
DRAFT DOWNTOWN DAVIS SPECIFIC PLAN   REVIEW COMMENTS                  12/18/19 

by Alex Achimore – 20-year resident, architect, former Planning Director for a redevelopment authority, 

17 years as a building project manager for UC Davis—built the stadium, Schall Pool, ARC, managed 

design phase for all Student Housing bet. 2010-2017. 

Summary: 

The Specific Plan does well to present a vision of an optimum small city in the 21st Century. All the key 

issues of current city planning best practices (“urban design” in today’s lexicon)—a town center, infill 

development, affordable housing, sustainability, universal design,  historic resources, walkability 

(reducing car use) and economic development—are described and applied to Downtown Davis. I do 

think it’s unfortunate that they are lumped together as if relatively equal—affordable housing, for 

instance, is not in the same category of need as “hierarchy of form” – and the Plan greatly exaggerates 

its ability to address any of them. Other aspects of the Plan, such as the recommendations to reduce 

parking well before the transportation alternatives are in place, and the fact that this is a new and 

difficult to comprehend set of regulations, may even be an impediment to achieving the Plan. 

Comments: 

The Plan document implies that the new code will simply generate the vision.  On Page 212, the first 

Implementation Action listed is “Adopt the form-based Downtown Code ….to generate compact, mixed-

use development…”  When I went to work for a redevelopment agency, I had similar hopes but soon 

learned that changing regulations is a very weak tool to spur any action.  Ideally, regulations can steer 

development that is already being driven by economic incentives to include more community benefits 

along the way, but ill-advised regulations can also stall or prevent development.   

Other than some nods to the importance of simplifying regulations, nothing like an incentive jumps out, 

and the document is anything but simple to wade through.  Ideally, there would be some density 

bonuses to go with increased regulation of the form of bigger buildings, and that has spurred 

redevelopment in other places. Perhaps a one-page spreadsheet could be prepared to at least compare, 

block by block, the allowable density under the existing code and the proposed. Hopefully, it would 

show that there are advantages to redeveloping a large, one-story property into something 3 or 4 

stories, but if there aren’t, it’s hard to see why a landowner who has paid off all their loans would be in 

any hurry to do so. In any case, it’s critical that the new Plan clearly simplifies entitlements or it might 

simply generate a shrug from the development community. 

Despite our hopes for a future of greatly reducing car use, a well-discussed issue for many decades, the 

Plan’s strategy of eliminating parking lots now sends more negative messages to developers, merchants, 

and customers.  Struggling merchants, and the number of empty storefronts downtown suggests there 

are many, are rightly concerned about any further obstacles to their customers, whether real or just 

perceived.  I visit downtown several times a week, and have never not found a parking place within a 

block or two of my destination, so I don’t think additional parking is actually needed, but perception is 

otherwise, and that’s more than enough to discourage people from patronizing downtown stores.  

A related problem in my view are the diagrams of development scenarios the Plan contains showing 

both removal of parking and new development, some of which might at least add parking demand, on 

the city-owned downtown parking lots.  Regarding the site next to the existing plaza, I don’t sense any 



underlying desire to create an even larger one and wonder whether that “need” truly came from the 

citizenry in the public meetings or from the handbook of good urban design (which I am certainly an 

adherent).  If anything, the city’s placement of the trash and recycling storage shed right on F street was 

a major blunder and it should be relocated. But I think the existing plaza is an adequate size for a city the 

size of Davis, especially given that there are several other active public spaces like the train station, the 

Davis Commons (when it gets a new anchor) and the Farmer’s Market corner at 3rd and C.  The existing 

downtown plaza’s limitation has more to do with the clutter of features, including the clock tower and 

light stands, that makes it appear already full and block views of the retail storefronts. Much would be 

accomplished by simplifying and eliminating many of the features and paving the plaza with a more 

accessible finish—I wonder if the existing pavers meet Universal Design standards.  

The document is full of the jargon of the planning profession, which I can understand due to my 

professional background, but I’ve also learned how it makes little sense to the people supposedly being 

served.  “Form Based Code” is obscure enough to the general public, but words like “place making” 

“public realm” “civic space” and “hierarchy of form” are anything but clear to non-professionals. Jargon 

is typically used to identify important issues, perhaps even to elevate their apparent importance, but 

compared to affordable housing and economic development, a lot of these issues could arguably be 

labeled trivial.  I’ve never heard anyone complain of getting lost in downtown because of inadequate 

hierarchy of form, but the housing crisis is real, and the Plan doesn’t indicate any connection between 

its focus on form and the solution to more housing. 

The document includes thorough analysis of numerous issues that are already best practices, many even 

required by law, and much of it feel redundant.  Regarding sustainability, the California Green Building 

Code, the popularity of LEED certification, and UC Davis’ constant construction of “demonstration 

projects” more than drives a sustainable future for Davis.  Universal Design is required by the American 

Disabilities Act, and the City of Davis is hardly dragging its feet, given all the sidewalk and intersection 

improvements.  It’s not clear what the Downtown Plan has to add to the conversation. 

I do think there are several moves the City could make that would push along the generally positive 

goals in the Plan, but they would require much more active intervention than a regulation-only 

approach.  Despite elimination of the redevelopment agencies in California, the City still has the ability 

to pursue a public-private development partnership on property it owns, and the parking lot between 

3rd, 4th, E and F could have the best potential to spur other development.  I find the diagram for that site 

in the Plan to be unrealistic, but the city could issue an RFP that stipulates a high percentage, if not 

100%, affordable housing on top of a 2-story parking garage that contains retail on the ground level 

facing the streets.  The parking ratio for the housing should be far lower than current planning requires, 

albeit not zero, and the garage should maintain the existing number of spaces so as not to communicate 

the naivete that the current diagram indicates.   

The City might have to accept a minimal return in the short run, but the advantages of adding housing to 

downtown, increasing the customer base for merchants, and simply creating a new buzz about 

redevelopment would be a good payoff by itself.  In any case, I don’t see much of anything happening by 

simply adopting the new Downtown Plan, but a more robust intervention by the City could accomplish a 

lot, and there are numerous examples of how it has elsewhere. 



Jennifer Anderson 
William Fleeman 

DA Land LLC 
Andeman Company 

1801 Hanover Drive Ste C 
Davis, CA 95616 

 
January 10, 2020 
 
 
City of Davis 
Downtown Core Area Planning Task Force 
Planning Commission 
City Council Members 
 
Dear Members and Participants, 
 
The Downtown Davis Advisory Plan has been in the process a long time.  As you finalize the comments 
on the new plan, please include a few specific comments and requests. 
 

1. Do not take away existing zoning as a fallback position.  We are excited to see new and higher 
uses downtown – however, in order to make a project pencil it may need to be even higher than 
the new proposed zoning.  Currently, there is no actual height limit for buildings in the 
downtown core, and a property owner can apply for a Conditional Use Permit beyond the 
allowed 2 stories.  This conditional use option for additional stories should be kept in the plan 
going forward to allow for flexibility.  We need housing.  We need to do our share – but it needs 
to financially feasible. 

 
2. This is a young town – only 102 years old.  We were farmland where there are now houses in 

the Downtown Davis area.  We are the center and support multiple transportation options.  This 
makes the area the FOCUS of the future generations that avoid cars and use alternatives.  This 
area needs to be responsive and flexible to housing and job needs of the community.  
Downtown is to increase housing units by 1000 which cannot be accomplished in units of 2, 5 or 
10 units per parcel.  We will never reach our goal.  Density and height is the solution. 
 

3. The committee is made of community members but the obvious missing designated 
representative is a commercial property owner.  Chamber of Commerce, Downtown BID, 
residential are all represented. Neighborhoods are represented.  Commercial property 
ownership is not.  No one should recuse themselves at this upcoming meeting.  All voices should 
be heard.  But as a commercial property owner with significant investment in the downtown, we 
feel left out and NOT represented.   
 

4. The potential financial success of any development will determine IF it will be built.  This has 
NOT been discussed.  Davis has a very NEGATIVE REGIONAL reputation.  It is not about staff.  It 
is about our process, our fees and the time it takes to execute a project.  This has to change if 
we want to see and execute change in our community.  Time and money make or break a deal. 
 



5. Some of our community members are unnecessarily rude and exhibit inappropriate behavior in 
a professional setting.  We need to address this as a community.  Bullying and intimidation is not 
acceptable anywhere, anytime.  We have professional staff.  We have laws and responsibilities 
to be welcoming and to accept our share of growth.  If we don’t grow we will die.  Our schools 
are declining due to the lack of families affording Davis.  This subject of “Welcome to Davis” 
needs to be addressed.  (It is with deep gratitude that my grandparents came to Davis in the 
early years of the 1900’s –they were welcomed.  We returned as a family in the 1950’s – we 
were welcomed.)  BRING BACK the WELCOME MAT. 
 

Thank you for your work.  Let us make it happen together in a positive way. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
 
Jennifer Anderson     William Fleeman 



Heather Bischel & Nicolas Fauchier-Magnan 
516 G Street 
Davis, CA 95616 

 
 
January 11, 2020 
 
Mr. Eric Lee, Planner 
Department of Community Development and Sustainability 
City of Davis 
23 Russell Boulevard 
Davis, CA 95616 
 
Sent via email 
 
Dear Eric, 
 
We submit these comments on the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan (Oct. 2019). 
 
As homeowners who live on the East side of the 500 block of G street with our two children, 
ages 4 and 1, we believe that the Downtown Plan will have a meaningful and overall positive 
impact on our lives. We chose to purchase our home (in 2017) in a large part for its close 
proximity to downtown and for its charming character that reflects the greater North Davis 
neighborhood. As a family, we are committed to building a vibrant community in Davis and to 
environmental sustainability. Before purchasing our home, we walked through the neighborhood 
to meet neighbors who share these values and families who we would come to regularly interact 
with and befriend. We applaud the efforts of the design team to balance varying goals and 
perspectives received to date. This letter represents our first engagement with the Downtown 
Plan design process. We have several specific comments that we hope are fully considered in 
the next draft of the Downtown Plan. 
 
Our first and primary concern relates to the location of our home and the designation of the East 
side of the 500 block of G street as "Mainstreet Medium" - a strong departure from the 
“Neighborhood Small” designation from the Admin Draft Plan presented in early 2019 (see 
Attachment). What was the motivation for this change? While we understand that our block has 
potential for more intense development, we are concerned that the “Mainstreet Medium” 
designation would encourage and eventually allow our home to be subsumed by large 
commercial buildings, blocking natural light to our living spaces and forever altering the 
character of the neighborhood. We believe that the designation of Mainstreet Medium (4-story 
block-form buildings with small to no setbacks) is an extreme change from the one-story 
single-family homes currently on this block and is inconsistent with the incremental changes 
proposed in most of the rest of the Downtown Plan. Additionally, the "Mainstreet Medium" 
designation is directly across from a "Neighborhood Small" designation on the West side of 500 
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block of G street. This stark change from the lowest density category to the second-highest 
density category is not seen elsewhere in the Downtown Plan, and seems inconsistent with the 
smoother, more thoughtful transitions proposed in the rest of the Plan. We request a change in 
designation of the East side of the 500 block of G street to "Neighborhood Medium (3 
stories maximum)", which would allow for a smoother transition of scale. An example of a 
similar transition in the Downtown Plan is the West side of B street, which is also designated as 
“Neighborhood Medium (3-story maximum)” and is adjacent to the single-family parcels in the 
University / Rice Lane neighborhood. A “Neighborhood Medium (3 stories maximum)” 
designation on our block would allow for a sensible increase in density and building height over 
current conditions, but would make for a more gradual transition with the West side of the 500 
block of G street. We hope, in any final designation, that future developments would continue to 
complement the historic character of the neighborhood. 
 
Our second concern relates to the indication of our home (516 G Street) as a potential historic 
resource. The consequences of listing our home as a potential historical resource have been 
challenging to interpret and left us with an increased level of uncertainty regarding the future of 
our home. After a brief discussion with Eric Lee and others, it is our understanding that the 
listing of our home, and of the Hibbert store, as potential historical resources does not mean 
that they will necessarily receive such designation. Our comments in the preceding paragraph 
were thus made with the assumption that our home will not be listed as a historical (merit) 
resource. Should the official historical resource designation be established, we understand that 
this would set in place adjacency standards to the North and South of our home, as detailed in 
Table 40.14.080.C . These adjacency standards have limited effects on adjacent properties on 
the North and South sides, and no effect on adjacent property behind our home (to the East at 
the Hibbert lumber yard). Altogether, we don't believe that these adjacency standards would 
sufficiently protect our home to a liveable status within a block that is otherwise "Mainstreet 
Medium". The stark contrast between our one-story, single-family home and adjacent 4-story 
block-form buildings would make our house feel out of place. We are concerned that should the 
“Mainstreet Medium” designation be retained in the Downtown Plan, and a historical resource 
designation be established for our house, we would essentially be displaced from our home with 
limited capacity to realize enhanced property value (due to limitations set on historical 
resources). We believe a "Neighborhood Medium (3 stories maximum)" designation would be 
more compatible with the potential historic status of our home (whether officially established or 
not). 
 
Our third concern relates to safety and noise impact of the freight railroad tracks. The four 
crossings that are within or on the edge of the Downtown Plan boundaries (3rd, 4th, 5th and 8th 
street crossings) are protected with automatic gates; however, these gates only block half the 
width of the crossing and can be circumvented by going into the oncoming traffic lane. 
Pedestrians walking on the sidewalk against traffic are fully unprotected from crossing the 
tracks. As part of the general infrastructure upgrades that will be implemented with the 
Downtown Plan, we strongly feel that these crossings should all be equipped with 
four-quadrant gates blocking both directions of vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic on 
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both sides of the crossing, to greatly improve their safety. We also feel that commercial 
properties and streets adjacent to the tracks (Co-op block, 6th street, Sweetbriar) should be 
equipped with fencing to prevent people (especially children) from wandering on the tracks. 
Four-quadrant gates are an approved supplemental safety measure per Appendix A of CFR 
Title 49 part 222. Implementation of safe crossings in this manner would also allow the half-mile 
section of railroad from the Davis Depot to 8th street to automatically qualify as a “quiet zone” in 
which trains are not required to sound their horn (per this DOT guidance document for 
establishing quiet zones). Establishing a quiet zone would be a significant benefit to all 
Downtown residents, employees, and visitors and is even more important as the Downtown 
area becomes more densely populated.  
 
Our fourth concern relates to the designation of nearby parcels as potential sites for parking lots 
or structures. Behind the one-story homes on the East side of the 500 block of G street lies the 
Hibbert property, and to the North of our block is the Davis Food Co-Op. Chapter 6 of the Plan 
notes both properties as potential locations for future parking lots or structures. We believe that 
establishing parking structures or parking lots on either of these parcels would make our 
neighborhood less attractive, less walkable, more congested with vehicle traffic, and would fail 
to realize the potential for a vibrant, livable neighborhood. We understand how affordability of 
new Downtown housing will be improved by having no parking minimums for new 
developments, but we do not want our neighborhood to be a casualty of that otherwise sensible 
policy by becoming an area for large-scale car parking.  
 
Our last concern relates to the protection and enhancement of the downtown tree canopy. The 
concepts in Chapter 7.1 on “Low Impact Development - Green Infrastructure” are valuable on 
the whole, but this section does not make any mention of the extensive tree canopy present in 
much of the Downtown area. There lacks a coherent vision and policy on managing and 
enhancing  the tree canopy - overlooking the significant value and ecosystem services currently 
brought by this canopy (e.g., heat island reduction, bird and insect habitat). The only mention of 
existing trees in the draft Code requires the developer to make “every effort [...] to incorporate 
mature on-site trees into the required landscaping, subject to approval by the Director.” 
(40.14.040.D.4) This hints to a piecemeal, discretionary approach and does not constitute a 
coherent policy for preserving and enhancing our valuable tree canopy. This is especially 
important to clarify in the Main Street designations, in which block form buildings and limited 
setbacks offer little space for substantial vegetation other than street trees.  
 
Thank you for your extensive efforts in this undertaking and for taking our comments and 
concerns into consideration as the Draft Plan is updated. We look forward to further 
engagement in the planning and implementation of this plan.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Heather Bischel and Nicolas Fauchier-Magnan 
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Attached: Admin Draft Downtown Plan, early 2019, showing the East side of the 500 G St block 
as “Residential Small” 
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From: Marijean <marijeanburdick@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 5:06 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Submitting a comment on the draft Downtown Plan.  

 

January 12, 2020  

 

 

Meg Arnold, Chair 

Downtown Plan Advisory Committee  

City of Davis 

23 Russell Boulevard 

Davis, CA 95618 

 

 

 

Dear Downtown Plan Advisory Committee Chair Arnold and members: 

 

 

We support up to 3 stories on parcels at the periphery of downtown neighborhoods. Also-it is 

equally important to thoughtfully design any redevelopment and new buildings to fit in the 

character and setting, and to transition from downtown into the surrounding neighborhoods both 

in mass and scale.  The Trackside property east of the railroad tracks is a specific example. 

 

 

Historic Neighborhoods: 

We are proud of the Old North, Old East, and University Rice Lane neighborhoods. There are so 

many lovely private family homes, cottages, California bungalows, duplexes, accessory cottages, 

beautiful gardens and yards, as-well-as small businesses.  These vibrant neighborhoods are 

supported by homeowners, renters and business owners, who together have built a strong, 

healthy community. Our neighborhoods in turn are cornerstones to the vitality and health of 

Downtown Davis. 

 

 

Here we live, and are the caretakers of our town's most significant historic homes and 

structures.  The character and setting of our grand Davis neighborhoods along the perimeter of 

Downtown contributes immensely to our amazing and unique town.  Passionately we believe in 

preserving Davis' attributes, as they are irreplaceable treasures!  We also emphasize that city 

officials and developers have a duty to honor and protect the unique character of these 

magnificent settings, and the historical character of Davis.  They should carefully review and 

approve new development and redevelopment projects to enhance the future of Davis without 

harming our town's finest qualities!  Development should with certainty keep to two or three 

stories as it meets with the neighborhoods.  Development should have appropriate architectural 

treatments. 

