet demand for affordable housing is defined as the number of existing households in
need of affordable housing plus the number of households of existing workers who
presently commute from outside Davis but might otherwise reside in Davis if appropriate
housing were available. The second need is for new housing necessary to satisfy Davis
internally generated housing demand. For the purposes of this study, internally generated
housing demand is defined to mean housing demand created by a combination of the
following factors:

UCD student housing need

UCD Research Park employment growth.

Other UCD staff and faculty employment growth.

Other Citywide office or business/industrial park employment growth.
Need for expanded housing to allow for natural population grovvthl.
Local-serving retail and service sector employment growth.

ou~wWwNE

BAE conducted this study in collaboration with staff from the City of Davis Planning and
Building Department (Bill Emlen, Planning and Building Director; Bob Wolcott, Senior
Planner) and a City Council sub-committee charged with overseeing this work (Council
Members Ruth Asmundson and Mike Harrington). These individuals each contributed
input to the actual work scope and methodology that is reflected below. In addition, they
provided comment and feedback on the draft study. Finally, Council Member
Asmundson also researched and supplied BAE with information regarding UCD-related
housing demand and planned UCD housing production for the 2003 to 2015 period.

It should be noted that the City of Davis currently has an affordable housing program that
focuses primarily on meeting the needs of very low- and low-income households and, to a
lesser extent, to the needs of moderate-income households. This study is not limited to
the needs of these groups, but addresses housing production needed to meet the needs of
households at all income levels, with a particular emphasis on quantifying the need for
housing to accommodate the growing UCD population and other local workers.

' Natura population growth is the net increase in population due to births exceeding deaths.



TECHNIQUESTO ENCOURAGE PROVISION OF WORKFORCE HOUSING

This portion of the study involved a literature review and discussions with a number of
individuals who have been involved with workforce housing issues to develop an
overview of the different techniques that have been utilized to encourage the provision of
workforce housing in communities elsewhere in the United States. The purpose of these
inquiries was to assess the range of techniques that might be available to the City of Davis
to establish alink between new housing production and provision of workforce housing.

Upon referral from City of Davis staff, BAE first contacted Lori Raineri of Government
Financial Strategies, Inc. in Sacramento. City staff were familiar with Ms. Raineri due to
her past participation on a City of Davis citizen’s committee dealing with local housing
issues. Government Financial Strategies has consulted on a number of projects involved
with establishing workforce housing programs. Government Financial Strategies
experience in this realm is in the form of employer-sponsored workforce housing
programs. In addition to providing feedback on this topic via telephone interview, Ms.
Raineri also forwarded to BAE copies of materials compiled by Government Financial
Services regarding workforce housing programs for the City of Sunnyvale, specifically
dealing with teacher and City employee assistance programs. Conversation with Ms.
Raineri and a review of the materials forwarded by Government Financial Services
provided useful insight to the workforce housing issue.

BAE also contacted representatives of RBF Consulting, Inc. RBF Consulting was
involved in the establishment of a program that required the developer of a portion of the
former Hamilton Air Force Base to provide a preference to local workers in leasing and
sales of affordable housing units that are to be developed in accordance with a developer
agreement established between the developer and the City of Novato. The resident
preference requirements apply not only to initial leasing and home sales but aso to re-
leasing of vacant rental units and to re-sale of owner units. In addition to speaking with
RBF staff about this program, BAE also obtained and reviewed copies of background
materials relating to the program.

In addition, BAE conducted a genera web-based search for information regarding
workforce housing programs in other jurisdictions. Among others, BAE found relevant
information on sites maintained by the Urban Land Institute, Fannie Mae Foundation,
Cities of San Francisco, Novato, and San Rafael, the Southeast Community Devel opment
Corporation (Denver), and the Association of Bay Area Governments.

Finally, BAE staff conducted follow-up tel ephone conversations with representatives of a
number of housing programs, which are listed in Appendix A, regarding the effectiveness
and their satisfaction with the programs.



Overview of Findings

Table 1 summarizes a range of different types of workforce housing programs, including
information about the income levels that each type of program typically serves, and
examples of communities in which these programs arein place.

There are three basic types of workforce housing programs. mandatory programs,
State/Federal assistance programs, and voluntary programs. Most people involved with
affordable housing issues are familiar with the first two types, although only recently has
the term “workforce housing” been attached to many of these programs that have
historically been known simply as “affordable housing” programs. Voluntary programs
are less well-known but gained increasing visibility during the late 1990s as housing
shortages in urban areas coupled with economic booms that made businesses compete for
employees made employers realize access to affordable housing could be a compelling
employee benefit.

Mandatory workforce housing programs include those such as inclusionary requirements,
housing in-lieu fee programs, and various types of regulatory agreements such as those
entered into by government agencies and developers in conjunction with negotiations over
entitlements to develop property. State/Federa assistance programs include programs
such as Mortgage Credit Certificates, Mortgage Revenue Bonds, federal multifamily
mortgage loan programs, state and federal tax credits, and so forth. These programs rely
on incentives offered to private developers in exchange for commitments to develop and
maintain specified affordable housing units. Voluntary programs include a wide variety
of programs that, rather than relying on government police powers to compel
participation, rely on other incentives or motivations to get the private sector to participate
in the development or provision of housing for workers.

Workforce housing programs can be “employee-based” or “project-based.” The former
involves assistance provided to directly to employees so that they can better compete for
market-rate housing in the open market. Project-based programs provide the assistance to
specific housing developments, with the intention that the housing development receiving
assistance will then offer housing to targeted groups. In either case, the assistance is
typicaly in the form of financial subsidy or in the form of some sort of technica
assistance, coordination of resources, or advocacy that is provided either to individuals or
on behalf of specific projects as a means of encouraging the workforce housing.

In terms of the household income levels served, workforce housing programs have
historically focused on lower-income households, but are also starting to increasingly
target the needs of moderate-income households. Typically, government sponsored
mandatory programs target lower income households and, to a limited extent, moderate-
income households, while voluntary private sector programs may also include above-
moderate income households.



Table 1: Summary of Workforce Housing Program Mechanisms

Income Levels Assisted

Lower Moderate Above
Mandatory Programs Income Income Moderate Examples
Project-Based
Inclusionary Housing Requirements Yes Yes unknown widespread; Davis, San Rafael
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fees, Excise Taxes, Etc. Yes Yes unknown widespread; Boulder, CO
Developer Agreements, Exactions, Sales/Leasing
Preferences, etc. Yes Yes unknown widespread; Novato (Hamilton AFB)

Employee-Based
Unknown

Income Levels Assisted

Lower Moderate Above
Voluntary Programs Income Income Moderate Examples
Project-Based
Employer Sponsored Housing Yes Yes Yes UCD Aggie Village, Santa Clara Unified School District
Government Financing Assistance/Incentives Yes Yes Yes Typical subsidized affordable housing project;
subsidized above-moderate units are typically
developer subsidies; tenants pay market rates.
Technical Assistance/Resource Coordination/Advocacy Yes Yes Yes widespread; Denver, CO
Employee-Based
Mortgage Credit Certificates Yes Yes no widespread; California Debt Limit Allocation Committee
(Teacher Program);County of Santa Clara; County of
San Mateo,Office of Housing
Downpayment/Closing Costs Assistance Programs Yes Yes unknown widespread; CalPERS; CalSTRS; California Cities Home
Ownership Authority; City of Belmont; City of San Jose,
Department of Housing; County of San Mateo, Office of
Housing; Santa Clara Housing Trust Fund
Homeownership training classes and other resources Yes Yes Yes widespread; Sunnyvale. All programs associated with

Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac require homebuyer
education.

Sources: Government Financial Strategies, Inc.; Bay Area Economics, 2002.



EXISTING HOUSING NEEDS

Because the Davis city government serves current residents as its primary constituency, a
discussion of Davis' future housing need should acknowledge existing housing needs that
are currently unmet. For the purposes of this study, we have addressed three aspects of
current housing needs in particular - existing local households who are in need of more
affordable housing, existing local workers who do not currently live in Davis due to
factors relating to housing availability and affordability, who may otherwise wish to live
in Davis, and the existing historically low apartment vacancy rates.

