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City of Davis 
Social Services Commission Meeting Minutes 

Council Chambers  
23 Russell Blvd, Davis, CA 95616 

Monday, August 18, 2025 
7:00 P.M.  

 
 
Commission Members:  Deanna Sverdlov (Chair), Sarah Brown-Blake (Vice 

Chair), Patrick Curzon, Judith Ennis, Konrad Franco, 
Chris Marcoux, Chris Ringer, Dillan Horton (Alt) 

 
Commission Members Absent:  None 
 
Staff:   Dana Bailey, Director Social Services and Housing 
  Jennifer Block, Management Analyst 

 
1. Call to Order & Roll Call  

Chair Sverdlov called the meeting to order at 7:04pm.                                                          
 

2. Approval of Agenda 
Approval of the August 18, 2025 meeting agenda was moved by Brown-Blake, 
seconded by Ennis. Motion passed by the following vote: 

             

AYES:     Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer                     
NOES:    None                     
ABSENT: None   

 
3. Brief Announcements from Staff, Commissioners, and Council Liaisons 

Dana Bailey shared that Affordable Housing Manager, Iris Grace, has returned back 
to work. 
 
Chair Sverdlov welcomed the new Commissioners. New Commissioners Dillan 
Horton, Chris Marcoux, Patrick Curzon and Konrad Franco each provided a brief 
introduction of themselves. 
 

4. Public Comment 
Ning Wan, Davis resident – Asked how the Social Services Commission might be 
able to help with homelessness and housing. 
 
Jeff Stalnik, Senior Citizens Commission member – Would like to see the Senior 
Citizens Commission work in liaison with other commissions, particularly the Social 
Services Commission.   
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Kim Coontz, Executive Director for the California Center for Cooperative 
Development – The City needs more affordable housing and spoke in favor of the 
opportunity for housing Co-ops in the City to give individuals an opportunity for home 
ownership. 

 
5. Consent Calendar 

A. Approval of the June 16, 2025 Regular Meeting Commission Minutes 
Approval of the June 16, 2025 meeting minutes moved by Ringer, seconded by 
Brown-Blake. Motion passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES:  Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:  None 

 
6. Action Items 

A. Affordable Housing Review and Approval Village Farm Davis Affordable 
Housing Plan/Project Individualized Program 

Katie Yancey, Economic Development Director introduced herself and provided 
information and the background on the Village Farms proposed project. The 
developer is seeking to be vested in the Project Individualized Plan (PIP). The 
proposed PIP describes how the project satisfies its Inclusionary Housing 
Requirements as prescribed by the City’s Municipal Code. This is a regulatory 
process and requirement under Chapter 18 of the Municipal Code. Yancey 
shared the Inclusionary Housing requirements and formula calculation that was 
completed for each housing type that is part of the project. She also shared the 
PIP requirements, eligibility and the proposed PIP by the developer. Yancey 
concluded with review of the PIP analysis completed by City staff and went over 
the staff recommendations: 

 

1. Find that the Village Farms Davis development proposal meets the necessary 
criteria for a PIP as described in the PIP Assessment 

2. Find that the PIP generates the same amount of affordability equal to or greater 
than the amount that would be generated under the standard affordability 
requirements 

3. Recommend approval of a PIP substantially in the form provided in Attachment 
1 to the Planning Commission and City Council 

4. Provide any feedback to address the matters raised in the report.   

 

The developer was invited to come forward to present. Individuals representing 
the developer include: Rochelle Swanson, Lead Project Consultant, Sandy 
Whitcombe, a member of one of the multigenerational families leading the 
development project and Ethan Walsh, Attorney representing the developer. 
Swanson provided an overview of the Village Farms project along with outreach 
related to the project that has been done over the years. Whitcombe reviewed 
the project intent, vision and the overall project concept and also provided 
clarification on the affordable housing site and units. Yancey introduced Walsh 
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and provided background that Walsh is legal counsel for developer and was 
previously legal counsel to the City. The City does not have legal counsel 
present. Walsh introduced himself and provided information on the affordability 
requirements of the project.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Ning Wan – Questioned how the land for the project was rezoned from farmland  
and commented on the City affordable housing restrictions. 

 

Zachariah – Spoke in opposition of the project. The project does not meet the 
equivalency requirements of the inclusionary housing ordinance. 