 

 



Davis has an extraordinary old-town train depot. It can tell visitors the story of 

Davis.  Highlighting early train, agricultural, and university themes in a future plan for 

downtown could work well for preservation and could have a positive and harmonious effect, 

compelling visitors and the community alike to enjoy this beautiful town with much to share. 

 

 

Old East Davis neighborhood seems to be a continuous target.  It appears that there's a long time 

plan by the city and developers to expand downtown and effectively push us out of our homes. 

 

 

Our home is across the alley from the Core Transition East. When we purchased our home on I 

Street in 2001, the property behind our parcel at 901-919 3rd Street was zoned as a single level 

commercial property.  Although the structure of the building immediately behind our home has 

remained as a single level commercial property, the zoning of this parcel was changed to allow 

mixed use.  When the Trackside property was purchased in 2015 it was zoned to allow a two 

story, (three if carefully designed) mixed use building.  Clearly the investors bought the property 

in 2015 knowing this.  Nevertheless they had the confidence to submit a plan to the city for a 

massive redevelopment. 

 

 

To this day Old East Davis neighbors continue to participate in city planning 

processes.  Neighbors have been open, and welcome a reasonable plan that preserves the 

irreplaceable attributes of Davis's old town charm, and the character and setting of the adjacent 

neighborhood homes. 

 

 

It is absolutely incredible that massive four story buildings (best suited for the core downtown) 

would ever be considered directly next to single level homes adjacent to a neighborhood. This 

action shows blatant disregard for thoughtful transitions from downtown into surrounding 

neighborhoods. 

 

 

DPAC Process: 

In October 2019, the work of the Downtown Plan Advisory Committee was presented for public 

review and opened for the comment period.  Yet what is being presented to the public is 

incomplete and misleading.  Beautiful illustrations of thoughtful and reasonable structures are 

colorfully displayed.  However, the pictures are starkly different than the written text.  Three 

stories was discussed at length by DPAC to uphold intensity in the core with smaller buildings 

on the edge. 

 

 

It is unbelievable that regardless of the process, the time and tax dollars spent and more than one 

unanimous vote in the DPAC process to carefully transition from downtown into the surrounding 

neighborhoods with a maximum of three stories, we are right back to defending against taller 

structures. 



 

 

So where did the four story change come from? 

 

 

After many months of conversation in this DPAC community forum, DPAC reconvened on 

February 21, 2019. City staff unexpectedly introduced an alternate plan.  So different than the 

one that the citizen-based committee and Opticos collaborated on, that it cause palpable concern 

in the room. 

 

 

From that meeting there was concern that "City staff wanted to take control of the process and 

direction." And, "Staff changes would create bigger buildings around the perimeter of the core 

and create a ring of tall buildings around the core." 

 

 

Although we'd like to believe that the process works and can be trusted, the city's presentation of 

plan B showed just the opposite!  The city's altered plan called for four story structures, and in 

effect created a wall in our neighborhood, again with no transition and no consideration for the 

community, or respect for collaborative effort and dedicated work between DPAC and the 

Opticos team.  Frankly, the plan B announcement on February 21, 2019 seemed to have shocked 

many in the room, including the Opticos consultants Mitali Ganguly, and Dan 

Parolek.  Response from Opticos staff mentioned, "that four story height reference in 

Neighborhood Medium zone was a mistake, and that they would get back to DPAC with 

clarification, and that there was no other mention of that issue by city staff one way of another." 

 

 

Our homes, businesses, neighborhoods and commitment to the current health, vitality, and 

character of Davis were being offered up by the city.  To that we say, make your investments, 

build respectfully, but don't take from others to get what you want! 

 

 

Livability becomes a real issue because families, with young children and grandchildren, 

retirees, students, working professionals and seniors will be affected by the impacts of a solid 

wall of massive buildings: 

 

 

Deprivation of  

 sun-light 

 privacy 

 peace and quiet 

 clean air 

 traffic safety 

 natural light 

 historical setting 



 

 

It destroys a sense of place and will force us out of our homes. 

 

 

The preservation of community, character, and historical values is vitally important to 

us.  OEDNA has been very clear with the city and remains determined to preserve and protect 

our neighborhood and community.  Together and individually we have stressed that it is of the 

utmost importance to create a plan that will help the city and developers actively pursue a 

profitable future for downtown, while respecting neighborhoods, historical settings and the 

uniquely charming  Davis. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Marijean and Ray Burdick 

315 I Street 

Davis, CA 95616-4214 

 

cc:  Brett Lee, Mayor  

        Members of the City Council  

 







































































































































































































































































































Bicycling, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission Meeting
November 14, 2019

Page 4 of 6

Motion fails, 2-4.

B. Review of Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan
Commissioner Gudz introduced the item and a discussion framework for providing project input.
They stated there is a ton of information in the plan, including a focus on travel demand,
downtown policies, circulation and parking, street changes, and lots of input from others.

Public Comment:
Allen Lowry commented he sees Davis as a transportation hub for Yolo County. Don’t build a
hotel near the train station, build transit. Make north/south tracks a light rail that connects to
northern parts of the state.

Commission Discussion:

Commissioner Edelman stated that 20 mph target design speed is too fast for shared streets, and
proposes 15 mph.

Motion (Edelman, Gudz): BTSSC recommends target speed design to be 15 mph

Commissioner Jacobson expressed hesitation and that 15 mph is too slow as a driver. Stated
consultant team has a lot of expertise and commission should trust the consultants.

Motion fails, 3-3.

Commissioner Patel expressed support for the complete streeet model including curb parking
occupancy rate like in San Francisco, unbundling parking costs from housing, maximum parking
requirements, and cash-out parking programs.

Commissioners Gudz and Mitchell echoed support for these comments.

Commissioner Mitchell stated the project does discourage automobiles from downtown and is
banking on rideshare. Davis needs better transit before we implement this project. Transit should
serve all residents not just students, especially from west Davis to downtown. Not everyone wants
to go to campus.

Commissioner Mitchell expressed concern about frequently used phrase, “to the extent feasible”.
Also concerned about pedestrians walking into traffic at intersections without yielding.

Greg Behrens, Fehr & Peers consultant, responded that downtown is a “pedestrian first”
environment, but street design could be clearer regarding mode heirarchy.

Commissioner Edelman stated stop signs are a failure, wasting patience and time. Should
eliminate stop signs as much as possible and implement priority-based design.

Motion (Edelman): BTSSC recommends stop signs are not used for control at non-signalized
intersections.



Bicycling, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission Meeting
November 14, 2019

Page 5 of 6

Motion fails for lack of second.
Motion (Edelman): Pedestrians should be allowed to cross street on 20 mph street intersections

at a diagonal. (Cited European examples)
Motion fails for lack of second.

Motion (Gudz, Mitchell): BTSSC reaffirms endorsement of “Idaho Stop” especially as it concerns
stop signs in downtown Davis.

Motion carries unanimously.

Commissioner Gudz:
· Expressed support for complete streets.
· Expressed support for ncentives for parking cash-out and other alternatives.
· Encouraged closely considering how modes will interact.
· Encouraged colleagues to consider that pavement may not be as important as today due to

future technologies.

9. Commission and Staff Communications

A. Long Range Calendar
Commissioner Gudz noted that elections for Chair/Vice-Chair should be added to the long range
calendar for January.

Brian Abbanat noted that traffic calming items will begin arriving to the commission for review
starting in January.

Commissioner Jacobson inquired whether there is a role for the BTSSC in Police Department
messaging regarding recent robbery/carjacking warnings. Concerned messaging may
inadvertently discourage walking and biking, stating that more people walking and biking make a
street safer.

Brian Abbanat responded we can plug-in the Police Department at any time to have that
conversation.

B. Commissioner Announcements
Commissioner Patel announced the UC Davis Med Center shuttle’s last day of service will be
April 3rd, 2020. The new Causeway Connection’s first day of service will be April 6th, 2020.

C. Subcommittee Reports / Reports On Meetings Attended / Inter-jurisdictional
Bodies / Inter-Commission Liaisons / etc.

9. Adjourn

Motion (Patel): Adjourn
Motion carries unanimously.
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January 14, 2020 

 

To: Eric Lee, Staff Liaison for Downtown Davis Plan Team 

Re: HRMC Comments – Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

 

The City of Davis Historical Resources Management Commission (HRMC) has undertaken a 
comprehensive review of the October 2019 Downtown Davis Specific Plan (Public Review Draft), 
prepared by lead consultant Opticos Design, Inc., with historic resource input from Garavaglia 
Architecture. The commission also reviewed the Draft Downtown Form Based Code and the Draft 
Conservation Overlay District and Historic Resources Inventory Update. On the whole, the HRMC 
finds the documents to be thorough, well-considered, and reflective of public input. We 
commended all of those who played a role in shepherding the plan through to this stage.  

Members of the HRMC studied the particular sections of the draft documents that related to 
historic resources and offer here comments that will hopefully aid the consulting team in 
developing a final plan. The review focused on the following areas: 

 The use of a form-based code for managing historic resource planning 

 Proposed revisions to the Conservation Overlay District 

 The downtown survey update 

 The city’s historic bike lanes 

 Measure for addressing archeological resources 

 

Form-Based Code 

One of the most striking features of the draft plan is Opticos’ proposal to use the form-based 
code to protect historic resources. This proposal is articulated in Guiding Policy 1.5 (“Protect 
existing historic and cultural resources, and provide built form guidelines to shape new 
development adjacent to protected site” – Specific Plan, p. 53), and in section 40.14.080 of the 
draft Form Based Code. The draft code prescribes setbacks, ceiling heights, and massing 
restrictions for parcels that are adjacent to city-designated historic properties.  

The HRMC is not in principal opposed to including historic resources within the form-based code, 
but has serious reservations about the proposal as currently offered. In particular, the 
commission wants to be certain that the existing protections afforded to historic properties 
through the HRMC’s comprehensive, CEQA-orientated review of all significant project proposals 
within 300 feet of designated historic resources continues to be maintained.1 The commission 
considers a wide range of direct and indirect potential impacts to historic resources that include 
such issues as shade impacts and alterations to a building’s historic setting. These go considerably 

                                                           
1 Implementation Action 2B of Table 8G (Specific Plan, p. 221) inaccurately states that the HRMC review 
requirement applies to properties “adjacent” to historic resource. That should be replaced with the actual 300-foot 
review zone.  
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beyond the limited design matters that are addressed in the code. We thus do not believe that a 
form-based code can stand alone in meeting CEQA requirements for historic preservation or the 
city’s obligations as a Certified Local Government. We expect that the final plan will clearly state 
that the code is a supplement to the current HRMC process and not a replacement for it. Towards 
that end, we urge that the HRMC review process be added to the “Quick Code Guide” flowcharts 
in Section 40.13.030 of the draft code.  

Additionally, the commission has specific concerns about the way the draft code is formulated. 
As presented, the code fails to address many resource types or development situations. The draft 
measure seems designed for a particular type of historic resource, that being a smaller, 
residential-type building that sits in the middle of a larger parcel. The Hunt-Boyer mansion fits 
this model, but many of the other historic resources in the downtown area do not. Commercial 
buildings, like those along G Street (Brinley Block, Anderson bank building, Masonic Lodge, and 
Bank of Yolo), occupy the full front of their parcel, and the proposed setbacks would make no 
sense in that context. Larger civic buildings like Old City Hall and Community Church are not dealt 
with in any way by the proposed code. The draft code also applies only to properties adjected to 
historic resources, but it is unclear if that would include parcels to the rear of a historic resource 
or across a street or alley.  

The HRMC believes that a significant amount of additional work is required to fully flesh out the 
proposed code before it could be practically implemented. We want to avoid a situation where 
the city commits to adopting a form-based supplemental approach for historic resources but 
lacks the adequate tools for doing so. Although Opticos has acknowledged shortcomings in the 
draft code, it has not yet committed to refining the finished product. We would ask that they 
make that commitment, rather than leaving it to the city or HRMC.  

Conservation Overlay District 

Overall, members of the HRMC agree that replacing the existing Conservation Overlay District 
with smaller districts will be beneficial in guiding future development and preserving the 
neighborhood-specific characteristics of downtown. The commission is also supportive of the 
proposal to eliminate the distinction between “contributing” and “non-contributing” buildings 
within a district, and instead review neighborhoods holistically. However, the HRMC feels that 
the plan needs to provide more clarity on how the proposed districts will be functionally different 
than the existing system and how the districts will relate to the broader plan and form-based 
code. 

To address the issue of clarity, the consultant may consider making graphic and textual changes 
to this section of the plan. First, the lines and labels depicting the existing and proposed 
boundaries of the conservation overlay districts in Figure 5.34, “Conservation Overlay District, 
Existing and Proposed,” of Chapter 5, “Historical Resources,” are difficult to understand and 
should be revised. As a possible solution, the consultant could insert side-by-side maps of the 
existing and proposed districts instead of superimposing them on a single map. The consultant 
should also confirm the accuracy of the boundaries. Second, the consultant should include a brief 
discussion in Chapter 5 on how the proposed conservation overlay district boundaries relate to 
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the form-based code. Are the district boundaries and the form-based code zones completely 
separate from each other? Will there be multiple zones within a district? 

Additionally, members of the HRMC feel that there is a disconnect between the neighborhoods 
described in the first part of Chapter 5 and the boundaries of the proposed conservation overlay 
districts. It is not clear why the consultant has defined six distinct neighborhoods (University 
Avenue-Rice Lane, South-West Downtown, North-West Downtown, Heart of Downtown, G 
Street, and North G Street), each with their own character-defining features, but is only 
proposing three conservation districts (University Avenue-Rice Lane, Old North, and Old East) 
and the G Street "special area of interest." The boundaries of the individual overlay districts 
should be consistent with the neighborhoods discussed earlier in the chapter, or some sort of 
linkage should be demonstrated, if the goal of preserving neighborhood characteristics is to be 
achieved. 

Survey Update 

As part of the downtown plan update, Garavaglia Architecture completed the historic survey of 
downtown, so that every property has been recorded and evaluated on a Department of Parks 
and Recreation (DPR) 523 form. In November 2019, the HRMC undertook an initial review of the 
new survey forms. Several technical issues were identified, and a request was made to correct 
the problems prior to the forms being finalized.  

Members of the commission had more substantive concerns about the eight properties that had 
been identified as warranting designation as Merit Resources and thus to be added to the city’s 
roster of historical resources. Garavaglia found five residences to be significant for their Minimal 
Traditional architectural style. However, the commission believes this to be a relatively common 
architectural type in the older residential neighborhoods of Davis and to be particularly well-
represented in Old North Davis. The commission requested that greater attention be paid to 
determining whether the five properties are in fact strong examples of their type in comparison 
to other similar buildings in Davis. The commission also felt that the other three identified 
properties – Hibbert Lumber (550 G), the PDQ Building (216 F), and the Esau House (237 1st) – 
would require additional research and analysis before determining if they merited designation. 
As it was the intent of the survey update to bring certainty to property owners about the historic 
status of their buildings, the commission hopes that the additional research can be completed as 
part of the EIR process for the Downtown Davis Specific Plan so that final decisions may be 
reached on designating the proposed merit resource additions. 

Historic Bike Lanes 

The HRMC is unsatisfied with the brief treatment given to the historic Third Street Bike Lane in 
the draft plan. At the City Council’s direction, the commission is pursuing National Register 
designation for this uniquely Davis historic resource that has made a singular contribution to 
bicycle traffic in the United States. The public review draft, however, addresses the bike lane in 
a mere two sentences in the “South-West Downtown Character and Historic Resources” 
subsection of Chapter 5 (section 5.2, “Neighborhood Character and Historic Resources,” p. 126). 
The draft suggests that the historic character of the bike lane, should Third Street be 
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“reconfigured as a Shared Street,” could be sufficiently memorialized through “signage, paving, 
public art or other landscaping improvement” – yet it does not explore fully the implications of 
such efforts. There is no guarantee that any of these commemorative actions would not prove 
fatal to a National Register nomination or designation (should this occur prior to any changes in 
Third Street).  

Additionally, in discussing changes to Third Street in Chapter 6, “Mobility and Parking,” the draft 
does not acknowledge the already-determined National Register-eligible status of the Third 
Street Bike Lane. At a minimum, the discussion in Chapter 6 should point back to the relevant 
subsection in Chapter 5, and ideally to the full discussion that the commission seeks. Informed 
decision-making demands that potential impacts to this historic resource be brought out 
completely, to apprise the City Council and the public of the possible loss of this resource should 
Third Street be reconfigured along the lines recommended. 

Archaeological Resources 

As the HRMC’s charge extends to archaeological resources, the commission further believes the 
Downtown Plan should acknowledge that human occupation of the Downtown area preceded 
construction of its built environment (there is only a brief mention of Patwin peoples in the 
“Major Milestones...” graphic on page 17). Explicit discussion of Patwin – or at least, pre-
European – settlement could be made in Chapter 5, for example. In its preamble, this chapter 
frames considerations of Downtown’s “historic resources” only in terms of “built character.” 

Additionally, while there are of course ARPA (Archaeological Resources Protection Act [1979]) 
concerns in broadcasting precise locations of archaeological sites, the City’s commitment to 
mitigating damage to its known cultural resources should be acknowledged by at least listing the 
existence of pre-Contact sites in the “University Avenue-Rice Lane” and "South-West Downtown” 
in discussion of those neighborhoods' “Historic Resources” (pages 103, 107, 126, and 128). These 
are specifically CA-Yol-118 in the vicinity of 1st and A (within the Plan's “University Avenue-Rice 
Lane” neighborhood), and undocumented prehistoric sites reported near the intersections of 2nd 
and A Streets and 2nd and C Streets (within “South-West Downtown”).  