Since 1990, Davis has seen considerable growth in the number of households making
their home in Davis. Household income levels have increased, and home rental rates and
home purchase prices have aso increased. The City of Davis existing programs have
also succeeded in significantly adding to the supply of affordable housing. This study
sought to evaluate whether, taking all of these factors into consideration, the number of
lower and moderate- income households overpaying for housing has increased in the last
12 years.

Existing Households Over -Paying for Housing

Davis has long-standing policies to ensure that a portion of new housing production is
provided at levels that are affordable to lower income households; however, as in many
communities, the existing supply of affordable housing units is not adequate to ensure that
all households are able to secure housing that does not require them to spend inordinate
amounts of their income for shelter. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development and the State Department of Housing and Urban Development as well as
many local affordable housing programs define affordable housing as that which costs a
household no more than 30 percent of their gross monthly income. An estimate of the
number of households paying more than 30 percent of their incomes for housing thus
provides a good indicator of the existing unmet demand for affordable housing.

Using a specia tabulation of 1990 U.S. Census data, the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development estimated that in 1990, there were approximately 18,000 households
within the City of Davis. Of these households, special Census data tabulations indicated
that approximately 8,200, or 46 percent were very low-income, low-income, or
households with moderate income that were no more than 95 percent of the area median
income when adjusted for household size. Of these very low-, low- and moderate-income
households, HUD calculated that approximately 7,000 of those households, or about 85
percent of them had housing cost burdens of greater than 30 percent of their household
incomes. Put another way, almost 40 percent of all Davis households in 1990 were low-
to moderate-income households who were paying more for their housing than what was
considered affordable by federal guidelines. These data are summarized in Table 2.
Although not included in the table, additional households with incomes above 95 percent
of the area median income were also overpaying for housing.



Increase in number of local households. As shown in Table 3, it is estimated that the
number of Davis households increased by approximately 5,800 between 1990 and 2002.
The average rate of growth in the number of Davis households for the period was 2.1
percent annually. This is relatively slow compared to such rapidly growing Sacramento
area communities as Folsom and Rocklin, which grew in the rage of five percent annually
during the same time period. Davis household growth rate was higher than the rate of
other similar college towns, such as Chico, Santa Cruz, and San Luis Obispo, which all
grew less than 2.0 percent annually during the same time frame.

Increase in number of affordable housing units. An exact breakout of affordable
housing units constructed in Davis since 1990 was not readily available from the City of
Davis Planning and Building Department; however, for other purposes, the City has
compiled an inventory of affordable housing units produced since 1987, which indicated
that the City has added 1,577 unitsto its affordable housing stock since 1987.

Increase in local incomes. According to data from the U.S. Census and from Claritas,
shown in Table 3, the rate of increase in the Davis median family income between 1990
and 2002 was approximately 4.0 percent per year. This provides an indicator of the rate
of increase in overall household incomes in Davis, recognizing that certain income
groups, particularly lower income groups and are not likely to have seen their rise in
income keep pace with the overall median. In comparison to the other communities for
which income data was collected, this was in the middle of the group. In both Folsom and
Santa Cruz median household incomes rose by 4.5 percent annually. Chico’s and
Rocklin’s medians increased 3.7 percent and 3.8 percent annually, respectively, and San
Luis Obispo’sincreased only 2.9 percent.

Increase in local apartment rental rates. According to information reported by 1990
and 2000 Census respondents, Davis median rent (including rents for single-family homes
and other types of rental other than apartments), rose 2.8 percent annually from $588 in
1990 to $775 in 2000." In comparison, the Census data indicate that median rents
increased in the other communities for which data were collected by 1.9 percent (San Luis
Obispo) to 4.7 percent annually (Folsom).

Although the data from the U.S. Census provide a ready means of comparing apartment
rental rate trends among communities, the U.C. Davis Student Housing Office, the
average local apartment rental rate increased by 3.7 percent annually between 1990 and
2001, by 6.93 percent in 2002. It should be noted that, in addition to extending to 2002

’ This does not necessarily mean that rents rose 2.8 percent annually across the board; changesin
median can result from a shift in the mix of units offered for rent (e.g., an increasing proportion of
larger, more expensive units could raise the median even if rents for existing units remained
stagnant). Nevertheless, an increasing median is a good indicator that the market for housing is
becoming more expensive.



and expressing the average rather than the median rent, this information also includes only
apartment complexes, and does not include other types of rental housing, such as single-
family homes, which are included in the Census data.

At any rate, considering either source of apartment rental rate information, it appears that
the increase in apartment rental rates was actually dlightly lower than the increase in
household incomes during the 1990 to 2000 time period but the increases in the last two
years have likely been greater than increases in income.

Increase in local home purchase prices. Data from the Yolo County Assessor’s office
for the 1990 through 2001 time period indicate that the median home sales price in Davis
increased an average of 3.3 percent per year, again suggesting that for the entire period,
the increase in home prices did not outpace the increase in household incomes.” It is
interesting to note however, that the median home price actually declined in Davis
between 1990 and 1995, and did not surpass 1990 levels until 1999. Nevertheless, the
very rapid ascent in home prices between 1995 and the present is reflected in the rate of
the median home price increase between 1995 and 2001, which was 9.0 percent per year,
or more than double the rate of increase in the local median household income. Thus,
while affordability likely improved between 1990 and 1995 due to falling home values,
we are more cognizant of the rapid increases experienced since 1995, which has
contributed to a sense of severely deteriorating affordability in recent years. These data,
along with data for the cities of Folsom, Rocklin, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Cruz are
shown in Table 5.

Increase in percentage of households overpaying for housing between 1990 and 2000.
Census data allow us to compare the percentage of overall households overpaying for
housing between 1990 and 2000. As shown in Table 6, the percentage of households
overpaying for housing in Davis actually decreased between 1990 and 2000. The figure
in 1990 was 46.2 percent of all households and by 2000 this had dropped to 43.8 percent.
These data corroborate the information just presented, which suggests that loca
household income levels actually increased somewhat more rapidly than rents or home
prices. Thisis not to say that the problem of overpayment is disappearing, or that it is

’ Aswith the apartment rent data, it should be noted that changes in the median could be due to the
distribution of prices of homes sold in a particular timeframe while the values of individual homes
may not necessarily have changed. For example, an increasing median sales price can be due to the
fact that salesin a particular time period were predominantly large, expensive luxury homes.

Data for the City of Davis do not include mobile homes but include all other for-sale home types
(e.g., single-family detached, single-family attached, condominiums, planned unit development,
etc.). To the extent that mobile homes tend to be less expensive than other types of conventionally
built dwellings, these data may over-state the overall median home sale price; however, our focusin
this part of the analysisis more on the overall trend in the median price and how it is changing
relative to incomes.

! Data for the cities of Folsom, Rocklin, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Cruz include all for-sale home
types, thus the median in a give year may not be directly comparable to Davis median.



getting smaller. In fact, the absolute number of households overpaying for housing
increased by 1,645. Also, it is worth noting that overpayment for housing is much more
prevalent for renters than it is for owners. In Davis, the percentage of renters overpaying
in 2000 was 58.7 percent, while only 23.1 percent of owners were overpaying.

Although somewhat surprising, Davis experience with reduction in the proportion of
households overpaying for housing was not unique. All of the other communities for
which data was collected also experienced declines, ranging from three-tenths of a
percentage point in San Luis Obispo, to almost eight percentage points in Folsom. Also,
in the other communities the prevalence of overpayment was higher in the renter category
than the owner category, although Folsom was somewhat unique in that the proportion of
renter households overpaying was only about six percentage points higher than in the
owner category, while it was significantly higher in Davis and the other communities.

Summary Estimate of Increase in Local Households Overpaying for Housing. Based
on the information presented in this section, the proportion of households in Davis that are
overpaying for housing actually decreased between 1990 and 2000. Still, the absolute
number of households overpaying increased to amost 9,600 households, or about 44
percent of the households in all. Based on these figures, there continues to be a
substantial and growing pent up demand for affordable housing among existing Davis
households, particularly renters. In addition, anecdotal information indicates that local
home prices and rents tended to increase in 2001 and most of 2002 while the prospects for
continued increases in household incomes were probably falling.