 

David – Urged commission members to reject the project and questioned why 
the project is being considered when it conflicts with the City municipal code. The 
acreage required for dedication to affordable housing is less than required. 

 

Elizabeth – Spoke in disapproval of the PIP for the project. Reducing the land 
required is unacceptable. This will set a precedence for future developers. 

 

Raina – Asked that the plan proposal be denied. The plans conflict with the City 
municipal code and the promises for the the plan are too vague. 

 

Susan – Urged to vote against the project, it is a risk to the City.  

 

Norm – Spoke in favor of the project. The City needs more affordable housing. 

 

Barbara – The Village Farms project has many good features, but the land 
dedication and affordable housing is not guaranteed. It would be nice to have the 
plan written in stone in the developers’ agreement. 

 

Jeff – Commented that Davis needs affordable housing and he would like to see 
some affordable units set aside for very low-income senior citizens. 

 

Eileen – Urged commissioners to deny the project. Expressed shock with what is 
being proposed with this project and it will set a precedent with other developers.  

 

Jim - The affordable units should not be in a high-density cluster due to public 
safety issues such as fire and flood. 

 

Carol – Expressed concerns with the project and the PIP and asked the 
commission to put the item on hold until getting a clearer picture. The developer 
is offering less acreage that required and requiring the City to be a lender. 
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 CLARIFYING QUESTIONS 

In the Municipal Code, the affordable units don’t have to match the target income 
group? (Yancey: Provided an interpretation of the section of the Municipal Code. 
As long as the 280 units are 50% low and 50% very low, they do not have to 
match the target income groups). 

 

What is the exact charge for the SSC? (Yancey: When a developer is using a 
PIP to meet affordable housing requirements the commission needs to provide 
feedback and direction on PIP as specified in the recommended actions. 
Recommendations will go to the Planning Commission and City Council). 

 

What is the impact of the surplus land development of the 18-acres? (Yancey 
provided a hypothetical example of a non-profit developer not taking the entire 
piece of land to develop. The City would have a choice of what to do with the 
remaining acreage and would have to go through the Surplus Land Act process 
is time intensive and has a negative impact on the land).   

 

Based off several public comments related to the concentration of affordable 
units in the high-density zone (18 acres), what is the distribution of affordability 
for the project and how much of it is in the land dedication? (Yancey: The 
developer is requesting to consolidate all 280 units for low income and very low-
income inclusionary units into a single project in the medium/high density 
location. 

 

There is a Cooperative Housing (Co-Op) option to include 80 units, deed 
restricted and the space is within 3 acres. Are the 3 acres in addition to the 9.5 
acres? (Yancey: The PIP has the developer dedicating 9-9.5 acres, to be 
determined to the City. They are not dedicating the remaining 3 acres to the City. 
The property will never be part of the City treasury or be transferred to the City). 

 

Is the 280 acres in the DA or in baseline features? (Yancey: With the land 
dedication the developer is required to set aside the acres. The City is 
responsible for building these units under a land dedicated option and the City 
will have to select a non-profit building developer to construct the units. It is 
possible that the number of units will change). 

 

What is the timeline for project? (Yancey: Purposes of PIP developer is to deliver 
a shovel ready parcel. The schedule is still being discussed, but there is no 
performance timeline with the land dedication scenario).   

 

For Recommendation #2, Have staff run numbers and analysis? Does it provide 
the same value? (Yancey: Recommendation #2 is a finding and is very specific – 
Does the PIP generate the same amount of affordability? Answer is a math 
calculation – yes. A value equivalency question could be addressed through 
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recommendations 3 & 4. Commission can decide after making decision on 
recommendation #2). 

 

Was there outreach to stakeholders about the down payment assistance 
proposal and what feedback was received? (Bailey: City sent notice to non-
profits, affordable housing developers, and other interested parties including the 
Social Services Commission listserv regarding the Village Farm proposal).  

 

It was asked for clarification on what is needed from the commission today. 
(Yancey: Recommendations 1 and 2 are findings that are threshold issues; with  
recommendations 3 and 4 commission members can provide feedback that will 
go to the Planning Commission and City Council). 

 

There was a question about the City’s ability of building the affordable units. 
(Bailey: This question can be addressed through recommendations 3 and 4). 