Finally, the Plan should engage with the likelihood of other, as-yet-unknown resources given the 
stated aim to “take into consideration existing conditions and relevant issues.” New development 
in the Downtown will likely encounter additional, as-yet-unknown archaeological resources. 
Explicit mention of the need to balance their protection along with adaptive use would be an 
important addition to the preamble to 5.2. It is especially important to emphasize that any 
necessary mitigation in these cases will take place in consultation with the appropriate tribal 
group(s). 
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NRC COMMENTS ON THE DOWNTOWN PLAN   

 

Date:  1/13/2020 

To:   Eric Lee, Planner and Project Manager, ELee@cityofdavis.org  

Downtown Davis Plan Team, downtownplan@cityofdavis.org  

From:   Natural Resources Commission, NRC@cityofdavis.org  

CC:  Kerry Daane Loux, Sustainability Coordinator, KLoux@cityofdavis.org  

Subject:  Comments on October 2019 Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

The Natural Resources Commission (NRC) discussed the Downtown Davis Specific Plan (DP) Public Review 

Draft, released October 2019, at its December meeting. Additionally, some NRC members attended the 

December 4, 2019 Downtown Plan Presentation to Commissions by Opticos and City staff. A subcommittee 

including John Johnston, Courtney Doss and Richard McCann consolidated the commissioner’s comments into 

a draft that was considered at a special NRC meeting held January 13, 2020.  The comments below reflect the 

final NRC comments adopted by a vote of the commission at the January 13, 2020 meeting.  

 

NRC Comments 

First, the NRC agrees with the sustainability vision statements contained in the DP.  As it is written now, 

however, many of the concepts and proposals in the DP are aspirational.  The NRC believes that a holistic 

sustainability strategy requires more robust sustainability recommendations to be associated with the DP. The 

DP currently calls for a Sustainability Implementation Plan (SIP) to be developed in a separate process (Page 

40). The NRC agrees that a separate process producing a focused sustainability document may be desirable as 

opposed to trying to improve the current DP draft. Nevertheless, there is a fear that delaying the SIP may 

introduce the risk that it won’t be done.  Consequently, the NRC recommends (1) that the City plan for and 

fund the development of the SIP as quickly as possible and (2) that it incorporate appropriate elements of 

the SIP into the DP EIR as part of the proposed mitigation measures.  Although the commission recognizes 

that this may delay the start of the EIR, more clarity in the EIR from preparing the SIP would reduce 

uncertainty and increase the likelihood of acceptance of the EIR findings.  A good template to consider is the 

SIP developed for the Nishi project. 

 

Second, the NRC notes that the DP lists multiple studies that are needed to fully develop the ideas presented in 

the plan. (See comment 8-3 below as well.) These studies include: 

 Sustainability Implementation Plan (as noted above) 

 Economic Development Plan 

 Infrastructure Financing Plan 

 Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (in progress) 

 Citywide General Plan 

The NRC urges the City Council and the public to recognize that these plans need to be completed before 

the vision presented in the DP can be fully realized.  We should not leave the downtown planning effort 

half-done by neglecting these issues.  Accordingly, the NRC believes that  it is imperative to define the 

intent for further studies and specify a schedule for their completion prior to the adoption of the DP. 

 

Third, the DP sustainability strategy should focus on steps that move from aspirational goals to practical 

implementation steps.  These must include measurable outcomes, financial or other incentives, and budget 

allocations for plan management and enforcement. These steps can be identified and adopted as mitigation 
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measures in the companion EIR. Examples of concrete implementation steps to be considered include the 

following: 

1. Adopt City ordinances and codes that specify sustainability actions and measures that work with the 

form-based zoning code, and that are at least applicable to the Downtown Core area. 

2. Provide specific planning guidance on public spaces such as streets, sidewalks and plazas, including 

street width, road materials, parking placement, traffic management, sidewalk and bikeway design and 

materials, greenscape coverage, and maintenance requirements.  Mitigation features for urban heat 

island effects in the downtown such as urban forestry, landscaping, shading, and cool surfaces should be 

addressed as well.  

3. Specify sustainability metrics for building energy use, GHG emissions, distributed energy resources 

installations, water use and reuse, stormwater retention versus diversion, greenscape coverage, and 

vehicle, transit and bicycle trips and parking. 

4. Position the downtown to lead rather than follow.  Currently the Implementation Plan calls for 

downtown buildings to adhere to whatever city energy and building codes exist at the time of 

construction; instead downtown features should be a model for the rest of the city.  Provide incentives 

tied directly to meeting and exceeding sustainability requirements for building code compliance.  

Incentives might include discounts on impact, inspection or other applicable fees, and relief from density 

and parking requirements or other regulatory requirements. 

5. Provide incentives for activities and project features that result in reduction in automobile trips and 

increased transit, bicycle, micromobility, and pedestrian trips.  Such features might include parking fees 

and meters, transit discounts, bicycle parking access, pedestrian throughways, and episodic street 

closures. 

6. Set aside funding for project inspection and management, public space investment and maintenance, and 

enforcement actions. 

7. Integrate elements from the 2020 Climate Action and Adaptation Plan as appropriate.  

Shown below is a tabulation of the NRC comments specific to the draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

elements. All elements presented are important to the success of the sustainability elements in the DP; however, 

those elements that the NRC considers critical are shown in bold. 

 

Number Reference Recommendation 

Chapter 6 Transportation  

 General Generally, the transportation vision in the DP is strong, and the NRC 

concurs with many of the principles including the importance of 

enabling multimodal transport, ensuring that streets are safe and 

universally accessible, and supporting the concept of streets as public 

space. 

6-1 (none) Electric vehicle charging infrastructure information is lacking in the 

DP. If Davis aspires to achieve a 100% ZEV fleet, then the City needs to 

plan for charging infrastructure, placement and integration with other 

features, electrical grid impacts, and financing. 

6-2 (none) Prioritize bicycle-friendly standards, including traffic signal timing, 

traffic speed, and integration of active transit modes. 

6-3 Figure 6.3 Repair the disconnect between general concepts for Davis and the 

illustrations, such as Figure 6.3 showing a 6-lane road which is 
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Number Reference Recommendation 

incompatible with Davis Downtown and the goal of prioritizing pedestrians 

and bikes. 

6-4 (none) Plan for micromobility options (such as electric scooters) is lacking in the 

DP. Use the DP to propose safe ways to incorporate micromobility into the 

downtown transportation system. Such services support the goal to reduce 

vehicle travel. Use the DP as a model for incorporating micromobility into 

citywide transportation systems. For instance, identify opportunities to 

define parking spaces for micromobility vehicles in the same way that bike 

parking is handled. 

6-5 Target Speeds pg. 

162 

Consider timing intersection lights in downtown to match bicycle speeds 

(10-15 mph), as per New York City and other U.S. and European examples, 

rather than matching car speeds (20-25 mph). 

6-6 Target Speeds pg. 

162 

Decrease downtown speed limits. DP states ‘maximum target speeds shall 

be 25 mph…and 20 mph’. Speed limits of 15 mph or lower are safer for 

bicyclists and pedestrians, both of which should have high priority 

downtown. Additionally, focus on traffic calming measures and design 

speed, rather than relying only on speed limits to slow down traffic. 

6-7 Figure 6.9, Figure 

6.14 

Clarify the  ‘bicycle priority network’. D Street is identified as part of the 

network in Figure 6.9, but Figure 6.14 proposes that the D Street bicycle 

lanes be sandwiched between moving traffic and parked cars. This presents 

contradicting approaches for the safety and convenience of bicycles over 

cars. 

6-8 Section 6.6  Improving transportation choices is an important part of meeting GHG 

emissions goals. The transportation management plan should be aligned 

with the CAAP implementation strategy.  

6-9 Pg. 150-151 Street standards should include measures that will allow for periodic or 

episodic closure of the streets for special events that bring pedestrians to 

downtown.  

6-10 Pg. 182 See comment 7-11 regarding bulb-outs on 5th Street. 

Chapter 7 Infrastructure 

 General This chapter focuses on publicly-owned water-related infrastructure.  

The consequences of increased density and implementation of other 

ideas discussed in Chapter 3 such as district heating, electricity options, 

battery storage and microgrid strategies, broadband data systems, 

natural gas systems (to be decommissioned by 2040) will have impacts 

on non-water infrastructure that should be described in this chapter.  

 General While the list of Low Impact Development (LID) and Green 

Infrastructure (GI) strategies is comprehensive, there is insufficient 

information in the text to support the choices of areas for GI 

improvement. Overall, the GI recommendations are significantly less 

robust than other chapters. The NRC recommends building upon the 

information in this chapter to bring it up to par with other chapter 

topic areas. Chapter 7 as it stands now does not appear to be readily 

implementable by City staff or private developers. 

7-1 Section 7.3 The analysis in Water Use and Demand Management seems incomplete. 

The scenarios as presented are not significantly different from each 

other or from business as usual.  The definitions of the scenarios should 

be revisited to provide greater consideration of the full suite of options 
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such as indoor non-potable and potable demand reductions, more 

extensive greywater reuse (including showers), rain catchment, 

permeable pavement or other water conservation/reuse systems.  

Irrigation demand should not be the only difference between scenarios.  

 

It was mentioned to commissioners in the December review meeting 

with Opticos that information could be provided as appendices. It 

would be helpful to know where the information presented in the text  

came from so that readers can properly assess whether these 

recommendations are appropriate and should be adopted. 

7-2 Pg. 178, pg. 188, pg. 

190 

It is stated in the chapter that the storm drainage systems have 

“sufficient capacity to support planned growth” and increased demand 

“would not trigger upgrades to the water distribution network…[or] to the 

sewer collection system”.  On the surface, the significant densification 

proposed for the downtown area raises doubts about this issue. It would 

be helpful to be able to review the information used to draw these 

conclusions. 

  

Additionally, on page 180, the “Tiers of Green Infrastructure 

Opportunities” identify that some GI will provide relief for “system 

deficiency issues.” What system deficiencies are being referenced if the 

sewer, storm, and water system have sufficient capacity.  

7-3 Pg. 175-177 The language appears to be “boiler plate” approaches that have not been 

assessed for applicability and implementation to Downtown Davis, or in 

some cases even the Davis climate. For example, shallow groundwater is 

potentially a constraint elsewhere, but that doesn’t apply here. 

7-4 Table 7A These opportunity tiers and how they were developed needs to be described 

in the report; in other words, ‘show your work’.  In describing Tier 1 

opportunities, there are allusions to addressing system deficiencies and cost 

savings (top of page) that are not well described. Please elaborate so the 

reader understands the importance of Tier 1. A better description in 

Identifying Opportunities (pg. 176) would help the reader understand the 

tiers later.   

7-5 Pg. 177 Green infrastructure (GI) on a small scale and distributed throughout the 

downtown can be used for deep watering trees to promote a healthy urban 

forest (e.g. tree boxes). Can this co-benefit with the urban canopy be better 

explained and savings quantified? (See comment 7-8.) 

One suggestion is to combine distributed small-scale GI for trees with the 

Bioretention Bulb-Outs description (both are small scale), and to re-label the 

other category as Bioretention in Parks and Large Landscaping (these two 

applications provide flood control benefits that the small scale applications 

do not).  

7-6 Pg. 184-185 The Water Reuse District does not seem to be well thought out. It is the 

NRC’s opinion that there is no compelling reason for this concept to be 

applied in downtown. Either describe the benefits and purposes clearly, or 

eliminate it in favor of alternative measures to accomplish goals such as 

water efficient appliance standards, a greywater ordinance and incentives, 

rainwater storage and reuse, et al. Such water reuse systems can be difficult 

to operate and maintain at the scale envisioned for downtown buildings. 
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Additionally, questions remain as to who would be responsible for 

operations and what role/responsibility the City would have to protect 

against potential public health risks associated with these systems (see 

comment 8-4). 

7-7 Pg. 177, Photo 4 Permeable paving could also be used in parking lots in addition to streets. In 

cases where emergency vehicle or delivery truck access is needed that 

would exceed the design weight of the pavement, permeable paving can be 

limited to parking areas and not installed in travel lanes.  

7-8 Pg. 179 Regional stormwater treatment is a strategy that needs to be considered as 

the State implements more stringent water quality objectives for stormwater. 

Likely, though, this will need to be a Citywide strategy and not a specific 

issue to be handled as part of the Downtown Davis Specific Plan.  

That being said, there is no reason not to facilitate as much stormwater 

infiltration on site in order to promote groundwater recharge, healthy soils, 

and sustain the urban forest. (See comment 7-5.) 

7-9 Pg. 180, Site 

Selection Strategy 

and Tiers of Green 

Infrastructure 

Opportunities 

Clarify the descriptions of the tiers to highlight the characteristics of the 

sites, as well as the benefits different tiers of GI would provide.  There are 

references to system deficiencies and poor soils that need further 

explanation. 

Please describe the benefits cited in more detail that helps the reader 

understand the differences between these categories and the reasoning 

behind their differentiation. One example may be landscaping irrigation and 

tree maintenance. The traditional benefits cited in the text are OK, but 

specifically to the Davis climate there is the added benefit of deep watering 

trees in the winter to support the urban forest, which provides context to the 

need for GI downtown. 

7-10 Figure 7.4 Tier 3 should be not be limited to specific locations – all areas should be 

eligible for consideration for Tier 3 for green infrastructure opportunities. 

Additionally, these Tier 3 areas should not be highlighted with stars on 

Figure 7.4 – it provides too much emphasis that detracts from higher impact 

Tier 1 & 2 opportunities. 

7-11 Pg. 182, Figure 7.5 Have the additional bulb-outs on 5th Street been vetted with City 

transportation staff? 5th Street was recently subject to extensive 

improvements, which included removal of a travel lane. Additional 

obstacles may be undesirable.  

7-12 Pg. 182, GI plan for 

streetscapes 

Plan proposes using bike lanes for permeable pavement locations. 

Permeable pavers would be a bad idea because of the uneven surface 

associated with them. A layout such as the one shown on pg. 177 would be 

preferred over having pavers in the bike lanes. Alternatively, the National 

Association of City Transportation Officials recommends porous asphalt or 

concrete for pervious bicycling surfaces rather than interlocking pavers, 

which may settle over time and become uncomfortable for bicycling. 

7-13 Pg. 183 Delete the box highlighting the 130 gpcd existing water demand.  It doesn’t 

apply to downtown. 

7-14 Pg. 186 How the upcoming state mandate of 55 gpcd indoor use is incorporated into 

the plan is unclear.  Table 7C and Figures 7-7 through 7-9 appear to be 

based on a larger demand factor.   
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7-15 Pg. 186, Table 7C The demand offset using recycled water is shown as 8 AFY but the 

difference in total demand between scenarios 1 and 3 is only 5 AFY (162-

157=5). Is the math correct?  (See also comment 7-1.)  

7-16 Figure 3.13 Given all of the water-reduction strategies envisioned for downtown in 

Chapter 7, the decorative fountain shown in Figure 3.13 appears 

inconsistent, especially when the Square is a demonstration area for water 

efficiency. The fountain could be acceptable if it designed to foster public 

education on water issues and uses a recycling water system. Alternatively, 

dry art can be an effective centering/gathering point in a public commons. 

Chapter 8 Implementation 

 General This chapter contains most of the recommendations for actually 

implementing the recommendations in all of the previous chapters. 

However, related to the sustainability components, much of the 

language is ‘consider’, ‘investigate’, ‘decide’. Even though further 

analysis may be needed for many of these components, there still needs 

to be some clear direction and policy on implementation. 

8-1 Pg. 198 and Table 

8F 

The City should think through a green infrastructure (GI) policy for 

downtown. Consider:  

When should GI be part of the public realm and when should it be 

private? 

Should stormwater capture systems be public or private and is this 

dependent on size of the building?  

Is GI on private land required or incentivized? 

8-2 Pg. 198 On Page 198, the author states that “the recommended GI improvements 

in the public realm have not been included in calculating capital costs, 

since these upgrades are discretionary.” This approach seems 

inconsistent with many other improvements for which costs are 

provided even though they are discretionary. If costs are omitted 

because the features are discretionary, they will never be chosen 

because there won’t be budgeted.  The City needs these costs so it can 

prioritize improvements, apply for grants and other funding, work with 

project applicants, etc. 

8-3 (none) A process needs to be defined for implementing items that aren’t in the 

form-based zoning code. Since not all of the recommendations in the DP 

are part of the accompanying form-based Downtown Code, how do 

they get embedded into the policies, ordinances, standards and other 

implementation activities of the city? For example, related to GI, as 

discussed above, there is no Green Infrastructure policy—either 

established or recommended. Who is responsible for this after the DP is 

adopted? This information could be incorporated into the 

recommended phasing plans. (This comment relates to the opening 

overview comment.) 

8-4 Pg. 224, Action 5B  The DP says to “consider requiring net zero water”, but the economics and 

the operational/institutional complications need to be examined carefully. It 

may not make sense (cost and finances, energy, best value) to deploy 

multiple small-scale, privately operated, technically sophisticated recycling 

units to save 8 AFY. This action only makes sense if a more extensive 
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analysis covering more water uses is presented in Section 7-3, as noted in 

comment 7-1. 

 



 
 
The Social Services Commission issued the following feedback on the draft Downtown Davis Specific 
Plan:  
 

• While the Plan mentions affordable housing, all references lack specificity 
• The Plan should strive to better differentiate when referring to affordable by design versus 

below-market rate  
• The Plan does not mention social services   
• Overall, believe the Plan should elevate affordable housing to a higher priority  

 
Vaitla moved that Goal 3 of the Plan should include a direct reference to affordable housing with a 
second by Snipes. Perez issued a friendly amendment that the Plan should also incorporate reference to 
the City’s commitment to providing support services to the unhoused. Vaitla and Snipes accepted.  
 
The motion passed by the following 7-0-0 vote:  
 
AYES: Ioakimedes, Kalman, Perez, Snipes, Vaitla, Valencia, and Wise  
NOES: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
 



City of Davis Tree Commission Comments on the Draft Downtown Plan Documents 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Downtown Plan and the associated 
documents. The Tree Commission has reviewed the available materials at multiple commission 
meetings and presents the following concerns and suggestions for improvement. 
 
The proposed plan is aspirational and does not include adequate detail within the draft code 
documents to realize the landscapes presented in the visuals found throughout the plan. The 
Tree Commission feels that trees and urban canopy were completely overlooked when 
developing the form based code that is intended to move our city effectively towards the vibrant, 
tree-lined urban utopia the plan visually presents. 

 
 Trees are fundamental to placemaking and provide significant human health, economic, 

social, and sustainability benefits. The draft Article 40.13 includes 27 pages on signage 
placement and design and zero on trees or related green infrastructure, its placement 
and its ongoing care. This is a gross oversight and must be rectified. 
 