Historically Low Apartment Vacancy Rates

Since the late 1990's, apartment vacancy rates in Davis have remained at exceptionally
low levels. This situation continues, as documented by the UCD Student Housing
Office's 2002 Davis Apartment Vacancy and Renta Rate Report, which found a 0.2
percent vacancy rate in its stock of 8,376 surveyed apartment units. Economists and
planners generally agree that a vacancy rate of approximately five percent represents a
good equilibrium between supply and demand, where households have an adequate
supply of vacant units to choose from yet apartment owners can achieve reasonable
operating results without pressure to decrease rents to fill their units but at the same time
are not able to raise rents exorbitantly.

Based on this standard, given Davis existing demand for apartment housing, the City has a
current under-supply of apartment rental units. For example, a UC Davis representative
has indicated that there are anecdotal stories of UCD students who are living in over-
crowded housing or who are choosing to live outside of Davis due to the lack of available
vacant rental units. For the purposes of this study, we have estimated the number of
additional housing units that would be necessary to increase the Citywide rental vacancy
rate to a level of five percent, based on rental units as of 2000, the most recent
comprehensive data available. The 2000 U.S. Census indicates that there were 12,713



rental housing unitsin Davisin 2000. If the vacancy rate at the time was 0.2 percent, then
this would have equated to approximately 25 vacant units. If the targeted vacancy rate
was five percent, this would have equated to approximately 636 vacant units total. Thus,
based on the 2000 rental stock, it would require construction of 611 additional rental units
in order to achieve afive percent rental vacancy rate.



Table 2: 1990 Davis Households Overpaying for Housing

Household by Type, Income

and Housing Problem

Very Low Income

0 to 30% MFI

% Cost Burden > 30%
% Cost Burden > 50%

31 to 50% MFI
% Cost Burden > 30%
% Cost Burden > 50%

Other Low-Income
(51 to 80% MFI)

% Cost Burden > 30%
% Cost Burden > 50%

Moderate Income
(81 to 95% MFI)

% Cost Burden > 30%
% Cost Burden > 50%
Total Households**

Lower Income Households

Over-Paying for Housing

Renters Oowners
Elderly Small
1 & 2 member Related Large Related  All Other Total
households (2to0 4) (5 or more) Householdmotal Renters Elderly All Other Owners  Total Owners Househ
322 878 58 3,652 4,910 237 393 630 !
149 416 9 2,256 2,821 53 241 294 :
70% 90% 100% 90% 89% 70% 90% 86% {
36% 82% 33% 89% 85% 26% 75% 66% {
182 462 49 1,396 2,089 184 152 336 :
7% 81% 84% 90% 87% 42% 75% 57% {
45% 46% 39% 63% 57% 23% 37% 29% !
99 500 88 1,364 2,051 240 361 601 2,652
66% 74% 70% 77% 76% 24% 67% 50% ’
21% 7% 8% 17% 14% 15% 20% 18%
34 183 42 490 749 82 290 372 1,121
88% 27% 14% 21% 25% 6% 45% 37% .
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 12% 11% ‘
613 2,651 280 6,947 10,491 1,499 5,978 7,477 :
310 1,119 112 4,337 5,887 172 573 745 6,642

** |ncludes all income groups -- including those above 95% MFI
Sources: CHAS Data Book Table 1C, 1990; Bay Area Economics



Table 3: Households by Income Level 1990-2002

Davis

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 18,245 22,959 24,052 2.3% 2.1%
Less than $15,000 5,195 4,867 3,419 -0.7% -3.2%
$15,000 to $24,000 2,921 2,799 3,187 -0.4% 0.7%
$25,000 to $34,000 2,149 2,311 2,554 0.7% 1.3%
$35,000 to $49,000 2,910 2,643 3,065 -1.0% 0.4%
$50,000 to $74,000 2,633 3,552 4,226 3.0% 3.7%
$75,000 to $99,000 1,382 2,450 3,065 5.9% 6.3%
$100,000 to $149,000 764 2,802 2,595 13.9% 9.9%
$150,000 or more 291 1,535 1,941 18.1% 15.7%
Median, All Households $29,238 $42,454 $48,701 3.8% 4.0%
Median Family Household Income $48,020 $74,051 $75,715 4.4% 3.6%

Chico

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 19,952 23,424 24,361 1.6% 1.5%
Less than $15,000 7,432 6,275 4,696 -1.7% -3.5%
$15,000 to $24,000 4,157 3,894 4,324 -0.7% 0.3%
$25,000 to $34,000 2,847 2,981 3,700 0.5% 2.0%
$35,000 to $49,000 2,654 3,524 3,773 2.9% 2.7%
$50,000 to $74,000 1,802 3,541 4,192 7.0% 6.7%
$75,000 to $99,000 530 1,631 1,673 11.9% 9.2%
$100,000 to $149,000 321 1,019 1,181 12.2% 10.5%
$150,000 or more 209 559 822 10.3% 11.1%
Median, All Households $20,605 $29,359 $33,202 3.6% 3.7%
Median Family Household Income $30,492 $43,077 $47,012 3.5% 3.4%

Folsom

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 8,830 17,220 18,360 6.9% 5.8%
Less than $15,000 1,209 1,056 983 -1.3% -1.6%
$15,000 to $24,000 1,040 1,128 1,124 0.8% 0.6%
$25,000 to $34,000 941 1,180 1,227 2.3% 2.1%
$35,000 to $49,000 1,510 2,044 1,883 3.1% 1.7%
$50,000 to $74,000 2,196 3,483 2,968 4.7% 2.3%
$75,000 to $99,000 1,071 3,100 3,172 11.2% 8.7%
$100,000 to $149,000 648 3,532 4,050 18.5% 15.1%
$150,000 or more 215 1,697 2,953 22.9% 22.3%
Median, All Households $46,687 $73,175 $82,842 4.6% 4.5%
Median Family Household Income $53,840 $82,448 $92,629 4.4% 4.3%

-continued next page-



Table 3: Households by Income Level 1990-2002, continued

Rocklin

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 7,210 13,293 14,047 6.3% 5.3%
Less than $15,000 984 940 690 -0.5% -2.7%
$15,000 to $24,000 843 1,002 944 1.7% 0.9%
$25,000 to $34,000 1,165 1,139 1,165 -0.2% 0.0%
$35,000 to $49,000 1,549 1,585 1,975 0.2% 1.9%
$50,000 to $74,000 1,577 3,111 3,808 7.0% 7.0%
$75,000 to $99,000 682 2,272 2,304 12.8% 9.8%
$100,000 to $149,000 296 2,358 2,097 23.1% 16.3%
$150,000 or more 114 886 1,064 22.8% 18.7%
Median, All Households $40,373 $64,737 $65,380 4.8% 3.8%
Median Family Household Income $45,892 $72,245 $70,917 4.6% 3.4%

San Luis Obispo

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 17,033 18,656 19,236 0.9% 0.9%
Less than $15,000 4,939 4,844 3,121 -0.2% -3.5%
$15,000 to $24,000 3,289 2,670 2,984 -2.1% -0.7%
$25,000 to $34,000 2,625 2,343 2,647 -1.1% 0.1%
$35,000 to $49,000 2,467 2,667 3,152 0.8% 1.9%
$50,000 to $74,000 2,117 2,628 3,340 2.2% 3.6%
$75,000 to $99,000 937 1,539 1,756 5.1% 5.0%
$100,000 to $149,000 445 1,239 1,475 10.8% 9.7%
$150,000 or more 214 726 761 13.0% 10.3%
Median, All Households $26,062 $31,926 $37,806 2.1% 2.9%
Median Family Household Income $40,655 $56,319 $58,080 3.3% 2.8%

Santa Cruz

All Households 1990 Census 2000 Census 2002 Estimate 90-00 90-02

Total 18,182 20,368 21,040 1.1% 1.1%
Less than $15,000 4,123 2,960 2,114 -3.3% -5.0%
$15,000 to $24,000 3,007 2,148 2,232 -3.3% -2.3%
$25,000 to $34,000 2,635 2,053 2,082 -2.5% -1.8%
$35,000 to $49,000 3,212 2,903 2,897 -1.0% -0.8%
$50,000 to $74,000 3,158 3,855 4,009 2.0% 1.9%
$75,000 to $99,000 1,157 2,492 2,743 8.0% 6.9%
$100,000 to $149,000 627 2,406 2,965 14.4% 12.7%
$150,000 or more 263 1,551 1,998 19.4% 16.9%
Median, All Households $31,846 $50,605 $56,289 4.7% 4.5%
Median Family Household Income $41,714 $62,231 $72,242 4.1% 4.3%

Source: Claritas, US Census, Bay Area Economics 2002



Table 4: Median Rent, 1990 to 2000

City Median Rent 1990 Median Rent 2000 90-00

Davis $588 $775 2.8% (a)
Chico $456 $594 2.7%
Folsom $593 $939 4.7%
Rocklin $653 $900 3.3%
San Luis Obispc $599 $724 1.9%
Santa Cruz $707 $941 2.9%
Note:

(&) According to UCD Apartment Rental Survey data, from 1990 to 2001, the average apartment rental rate increased an
average of 3.65% per year, and increased an average of 6.93 percent in 2002.