   

 DISCUSSION 

Recommendation #1 

There are five criteria for the PIP and 4 out of the 5 items have been met, with 
one item lacking enough information to determine if the criteria had been met. 
What is the guidance if a criteria is not met?  (Yancey: Refer to City code. Code 
allows for ambiguity if the final deliverable is unknown. If the PIP is approved 
tonight the project will not return to the SSC unless substantial changes are 
made to the project plan). 

 

Have any other recent developments been PIP projects that have been 
approved? (Sherri Metzger, Community Development Director:  Yes, the City has 
reviewed and approved multiple PIPs over the years). 

 

There was a motion to find that the Village Farms Davis development proposal 
meets the necessary criteria for a PIP as described in the PIP Assessment. 
Motion by Curzon, seconded by Ennis. 

 

AYES: Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT: None 

 

Ringer – Commented that the PIP and land designation combination is strange. 
Wouldn’t developers always want to use the PIP? He asked about the practicality 
and relation of a land designation and the PIP and would like to see more 
discussion and analysis. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Recommendation #2  
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There is no in-lieu of fee for acreage and the acres are the size of the asset. 
Would like to see a comparison of the PIP generates the same amount of 
affordability vs the PIP generates the same amount of units factor of affordability. 
It is the SSC responsibility to consider land vs units. The units are equal to, but 
not greater than because the units are not part of the big A affordability. 
Frustration that there has to be a choice between a 80-unit co-op or 80 additional 
deed restricted housing units. There is potential to reach up to 20% affordability. 
This PIP generates the same amount of affordability in terms of units and would 
like to see the language changed to say in terms of units because there are other 
aspects in terms of affordability and assets that need careful discussion.    

 

There was discussion to request to change the motion to specify that 
recommendation 2 should be related to units. (Yancey: Staff is hesitant to 
change the language due to legality. The motions were reviewed by legal staff to 
agree with City code, but this can be included as a comment in relation to 
recommendation #4). 

 

Looking at the zoning of the 9 acres, what is the maximum amount of units that 
can be built? (Yancey: Based o proposed zoning, 380 units can be built on 9.5 
acres. The still feels like a number and based on interpretation of the language 
zoning vs numbers). 

 

There was a discussion of affordability and the number of units. Ennis expressed 
concern the alternative proposed in the PIP wasn’t reflecting the true value of the 
asset. 

 

There was a motion to find that the PIP generates the same amount of 
affordability equal to or greater than the amount that would be generated under 
the standard affordability requirements. Motion by Brown-Blake, seconded by 
Curzon. 

 

AYES: Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux 

NOES: Ringer 

ABSENT: None 

 

CLARIFYING QUESTIONS: 

Has the city had issues with land dedication sites coming online? (Yes, when a 
land dedication is going directly to a non-profit developer. The City is working on 
correcting this. The land dedication for this project will be a city asset). 

 

DISCUSSION 

Recommendation #3 
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Dillon: Concerned the 1st Time Homebuyer proposal from the developer skirts the 
question of equity which is a charge of this body. Concerned allowing developers 
to contribute to housing trust fund is not a substitute for reinvesting in 1st Time 
Homebuyer program which acts as a revolving loan fund for lower-income 
buyers. Suggested low-income homeowners should retain more equity in the 
home than the City. Recommended income cap requirements so low-income 
buyers benefit and not wealthier buyers.  

 

Marcoux: Concerned about the reduction in the amount of land contributed for 
affordable housing. The City should insure it is able to develop the property with 
a nonprofit to meet the obligation. 

 

Brown-Blake: Felt the Commission was rushed through its understanding of the 
project and its ability to address the priorities of all Davis residents. Request 
Council and staff negotiate increase of more than $2 million up to at least $4.9 
million. Prefer an income cut-off for “middle income”. 

 

Curzon: Expressed concern for effectiveness of the down payment assistance 
program proposed by developer. A contribution of $4.9 million could make a 
bigger impact somewhere else such as the housing trust fund and should be 
negotiated with the developer. 

 

Franco: Very concerned about the down payment assistance program and 
feasibility of the administration. Advocate for including an income cap and 
allocating the down payment assistance amount proposed to more affordable 
housing 

 

Sverdlov: Appreciates the open space proposed in the project for quality of life. 
Questioned whether the $2 million in the PIP for the housing trust fund would be 
enough for the City to get the affordable units built and would like to see the 
calculation for building the affordable units on the 9 acres instead. 