 There is no information on the current condition and placement of plan area tree 
resources or the retention, protection, or replacement of these resources. Our downtown 
area is currently fairly well canopied; a situation that will not persist without significant 
changes within Article 40.13 and an up-to-date City Tree Ordinance that reflects current 
science and best practices.  

 
 Trees are the primary tool identified with the living landscape adaptation plan currently 

being developed by UC Davis. This Downtown Plan is devoid of mechanisms that would 
require climate appropriate landscaping. Additionally, the water efficient landscaping 
section (40.42) is entirely missing from the draft documents.  
 

 Both the preservation of currently present downtown trees and the careful planning to 
ensure adequate soil space, proper above ground placement, and ongoing care of trees 
and other green infrastructure elements are critical to developing the vision presented in 
the plan. Developing requirements to ensure these goals are met are much more difficult 
than most people realize. Trees and other green infrastructure will only exist within the 
future downtown if it is required, properly planned for, and an enforcement mechanism is 
created and enforced. 

 
 Unless our downtown trees can grow roots to support themselves, we will not be able to 

have safe, large, shady trees in our downtown area. This will require a careful look at the 
setback and frontage allowances in all building types presented in Article 40.13 and strict 
rules on how adequate soil space can be achieved.   
 

 As the plan stands, there are no requirements for trees or other green infrastructure 
anywhere other than along the street. This should be re-evaluated for, at minimum, the 
Neighborhood Small and Neighborhood Medium areas. A canopy minimum should be 
considered for all area types to encourage the inclusion of green infrastructure solutions.  
 

 Technologies exist to support urban tree canopy and green infrastructure even in the 
most difficult settings. Creation of a supporting document; either the “Tree Technical 



Manual or Downtown Green Infrastructure Manual” should be developed to ensure that 
flexibility and creative solutions can be used by developers while ensuring our 
community realizes the walkable, shady, and beautiful community we all wish to live in.  
 

 It is important that healthy trees with significant projected longevity are preserved. Either 
additional review of projects with impacts to existing trees must be required OR the 
downtown plan should map, evaluate, and identify the requirements for the protection of 
all trees currently located within the plan area.  

 
In short, the Tree Commission urges the adoption of a Downtown Plan that: 

 

1. Preserves existing canopy 
2. Describes the pathway to our future climate adapted urban forest by establishing clear 

protocol for where and how new trees are planted 

3. Describes a mechanism for ensuring new and existing tree and green infrastructure 
continues to thrive after planting and/or preservation 

4. Defines clear, enforceable policies 

 
The Tree Commission is ready and willing to assist in the ongoing development of a Downtown 
Plan that supports a future urban core that is green, beautiful, shady in the summertime, climate 
adapted, water efficient, and equitable for all community members. We appreciate the attention 
given to the concerns we have presented here. 
 
Sincerely, 
The City of Davis Tree Commission 
Tracy DeWit 
Larry Guenther 
Stacey Parker 
David Robinson 
Zarah Wyy, Chair 
 

 



The Utilities Commission had a few comments about the Downtown Plan, and had a short discussion on 
January 15, 2020 to prepare thoughts and comments as feedback.   
 
Ultimately, they voted on the following motion (which passed) 
 

Motion: to accept comments made by the Commission as stated as the Commission’s formal 
comments towards the Downtown Plan, and that discussion should include that not just 
microgrids, but a resilient electrical supply.  

 
Their comments: 

 Cost and demand estimates for infrastructure within the plan lack the appropriate context.  How 
the cost estimates, and the demand capacity was determined should be included.  The concern 
is that a developer could point to the report and indicate that from the city’s estimates, 
additional capacity or work would not be needed, and therefore would not be the responsibility 
of the developer.  They believe it should be included in the plan that the developer will be 
responsible for any increased capacity needs anticipated by the city through each development 
review.  

 

 The references to the microgrids and broadband within the plan are not significant enough.  The 
mention of the items does not indicate that they are being properly looked at, and this is of 
concern to the Commission.     

 















DAVIS CALIFORNIA DOWNTOWN SHUTTLE PROPOSAL 

July 1, 2019 

This is an argument for a shuttle to connect the Davis commercial district to adjacent residential districts and UC Davis. 
. ' 

The current planning effort for the Davis·Core Area envisions an active multi-dimen_sional downtown area with more 
retail, more housing and more activity. The core area is expected to have an enhanced focal point in the E Street Plaza, 
midway between Central Park and the AMTRAK station. Opticos, the City's planning consultant, has made a strong case 
for new parking, pedestrian and commercial improvements and for a form-based code structure that offers more 
flexibility to the City in implementing its goals. Their early analysis of the feasibility of substantial new downtown 
housing was not promising. In fact, they saw little financial opportunity for new housing apart from outside mandates 
such as Senate Bill 50, or other unknown inducements. 

Fortunately, Downtown Davis will soon have abundant new residents, provided that the City reaches out to them. 
People in new projects such as Lincoln 40, the Nishi project and the University's Solano Park project, along with existing 
Olive Drive residents, and UCD staff, will be more than willing to visit downtown Davis, given reasonable access. 

DEMAND: All of these areas, comprising almost 5000 adult residents, are separated from the downtown by railroad 
tracks or the lack of quick access, despite their close proximity. In addition, two noteworthy hotels: the Hyatt Place at UC 
Davis and the new 132-room conference hotel on Richards have no quick access to downtown. As most of these hotel 
guests arrive by car, they are just as likely to drive to Sacramento or the Bay Area for outings as to downtown Davis once 
they are in the car. Olive Drive residents have poor access through the tunnel, and the Lincoln 40 project has parking for 
only 34% of its residents. All Lincoln 40 residents are to be students, yet reasonable access to campus is not provided. 

ROUTE: I propose an automated shuttle to connect all of these areas to downtown Davis by means of a new route, 
employing a vehicle similar to what one sees at many airports, on a dedicated path. Such as system could connect the 
Mondavi Center at UCD to the AMTRAK station without crossing any existing roadways and passing mostly over land 
that is City-owned, University-controlled, or land where public influence can be brought to bear to obtain easements. 
The attached sketch shows the basic route envisioned. At the west end, the connection to Campus is through a widened 
undercrossing already to be provided by the Nishi developer. The line would be single-track except for three stations. 

VEHICLES: A minimum of six vehicles would be required to provide an end-to-end service on a 20- or 30- minute 
schedule. Vehicles could be rubber-tired running on a paved surface but never interacting with traffic. Vehicles could be 
electric, automated with the latest proven technology and perhaps supervised by Unitrans. Security cameras, network 
interaction, and easy access by emergency vehicles would provide an experience of safety. 

SERVICE: A terminal at the UCD Hyatt hotel or even the Mondavi Center and a terminal at the Amtrak station, the major 
intermodal focus for Yolo County, define the overall route. Intermediate stops could include Nishi housing, a stop for the 
new Richards hotel, a stop at city-owned land just east of Richards, and a stop for Lincoln 40 at Hickory Drive. Parking 
exists or can be made available at every stop, and this will intercept some cars from driving downtown and reduce 
parking demand there. 

FUNDING: Owing to the widespread benefits of this project, and the direct connection to AMTRAK, public funding might 
be obtained from the federal government [people mover?], the State [SBl ?] the University and the City. 

This expands the idea of what the downtown is, in a healthy way. Let's explore the idea! 

Isabelle
Cross-Out





To: Eric Lee, City Planner, City Council Members, and the Downtown Plan Advisory Committee 
(DPAC) 
 
We, the governing board at Davis Community Church, write to ask for the Downtown Davis 
Specific Plan (DDSP) to increase the maximum building height for our city block to four stories, 
and accurately depict the historic resources associated with the church. 
 
Here's why:  
 
At Davis Community Church, we celebrate the vision and collaborative planning process you, 
our leaders, have engaged this last year, culminating in the draft DDSP currently out for public 
review. Last year, and roughly concurrent with your vision process, we too engaged in our own 
study, culminating in our VISION2028 statement of vision, values, and anchoring strategies--a 
guide for our development.  
 
In that statement we affirm that “we exist to tend the wellbeing of the place and people around 
us.” One of our six anchoring strategies specifically relates to the ways we see our community’s 
life integrated into the larger, emerging vision of the DDSP. In that strategy we call ourselves to: 
 
“Steward our land and buildings responsibly for the sake of the future. We will participate with 
the city of Davis in its new Downtown Plan to help create a thriving and sustainable 
community. Our land and buildings are of great value in terms of financial and social 
capital.  We must steward this land responsibly; it can fall into ruin and irrelevance or it can be a 
source of economic, environmental, and relational flourishing for us and the community. How 
can we be part of a thriving downtown, a model for the way a religious community can help 
engender a new vision for human community that benefits the region and the planet?” 
 
Recently, the Washington Post ran an article exploring the ways religious communities might 
help cities overcome the current housing shortage plaguing our country. In “Cities need housing. 
Churches have property. Can they work something out?” (November 5, 2019) The author asks, 
“What would it look like if churches were helping to make affordable housing possible?”  
 
In another essay, “Affordable, sustainable, high quality urban housing? It’s not an impossible 
dream,” Naomi Stead of the University of Queensland shows how The Commons, a medium-
density housing development in Brunswick, Australia, fulfills a “triple bottom line” approach—
pursuing social, environmental and financial sustainability.   
 
We are a religious community, stewarding a large and valuable asset with room for 
development around a historic sanctuary building, that wants to partner with others in this city to 
find ways to fulfill a “triple bottom line” approach, and create what we call a “Common Good 
Neighborhood”. We are currently beginning conversations as a leadership team about the best 
ways to fulfill our Vision2028.  
 
We note that the draft DDSP identifies our property, especially the partly undeveloped land 
along 5th between C and D Streets, as an opportunity for infill: "Community-focused housing 
can occur on sites that are currently underutilized." An illustration "shows the possible addition 
of housing to the open space at the corner of the Davis Community Church lot" (DDSP: 
100). The property is currently zoned C-RI. 
 
We also note that the draft DDSP specifies a maximum of four stories on the south side of our 
property and three stories on the north side. We would like the DDSP to allow a maximum of 



four stories throughout. To achieve our goals for a "triple bottom line"--social, environmental, 
and financial sustainability--projects that will serve the needs for more affordable housing 
require an increased economy of scale according to the DDSP Economic Background Analysis. 
 
The Downtown Plan Advisory Committee had several discussions on the building height issue, 
which resulted in the current three-story limit along Fifth Street to respect the scale of the Old 
North Davis single family homes. We point out that the property across Fifth Street from us is 
the Newman Center, another religious use. Parcels both east and west of us along Fifth Street 
are city-owned, so the north side of our property does not abut any single family uses.  
 
We diligently care for our 93-year-old sanctuary building, having recently invested about $2M in 
seismic, roofing, accessibility and energy efficiency improvements. The other buildings on our 
site have not been designated historically significant, so we request that the plan’s historic 
resources section accurately depict only the sanctuary building. There are two remaining 
manses (former pastoral residences built by the church, now in private hands) associated with 
the church on the north side of Fourth Street between E and F Streets, however only one is 
depicted in the historic resources section. We request that both manses be depicted, as the 
city’s records show these are historically significant.  
 
To summarize, please: 

 Zone the entire block of C to D between Fourth and Fifth as Neighborhood Medium, 
Four Story maximum height; 

 Accurately and visually depict the 1926 sanctuary building and two manses as historic 
resources, but not the more recently constructed buildings on our property. 

 
Thank you, 
 
 
The Session (governing board) of Davis Community Church 



From: Chris Neufeld-Erdman <erdmanc@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 9:45 AM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org>; CMOWeb <CMOWeb@cityofdavis.org>; City Council Members 
<CityCouncilMembers@cityofdavis.org>; Downtown Plan Advisory Committee <DPAC@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Downtown Davis Specific Plan comment 

 

Dear Eric (and other leaders);  

 

On reviewing the zoning for the proposed Downtown Specific Plan, we want to ensure that any 

changes don't hamper the activities (current or future) of Davis Community Church (DCC).  

 

In reviewing 40.13.140 in the Downtown Zones plan, we note that DCC is identified as CUP. 

We have a copy of the Zoning Atlas for downtown dated December 4, 2012 in which DCC is 

marked at C-RI. It may be that these are "apples and oranges", that is, unrelated and refer to 

different things. 

 

However, we write to ensure that we know what's happening to our zoning under the new Plan. 

 

The minutes of the City Council meeting on October 14, 2008 show some debate over DCC's 

zoning with respect to our partnership with other local congregations in facilitating the highly 

acclaimed Interfaith Rotating Winter Shelter. 

 

Those minutes state: "City Manager Bill Emlen stated staff recommends the following regular 

agenda item discussion be tabled: Urgency Interim Zoning Ordinance Restricting New or 

Expanded Uses in the Core Residential Infill (C-RI) Zoning District That May Be Inconsistent 

With the Public/Semi-Public (P-SP) Zoning . . ." 

 

 

In the Public Comment period, John Oakley, DCC's legal council "spoke regarding the tabled 

Urgency Interim Zoning Ordinance and requested City Council include DCC in zoning review 

discussions. He stated the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA) 

substantially limits the City Council's discretion when zoning decisions burden the free exercise 

of religion in a land use contract. Further, DCC seeks to build community and neighborhood 

consensus regarding the scope and content of its homeless services." 

 

Further, numerous members of the community also spoke "in opposition to the table Urgency 

Interim Zoning Ordinance. Comments included: "city should respect autonomy of religious 

institutions and acknowledge roles of church in building community through charity acts; DCC 

programs are in response to reality of homeless in downtown areas." 

 

We have no plans to change this highly successful community program that has helped the city 

cope with rising homeless and which has, in part, led to new city programs to combat the 

problems homeless persons face. 

 

However, we wish to ensure that the new zoning plan does not restrict our 150 year old 

community organization for finding new ways to meet community needs and address community 

problems. 



 

Can you verify that the new Plan does not restrict DCC's current or future activities in ways 

inconsistent with past policy and practice? 

 

Please confirm receipt of this letter and its distribution to all necessary parties. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

The Rev. Dr. Chris Neufeld-Erdman, pastor and moderator of DCC's Session (council) 

 

--   

Davis Community Church 

(Affiliated with the Presbyterian Church USA) 

412 C Street, Davis, CA 95616 

530.753.2894 

 



From: Tracy Dewit <tracydewit@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, November 23, 2019 3:13 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Cc: Robert Cain <RCain@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Downtown Davis Specific Plan - Comments 

 

Hello Eric,  

 

I hope you are doing well.  

 

I will attend the Dec 4, 2019 Opticos presentation about the Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

(DDSP). 

 

As a City of Davis Tree Commissioner, here are my comments regarding TREES in the DDSP. 

 

1) In nearly every sketch or photo of the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan it show a tree(s).   

 

2) Yet, according Google Docs word finder, the word 'tree' or 'trees' is listed only 22 times in the 

256 page document. Listed below is the page number that has the word 'tree(s)'. Besides listing 

why we need trees in our community, anyone can plainly see, the document grossly lacks 

important details regarding the preservation and sustainability of trees.  

 

pg 23 -  Street trees provide shade over many sidewalks. 

There are over 80 landmark trees. 

 

pg 42 - Shade Trees. Shade trees reduce energy demand by shading buildings. 

 

pg. 43 - Shade Trees. Shade trees reduce heat island effect of taller and larger buildings. 

 

pg 44 - Trees and Urban Greenery 

 

pg 52 - Trees, seating, lighting and activities, such as food trucks, are enough to create a vibrant 

community gathering space. 

 

pg 63 - Design the public realm incorporating trees, green infrastructure, and shade strategies to 

support walking and cycling, as well as outdoor recreation and dining. 

 

pg 106 - Today, the University Avenue-Rice Lane neighborhood is an established low-intensity 

residential neighborhood and has 

a distinct character, with mainly house-form structures along tree-lined streets.  

 

 pg 137 - G) Street Trees. Select species that thrive in urban environments, provide shade and 

beauty, and reduce air pollution. 

 

pg 140 - Incorporate pervious pavements,bioswales, street trees, and other green infrastructure 

elements into thoroughfare design whenever possible. 

 

pg 149 - street scape elements such as bike racks and street trees. 



 

pg 152 - Elements such as street trees, vegetation, utilities, sign poles, sandwich boards, outdoor 

seating/dining, trash cans, and other streetscape amenities should be contained within the 

sidewalk frontage zone or furniture zone so as to not obstruct the through zone. 

 

pg 176 - installation on existing buildings or with a mix of shrubs, trees, pathways, and benches 

to be a valuable amenity for building tenants and the public. 

 

pg 185 - No new street trees have been included in these demand projections. 

 

pg 187 - In this scenario, all landscaping (excluding street trees) is replaced by drought-resistant 

planting, reducing estimated total water demand to 157 

AFY, equivalent to 65 gpcd and 50 percent lower than the City's existing average of 130 gpcd.  

 

pg 215 - Design all streets to maximize opportunities to support natural ecosystems and urban 

greenery; protecting existing trees, planting new trees, and incorporating shade strategies 

wherever feasible. 

 

pg 224 - Graywater plan: Integrated water collection and reuse through descending uses and 

support landscaped greenery (e.g. shade trees and interstitial habitat). 

 

pg 236 - Street Tree. A tree of any species or size planted in open spaces, parkways,sidewalk 

areas, easements, and streets. 

 

Some of the economic benefits trees provide are listed in this document include shade, beauty, 

reducing air pollution, supports walking and dining and outdoor activities, and reducing heat 

island effect of taller and larger buildings.  There is NO supporting documentation that guides 

the way we attain these many goals initiated by healthy living trees.  Therefore, in my opinion, 

the DDSP misses the mark when it comes to promoting a positive memorable identity, 

sustainable and functional infrastructure,  resilient and enjoyable economy, historical 

preservation, and good health simply because trees are literally not apart the plan.    

 

This plan simply assumes that trees will be apart of our future.  If we want to actually attain the 6 

goals listed in this plan, then we need to actually make trees a priority and include the 

preservation and proper planting protocol of trees. In fact, at the very least, there should be 

line items dedicated to Trees in the Index. This page should state how to preserve trees and how 

to plant them for sustainability as well as when guidelines are not followed properly,  a penalty 

or monetary fine(s) for each mistreated tree should be implemented and followed.   