Source: Census, BAE



Table 5: Median House Prices, 1990 to 2001

Davis

Folsom

Rocklin

San Luis Obispo
Santa Cruz

Average Annual Change

1990 1995 2001
$235,000 $199,645 $335,000
n.a. $207,292 $280,849

n.a. $201,917 $245,462

n.a. n.a. $331,634

n.a. $267,757 $474,140

90-01 95-01
3.3% 9.0%
n.a. 5.2%
n.a. 3.3%
n.a. n.a.
n.a. 10.0%

Sources: RAND, Yolo County Assessor's Office; Bay Area Economics 2002



Table 6: Households Paying 30 Percent or More of Income for Housing

Davis

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying

Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

Chico

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying

Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

Folsom

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying

Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

Rocklin

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying

Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

San Luis Obispo

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying

Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

Santa Cruz

Total Renter HHs
Renters Overpaying
Percent of Renters

Total Owner HHs
Owners Overpaying
Percent of Owners

Total Households Overpaying
Percent of Households Overpaying

1990
10,617
6,371
60.0%

6,577
1,573
23.9%

7,944
46.2%

10,361
6,061
58.5%

4,526
1,077
23.8%

7,138
47.9%

2,275
1,078
47.4%

5,469
1,791
32.7%

2,869
37.0%

2,327
937
40.3%

4,058
1,254
30.9%

2,191
34.3%

9,449
5,888
62.3%

5,585
1,490
26.7%

7,378
49.1%

9,509
5,582
58.7%

7,343
2,202
30.0%

7,784
46.2%

2000
12,717
7,471
58.7%

9,184
2,118
23.1%

9,589
43.8%

14,089
7,658
54.4%

8,300
2,226
26.8%

9,884
44.1%

4,079
1,357
33.3%

11,964
3,282
27.4%

4,639
28.9%

3,616
1,412
39.0%

8,891
2,514
28.3%

3,926
31.4%

10,800
6,579
60.9%

6,107
1,665
27.3%

8,244
48.8%

10,915
5,454
50.0%

8,238
2,859
34.7%

8,313
43.4%

% Change 90-00

19.8%
17.3%

39.6%
34.6%

20.7%

36.0%
26.3%

83.4%
106.7%

38.5%

79.3%
25.9%

118.8%
83.2%

61.7%

55.4%
50.7%

119.1%
100.5%

79.2%

14.3%
11.7%

9.3%
11.7%

11.7%

14.8%
-2.3%

12.2%
29.8%

6.8%

Sources: U.S. Census; BAE, 20002.



Existing L ocal Workers Commuting from Other Areas

The purpose of this segment of the analysis was to evaluate whether the housing market
conditions (e.g., a scarcity of relatively affordable for-sale homes, extremely low rental
vacancy rates) in Davis appear to discourage local workers from living near their place of
work, and if so, to estimate the number of households that include people currently
employed within Davis but live outside the City who might select housing within Davis if
appropriate housing options were available.

To address these questions, BAE first compiled 2000 U.S. Census data concerning
“journey to work” for Davis residents, as shown in Table 7. At this time, detailed data
indicating the place of residence for local workers is not available; however, the Census
has published information regarding workers commute times. The first step was to
estimate the number of local residents who work locally, which we conservatively defined
as those who commute less than 15 minutes to work. We found that there were 31,165
employed local residents, and 13,906 of them either worked at home or commuted less
than 15 minutes. This represents 44.6 percent of the working Davis population. Table 7
also contains journey to work data for residents of the Sacramento Region (Sacramento-
Yolo CMSAS) as a whole, indicating that a much smaller percentage, 29.8 percent,
commute less than 15 minutes to work.

Next, in Table 8, we estimated the number of jobs in the Davis area as 29,542, using
SACOG employment projections data, including jobs at UCD. We then subtracted from
this number the number of Davis residents who worked locally (13,906) and estimated
that approximately 15,600 jobs, our about 52.9 percent of Davis area jobs were filled by
workers who commuted 15 minutes or more. Comparing this last figure to the figure on
Table 7, which indicates that regionally 70.2 percent of workers commute 15 minutes or
more, it appears that as a group, people who work in the Davis area are more likely to live
within 15 minutes commute of their workplace than residents of the region who work
elsewherein the region. This suggests that on a gross level, there is not a significant pent-
up demand from existing Davis workers who live elsewhere for housing in Davis, as
would be indicated if there were an excessive proportion of in-commuters.

Summary of Existing Unmet Housing Needs

This analysis has shown that there are significant unmet housing needs associated with the
substantial number of local households who are shouldering housing cost burdens that are
not considered affordable. This problem does not necessarily create a need for new
housing production. If sufficient subsidies were available to provide to individual
households, they could al remain in their existing housing units and enjoy increased
affordability.

° This includes Sacramento, Placer, El Dorado, and Y olo Counties.
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Regarding housing production needs, the analysis has shown that there potentialy is a
need to expand the local apartment rental supply in order to provide enough extra units so
that the extremely low apartment vacancy rates can rise to a more reasonable level and
give renters amore optimal range of choices in vacant units when seeking rental housing.

Should the City decide that it should focus efforts on meeting either of these two existing

unmet housing needs, these efforts will be in addition to the efforts needed to address the
future internally generated housing demand, as discussed in the next section.

17



Table 7: 2000 Commute Times, Davis Residents

Davis Sacramento Region (a)

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Total Employed Residents 31,165 100.0% 799,989 100.0%
Employed Residents Who Did Not Work at Home 29,958 96.1% 767,710 96.0%
Travel Time to Work
Employed Residents Who Worked at Home 1,207 3.9% 32,279 4.0%
Less than 10 minutes 5,636 18.1% 94,668 11.8%
10 to 14 minutes 7,063 22.7% 111,401 13.9%
Sub-total, residents working locally 13,906 44.6% 238,348 29.8%
15 to 19 minutes 4,821 15.5% 122,312 15.3%
20 to 24 minutes 3,939 12.6% 123,642 15.5%
25 to 29 minutes 2,015 6.5% 52,019 6.5%
30 to 34 minutes 2,912 9.3% 113,986 14.2%
35 to 44 minutes 1,224 3.9% 47,593 5.9%
45 to 59 minutes 987 3.2% 50823 6.4%
60 to 89 minutes 622 2.0% 29212 3.7%
90 or more minutes 739 2.4% 22054 2.8%
Sub-total, residents commuting 17,259 55.4% 561,641 70.2%
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 20.6 25.6

Note:
(a) Sacramento Region includes El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties

Sources: Bureau of the Census 2000; Bay Area Economics



Table 8 : Total In-Commuter Workers in Davis

Workers Number % of workers
Jobs in Davis (a) 29,542

Number of Davis Residents Working Locally 13,906 47.1%
Total In-Commuter Workers 15,636 52.9%
Notes:

(a) Includes workers in the City of Davis and UCD employees

(b) Working locally is defined is having a commute time of less than 15 minutes. According to the Census Journey to Work file,
4,493 people bike to work and another 1,440 walk. If any of these residents' commute times are greater than 15 minutes, the
number of in-commuters is overstated.