 

Ennis: Suggested the 15% unit allocation is the floor of the requirement. 
Expressed wanting to see the Planning Commission to look more closely into 
how the proposed co-op could be offered as affordable units. Top priority is to 
increase the proposed $2 million contribution to ensure the affordable housing 
units are built. There is no in lieu of fee for acreage and wants to see negotiation 
for more dollars to housing trust fund without use restrictions.  

 

Ringer: Spoke in support of the limited equity co-op. Skeptical of the numbers for 
the down-payment assistance program and not supportive of this iteration of the 
program. Need to consider a calculation of net present value to include inflation, 
interest rates, etc., particularly since the construction timeline is probably 5-6 
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years away. In favor of increasing contribution to $4.9 million to the housing trust 
fund to make sure the units get built. 

 

There was extensive discussion related to the down payment assistance 
program, the housing trust fund and income cap for the recommendation. Yancey 
suggested the following updated recommendation:  

 

Recommend approval of the PIP, with amendments including an income 
cap for the proposed down payment assistance program, contribution of 
additional cash resources equivalent to the construction of the 280 units 
required for affordable housing project, and assurance any cash 
contributed to the housing trust fund will be unrestricted. Recommend the 
Planning Commission and City Council include these amendments in the 
DA.  

 

There was a motion to approve the PIP, with the updated language 
revisions as read by staff. Motion by Ennis, seconded by Brown-Blake. 
 

AYES: Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT: None 

 

With the conclusion of the item, Bailey stated that due to the hour 
commission members must decide whether or not to proceed with agenda 
items or table the remaining items until the next meeting. 

 

Ennis stated that Item 6B - Landscape Assessment can be completed in 30 
minutes. Item is scheduled to go to City Council on September 16th. 

 

There was a short discussion on whether to move forward with Item 6B - 
Landscape Assessment. 

 

There was a motion by Franco move forward with Item 6B - Landscape 
Assessment – Community Navigator Initiative Subcommittee to present a 
5-to-15-minute report and findings and table the remaining agenda items, 
seconded by Curzon. 

 

AYES: Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT: None 
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B. Landscape Assessment – Community Navigator Initiative Staff recommends 
that the Commission: 

1. Receive a report on the Commission Subcommittee’s Landscape 
Assessment of homeless services and recommendation regarding 
Community Navigators 

Ringer and Ennis provided an abridged overview and update of what the 
subcommittee completed including the data gathering process, interview 
questions and limitations. They reviewed the subcommittee findings and went 
over the recommended actions for consideration and also revisions planned 
based on feedback. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Is there a plan to disseminate this to public entities? (Yes, it will be publicly 
posted and can be shared with the Homeless Strategic Plan Committee) 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  

Jeff – Concerned seniors have insufficient income to afford housing. The 
system we have is fractured. Organizations should work together. 

 

Barbara -Thank you, great report. 

 

Zacharia – Thank you, great work. More emphasis should be placed on the 
issue of unaccompanied minors and youth homelessness. Transitional aged 
youth (18-24) lack resources including shelter.  

 

Community Development Graduate Student at UC Davis – Appreciate the 
work. Studied community navigators in class and there are good organizations 
doing the work, but they need to work together and have better connections. 
The unhoused need respect. 

 

There was a motion to approve the report including the specified revisions and 
send to Council in response to their request for a Landscape Assessment of 
outreach. Motion made by Brown-Blake, seconded by Sverdlov. 

 

AYES: Sverdlov, Brown-Blake, Curzon, Ennis, Franco, Marcoux, Ringer 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:  None 

 

There was an addendum to the motion to specifically request that Council 
consider the findings in this report as they prioritize actions that will be taken 
under the Homeless Strategic Plan. Motion by Marcoux, seconded by Franco. 

 

7. Regular Items 
A. 2025 Subcommittee Reports 

Item Tabled 
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B. Liaison Reports 

Item Tabled 
 

C. FY 2025 Planning and Long-Range Calendar 
Item Tabled 
 

8. Commission and Staff Communication 
A. Development Projects and Affordable Housing Properties Update 

Item Tabled 
   

B. Social Services and Housing Department Update 
Item Tabled 
 

9.  Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 10:57pm. 
 
  