 

To improve quality of life for all, we must make trees a priority and treat them as a true living 

asset, attending and maintaining their health and wellness with an unwavering priority in every 

single development in this community. 

 

Thank you for reading. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Tracy De Wit 



 
From: Todd Edelman <todd@deepstreets.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 4:42 PM 
To: DowntownPlan <downtownplan@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Draft Downtown Specific Plan - Comments 
Importance: High 

Hello, 

In general I am very impressed with the Downtown Plan and process. 

Here are my comments: 

 

1 - Housing:  

If it determined that the supply of affordable housing in Downtown can be increased by building 

on city-owned lots, the mixed-use buildings constructed on these lots should be higher than is 

currently planned, i.e. should exceed the currently proposed guidelines for building heights in 

different parts of Downtown. 

 

2 - Re-development and re-purposing of existing buildings and lots: 

a) The multi-plex - parking structure at 1st and E/F should be modified as follows: 

The multi-plex would stay as now. The top level of the parking structure could be coverted into a 

flexibly-designed venue, kind of a elevated town square, but also with one or more stages. The 

middle level would be converted to house kitchens, bathrooms, storage facilities, HVAC and a 

delivery area for vehicles supplying food etc. It could have retractable stages and other features 

in aggregate with the top floor. 

The rationale for this conversion is that a parking facility in this location will continue to induce 

traffic through the congested Richards Tunnel or all the way through Downtown. However, as an 

interim measure this can be dedicated or prioritized for parking for users of Amtrak and the 

transit hub at the Depot.  

b) Davis Depot - a mixed use building appropriate in design flexibility for this location 

should be constructed. It should house a very limited amount of ADA required parking, bicycle 

parking and should have elevated multi use paths or at least stairs to connect to H St., 3rd St and 

I St.  

 

The rationale for this is that a parking structure here would cost at least $50,000 per space, 

meaning a minimum $10 to 15 million structure that would take many years before it made a 



profit. It would induce motor vehicle traffic on local streets for several hours in the morning and 

several in the evening - the latter would be especially ill-suited to robustly-envisioned 

Downtown street activities.  

c) The 4th St parking structure would be the Davis Depot-dedicated lot for vehicles primarily 

arriving by 5th St. and F St. This would be "Downtown Parking North". It will be connected 

to Davis Depot and Downtown by an autonomous shuttle on a fixed route that is primarily 

synchronized with arriving and departing trains, and secondarily serving Downtown (in between 

train services and late at night) and an additional an attractive, external, glass-walked elevator 

will be added to connect to 4th St separate from the car route. 

d) The lot containing the current Shell gas station and In & Out will be constructed into a 

parking structure, with these businesses remaining. The structure will be prepared for later 

adaptation to other uses. The structure will have direct egress to and from I-80 west, thus cutting 

roughly in half the affect of parking access on surface streets  This would be "Downtown 

Parking South". It will be connected to Davis Depot and Downtown by an autonomous shuttle 

on a fixed route that is primarily synchronized with arriving and departing trains, and secondarily 

serving Downtown (in between train services and late at night). Phasing: This structure would be 

opened when the 1st St Parking Structure is closed. 

 

3 - Circulation: 

The proposed circulation plan is a very good starting point. But I have some suggestions: 

a) F St. should not be a priority route for vehicles through Downtown. This is incompatible 

with the intended purpose for 2nd St.  

b) Private vehicles should not be allowed to travel through at F, G or H St. At the ends of 

both in both orientations there will be Kiss & Ride turn arounds for the Davis Depot, plus these 

four locations will some of the several taxi-TNC loading areas in Downtown. These passages 

will be open to emergency vehicles and for exceptional situations and possibly late at night with 

electronically-controlled, retractable bollards, similar to on the ends of E St. 

c) Thus 1st, B, 5th should be a sort of partial ring around Downtown, designed for 25 mph 

speeds, at least for most of the day, with a sort of access route to 4th st. and the above 

mentioned Kiss & Ride and existing parking structure. It is necessary to create a min. speed via 

timed signals and so on so that all drivers see this as the best choice, even if it is less direct than 

C or D St. It should also have a separated cycle track, though space for this is very limited on 5th 

St east of C St, especially if left turn pockets are preserved (this is why 3rd St should be a fast-

as-possible route for cycling.) 

For items d) and e) please refer to the following: https://www.propublica.org/article/unsafe-

at-many-speeds & 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB2363 



d) The max speed design for all of Downtown - aside from 1st, B and 5th - should be 15 

mph, not 20 mph as in the proposal. 20 mph is just below the street velocity that becomes 

particularly dangerous, 15 mph is at least twice as safe. 15 is also a reasonable maximum speed 

for bicycles. 15 mph is familiar to motor vehicles users as it's the posted speed at traffic calming 

points on local roads. It's also now possible for cities to lower speeds to 15 mph in school zones 

during school hours. Finally, 15 is more distinguishable than is 20, compared to the 25 mph 

streets surrounding Downtown and in most of Davis, aside from arteries. 20 mph as a posted 

speed is below what state law requires, but clearly the traffic consultants had in mind the likely 

change in laws that will give local jurisdictions more autonomy with speeds on local streets. 

That's good, but the good thought is best respected by 15 mph design speeds. 

 

e) 2nd St. between D and H, and E St. between 1st and 3rd should be pedestrian zones with 

5 mph design and limit at certain times with relectronically-controlled, retractable bollards are 

down, like for early morning for deliveries.  

f) All of Downtown - aside from signalized intersections - should have no stop signs, only 

priority based on yield from a single direction.  

g) All of these non-signalled intersections will allow pedestrian crossing in one movement. 

This feature and the e) no stop signs - must be assembled from the get-go in aggregate in 

order to achieve the necessary safety symbiosis. Intersections designed for stop signs cannot 

be optimized to have other types of controls.  

h) 3rd St between B and H, D St. between 1st and 5th and G St. between 3rd and 8th / 

north end of Downtown should be priority cycling routes with no required yields, except to 

pedestrians, and a stop only at the signalized crossing of G and 8th St. If necessary D can 

have a marked cycling track. The shared street plan for 3rd is not advantageous for bicycles if 

they are required to stop at any un-signalled intersection. 

 

Thanks,  

Todd Edelman (speaking as a private citizen) 
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MeMo 
 

DATE:  January 14, 2020 

TO:  Downtown Plan Advisory Committee 

Eric Lee, Planner  

Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner 

FROM:  Cheryl Essex, Planning Commission Liaison 

SUBJECT: Downtown Davis Specific Plan Public Review Draft Comments 

 

I have appreciated the trust placed in me as the Planning Commission liaison to the DPAC. 

While I cannot speak on behalf of the Commission, I share these personal ideas and 

observations based on my expertise as an urban and park planner and landscape architect. 

These comments are in addition to the multiple written and verbal comments I have made over 

the course of the planning process. I have tried not to repeat comments offered by others or 

offer my opinion of others’ comments.  

 

The Downtown Davis Specific Plan is a big lift—a challenge for our town to reach consensus on 

a vision for a vibrant downtown as the hub of economic activity in a changing world. There is a 

lot to like about this plan, even as we discuss and debate what we might not like. I look forward 

to further public input on this plan, the opportunity to discuss at the Planning Commission, the 

environmental review process, and finally, the City Council’s final direction which will allow this 

plan to be implemented. 

 

Topic 1—Mobility 

Transportation infrastructure has been the driving force behind development throughout the 

world and is likely the single most expensive and important investment of city funds in 

downtown redevelopment.  I have several concerns about the transportation infrastructure 

plans presented in the draft.  Unfortunately, the BTSSC liaison to DPAC has changed several 

times, so I’m unsure whether adequate and consistent input has been provided. I offer these 

observations and ideas: 

A. The estimated number of street parking spaces should be shown for each block based 

on the street sections proposed. A simple table comparing existing vs. proposed can 

provide clarity to plan reviewers. 

B. I support efforts to strengthen funding for transit and increase street parking for 

business patrons. Downtown employers might be required to provide a flexibility 

subsidy to underwrite either a Unitrans, Yolobus or Amtrak pass, not just for Unitrans.  

C. A stronger, more robust transit system will be necessary to meet the goals of the 

mobility plan. Now, Intercity Route 42 comes no closer than the Fifth and F Street 

intersection. Routing Yolobus into the Heart of the City and closer to the train depot 

would make transit more attractive for our Woodland neighbors. Should F Street 
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become a Transit Priority Corridor? Would YCTD consider routing buses further south on 

F Street as demand increases?  

D. To enliven the train depot area, improve convenience and offer value-added services 

which generate sales tax revenue; the west side of H Street seems to be a good location 

for sidewalk cafes, restaurants and bars. Storefronts (and maybe 90o parking stalls) 

could be required along this stretch during redevelopment.  

E. Third Street is proposed to be a “shared street”, yet it carries bus and vehicle traffic 

from east Second Street into downtown. Third Street is an important connector to east 

Second Street businesses, South Davis (via Mace Blvd) and potentially the ARC. 

Increasing transit options along this corridor will become necessary over time to reduce 

single-occupancy vehicle use, yet the “shared street” concept will increase congestion. 

Should Third Street become a Transit Priority Corridor between Old East Davis and E 

Street? The EIR should clarify the traffic impacts and consider an alternative for Third 

Street which accommodates smoother vehicle traffic flow. 

F. Delivery trucks need easy access in and out of downtown. Right now, delivery trucks 

block streets and don’t seem to use the abundant designated loading zones (maybe too 

small?). What if we provided larger loading zones along E and F Streets, and along Third 

Street between Old East Davis and E Street, to provide central access and easy 

connections in and out of downtown? 

G. E Street between First and Third is proposed to be a “shared street”, even though it is a 

major vehicle entry point to downtown from the freeway and from South Davis. 

Reducing street width and vehicle speed along this stretch will likely increase congestion 

and frustration for downtown shoppers and residents, as well as hinder emergency and 

transit vehicles. The EIR should clarify the traffic impacts and consider an alternative 

which accommodates smoother vehicle traffic flow.  

H. As the university develops further, vehicle traffic where First Street meets A and B 

Streets is likely to increase congestion within an already awkward circulation pattern. A 

traffic circle in this area might ease circulation. May it be beneficial to reset A Street 

traffic to one way southbound? Creating a southbound bicycle route along A Street from 

Eighth to First might reduce traffic conflicts, especially along a narrow stretch of B Street 

between Eighth and Russell.  

 

Topic 2—Economic Development 

I continue to be concerned about the lack of focus on economic development in the plan. 

Creating an Entertainment District might help focus and prioritize downtown economic 

development.  This District should require higher quality building and paving materials along 

the streetscape with a defined style or theme (for example, an agriculture theme could support 

food tourism such as that envisioned in the Food and Economic Development in Davis report). 

Placing one edge/end of this district at the train station could help support train tourism, so 

either Second or G Streets might be most appropriate for this use. One consideration is having 

the ability to close off the street for festivals and street fairs without disrupting transit services.  
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Topic 3—Trees 

For large shade trees to thrive and provide the benefits of cleaner air, cooler pavement, 

reduced heat loads, and healthier people, they need room to grow. As a landscape architect, I 

recommend either increasing the minimum size of street and parking lot tree planters to 6 ft x 8 

ft or requiring structural soil and/or suspended pavement so roots can stretch out. The City 

needs to make a long-term funding commitment to maintain it’s urban forest.  

 

Topic 4—Building façade  

Allowable building façade materials along the streetscape should be identified. 

 

Topic 5—University/Rice Lane Neighborhood 

I recommend that the large, dated apartment complex at the southwest corner of Russell and B 

Streets be rezoned Neighborhood--Medium.  

 

Thank you for considering these comments.  

 

      EnD 















Members of the advisory committee, 
 
In 1967 I began graduate school here in chemistry and followed this with Post-Doctoral 
research in Biochemistry. I worked in Aerospace for a few years then in 1978 started my 
own company in Folsom making custom circuit boards, while still living in Davis. I retired 
from this business in 2002. 
We have two children who have gone through the Davis school system and U.C.D.   
Summarizing, I am an experienced businessman with a background in science. 
 

Suggestions 
.  

1. There is no summary of the Specific Plan document. The original document is 
hard to read online due to small font size and poor coloring. Even the printed 
document is hard to read due to coloring over text.  

I would suggest the document should be printed by the city (off set print) 
and be available there for free. I would strongly recommend it be summarized. 
At present, the dispersal of information is very inconvenient. 
 

2. The infrastructure of neighborhood bike paths and roads leading to downtown is 
poor in many places. For instance, Covell Blvd. between F Street and Sycamore 
Lane is in terrible shape. But it is better than the parallel bike paths. My point is 
biking downtown has to be supported by decent peripheral paths. 

 
3. Discussing city infrastructure, this whole town needs fiber optic cable that meets 

today’s standards of data transfer. 
 

4. At present, it is economically challenging to develop in Downtown due to high 
land costs and a regulatory process that is lengthy and uncertain. Both are very 
important. I am not sure what to do about high costs. Streamlining the regulatory 
process is brought up a number of times in this document. This needs to be 
assigned a very high priorty because as long as I can remember this has been a 
complaint from contractors. I have had several contractors not willing to even 
work in Davis. I continually hear complaints about permits requiring months to 
get approved. This has to change. 

 
The Specific Plan 

 
1. Building height proposed includes some 4 story buildings without minimum 

parking. The county of Kauai in Hawaii has limited buildings to 30’ for 
residential and 50’ for commercial. The result is very attractive without urban 
canyons. 

 
2. Before actually building flat roofed, garden topped buildings, I strongly 

recommend getting information from functioning structures that are in use. 
The cost of a flat roof that can support a garden’s dirt and water weight may 



be prohibitive. Also, after several years of use, what is the “leak” situation? 
Flat roofs are notorious for leaks under good conditions.  

 
3. Access to commercial areas is key to merchants’ sales. We need arteries to 

carry thru traffic to their desired destinations. 
 

East-West Russell (5th), Covell, 
North-South Poleline, F Street, Anderson,  
 

These arteries do a pretty good job. I would have good bike paths on these 
existing roads. Then they need to be kept in good repair. If the focus of new 
and smooth paths is only downtown, will you attract customers from other city 
areas? New paths 1st to 5th and A to H do not bring people downtown. 
 

4. The city needs to beware that planting large scale trees (Sycamores, Etc.) 
within a few feet of an asphalt bike path will not work long term. 

 
5. The challenge the downtown plan faces is being aware of the different 

population segments they serve. 
 

a. Young Adults 
b. Families 
c. Seniors 

 
People choosing to live downtown with no automobile must be fit enough to 
walk to shops and fit enough to carry their purchases home. They will need 
some form of transport to appointments outside the range of walking and 
biking. Young adults and young seniors are probably going to be the highest 
density residents. 
 Family groups and less mobile seniors are always going to prefer a 
parking spot near their destination and a cart to carry children, purchases. 
Also, electric sit down scooters would be helpful. The city needs to offer retail 
opportunities to these residents also. 

 
6. In 2012 the city of Davis had sales tax revenue on retails sales on average of 

$7,062 per capita. The city of Woodland had revenue from retail sales of 
$12,498 per capita. What is the difference in shopping opportunities? I have 
never personally shopped at Costco in Woodland without seeing other fellow 
Davis residents there. There is a need for this style shopping and it certainly 
would be profitable for the city. This shopping would not be downtown but the 
income from it would help the city. 

 

7. Most of the proposed “improvements”, i.e. “mixed use areas” seem to involve 
more buildup spaces and less parking. Davis rents are already higher than 
surrounding areas. We seem to be catering to a very affluent younger 



population. If that is the result, is this equitable for all tax paying Davisites? 
Will it raise the necessary monies to maintain our cities infrastructure? 

 
8. I keep seeing references that enhanced surroundings for businesses 

downtown will justify higher rents. With this in mind one must consider what 
this does to a business. For a business downtown facing increased rents, 
unless sales income increases, material cost will not change nor will labor 
costs. Overhead is the only change and it will increase at the expense of 
profits. One of our problems in Davis is retailers staying in business 
downtown. Making it more expensive to operate with higher rents may make 
this problem worse.  
 

9. Paid parking is better than no parking. At least the affluent will be able to shop 
downtown. 

 
10. Retention areas for water runoff involve a host of issues: maintenance, 

mosquitos and water quality. There is no discussion of the ongoing cost for 
such a system. Has a successful system been studied? How large of an input 
did the system have? It seems unlikely enough could be saved to justify the 
expense. Where are the numbers? The filtrate will have to be removed 
periodically or the system will quit working. 
 

11. Laundry water is chemically laden. Any bleach in the water will kill plants. It 
should not be recycled. 
 

12. Roof runoff will not amount to much due to storage difficulties. 
 
13. Additional building costs, more plumbing, water storage, etc., makes Davis a 

more expensive area to do business in. Again, we see higher overheads. 
 
14. One stated justification, for higher landlord/merchant overhead, is that 

business will increase as we recover from the 2008 recession. Since a lot of 
the customer base in Davis is employed, or retired from a public employer, we 
did not experience significant job loss here at that time. Therefore it will be 
hard to see an improvement. The student customer base is quite affluent, but 
seasonal. This is another problem for businesses trying to keep operating 
during slow periods.  

 
15. Before building commercial or residential spaces downtown, cost per square 

foot at this time needs to be established and probable rents estimated. Davis 
real estate is for the affluent. Downtown prices will most likely be expensive. 
This information is necessary to visualize who will be able to afford these 
proposed spaces.   

 
16. In section 8.3, it discusses “pay as you go” from increased city funding due to 

the enhancements. This is an excellent idea and should be considered very 



heavily. No one goes into debt here. It also means no disappointments if an 
expected increase in funds does not materialize. 