Sources: SACOG, US Census; Bay Area Economics



PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS

Over time, new housing needs will be added to existing housing needs. For this portion of
the study, our objective was to quantify a number of different sources of internal housing
demand that will create a need for an increased local housing supply in the future. As by
far the largest local employer, UCD will be a driving factor in the growth of the City of
Davis future housing need. In addition to university students, university faculty and staff
create demand for local housing. With the development of the UCD research park
properties underway, a future source of UCD-related housing demand will be employees
of businesses and ingtitutions located in the research park area. In addition to UCD-
related demand, the City of Davis itself expects development in its office/business
park/light industrial zones to attract new employees who, like UCD employees, will
generate new local demand housing. Finally, new households attracted to Davis as
university students or employees, or to fill new jobs in the City’ s devel oping business and
office parks will in turn generate demand for local retail goods and services. When new
retail and service businesses open up to serve this increasing household demand, we can
expect that a portion of those employed in these new retail and service businesses will
also wish to live in Davis, further increasing local housing demand. A final component of
future internal housing demand will be the natural rate of growth from within the City’s
existing households. All other things being equal, when the number of local births
exceeds the number of local deaths, this causes a net increase in the population, which can
be expected to lead to an increase in housing demand.

Estimates of future housing demand from these sources are discussed below. Davis City
Councilmember Ruth Asmundson has assisted with this part of the study by compiling
data supplied by the University of California, Davis regarding anticipated growth in UCD
students, staff, and faculty through the year 2015.

UCD Student Housing Need

UCD plans to increase its student enrollment substantially in the coming years.
According to information furnished by UCD, the university expects to increase
undergraduate and graduate enrollment by approximately 4,140 new students from 2002-
03 through 2015-16. The university plansto construct new student housing units that will
satisfy the anticipated local housing demand created by the new students, plus currently
“under-housed™ students, plus housing adequate to house another 898 existing students .
Thus, over time, the University plans call for reducing the demand on privately owned

° This represents a number of students who are currently living in student housing that is over its
designed capacity. An example is students who have been placed in make-shift space created from
dormitory common areas.

7

This apparent surplusis the result of student housing construction lagging enrollment increases of
the last several years. The additional units will accommodate existing members of the student body
who have been under-provided with campus housing.
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and operated student housing. The student housing demand and housing construction is
summarized in Appendix B and then transferred to Appendix C, where it is spread evenly
over the time period extending through 2015. This information in turn is incorporated
into Table 9.

UCD Faculty and Staff Housing Need

In expanding to accommodate another 4,140 students, UCD will also need to hire more
faculty and staff. According to UCD faculty and staff ratios, the University will hire an
additional 274 faculty and 1,644 staff by 2015, as shown in Appendix B. During the same
time frame, the University anticipates constructing 500 faculty and staff housing units.
This would result in a shortfall of approximately 363 faculty and staff housing units to
house that portion new faculty and staff who can be anticipated to seek housing in Davis.

UCD Resear ch Park and UCD Affiliates Employee Housing Need

Appendix B shows that UCD has indicated that they expect potential employment at
UCD’s research park facilities to be approximately 2,350. In addition, UCD anticipates
that the campus will employ an additional 420 UCD &ffiliates (people employed by
outside companies, such as food service) by the year 2015. It is not clear at this point
what proportion of the workers in the research park facilities would hold appointments
that are separate from regular university faculty and staff positions discussed above;
however, based on conversations with UCD staff, we are making the conservative
assumption that the research park employees would be 100 percent in addition to the
regular faculty and staff positions discussed above. UCD has not indicated a likely
absorption period for the research park facilities so, for the purposes of this study, the
employees are assumed to be phased in over the period of time from 2003 through 2015.
UCD does not plan to construct any housing for these employees; thus, the total housing
snortfall for these employees is 845 units for research park employees and 151 for UCD
affiliates, as shown in Appendix C.

This analysis does not specifically address employment related to the proposed
biocontainment laboratory on campus. Such employment would be included within the
overall employment projections in the proposed UCD Long Range Development Plan,
and thus is already accounted for in this housing needs study.

Citywide Non-UCD Office/Business Park and Industrial Employee Housing Need

The City of Davis has designated a number of sites throughout the city for office/business
park and industrial development. The rate of development for these sites is difficult to
project; however, BAE developed absorption assumptions for these land uses for the
purposes of the General Plan fiscal impact analysis, and these assumptions can be utilized
for this study as well. The upper part of Appendix D summarizes the growth projections
for the 2002 to 2010 time period used for the General Plan fiscal impact analysis, while
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the absorption figures shown for 2011 through 2015 have been prepared specifically for
this analysis by extending the General Plan absorption schedule using the rate of increase
in the annual growth increment used for the 2002 to 2010 period. The lower part of
Appendix D converts absorbed building space into new employees using employee
density factors used in the General Plan update. These new employee projections then are
added to Table 9 below the estimates of new UCD research park employees.

Estimate of New Households from UCD Research Park and City of Davis
Office/Business Park “Primary” Household Generation

In addition to new population growth attributed to UCD student, staff, and faculty growth,
the UCD research park employment and the employment in City of Davis office/business
park developments can be considered as “primary” household generation, because the
creation of the new jobs in these developments will attract and support new households.
It is necessary to estimate how many of these new employees could actually be expected
to seek housing in Davis, recognizing that for many reasons, a significant portion of local
workers will always commute from other communities. We have estimated the number of
these new workers who might be expected to live in the Davis area, based on the current
proportion of Davis workers who live within the local area (47.1 percent). Finaly, this
number of new residents is converted into new household demand by dividing by the
average workers per household in Davis (1.31)8. These calculations are shown on Table 9.

Housing Need Related to Demand for Retail/Service Workers Necessary to Satisfy
New L ocal Demand

New Davis households generated by the sources of primary local job creation described
above will generate increased local demand for retail goods and services. For the
purposes of this analysis, we have utilized the IMPLAN computerized input-output model
to estimate the increased demand that would be created from an increase in households
that is equal to the internal housing demand estimated from the sum of the prior sources
discussed above, including households that would be housed on the UCD campus. The
IMPLAN model uses dollar flow tables that have been customized to reflect the structure
of the Yolo County economy to estimate the additional spending in various sectors of the
economy associated with an increase in local households. For this portion of the study,
we focused on the increased household spending that IMPLAN projects in the retail and
personal services sectors, including local K-12 schools and local government
employment. Along with its estimates of increased spending, IMPLAN also projects the
increased employment in the affected sectors. Future households can be expected to have
a range of household income levels, and because those household income levels will
generate varying household expenditure levels, it can be difficult to predict exactly how

’ Thisfigure allows for the fact that in some cases two or more workers may be housed in asingle
housing unit. These situations could include two workers employed at UCD sharing a house, a
UCD employee and a non-UCD employee sharing a house, etc.

22



much additional retail and services spending could be expected as a result of a given
number of new households. For this portion of the study, we have assumed that, on
average, each new household can be represented by households in the $40,000 to $50,000
annual income range, which is the income range in which the median 2002 household
falls. The IMPLAN mode estimates that each local household in this income range
makes total expenditures supporting on average 0.315 employees.

We apply the estimate of 0.315 new secondary retail/service employees per household to
the sub-total of all new primary demand households. In order to estimate the total number
of new service and retail workers that would be supported within Y olo County by the new
household expenditures from the primary demand households. Based on 4,014 new
households associated with primary UCD students, faculty, staff, and research park
employees, and City of Davis business/office park employees through the 2015 time
period, we estimate local retail and services demand to support an additional 1,264
employees within Yolo County. If we assume that approximately 65 percent of the new
local retail/service demand will be captured within the City of Davis, then we estimate
that 822 of the cumulative new retail/service jobs would be in establishments in the City
of Davisitself. Then, we apply the same 47.1 percent ratio to estimate the proportion of
total local workers who aso live localy and then divide this number by 1.31 local
workers per household, we arrive at an estimate of 295 new local retail and service worker
households through the 2015 time frame. These figures are shown on Table 9.