 
17.  I have a real question as to whether reducing CO2 with solar is economically 

feasible. Not including gas lines and relying totally on electrical in new 
structures is a problematic idea. Currently solar costs, including the panels, 
inverter, labor and permit fees are about $3.18 a watt in Yolo County. I 
retrieved this from what I can see on an internet search and it seems logical 
as the national range is listed several places as between $2.90 and $3.20 per 
watt. A 4 Kw system would cost $12,720 before credits and likely around 70% 
of this or $8,904 after credits. This would be a minimum size for a 1200-1500 
residential structure. Commercial would likely take a larger system for 
heating, cooling and lights. They will not produce much in the winter. 

 

18. My guess is that in 20 years there is a chance that energy will be produced by 
reforming methane (natural gas) in an online system producing H2 and CO2. I 
would expect the hydrogen to go directly into a fuel cell producing electricity 
and the CO2 to be captured. A 4 or 5 Kw system will likely compete with solar 
and produce electricity rain or shine. This would require natural gas lines. 
 

Suggestions from Residents we spoke with 
 

1. More movie parking 
2. Turn FedEx parking lot into a multi-storage parking facility. 
3. Make 3rd street, for several blocks, a “no drive” walking area. 
4. Students (~40,000 total at this point) clog downtown parking. 

The University needs to offer outlying parking with jitney 
service to central campus. Many students park downtown 
with bikes on their car and take their bikes and ride to 
campus. 

5. Everyone we spoke to emphatically wanted more parking not 
less. 

Summary 
 

 

 It would be helpful to be given economics facts gathered from “actual” car-free 
experiments in other cities. What has benefited existing merchants? What problems 
were encountered? How has an area like this affected the cities’ finances?  

There is a lack of solid numbers on the economics for the cost of these changes. 
Davis has many unique advantages already: biweekly farmers market (why a 

roof top garden/), and many existing bike paths and parks. Let’s build on what we have. 
Lastly, all segments of the population deserve consideration. 

 
Ross Fitzgerald 



From: Doby Fleeman <doby@outlook.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 3:57 PM 
To: herman.boschken@sjsu.edu <herman.boschken@sjsu.edu>; Cheryl Essex 
<cheryl.essex.davis@gmail.com>; robertsondl@sbcglobal.net <robertsondl@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: Re: Item 07B - AMTRAK Study - Commission Review - January 8th Meeting  

  

Dear Commissioners: 
 
With apologies, I still don't have the complete email distribution list for all Commission 
members - please feel free to share this email with your fellow members and staff. 
 
I am hoping to make public comment this evening.  If not then at least you have a record of my 
concerns as a local, Downtown property and business owner: 
 
"Commissioners, and Members of the Downtown Plan and Amtrak Stakeholders Advisory 
Committees, 
 

Short Version: 

As a longtime Downtown property and business owner, I’m not clear on the purpose of the 
current Access and Connection Study.  The study appears to focus primarily on existing uses by 
local Davis residents – when my concerns as a Downtown property owner/developer and 
employer are focused on transit solutions addressing the dual needs of current and future 
visitors, residents and employees to the Downtown.   Likewise, my concerns very much include 
enhanced linkage and transit solutions between the station and our primary employer at UC 
Davis and hopefully new employment centers like Aggie Research Center. 
Point being, virtually all of these ridership profiles would involve people living outside the city 
seeking alternative and less impacted transit solutions for both inbound ridership for out-of-
town residents and outbound ridership for Downtown in-town resident dwellers (a class which 
presently doesn’t exist but is supposedly a key goals within the Downtown plan). 
  
When might we expect the accompanying studies and recommendations to begin grappling 
with these ridership issues and dynamics and a corresponding timetable with clear, prioritized 
implementation and funding priorities?" 
 
Extended Comments: 

If memory serves, it was in 2016 that the Davis Futures Forum first began presentations 

focusing on the nexus between Downtown rail transit improvements and the resurgence of 

missing middle housing and redevelopment.  Examples included Pleasant Hill Transit Village, 

Dan Zack’s presentation on the redevelopment of Downtown Redwood City, and the role of the 

SMART rail initiative for Downtown Petaluma. 



After this series, I had come to believe there existed an essential linkage between these dual 

themes of robust, reliable public transit the accompanying redevelopment potential for the 

surrounding Downtown district. 

As the DPAC process has unfolded, I have waited – somewhat impatiently - for a clear synopsis 

and plan addressing how the committee ranks the importance of an enhanced Davis Station as 

a cornerstone for the transformation of Davis Downtown.  To date I have seen precious little 

which explicitly attempts to link the future Downtown redevelopment with community re-

investment in Davis Station as the multi-modal transit hub serving the Davis and UC Davis 

community. 

Virtually every chapter in the DPAC plan has elements focusing on the twin goals of increasing 

economic activity, reinvestment and vitality in the Downtown - while simultaneously increasing 

local pedestrian and bicycle modalities as the dominant form of “Downtown access” while 

automobile transit is systematically replaced. 

What am I missing?  How does one simultaneously increase Downtown residence densities, 

Downtown retail and entertainment driven visitor trips, and Downtown office employment 

without an explicit and  parallel plan to accommodate the accompanying, external transit 

demand? 

  

As the result, I keep looking for that final list of key recommendations and investment priorities 

to help make this transition a reality.   Where are the drawings, where are the schematics, 

where is the discussion, and what is the timetable for proposed new transit corridors to whisk 

ever more visitors to the Downtown, UC Davis and beyond? 

Personally, I see Davis Station sitting at the nexus of that solution – but what I don’t yet see is a 

synchronizing between the plan’s ambitions and the current list of executable priorities in the 

section titled Implementation. 

By the same token, I’m not clear on the purpose of the current Access and Connection 

Study.  The study appears to focus primarily on existing uses by local Davis residents – when my 

concerns as a Downtown property owner/developer and employer are focused on transit 

solutions addressing the dual needs of current and future visitors, residents and employees to 

the Downtown.   Likewise, my concerns very much include enhanced linkage and transit 

solutions between the station and our primary employer at UC Davis and hopefully new 

employment centers like Aggie Research Center. 

Point being, virtually all of these ridership profiles would involve people living outside the city 

seeking alternative and less impacted transit solutions for both inbound ridership for out-of-

town residents and outbound ridership for Downtown in-town resident dwellers (a class which 

presently doesn’t exist but is supposedly a key goals within the Downtown plan). 

  



When might we expect the accompanying studies and recommendations to begin grappling 

with these ridership issues and dynamics and a corresponding timetable with clear, prioritized 

implementation and funding priorities?" 

  

Respectfully, 

  

Doby Fleeman 

 

 
From: Doby Fleeman <doby@outlook.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 4, 2019 3:44 PM 
To: herman.boschken@sjsu.edu <herman.boschken@sjsu.edu>; Cheryl Essex 
<cheryl.essex.davis@gmail.com>; robertsondl@sbcglobal.net <robertsondl@sbcglobal.net> 
Subject: DPAC Commission Review - December 4th Meeting  

  

Dear Commissioners: 
 
With apologies, I don't have the complete email distribution list for all Commission members. 
 
Cheryl has heard my repeated public comments before the DPAC committee over the past two 
years. 
 
The thrust of these comments reflect my continuing concerns with the prospects and plans for 
implementation of the plan as currently written.  As a Downtown business owner, property 
owner, commercial landlord and potential developer, I have questions about what steps are 
being taken to record and address the legitimate concerns of this group of stakeholders with 
respect implementation of vital infrastructure improvements necessary to support future 
transportation, circulation and parking needs as we look to increase the level of economic 
activity in the Downtown core.    
 
The plan is nothing if not a vision based upon increasing densification of development and uses 
in the core of the Downtown.   If I understand the plan correctly, it envisions significant increase 
in residential dwelling units, commercial office space to support increasing employment, and 
increased retail, service, and entertainment businesses catering to increasing volumes of 
tourism. 
 
Perhaps I have overlooked it somewhere, but the stages outlined in the implementation plan 
(Chapter 8) really don't seem to include comprehensive discussion of new investments to 
support alternative new modes of transportation - other than ridehailing, bicycle and 
pedestrian modes. 
 



Rather the priority implementation recommendations appear to focus more on amenities and 
placemaking investments - the most significant of which would be Davis Square - a project 
which would actually remove critical, existing parking supply. 
 
Missing, it appears, are any explicit recommendations associated with: 
1) Planning/Increasing ridership volume via Amtrak Station 
2) Planning/Increasing public transit investment - bus and rail - and ridership for existing 
Downtown employees and "would be" new Downtown residents, visitors and employees. 
3) Planning/Investment in new Downtown or remote parking supply 
4) Planning/Investment in new Electric Shuttle Service between new remote lots and 
Downtown 
5) Planning/Investment in new, dedicated shuttle service between UCD campus and Downtown 
Amtrak Station. 
5) Planning/Investment in new Municipal Downtown Entertain, Music or Community Center 
 
To date, it seems that all we have to go on is what's been drawn and proposed - and none of 
these elements appear to have been considered either as foundational or critical elements for 
the successful implementation of this redevelopment vision. 
 
My questions:  
A) Is one possible without the other? 
B) Should the Plan be amended to include more attention to the role and timing of these 
issues? 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Doby Fleeman   
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January 13, 2020 
 
Mike Webb & Ashley Feeney  
Davis City Council & Davis Planning Commission 
Downtown Davis Plan Advisory Committee 
 
Re: Review and Comments Regarding the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Downtown Davis Specific Plan and the related 
Form Based Zoning Document that is being considered for adoption.  Clearly, a great deal of 
work and preparation and community engagement went into the process and creation of this 
proposed plan.  I commend you and the various citizens and nearly 400 people who have made 
efforts in this planning discussion and for the quality of the draft report.  There is much to 
digest and comment upon in over 400 pages within the two documents.  I am submitting my 
comments to try and encourage streamlining this document and working to create a plan that 
will attract investment and innovation and a plan which is implementable. I have some “macro 
observations” as well as some comments on specific elements of the proposed plan.   
 
As you know I participated, as my schedule permitted in a number of the workshops and 
charettes regarding the downtown planning during the last 3 years. Also, my partner Nahz 
Anvary and I met with a number of the consultants who worked on parts of the proposed plan 
to answer their questions and to provide real estate information and opinions.  
 
Davis is my home and it is one of the places where we work as brokers, advisors, and 
occasionally as a developer and investor in commercial and investment real estate.  I love our 
community and with my partner Nahz we are honored to work with many businesses, 
landlords, developers, and tenants, both private sector businesses and public institutions. I 
believe that most would agree that we have very collaborative professional relationships with 
the city staff as well as commissioners, council members, and members of the various city 
advisory committees.  I have a longstanding appreciation for Davis downtown.  I know many of 
the merchants, I shop and get services from many of them. I do a great deal of business in our 
downtown and also drink more than my fair share of coffee in our core area.  
 
I believe that our downtown could be so much more and to do that it needs to be invigorated 
and catalyzed for change! I hoped that the proposed plan could help set that innovation and 
investment in motion. My “constructive suggestions” are made in an effort to encourage you to 
edit the plan.  They are just my opinion being offered in an attempt to make the plan, simpler, 
more aspirational, timelier, and more implementable.  I hope that you will see my comments as 
my reasonable and honest assessment of serious flaws in the plan.  
 
Here are my major observations and recommendations:  
 

1. The plan does not properly identify where we want our downtown to evolve to.   
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2. The plan lacks specific recommendations on what steps should be taken to make it 

implementable and specifically how to attract investment. What are the critical 
decisions and resources that would make this plan implementable? 

 
3. The timing horizon of the plan is too long. The majority of this plan is forecast for a time 

horizon 10-20 years from now. More than 90% of the capital investment is forecast to 
be made in years 11-20 in the years 2030-2040.  

 
4. It is my strong recommendation that you set up a process to “define success”. 

a. Ask yourself this tough question. Is this a plan to create a new future in our 
downtown or is it to “create a pretty document” that is so loaded with various 
constituents’ wish lists that it is severely diluted as a real plan? I believe that it is 
more of the latter.  

b. I would recommend if we as citizens of Davis want a healthy and dynamic 
downtown in the future that we develop an annual public reporting mechanism 
which is measurable.  A plan that we evaluate annually, and which allows us to 
measure outcomes and compare results to goals.  What are the goals and what 
was achieved? By doing this we can “celebrate success” while instituting a 
process for “course correction,” if necessary. 

c. Set measurable objectives such as “Downtown Davis should see that 100 (or 
some other number) residential units are constructed in the downtown in the 
next two years.” Then we will build 100 additional units every 2 years thereafter 
that for the life of the plan.  Clear goals with an easy report card to monitor 
success. We can change what we measure!  Let’s build in a process for a frank 
annual assessment on what is holding us back from achieving success.  

d. I am very concerned that the current plan has “given up” on retail development 
and retail re-development in our downtown.  We have prioritized retail in the 
downtown for more than 50 years and we need to continue to see the 
downtown as a dynamic center for goods and services. Add to your 
measurements of success what the downtown vacancy rate is. What are our 
downtown’s measurable trends related to its health and prosperity?  Clearly 
there will be business closures but are we measuring new business licenses in 
the downtown, new jobs, taxable sales and reporting that information? Let’s see 
the trends.  Let’s benchmark our downtown investment with the progress in 
other downtown communities.  How many new businesses have opened? Let’s 
set goals for retail and business formation in our downtown.  

e. The amount of office forecast in this plan is “ridiculously excessive”.  There is no 
way that the downtown will ever have 300,000 to 500,000 square feet of new 
offices built on the small parcels and fragmented ownership of our downtown.  

  
Aspirations without implementation is little more than a wish list. 
 
After 3 years of meetings, many excellent studies, a lot of work by the City Staff and hired 
consultants,  including plenty of citizen participation, not to mention the expenditure of 
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hundreds of thousands of dollars, we need a downtown plan that does not just provide “catchy 
text” and “pretty graphics”. We need a plan that will not just gather dust on a shelf.  We need 
an actionable vision which puts the Davis downtown on a path towards success and that has 
made a realistic assessment of what is achievable and what are our barriers to success. 
 
In Chapter 1 of the proposed plan, the stated goal is for the downtown plan to enable Davis to 
evolve as a “regional center while maintaining its unique identity”.1 Purportedly, the plan 
“includes tangible policies, guidelines, development standards, and implementation strategies”. 
“The Specific Plan has a planning horizon of 20 years, through 2040.”2 
 
This Specific Plan has made important strides to identify often conflicting documents related to 
planning and redevelopment in our downtown. (Core Area Specific Plan, Davis Downtown and 
Traditional Residential Neighborhood Design Guidelines, Core Area Infill District, Mixed Use 
District Zoning, Core Area Combining District, and etc.) 3 The goal is to streamline review and 
approval and establish clear standards through the proposed Specific Plan and through the 
proposed Form Based Downton Zoning Code.   
 
There remain “Other City Policies”; One Percent Growth Resolution, Phased Allocation Plan, 
and Affordable Housing Ordinance and Interpretations, that should be considered for 
streamlining in this Specific Plan and I will return to some ideas regarding those matters later in 
this response.  4  
 
The Core Area Specific Plan, Zoning and Land Use Designation proposes to create numerous 
new Zoning Districts.5 It is also worth noting that The Current Zoning Map as presented in 
Figure 1.7 on Page 11 and the related Table 1B also on Page 11 indicates that the Geographical 
Area is 132.7 acres but if you eliminate the 40.6 acres that are Streets and the University 
Avenue Residential Overlay of 6.5 acres the total acreage for potential Development is  = 132.7 
– ( 40.6 + 6.5) = 85.6 Acres.  6 
 
The Specific Plan’s Focus and Organization is described as having the following areas of Focus.  

• Sustainability as an underlying theme 

• Design of the public realm; walkability, safety, & universal access. 

• Streets as shared public assets 

• Economic development that responds to a community vision 

• Form-based approach to development standards. 7 
There are 10 distinct chapters to the plan 

1. Purpose 
2. Existing Conditions 

 
1 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 2 
2 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 2 
3 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 9 Figure 1.5 
4 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 8  
5 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 10 
6 Math by Gray from Table 1B, page 11 
7 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Page 12 
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3. Vision 
4. Built Environment 
5. Historic Resources 
6. Mobility and Parking 
7. Infrastructure 
8. Implementation 
9. Glossary 
10. Appendices 8 

 
The plan provides a good summary of the City of Davis’ regional context 9 
 

• Population of 68,986 in 2017 

• 6,281 Acres in City Limit 

• 15 Miles West of Sacramento 

• 50 Miles North-east of San Francisco 

• Calendar Year 2017 Davis celebrated its centennial 
 
Here is how the plan describes downtown Davis 10 

 

• 32 Block Area of approximately 132 acres.  

• Houses approximately 2% of the City’s population 

• Houses about 17% of the City’s jobs 

• According to the 2015 Census data, only 14 workers live and work in downtown Davis! 

• 506 housing units in downtown 

• 90% of housing is renter occupied 

• 1,083 residents in downtown about 1.3% of Davis planning area population 

• 20% of citywide taxable sales in downtown 

• 1.2 million square feet of non-residential uses 

• 75% of downtown users are from Davis or UC Davis. 

• There are 2,482 jobs in downtown; 17% of City of Davis and 6.2% of the Davis planning 
area jobs.  

 
The context and the setting of the Davis downtown is well described. I believe what is missing 
from this plan is where we want to go, what we want to improve, and how we intend to 
encourage and facilitate those changes.  We have identified over 100 things on our “wish list for 
downtown” but we have not identified how to attract investment, new businesses, new 
housing and innovation and dynamism.   
 
The plan summarizes the following land use changes.  
 

 
8 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Pages 12-13 
 
9 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Pages 16-17 
10 Downtown Davis Specific Plan, Pages 18-19 
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Retail.  The downtown core has for fifty years been the first choice for retail in our community.  
This plan seems to “give up” on retail.  This document says the existing should be maintained, 
with replacement as needed, and limited additions to supply.11    
 
Office.   This plan projects 312,000 to 582,000 square feet of new office space.12 312,000 square 
feet is larger than the entire supply at the University Research Park (formerly Interland) and 
582,000 is more than the University Research Park and the Buzz Oates Office Buildings along 
2nd and Cousteau combined. My hunch is that the office buildings at 5th and G and the 
McCormick Building at 4th and F which are the most significant office buildings in downtown in 
the past 25 years combined are less than 70,000 square feet.  (5th and G Street was a major 
redevelopment project, which received significant redevelopment funding and which included a 
public sector tenant, the USDA, and a major theatre lessee.) In my opinion, there is a very 
limited market for office in the downtown core – small professional, commercial service and 
owner user office are more likely.  Some office incorporated into mixed use residential will 
probably be achievable.   
 