Growth Factor to Allow for New Household For mation to Accommodate “ Natur al
Growth”

This component of new internal housing demand refers to the City’s natural rate of
increase in population due to local births exceeding local deaths. Specific information
regarding the components of the “natural” rate of population growth in Davis are not
available; however, the State Department of Finance publishes information regarding the
components of population growth in California counties. For the purposes of this study,
we first developed an estimate of the natural population growth by calculating the net
natural increase in population (births minus deaths) for Yolo County for each year
between 1985 and 2002. This number provides a proxy for the natural rate of increase in
Davis population. We apply the County natural growth rate to the number of Davis
housing units for the corresponding year in order to estimate the number of new housing
units that would be necessary 18 years later in order to accommodate the City’s natural
growth in the event that all of the children born in Davis were to stay in Davis and form
their own households. These data and calculations are shown in Appendix E and are then
transferred to Table 9 where the increased housing need is added to the internal demand
projections. As shown in Table 9, this rate of increase could be expected to contribute

’ Note that this does not account for retail/service employee households who will be supported by
households who do not have working members who may be attracted to Davis.
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between about 136 and 186 new households per year to the Davis population, depending
on the year.

A key assumption in this analysis is that the City’'s goal would be to accommodate 100
percent of the natural population growth with new housing units. Of course, it is clear
that many of those children born in Davis will not choose to remain in Davis for their
entire lives. At the same time, it is clear that for various reasons many people from
outside of Davis will seek to move into Davis. If we assume that some children born in
Davis will eventually move out of town, we assume that some other jurisdiction is
accepting responsibility to house those individuals. 1f accommodating a share of regional
population growth is accepted as a local responsibility, then reciprocity would call for
Davis to accept responsibility for at least one person who comes from outside the City for
each Davis child who migrates outside the City. Nevertheless, should the City of Davis
decide for policy reasons not to accommodate 100 percent of natural population growth,
then it will be a smple exercise to see the impact on overall housing needs from reducing
the allowance for natural growth on Table 9.

Summary — New Housing Needed to Satisfy Internally Generated Housing Needs

As shown in the lower part of Table 9, the estimate internal housing demand for the City
of Davis, considering the internal growth factors discussed above, ranges between 468
and 517 units per year for the 2003 to 2015 time period. After accounting for UCD’s
planned housing production during the time period, the “average” annual internal housing
demand that remains to be satisfied by construction elsewhere in the Davis area ranges
between about 276 and 326 units per year.

Owner and Renter Opportunities Needed in New Housing. It isdifficult to predict the
tenure mix and income levels of Davis' future new households, however, Davis existing
tenure and income distributions provide a reasonable basis to begin thinking about the
needs of future households. Table 10 contains a segmentation of Davis households by
tenure and income based on 2000 Census responses. As shown in the table,
approximately 44.5 percent of households were renters, and approximately 55.5 percent
were homeowners, suggesting that there is a need in this community for a substantial
component of rental housing, as is the case in most communities that are host to
universities and their large pool of student households for whom rental housing is
typically most appropriate.

Sales Prices/Rent Levels Needed in New Housing. When broken out by tenure, it is
plain to see that the household income distributions in Davis are very different. The
greatest proportions of homeowners are concentrated in the middle to upper income
ranges, while the greatest concentrations of renters are in the lower income ranges. Some
of this is due to economic forces — i.e., the fact that lower income households ssimply
cannot afford to purchase homes, even if they desired to be homeowners. Table 10
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provides calculations of the affordable home prices and affordable rents for the different
income categories for homeowners and renters, respectively.

As shown for homeowners, on the left side of the table, more than half of the existing
homeowners could afford to purchase housing over $305,000, and more than a third could
afford to purchase housing units costing over $407,000. The median sale price for 2001
was $335,000. Thus, the for-sale housing market in Davis is clearly serving a large
proportion of households but, at the same time, homeownership is become more of an
“elite” dtuation. For example, the income range for a moderate-income (80 to 120
percent of area median income) family of four in Yolo County in 2002 was $45,600 to
$68,400 per year. Based on the income categories shown in Table 10, these household
would be able to afford home costing a minimum of about $204,000, but substantially less
than the $306,000 limit for a household earning $74,999 per year, and substantially less
than the cost of a median-priced home in Davis. Davis has seen very little new home
construction in the price ranges that could target moderate-income homebuyers. A large
segment of the public who have traditionally been able to become homeowners in Davis
will not be able to purchase homes within the City unless market conditions change, or
actions are taken to spur development of lower-cost for-sale housing.

The situation for renters also suggests that market conditions are making housing
affordability more of a challenge. Over one-third of the renter households earned less
than $15,000 in 1999. Assuming that incomes have increased in pace with inflation, the
households with income less than $15,000 in 1999 would now be able to afford to rent
homes costing no more than $357 per month, and over half of the households would
require homes renting for no more than $631 per month, meanwhile, median rent was
$775in 2000. It appears that moderate-income households with incomes of $50,000 and
above would have plenty of affordable options in the rental market, it is not clear whether
these households would choose to rent in Davis or to seek to purchase housing in other
communities where more affordable housing is available.

In response to staff and Council Subcommittee comments on the Draft Report, the
following example is provided as a way of illustrating how the information in Table 10
could be used to target new housing units to be constructed in a hypothetical 500 unit new
housing subdivision, Table 11 shows a unit alocation that follows the income and tenure
segmentation from Table 10, assuming that future households will be similar to existing
households in terms of income distribution and tenure patterns.

Owner Housing Units. As shown on the left side of the table, although there are a number
of existing owner households in Davis with relatively low incomes, when dealing with
current new housing costs, it is most likely not cost-effective to subsidize new owner units
for households capable of paying about $142,000 to purchase homes. Approximately 29
prospective owner households would likely be accommodated more cost effectively in
either affordable or market rate rental units. Then, about 110 households who could
afford housing costing about $143,000 up to about $408,000 would be candidates for
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multifamily for-sale housing products of various densities that would potentialy provide
ownership housing that is more affordable than current market rate products in Davis by
reducing the amount of land (a major cost factor) needed for each housing unit. Very
little of these housing types has been constructed in Davis during the last ten years for a
number of reasons, and although the economic attractiveness of these types of projects
should be improving, the City might still need to create incentives or exert regulatory
controls in order to bring about production of these types of units. About 53 of the owner
households could afford housing that approximates current market rates for single-family
homes in Davis, in arange of about $408,000 up to $611,000. Those households who are
near the bottom of the range would need to be provided with homes similar to the new
Phoenix Place homes on Covell Blvd., which are small-lot single-family homes. Those at
the upper end of the range would be able to purchase standard single-family homes.
About 30 households would likely seek luxury/custom built homes costing more than
$611,000.

Renter Housing Units. In addition to the lower-income prospective owner households
likely to be shifted to affordable rental units, the right side of Table 11 indicates amost all
of about 152 renter households (or about 30 percent of the total households in the housing
development) would need to be provided with affordable rental units. About 74 of the
renter households would likely be adequately accommodated in market rate rental units,
while about 50 of the renter households could afford luxury rental units or to rent single-
family homes. Thislast 10 to 11 percent of the total households are those renters who can
actually afford to purchase homes but who, for various reasons, prefer not to own their
homes.

General Demographic Trends Affecting Community Housing Need. One of the
primary demographic trends with the potential to affect community housing need is the
general aging of the population. The elderly; however, typically “age in place” This
means that there is a tendency to stay in one's long-time residence, rather than relocate to
different types of housing or to different communities as one gets older, thus, the demand
for senior housing, such as assisted living or congregate care facilities, or age-restricted
communities, in a given community may not be related so much to the aging of the
existing population as it is related to the attractiveness of the community as a magnet for
the relatively small proportion of elderly households who do relocate to such facilities. In
many respects, Davis appears to have an ideal environment to attract such households, for
whom good climate, convenient access to healthcare, churches, continuing education
opportunities, and cultural and recreational facilities are important. Davis' reputation for
safety and cultural diversity are also likely positive factors. Thus, in the coming years,
Davis may experience pressure from “external” housing demand relating to senior
housing, including the parents and grandparents of persons currently living in Davis.