Residential.   This plan estimates/forecasts in the next 20 years in downtown 86 to 209 units of 
may be feasible. 13 It further indicates that the “Davis Regional Fair Share” through 2040 would 
be 3,810 units.  Come on Davis, we have to do better than this! We are forecasting less than 2-
5% of our future housing being added to the core area.  What kind of environmentally 
responsible planning is this?  
 
Here are some suggestions for thought and inclusion into the plan. 
 
Retail 

• If we want our downtown core to remain the “retail center” of our community then we 
can’t give up on it.  We need to encourage our retailers and our landlords to continue to 
evolve.  We need to support and encourage retailers so that they evolve and innovate.  
That includes recognizing changing preferences and attitudes amongst consumers.  
Shoppers want brands that are socially responsible, socially conscious, and that align 
with their culture. They also want good selection, competition and fair prices. 

• Making e-commerce and shipping faster and easier. What can we do to encourage and 
facilitate pick-up and delivery as well as the return of goods in our downtown? How can 
our downtown be better positioned to get competitively priced goods into the hands 
and homes of Davis residents and shoppers more quickly?  

• Encourage and promote “experiential retail”. Consumers don’t just want products they 
want a more engaging experience. Rethinking bricks and mortar to facilitate “apps”, 
“pop-ups”, “improved mobile technologies” at the retail locations. 5G and the internet 
of things will dramatically impact retail and this plan doesn’t adequately focus on the 
future for retail. The plan doesn’t need to identify what companies or which retailers it 

 
11 Figure 2.6 page 19 
 
12 Figure 2.6 page 19 
13 Figure 2.6 page 19  
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merely needs to set the stage to encourage and promote retail and to link customers to 
the retail opportunities.  

• Moving residents and visitors along the major east west grid between the Amtrak Depot 
with its thousands of passengers and the University core campus with tens of thousands 
of students, faculty and staff should receive greater focus and encouragement. The 
recent effort on Third Street between A and B Street should continue and be seen as 
just a start to better link downtown with the core campus.  

• This plan does not provide sufficient consideration and discussion of demographic 
impacts of the rapidly growing aging population combined with a growing college 
student population. We can and must have our downtown plan serve both cohorts. 

 
Office     
 
We need a plan that sets forth realistic goals and objectives about workspace and office 
development.  I believe that the staff and consultants need to realistically assess and forecast 
both office demand and constraints.  The amount of square footage in this plan; let’s just take a 
mid-point of 400,000 square feet and 4 to 6 employees per thousand square feet, that would 
bring 1600 to 2400 new employees to our downtown.  That is equal to “doubling” the total 
number of employees currently working in all businesses in our downtown. That would be 
dynamic for sure but the probability of success I believe is between 0-1%. Let’s set a goal of 
5,000 to 10,000 square feet of office per year for 20 years. 
 
Realistically, what is the “competitive advantage” that would make a user or a developer want 
to be in our downtown? Does the City of Davis and the Davis Joint Unified School District and 
other public agencies want to move from their current locations into the downtown—freeing 
up their sites along Russel Boulevard for redevelopment?   That might bring 500 to 700 
employees to the downtown.  But I predict that isn’t going to happen. But something of that 
magnitude is what is needed to meet 33% of the proposed plan’s office goal. Former 
Congressman Fazio helped bring the USDA to Downtown Davis and the development 
community had a couple of competitive sites for that proposed use.  What do we have in the 
core area that could provide a 100,000 of office space.? Nothing. Nada. Ain’t going to happen. 
 
I believe that there will be continuing demand for office, but on a totally different scale than 
what is in this plan.  We recently were involved as brokers for new leases in the downtown with 
Mars Wrigley and Engage 3 great new companies in the downtown. Those two leases 
combined, probably the largest leases in the downtown in the past 20 years, amounted to less 
than 20,000 square feet combined.  
 
Mixing in office with retail and residential is a very good idea.  But the current mix and forecast 
is unrealistic! 
 
Residential 
I don’t believe that this plan establishes aspirational goals.  If, as a community, we wanted 20%-
25% of our future residential supply to be walkable mixed-use urban infill then why don’t we 
describe and prepare a residential plan element that would encourage 750 to 950 units to be 
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constructed in the downtown? Set that as a goal.  Then tie to the plan a vision, with a reduction 
in administrative burdens and possibly some incentives to make it happen. We can be so much 
more than a “suburb” as it comes to our housing.  This could and should be done.   
 
In short, mixed-use development refers to the layering of compatible land uses, public 
amenities and utilities together at various scales and intensities. I believe that this plan is an 
effort to address mixed-use but it doesn’t go far enough. Mixed-use properties allow people to 
live, work, play and shop in a concentrated area – usually all within walking distance. We 
need to dramatically increase the amount of residential in our downtown – by doing that our 
downtown will thrive and evolve.  It is the preferred environmental alternative. We can do so 
much better than 100 units in the next 20 years! 
 
I want to commend the City for your visioning process. It was very participatory, it included 
many workshops, focus groups, design workshops, questionnaires and now this comment 
period.  It probably has gone on for too long and has become the latest effort to express what 
we want for our community and downtown.  Six goals have emerged in this document. 14 
 

1. A memorable Identity for downtown that celebrates Davis’ unique culture.  
2. Compact development that incorporates sustainable practices and infrastructure 
3. A feasible, equitable development program that builds resilient economy and increases 

housing access and choice. 
4. A sense of place reinforced with appropriate character, balance historical preservation 

and thoughtful transitions. 
5. An active and inclusive public realm that promotes civic engagement and health 
6. A safe, connected, multimodal network that uses innovative mobility and parking 

solutions 
 
The guiding polices associated with each of these goals are broad, vague and in many cases 
loaded up with burdens that will make implementation difficult.   My recommendation is to 
review these one by one and evaluate whether they are necessary and help to reduce 
regulatory burden and aid in implementation?  Can and will the City or its downtown 
businesses or property owners invest in this plan to the extent that will achieve success? If not 
what can be done in this plan to attract new investment?  
 
I believe that this plan should be thoroughly evaluated and enhanced for action and innovation. 
Reduce the regulatory conflicts and burdens. Here are a few specific parts of the plan that I 
want to draw to your attention. 
 
1.7 Establish a sense of arrival into downtown through gateway elements.  (Recommend 
eliminating.)  Gateways and walls are so yesterday.  Let’s create bridges and dynamism. Let 
activity and choice define our downtown.  
 

 
14 Downtown Specific Plan 3.5 Goals and Guiding Policies pages 31-66 
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2.6 Provide leadership in sustainability through demonstration projects on City Property.  (I 
encourage enhancing the public realm and noting the valuable attributes of our downtown and 
community … but we don’t need to spend public money on demonstration projects.)  
 
Page 57. Last paragraph, before guiding policies, I recommend eliminating “ …(T)he specific Plan 
recommends a strategy of requiring new development to comply with citywide development 
requirements to provide below-market rate units, as well as incentivizing the private sector to 
provide housing units that are affordable by design.” (This is an economic burden and it will 
thwart most if not all efforts at developing housing in the downtown.  Let’s add to the supply!  
Because they are downtown the housing is likely to be smaller and more affordable by design. 
Consider exempting from inclusionary affordable housing requirements any project with fewer 
than 100 residential units?)   
 
3.9 Eliminate the requirement for any parking to be constructed with residential units in the 
downtown. Let market forces dictate parking. Make the downtown more walkable and less 
dependent on a car. Adding parking requirements will make the housing less affordable and 
more expensive.  
 
3.10 Eliminate inclusionary housing requirements for all projects with fewer than 100 units.  
 
Goal 4. One major aspect of the plan that I encourage re-consideration of is dividing the 
downtown and related planning guidelines into 6 distinct districts. (This is very similar to our 
current myriad of conflicting documents that govern and thwart innovation in the downtown.) 
This adds an unnecessary level of complexity.  Streamline and simplify the zoning rules for the 
entire downtown. I believe that our downtown is small and compact. Reduce the planning 
complexity. What is the logic of different rules for “G Street, Heart of Downtown, South-west 
Downtown, Northwest Downtown and North G Street?  (I am not recommending this for Old 
East Davis Neighborhood or for University Rice Lane Neighborhood).  Do you really need height, 
set back, density, differences by neighborhood district within the downtown? In my opinion 
that this is unnecessary micro management of the plan.  
 
4.3 Enhance and protect existing historic and cultural landmarks and resources.  More on this 
and recommendations for clarity in this regard in later comments.   
 
4.3 Map on Page 74.  The regulating plan for downtown that labels in “minute detail”; “Corner 
Element Required” and “Shopfront Frontage Required” seems prescriptive and unlikely to 
receive architectural innovation and stymie investment. What is the compelling reason to layer 
on these requirements? 
 
5.1 Establish a new public space and center for downtown. That is centrally located and 
programmatically different than Central Park.  (My recommendation is to invest in the public 
realm but not necessarily as described and illustrated in the document with a new “interactive 
water feature” or a “different version of the E Street Plaza” but instead make public investment 
near or at the Farmer’s market, and additional investment into the Bicycle Hall of Fame Facility, 
Hattie Webber, and along Third Street.  Spending public funds to activate the connection and 
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leverage the Amtrak Depot would be a much better use of public money.  Also spending public 
and private funds to better link Davis Commons and the UCD Arboretum to downtown would 
be a much better use of public dollars I believe.  
 
Pages 106 & 107 related to University Avenue and Rice Lane.  Apparently, a decision is being 
made to not allow change in this area of the downtown plan.  In my opinion this is a big 
mistake. At a minimum the plan should encourage and consider additional and creative 
residential housing.  There are a number of older, almost substandard apartments, and 
“boarding houses” that would be great sites for densification close to the campus.  The recent 
public infrastructure improvements on Third Street between A and B Streets should also be 
leveraged to allow additional retail and office uses along Third Street I believe.  
 
Page 115.  Historic Preservation, I would encourage you to strike “Employ upper story step-
backs for new construction two or more stories taller than adjacent resources.” This is the kind 
of language that will lead to uncertainty, confusion and future battles.  If the Council believes 
that this is a needed requirement then pin-point where it is applicable and color code those 
sites where this rule would apply.  
 
Page 123. Designating or consideration of designating the Hibbert Lumber Yard as a Historic 
Resources is a major blow to the potential development of significant residential or large-scale 
mixed-use office in the downtown…This should be quick evaluated and determined and 
hopefully not imposed.  
 
Page 130 Conservation Overlay District … In my opinion it is a mistake to add the Conservation 
Overlay District Requirement to the entire downtown.  This will add to the burden, including 
uncertainty and cost.  My recommendation is to identify in the plan the historic resources that 
are significant and which need to be preserved.  Eliminate the district designation and the need 
for historic review on the balance of the plan. 
 
Page 131 item #2.  Please delete the following reference.  “Discourage demolition of structures 
….”  Frequently, demolition is a necessary element of redevelopment and construction.  
 
Page 169. Parking and Wayfinding.  I believe that you are almost signaling a “public taking” of 
private property “by reserving additional public parking” at the Hibbert Lumber site.  This is a 
large significant parcel for potential mixed -use development and it should not be encumbered 
with a public parking requirement. In the alternative the Plan should declare it a public realm 
site and the City should negotiate to acquire the site or take it by condemnation.  
 
8.1 Phasing Strategy. 
This is one of my major objections of this proposed plan.  This plan envisions a 20 year-time 
horizon – Phase 1 from 2020 -2030 and Phase 2 is 2030-2040.  This plan envisions the majority 
of the activity to occur in the Second Phase.  Of a total Capital Investment in the 20 years equal 
to $59,520,000, less than 10% of the investment, $5,090,000 is planned in the first decade of 
the plan.  If we are measuring our commitment to this plan --- it is a plan focused upon very 
slow implantation and almost no change or activity for the first 10 years.  
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I believe that if we want to encourage change in our downtown, we should identify critical 
variables for early success, maybe including some incentives for success, and accelerate the 
time horizons.  What is the incentive for new private sector investment in our downtown if the 
plan does not show results for 20 years and 90% of the results are 10-20 years out?  
 
8.4 Implementation Actions for the Specific Plan.   This plan and these purported actions do not 
identify anywhere how to attract private sector development in our downtown. The matrix on 
pages 211 through 224 fail to create a “call for action, for investment, for public-private 
partnerships.”.  You combine this failure to identify why someone would want to invest in our 
downtown and weigh the public expenditures so that 90% of the funds are in 2030 and beyond, 
and this is going to be a document that sits on a shelf, gathers dust and becomes stale.  
 
By my count there are 136 action items identified in the Implementation section of the plan.  
Not a single one identifies encouraging or attracting investment.  Or how to go about and 
stimulate investment and innovation. This plan is full of calls for sustainability, for 
demonstration projects, creating public and private recreation spots, and etc. Mostly worthy 
goals.  But if you don’t get new investment or encourage existing owners to re-invest in their 
properties, homes or businesses downtown then our downtown will be what it is now, and 
slowly decline from lack of investment, and we will miss a great opportunity. 
 
Also, this plan purports to simplify and streamline – but in most regards it is substituting one 
new form-based code and multiple new downtown neighborhood requirements for the myriad 
of conflicting documents that have contributed to our paltry investment in the downtown for 
the last 20 years.  
 
In summary, I believe that we can and should do better than this.  I hope that my comments 
and observations will be received in the spirit with which they have been given, to make our 
great town an even better place to live, work, play and shop. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Jim Gray 
237 Guaymas Place 
Davis, CA 95616 
imgray95616@gmail.com 



DPAC November 14, 2019 Comments 

Good evening Committee Members. My name is Steve Greenfield, I am a local 
business owner and 30-year resident of Davis. Tonight, I am speaking on behalf of 
over 30 local investors as one of the Managing Members of the 2/3 acre Trackside 
Center property located on the north side of 3rd Street between the RR tracks and 
the alleyway on the east edge of the Downtown Plan boundary.  

I am NOT here to discuss the merits of ongoing litigation initiated by the Old East 
Davis Neighborhood Association (OEDNA) against the City and Trackside Center 
against the December 2017 approvals for a Planned Development to build a 4-
story, mixed-use building which would add 27 residences, 9k SF Class A 
commercial space to the Downtown. The outcome of this litigation likely won’t be 
known until 2021 or later.  

I am here for two reasons tonight: a request for contingency zoning for our 
property and general comments on the dangers of downzoning.  

Firstly, per our letter of September 25, 2019, we request that contingency zoning 
for our property be included in the Draft Plan for the City Council to act upon.  

Why? Imagine a scenario in which the current litigation results in overturning our 
City Council-approved project AND the Downtown Plan does not place an 
underlying land use/zoning upon our property. The parcel would thus be left 
without any zoning designation or design guidelines, in essence, in limbo until a 
NEW property-specific zoning or Planned Development is brought forth.  

This scenario is the antithesis of the City Council’s stated goal for this committee: 
“clarification of development policies and codes in the Core Area” and is also at 
odds with the commonly shared belief that we shouldn’t “plan by exception”. 

We are aware of the complicated proceedings that this Committee has wrestled 
with in regards to the eastern boundary of the Plan. We are very concerned that 
after residents of Old East Davis continued to monopolize the conversation at 
these hearings, the Committee downsized the consultant recommended eastern 
boundary parcels from 4-story to 3-story as a QUOTE “peace offering so we can 
move on” END QUOTE.  



We can not support the practice of planning to the tune of the squeakiest wheel 
because all too often that means the lowest common denominator NOT the 
highest community benefit. 

However, in recognition of the difficult task you’ve been assigned and the many 
passionate yet disparate perspectives you’ve heard, we’d like to offer a 
suggestion: include in the Draft Plan four different options for a 
contingency/underlying zoning for the Trackside Parcel: 

1. Main Street Medium – up to 4 stories 
2. Neighborhood Medium – up to 4 stories 
3. Neighborhood Medium – 3 stories max. 
4. Opticos Plan as presented at May 2, 2019 DPAC Meeting, up to 4 stories 

with a significant 4th floor stepback. 

If these contingent zoning options are provided in the draft plan moving forward, 
then you’ll be giving the entire community the opportunity to voice their opinions 
in the Public Comment segment of this process AND you’ll give the City Council 
options which represent the full diversity of opinion to act upon. 

We do NOT support simply suggesting that our parcel be given the same zoning as 
the parcels to the north of us, Neighborhood Medium – 3 Stories Max  (Option 3 
that I just stated). In fact, we don’t support that designation for any of the 
properties on the eastern boundary of the plan.  

This brings me to my second point: downzoning is a dangerous precedent and 
harmful to the vitality of our community. 

When we first embarked on the Trackside Center redesign in 2015 through 
discussions with the OEDNA, the president of the association told us multiple 
times that when someone purchases a property with the intent for 
redevelopment that the property comes with a “contract” and that the contract 
should be honored and followed. They went on to say, “if you can’t make it work 
within the boundaries of the contract then you shouldn’t have bought the 
property.” I would venture to say that there is some wisdom in those remarks, but 
we’ll have to agree to disagree on whether or not our currently approved plan 
honors the current contract. 



Now we are in the midst of creating a new contract, namely this Davis Downtown 
Specific Plan Update. Yet the Neighborhood Medium – 3 Stories Max designation 
isn’t an update at all for these properties. By adopting the 3 Story designation, 
with its limiting form-based designs, this City would be downzoning these 
properties to a less intense use than envisioned 20-40 years ago. We would be 
doing so in the face of a statewide housing crisis, global climate change, and a 
community that has consistently wanted to grow via infill, therein resisting 
sprawl. We would be doing so ignoring advice from the project’s economic 
consultant who expressed concern about the financial feasibility of a building 
height limited to 3 stories. Considering the new setbacks and stepback 
requirements, we would actually be “down-zoning” properties to less buildable 
square-footage than currently allowed, at arguably the most prime transit-
oriented locations in the Downtown. 