Another national demographic phenomenon that has the potential to affect housing

demand in Davis is the increasing prevalence of non-family households (e.g., singles and
groups of unrelated individuals living together) and family households without children
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(e.g., empty-nesters or couples without children). As these types of households become
more commonplace, housing built to accommodate these different types of living
situations is finding more demand. This includes multifamily homeownership (e.g.,
condominiums) and various types of small-lot singe-family detached housing that does
not carry the same maintenance responsihilities as traditional single-family homes, which
have traditionally been the housing of choice for households with the resources to
purchase homes. Thus, athough Davis has traditionally had strong demand for rental
apartments due to the large student population, demand for other types of multifamily
housing products may be expected to increase.

Areasfor Further Research. This study has produced a range of data that can assist the
City of Davis in evaluating its needs for housing production levels necessary to satisfy
future internal housing demand. It has also identified some program options that are
available to the City to help to better link new housing production to the new workers who
will be attracted to the City. Should the City decide that it is desirable to improve links
between new housing production and the housing needs of local workers, it might be
particularly useful for the City of Davis or other interested parties (e.g., local employers,
housing developers) to conduct a survey of local worker housing needs and preferences.
Such a survey could garner information that would assist policy-makers in tailoring
housing assistance programs to better meet the needs of loca workers at various
household income levels. Survey responses could also provide very valuable marketing
information that would assist housing developers to target their housing products and
marketing techniques in order to efficiently reach out to prospective renters/buyers from
within the local employment pool.

In addition, if the City of Davis and/or other local organizations or employers decide that
it is desirable to establish one or more new workforce housing programs, it will likely be
necessary to conduct significant research into the possible funding sources,
implementation techniques, and program guideline options prior to actually adopting such
programs.
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Table 9: Projected New Internal Housing Needs

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
UCD Students/Staff/Faculty/Other Campus Employees
New Student Housing (Hsg. Unit Equivalents) (Appendix C) 153 306 460 613 766 919 1,072 1,226 1,379 1,532 1,685 1,838 1,992
New Staff/Faculty Housing Units (Appendix C) 38 76 114 152 190 228 266 304 342 380 418 456 500
192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192 192
Less Student Housing Surplus Needed to Cover Prior
(56) (112) (168) (224) (280) (336)
Plus Additional Housing to Cover Shortfall for
177 355 532 710 887 1,065
Sub-total: UCD Housing Demand 252 756 1,260 1,763 2,267 2,771 3,288
locally, and current 1.31 workers per household)
(Appendix D) 47 95 144 195 247 301 357 414 472 533 595 659 725
Cumulative 598 1,203 1,812 2,429 3,052 3,682
Secondary Retail/Service Employees
Primary Demand Households (0.315 per hh.) 188 379 571 765 961 1,160
Demand Locally) 122 246 371 497 625 754
Proportion, 47.1%) 58 116 175 234 294 355
household) 44 89 133 179 225 271
Cumulative 44 89 133 179 225 271
TOTAL CUMULATIVE PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
642 1,291 1,946 2,608 3,277 3,953
Average Annual Housing Demand Increment 331 331 331 331 331 331 331
136 139 168 165 186 185 177 167 147
TOTAL ANNUAL INTERNAL HOUSING GROWTH 468 467 497 517 499 498 478
Less Planned University Housing Development (Average
192 192 192 192 192 192
ANNUAL CITY HOUSING CONSTRUCTION NEED AFTER
278 308 314 324 317 292

Sources: UC Davis, City of Davis, BAE.



Table 10: Davis Household Tenure and Income Segmentation

Oowners Renters
1999 2002 1999 2002
Affordable  Affordable Adjusted Affordable Adjusted
Percent Percent Home Home Home Percent Percent  Monthly  Monthly
Annual Income (1999) Households of Total of Owners Expense Price Limit (a) Price Limit (c) Households of Total of Renters Rent(b) Rent(c)
Under $15,000 336 1.5% 33% $ 375 §$ 55,727 $61,133 4,573 19.9% 359% $ 325 $ 357
$15,000 to $19,999 169 0.7% 1.7% $ 500 $ 74,302 $81,510 1,221  5.3% 96% $ 450 $ 494
$20,000 to $24,999 294 1.3% 29% $ 625 $ 92,878 $101,888 1,145 5.0% 9.0% $ 575 $ 631
$25,000 to $34,999 567 2.5% 5.6% $ 875 $ 130,029 $142,643 1,731  7.6% 136% $ 825 $ 905
$35,000 to $49,999 996 4.3% 98% $ 1,250 $ 185,755 $203,776 1,634 7.1% 128% $ 1,200 $ 1,316
$50,000 to $74,999 2,067 9.0% 203% $ 1,875 $ 278,633 $305,664 1,496 6.5% 11.8% $ 1,825 $ 2,002
$75,000 to $99,999 1,983 8.6% 194% $ 2500 $ 371,510 $407,552 443 1.9% 35% $ 2,450 $ 2,688
$100,000 to $149,999 2,425 10.6% 238% $ 3,750 $ 557,265 $611,329 343 1.5% 27% $ 3,700 $ 4,059
$150,000 or more 1,362 5.9% 13.4% n.a. n.a. n.a. 142  0.6% 1.1% n.a.
Total 10,199 44.5%  100.0% 12,728 55.5% 100.0%

Notes:

(a) Affordable housing cost (including principal, interest, taxes and insurance) is 30% of gross monthly income.

Interest Rate
Term
Downpayment
Insurance
Taxes

6.0% per year
30 years

10%

0.2% of purchase price
1.4% of purchase price

(b) Affordable rent is equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, less $50 for utilities.

(c) Inflation Factor, 1999 to 2002:

1999
174.2

2002 9% Change
109.7%

1911

Maximum affordable home purchase prices and rents reflect maximums for the top of each respective income range.

Sources: U.S. Census, 2000; BAE.
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Table 11: Unit Allocation for Hypothetical 500-Unit Housing Development

Owner Units

2002
Adjusted
Percent Home
of Total Units Price Limit Possible Housing Types
1.5% 7 $61,133 Shift to affordable rental units
0.7% 4  $81,510 Shift to affordable rental units
1.3% 6 $101,888 Shift to affordable rental units
25% 12 $142,643 Shift to market rate rental units
43% 22 $203,776 High Density Multifamily For-Sale
9.0% 45 $305,664 Medium Density Multifamily For-Sale
8.6% 43 $407,552 Attached Single-Family For-Sale
10.6% 53 $611,329 Small Lot Single-Family at low-end,;
Standard Single-Family through high-
end
59% 30 n.a. Luxury/Custom Single-Family
44.5% 222

Rental Units
2002
Adjusted
Percent Monthly
of Total Units Rent Possible Housing Types
19.9% 100 $ 357 Affordable rental units
53% 27 $ 494 Affordable rental units
50% 25 $ 631 Affordable and market rate rental units
76% 38 $ 905 Market rate rental units
71% 36 $ 1,316 Market rate rental units
6.5% 33 $ 2,002 Luxury rental units or single-family
rental units
19% 10 $ 2,688 Luxury rental units or single-family
rental units
1.5% 7 $ 4,059 Luxury rental units or single-family
rental units
0.6% 3 n.a. Luxury rental units or single-family
rental units
55.5% 278

Sources: U.S. Census, 2000; BAE.



Appendix A: Workforce Housing Program Effectiveness

Number Assists

Community Program Effectiveness Groups per Year Comments
San Jose Downpayment/ Closing Very good. This is a new teachers 100 They are sending out a
Cost Assistance improved version with follow up survey to determine
the bugs worked out. if they are still teaching, etc.
Boulder In-lieu fees Staff and public opinion none 95 Preferences are given to those
are strong. who live and work in Boulder.
They are working towards 10%
of all housing as affordable.
San Rafael Inclusionary Program
Novato Developer agreements
Santa Clara Employee sponsored Very satisfied. teachers 175 They are able to keep more
Unified School District housing teachers than otherwise possible
helping about 100 teachers with
mortgage credits and apartment rental
units .
San Mateo Mortgage Credit Very Satisfied. none 50-60 Their allocations are down, but they
Certificates always exhaust them.
Denver Technical assistance,
resource coordination,
advocacy
Belmont Downpayment/ Closing Needs Improvement. police 1 They are revamping the program so that
costs assistance it is more utilized.
Santa Clara Housing Downpayment/ Closing Very Satisfied. none 450 in the past
Trust Fund costs assistance 1.5 years
Sunnyvale Homeownership training It's a brand new program teachers, unknown

classes

unknown. city workers

Sources: respective program representatives; BAE.



Appendix B: Summary of Gross UCD Housing Supply and Demand (2002-03 through 2015-16)

Community Community

2002-03 1/2 of 2004-05 Total Housing Housing Current Total Local
to 02-03 and to 03-04 to Need Need Over-Assigned Housing
2003-04 03-04 2015-16 15-16 % of Total # Students Need
Students 1,980 990 3,150 4,140 90% 3,726 356 4,082
Faculty (1 per 18.7 students) 106 (a) 168 274 75% 206 206
Staff (6 per faculty) 636 (a) 1,008 1,644 40% 658 658
Sub-total Faculty/Staff 863 863
Research Park 1-80 Employees - - 1,400 1,400 47.1% 659 659
Research Park, W. Campus Employees 100 50 900 950 47.1% 447 447
Other Non-UC Affiliates Employees 160 80 340 420 47.1% 198 198
Total Local Planned
Housing Need Beds Surplus (b)
Students Local Housing Needs (Beds) 4,082 4,980 898
Total Local
Faculty/Staff Local Housing Needs (Employees) (c) Housing Need
Faculty (Employees) 206
Staff (Employees) 658
Sub-total 863
Research Park (Employees) 1,106
UCD Affiliates (Employees) 198

Notes:

(a) Faculty and staff for 03-04 time period are calculated based on 02 to 04 staff increase to allow for lag in hiring (i.e. UCD hiring usually lags
enrollment so faculty and staff attributable to 02-03 student increases are assumed not to be housed in Davis.

(b) Surplus is for 03-04 to 15-16 time period only. Surplus University construction during this period will address housing construction deficits
incurred prior to 03-04.

(c) Note: 2/24/03. Label for this section revised to reflect employees, not housing units. Columns in this section of 2/19/03 version of
Appendix B dealing with planned units and shortfall deleted for this version. Changes do not affect final need calculations on Table 9.

Sources: UCD, BAE.



Appendix C: UCD Housing Demand and Supply Summary, Annual Averages 2003-04 to 2015-16

NOTE: FOR PURPOSES OF THIS ANALYSIS, HOUSING DEMAND AND PRODUCTION ESTIMATES HAVE BEEN AVERAGED OVER THE
PERIOD 2002-03 TO 2015-16. ACTUAL POPULATION AND CONSTRUCTION RATES WILL FLUCTUATE OVER THE PERIOD. STUDENT
HOUSING SURPLUS IS PLANNED TO ADDRESS DEFICIT INCURRED PRIOR TO 2003-04.

STUDENT HOUSING SUPPLY/DEMAND
New UCD Student Housing (Beds)

Housing Unit Equivalents (Assume 2.5 persons per
HH)

New Local UCD Student Demand

Surplus(Deficit) of Student Beds

Housing Unit Equivalents (Assume 2.5 persons per
HH)

EMPLOYMENT HOUSING SUPPLY/DEMAND FOR
LOCAL HOUSING

New Local UCD Faculty and Staff Demand

New Local UCD Research Park Employee Demand

New Local UCD Affiliates Employee Demand

Sub-total Local UCD Onsite Employee Housing
Demand (Employees)

Faculty/Staff Housing Units Needed (Assuming 1.31
workers per household)

Research Park Employee Housing Units Needed
(Assuming 1.31 workers per household)

UCD Affiliates Employee Housing Units Needed
(Assuming 1.31 workers per household)

Sub-total Local UCD Onsite Employee Housing
Demand (Units)

New UCD Staff Housing To Be Constructed

Surplus(Deficit) of UCD Employee Housing Units

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
383 766 1,149 1532 1,915 2,298 2,681 3,064 3,447 3,830 4,213 4,596 4,980
153 306 460 613 766 919 1,072 1,226 1,379 1,532 1,685 1,838 1,992
314 628 942 1,256 1,570 1,884 2,198 2,512 2,826 3,140 3,454 3,768 4,082

69 138 207 276 345 414 483 552 621 690 759 828 898
28 56 84 112 140 168 196 224 252 280 308 336 359
66 132 198 264 330 396 462 528 594 660 726 792 864
85 170 255 340 425 510 595 680 765 850 935 1,020 1,107
15 30 45 60 75 90 105 120 135 150 165 180 198
167 334 501 668 835 1,002 1,169 1,336 1,503 1,670 1,837 2,004 2,169
50 101 151 202 252 302 353 403 453 504 554 605 660
65 130 195 260 324 389 454 519 584 649 714 779 845
11 23 34 46 57 69 80 92 103 115 126 137 151
127 253 380 507 634 760 887 1,014 1,140 1,267 1,394 1,521 1,655
38 76 114 152 190 228 266 304 342 380 418 456 500
89 177 266 355 444 532 621 710 798 887 976 1,065 1,155

Source: Karl Mohr, Associate Director - Public & Private Partnerships Office of Resource Management and Planning University of California, Davis.



Appendix D: City of Davis Office/Business Park Absorption Rate Assumptions

Total
Commercial (square feet) Baseline Cumulative Growth Above 1999 Baseline, End of Year Increase at
Square Feet 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Buildout
Office/Bus. Park 1,553,000 42,000 85050 129,176 174,406 220,766 268,285 316,992 366,917 418,090 470542 524306 579,413 635899 693,796 753,141 813,969 813,969
Industrial 800,000 33,600 68,611 105,093 143,107 182,717 223,991 266,999 311,813 358509 407,167 457,867 510,698 565747 623,109 682,879 745,160 745,160
Employees Cumulative
Office/Bus. Park 3,413 92 187 284 383 485 590 697 806 919 1,034 1,152 1,273 1,398 1,525 1,655 1,789 1,789
Industrial 640 27 55 84 114 146 179 214 249 287 326 366 409 453 498 546 596 596
Total Cumulative New Employees 2003-2015 130 263 401 542 688 838 992 1151 1314 1482 1655 1834 2017
New Workers Likely to Live in Davis
(Assuming Current Proportion, 47.1%) 61 124 189 255 324 395 467 542 619 698 780 864 950
Housing Units Needed to House Local
Workers (Assuming 1.31 Workers Per
Household 47 95 144 195 247 301 357 414 472 533 595 659 725
Notes:

Unless otherwise noted, absorption assumptions are from BAE.

Source: City of Davis, Comparative Evaluation of Research Park Proposals for Potential Inclusion in the City of Davis General Plan EIR, July, 1998; BAE, 1999.



Appendix E: Natural Growth Rate and Household Formation Lagging by 18 Years

Housing Units
Accommodate Natural Growth

New
Base Information Housing Units
Davis Natural Davis To Accommodate
City Growth Rate City Natural Growth

Year Population Yolo County Housing Units Year Household Formation
1980 36,640 0.74%

1981 36,700 0.68%

1982 37,700 0.89%

1983 38,100 0.83%

1984 38,900 0.82%

1985 40,450 0.83% 16,437 > 18 years later > 2003 136
1986 40,650 0.83% 16,737 2004 139
1987 41,200 0.77% 17,504 2005 135
1988 42,500 0.94% 17,871 2006 168
1989 44,650 0.90% 18,387 2007 165
1990 46,322 0.95% 18,310 2008 174
1991 47,050 1.0% 18,585 2009 186
1992 48,900 1.0% 19,101 2010 185
1993 50,100 0.8% 19,723 2011 167
1994 51,100 0.9% 20,171 2012 177
1995 52,500 0.8% 20,595 2013 167
1996 53,500 0.7% 20,867 2014 152
1997 54,400 0.7% 21,175 2015 147
1998 55,900 0.7% 21,735 2016 145
1999 57,200 0.7% 22,180 2017 149
2000 60,308 0.68% 23,249 2018 158
2001 61962 0.7% 24,295 2019 167
2002 63,324 0.64% 24,717 2020 158

Sources: State Department of Finance, BAE.
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