Contracts are meant to be agreed upon by affected parties, yet instead this plan 
rolls over to the insistent demands of individuals who don’t own the properties in 
question. The committee is embarking on a recommendation without agreement 
from the underlying property owners. We don’t agree with this contract. We have 
studied the numbers for 5 years, both coming out of the recession and now in full 
economic recovery. It just doesn’t work. If our property is recommended for 
Neighborhood Medium – 3 Story contingent zoning, I can tell you, we just won’t 
build it unless there is something akin to funding from something like the now 
defunct Redevelopment Agency funding or some other type of subsidy.  

However, recognizing that you’re in a difficult position, if you move forward with 
our suggestion to include the 4 options I previously mentioned, then you’ll be 
allowing for a fair discussion at City Council.  

So, in closing, I request and urge you to take up the discussion of what happens to 
one of the prime transit-oriented locations in the Downtown in the unlikely event 
that the California Appellate Court does not uphold the City Council’s land use 
decision on our property.  

Additionally, please give the City Council the options to create a feasible plan for 
the folks who are actually going to build the projects.  

A true community-based plan includes input from those that ”do”, not just those 
with opinions. 



DRAFT DOWNTOWN DAVIS SPECIFIC PLAN   January 13, 2020 
 
By Hibbert family members 
Jane H. Hadley 
Becky Hibbert 
Property owners of downtown property. 
 
Dear Eric, 
 
We thank you for all the effort and late nights that have gone into developing the Draft Plan.  
Thank you for your patience and professionalism.  As we have followed this process we have 
learned that city planning and development is complex, but very interesting. 
 
We are property owners in the neighborhood of North G Street.  We, along with our sister, own 
lots 1-8 and lot 15 (506 G Street) and lot 16 (500 G Street).  We recognize the potential of this 
property and the importance of this specific plan. 
 
1. Economic feasibility.  The economic feasibility is a major factor and needs to be emphasized 
and addressed in its entirety.     
 
2.  Form based code.  The draft plan has designated this block as Main Street Medium, allowing 
4 stories.  We strongly agree with this designation.  Our two lots facing G Street are a great 
location for street level shops.  Upper stories would be ideal for housing.  Senior housing in this 
area would be desired as it is close to downtown activities yet also close to a traditional 
neighborhood.  The G Street corridor would be enhanced by a design that makes use of open-
air, street level eateries, artisan bakery cafe, tea and coffee shop and other gathering places.  
Outdoor seating integrated into shopfronts or terraces could help with the transition between 
neighborhood buildings and main street buildings. 
 
In the Main Street Medium form the Opticos Plan dictates a minimum “set back” of 0 feet and a 
maximum “set back” of 10 feet.  We think a project should be allowed to increase this to 15 
feet if desired. 
Step backs of upper stories should also be allowed to create a pleasant street environment.  On 
page 145, figure 6.14 the diagram illustrates the sidewalks as 15’.  This detail is important as a 
15’ sidewalk creates some open space that helps to soften the space between street and the 
building in the Main Street Medium.   
 
Lots 1-8 are on the “back side” of the block, adjacent to the railroad tracts.  These lots have 
tremendous housing potential, and we think the Main Street Medium, allowing 4 stories is 
suitable and may have economic feasibility.  
 
3. Parking.  If we are interpreting the Opticos Plan correctly, the allowed amount of parking is 
.75 of a parking space for studio or one bedroom housing units.  A two bedroom housing unit 



allows 1 parking space.  It would be better to allow 1 parking space for studio or one bedroom 
units. 
 
4.  Historic Resources.  Our building that housed our hardware store at 500 G Street has 
possibly been selected as a potential merit resource.  We strongly suggest that this corner 
location could be better utilized.   
 
5.  Proposed Capital Infrastructure Improvement Plan.  This plan does not offer enough 
improvements for the North G Street area, from 5th to 8th.  This area has immediate potential 
for housing and innovative establishments.  City improvements or city incentives in this area 
would jump-start investment. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane H. Hadley 
Becky Hibbert 
 



From: AHirsch <ahirsch@neighborhoodselect.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 5:52 PM 
To: Tree Commission <TreeCommission@cityofdavis.org> 
Cc: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org>; Lucas Frerichs <lucasf@cityofdavis.org>; 'Anya McCann' 
<anya.m.mccann@gmail.com>; Erin Donley Marineau <erin@treedavis.org>; Larry Guenther 
<Larrydguenther@gmail.com>; Natural Resources Commission <NRC@cityofdavis.org>; Ashley Feeney 
<AFeeney@cityofdavis.org>; 'Chris Granger' <cgranger@cooldavis.org>; 'Greg McPherson' 
<egmcpherson@gmail.com> 
Subject: Davis Downtown Plan has a Tree Gap in it.  
 
To Davis Tree Commission & other random Loraxes:  
 
I went to the “training” on how to use the new Form Based code for the Downtown Plan. 
 
It’s a GREAT step forward to get more investment in downtown...and part a vision for improvements 
there.  
I don’t want my comments below to diminish from the great effort it shows and the general direction is 
takes us.  
 
The idea of this new type of “form Based Code is the city and public spec results up front...and this avoid 
micro-management of details when specific plan comes forward. i.e. city planners and esp. our city 
arborist does not get to 2nd guess land scape designers on details of what trees, where and how they are 
planted after the fact. It removed Political Risk for developer, cutting their costs and encourage 
investment.  
 
But, the Devils in the Details, i.e. if we want good stuff in our downtown, it’s gotta be written into the 
form based code NOW.  
 
I am concern as Trees seem to be neglected. Not just in content of plan, but in the staff mindset as to 
their importance.  
(not surprising as architects, planners and consultant mostly focus on buildings, not the “accessory” 
items like Trees they assume just happen. )  
 
Tree are almost invisible to most folks...until you notice their shade, crown height and foliage density 
are more significant in the look and feel of our downtown streetscapes that the 2 or 4 story building 
behind them, or the sign in the window the plan so carefully defines!  
 
IN TODAY’s MEETING, when I first asked about Trees, I was told there was no stuff on Tree in the code 
(by both consultant and then Ashley Feeney...).  
I was told in the coming “Street standard document” for downtown.....or will be covered in the new 
Tree Ordinance that is yet to be OK’ed 
 
BUT....after looking at document for 1 hour, I discovered that is not right. In table 40.14.050 D it in effect 
specifies 24” box tree 6-8 ft tall...but ignores any watering/care/or structural soil spec, and also seems to 
override Tree Tech manual that will be part of a new “system” with the new tree ordinance. And design 
for parking lot tree planters seem inadequate, And of course enforcement of tree maintenance 
requirement or any accountability if the trees are neglected.  
 



I was concerned the consultant said “this is the first I heard of tree concerns”. I know I made comment 
on Trees in early public process, over 18 months ago. I admit, I have not been following it. Maybe other 
more junior consultants hear the concern and city staff also did not seem to hear or remember.  
 
I was also told that trees in public sidewalk space in front of building would be address in new “Street 
Standard” a separate document which will be part of implementation of this code. But unless developer 
is required to upgrading the public tree planters in front of their new building in the code, it won’t 
happen. I suggest a developer who put in a new building should be required to put in new sidewalks 
with structural/ suspended soil as well as new trees as appropriate. (Maybe this is a “springing” 
requirement once the existing mature tree dies). Tree are as an important a part of the façade of the 
building as signs, and other minutiae that the code specifies. 
 
I Urge the Tree Commission  

1) To make robust comments about both incorrect spec for Tree Planting, lack of sufficient trees 
planning requirements in courtyard and setback, and omission of building responsibility to 
upgrade public trees to stand of the art standards in the proposed Downtown code. 

2) And make a strong statement the Tree Commission want to get a full briefing on the Street 
Standards where trees for downtown will be covered too.  

3) Ask for clear articulation how all these new reg and plans will work together so things don’t fall 
thought the cracks and become “deregulated”. i.e. how a new Urban Forestry Plan, Tree 
Ordinance, Street Standards document, yet to be written Tree Technical manual, work together. 
Work together. This should be explicitly documented in a staff memo. It should be reviewed by 
both Tree (and NRC) Commission AND then sent to City Council when the Tree Ordinance is 
presented to them so the big picture is clear.  

 
Again I want to emphasis the new form based code is a great thing. but lets spend the details right for 
the trees. This is a once in a generation opportunity.  
(and might actually make Rob Cain’s life easier). 
 
I hope this is helpful.  
 
Alan Hirsch  
Part Time Lorax 
 



From: Paul Jacobs <psjacobs@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Saturday, November 30, 2019 4:05 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Opticos presentation 
 
Will Opticos and the various subcontractors leave behind  a list of steps the city should take to encourage 
the kind of development that is outlined in the plan? 
(For example, will there be a listing of what the city can do to fund its share of needed infrastructure?) 
 
Are there incentives that the city can put in place to prime the pump and get redevelopment started? 
 
Will the various scenarios be reexamined with additional input from local developers to determine whether 
more of these are in fact feasible given existing market conditions? 
(Strikes me that real-time  feasibility studies could become the basis for encouraging redevelopment). 
 
Will increased density increase crime and require additional policing? 
 
What happens to the planning for increased downtown housing if the public rejects implementation of 
paid parking in the city core? 
 
 
 
Paul Jacobs 
Finance and Budget Commission 
 

 



Sunday,   January   12,   2020  
 
To:   Eric   Lee,   planner,   and   DPAC  
Re:   Comments   on   the   draft   Downtown   Plan  
 
Dear   Eric   and   committee   members:   Please   receive   the   following   comments   on   the   draft   plan.   
 
1.)   My   history   in   this   place.   
 
We   were   living   on   E   Street   in   Old   North   Davis   from   1982-1985,   when   our   family   of   4   outgrew  
our   small   duplex.   We   made   the   trek   across   the   railroad   tracks   to   Old   East   Davis   in   1986.   We   set  
roots   in   a   lovely   Queen   Anne   Cottage   built   around   1900   where   we   raised   our   2   children   Daniel  
and   Sarah   Kate.   Our   home   in   Old   East   Davis   is   located   just   across   the   alley   from   the   Core  
Transition   East.   
 
Our   family   quickly   became   immersed   in   the   neighborhood   environment;   walking,   biking,   visiting  
with   friends,   and   enjoying   potlucks   at   different   neighbors   homes   and   yards.   Living   a   block   from  
downtown,   we   visited   Central   Park   and   the   Farmer’s   Market   regularly,   shopped   at   the   Davis  
Food   Co-op,   dined   in   the   downtown   restaurants   and   engaged   in   the   local   art,   music   and   sport  
venues.  
 
My   husband   Stephen   and   I   have   been   able   to   create   a   thriving   household   and   artist   studio   in  
this   nurturing   and   supportive   community.   We   are   both   artists   and   we   have   taught   art   classes   in  
our   studio   and   continue   to   draw,   paint   and   sculpt   our   own   art   works   in   this   creative   environment.  
 
Sounds   great,   however   we   faced   many   challenges   in   the   neighborhood   over   the   years.  
 
 
2.)   What   were   the   issues   that   we   faced   in   the   80’s   and   90’s?  
 
In   the   late   1980s   the   city   council   made   plans   to   redevelop   our   neighborhood   into   a   business  
district,   complete   with   retail   and   restaurants.   The   plans   were   drawn   out   and   ready   to   present   at  
a   city   council   meeting   without   the   community   being   informed   or   consulted.   The   Old   East   Davis  
Neighborhood   Association   (OEDNA)   was   formed   and   responded   with   over   200   residents   in  
attendance,   we   spoke   out   boldly   against   this   threat   to   our   homes   and   neighborhoods.   The   city  
council   backed   down   on   its   proposal   that   night,   and   the   Davis   Enterprise   featured   a   front   page  
article.  
 
In   the   early   1990s:   No   place   to   park!   There   was   diagonal   parking   on   I   Street   and   students,  
shoppers   and   employees   parked   on   the   streets   with   no   restrictions   24/7.   A   group   of   neighbors  
worked   with   the   City   of   Davis   to   establish   a   parking   district   and   parking   permits   for   residents.  
The   Davis   Police   Department   then   regulated   the   parking.  
 



 
3.)   What   issues   are   we   confronted   with   now?  
 
In   June,   2015:   Trackside   Center   proposed   to   develop   a   6   story   building   on   a   parcel   in   the   Core  
Transition   East   across   the   alley   from   single-story   homes.   We   learned   of   the   proposal   for   the   first  
time   by   reading   a   front-page   article   in   the   Davis   Enterprise.   The   neighborhood   had   not   been  
consulted   as   the   proposal   was   coming   together.   
 
 
4.)   What   are   the   vital   components   of   a   healthy   community?  
  
A   sense   of   community:    the   elements   of   spirit,   character   and   pride,   along   with   the   processes   of  
communication,   inter-group   relations,   and   networking   are   in   place   and   in   practice   in   our  
neighborhood.   Our   community   is   made   up   of   different   people   with   different   interests,  
experiences,   cultures   and   backgrounds.   There   are   varied   perspectives   and   ideas   within   the  
community   that   are   shared   and   respected   as   we   work   together   to   solve   issues   that   we   are   faced  
with.   As   families,   neighbors   and   friends,   we   feel   like   we   belong   and   that   we   are   safe.  
 
The   members   of   our   community   hold   a   common   vision   for   the   future;   we   respect   and   celebrate  
our   heritage,   diversity,   and   resources.   With   all   of   these   vital   components   established,   there   is   an  
atmosphere   filled   with   unity,   harmony   and   friendship.  
 
Natural   resources   and   historical   assets    of   our   community   contribute   significantly   to   the  
quality   of   life   for   residents   and   play   an   integral   part   in   defining   community   character.   With   our  
tree   lined   streets   we   enjoy   walking   and   biking   in   our   shaded   urban   forest,   which   provides  
beauty,   clean   air,   and   daily   opportunities   to   relate   to   our   neighbors.   The   historic   homes   and  
buildings   enhance   the   neighborhood’s   personality   and   contribute   to   the   everyday   pleasures   of  
community   life.    As   a   successful   community   we   recognize   the   importance   of   these   assets   and  
continue   to   take   appropriate   measures   to   assure   their   continuance.  
 
Informed   Citizen   Participation    is   crucial   and   the   residents   of   OED   actively   participate   by  
serving   on   local   boards,   attending   public   hearings,   and   being   involved   in   civic   organizations   and  
community   activities.   Shared   problem   solving   and   planning   for   the   future   as   a   community   have  
increased   our   local   pride   and   commitment   to   each   other.  
 
The   Old   East   Davis   Neighborhood   is   a   healthy   community.   We   have   a   sense   of   place.   
 
 
5.)   What   needs   to   be   done   to   ensure   that   these   vital   components   are   recognized,  
supported   and   protected,   now   and   in   the   future?   
 
Efficient   and   Responsive   Community   Leadership:    Community   leadership   must   be   honest,  
fair   and   accountable.   The   city   council   should   have   the   ability   to   bring   the   community   together   to  



participate   in   open,   neutral   dialogue   on   important   issues.   Leaders   should   be   representative   of  
their   community   and   be   able   to   envision   an   economically   secure,   environmentally   sound   and  
socially   viable   future.   Leaders   should   understand   the   challenges   facing   the   community   and   be  
able   to   take   advantage   of   opportunities   within   the   community   and   in   cooperation   with  
neighboring   communities.   Leadership   should   empower   community   members   to   take   an   active  
role   in   resolving   community   issues.   
 
Effective   Management   of   Growth   and   Development:    Prudent   local   zoning,   districting   and  
planning   regulations   must   guide   how   land   is   divided,   used,   and   developed.   These   tools   allow  
the   community   to   participate   in   the   regulation   of   the   development   of   residential   areas,  
commercial   districts,   and   the   downtown.   These   are   key   considerations   in   managing   growth  
while   maintaining   community   character.   Transition   zones   from   one   story   homes   to   the   downtown  
must   provide   a   gradual   increase   to   the   center   of   downtown.   Another   important   factor   in   the  
development   of   a   healthy   community   is   the   diversity   of   the   housing.   This   encompasses  
availability,   affordability,   and   location,   all   of   which   affect   the   lives   of   community   members,  
especially   the   elderly,   disabled,   and   low-income   families.  
 
 
6.)   Feedback   and   comments   about   the   draft   Downtown   Plan.  
 
The   draft   plan   does   not   include   benchmarks   that   measure   whether   or   not   the   plan’s   historic  
preservation   policies   are   being   carried   out   by   the   City.   
 
Transition   zones   between   downtown   and   adjacent   neighborhoods   are   acknowledged   in   the   draft  
plan,   but   our   recent   experiences   suggest   that   the   features   of   transition   zones--   a   gradual  
step-up   from   single-story   homes,   and   architecture   that   looks   like   it   “belongs”   in   the  
neighborhood--   are   not   taken   seriously,   and   in   fact   are   dismissed,   by   the   City.   
 
The   draft   plan   intends   for   the   largest   and   tallest   buildings   to   be   in   the   center,   with   smaller,  
two-to-three-story   buildings   surrounding   the   downtown.   However,   the   draft   plan   does   not   give   a  
practical   road-map   for   how   this   will   be   accomplished.   
  
 
7.)   How   will   the   Old   East   Davis   Neighborhood   be   affected   by   the   draft   Downtown   Plan?   
 
Our   urban   landscape   has   a   profound   effect   on   the    human   spirit,    influencing   our    well-being    and  
health    as   well   as   our   physical   and   economic   activity.   
 
I   respectfully   request   that   the   Downtown   Plan   acknowledge,   support   and   include   active  
measures   to   preserve   and   enhance   the    character    and    spirit    of   the   neighborhoods   that   surround  
the   downtown   and   exist   today.   
 
Sincerely,   Mary   Kaltenbach,   327   I   Street,   Davis   CA   95616.   



Dear   Eric   Lee   and   the   members   of   DPAC,  
 
I   have   been   a   resident   of   Davis   for   over   44   years.   I   arrived   here   in   1963   to   attend   UC   Davis   and  
received   my   MFA   in   1967.   
 
In   1982,   my   wife   Mary   and   I   lived   in   Old   North   Davis   with   our   two   young   children   until   we  
outgrew   our   small   duplex.   
 
In   1986   we   moved   to   327   I   Street   in   the   Old   East   Davis   neighborhood   and   have   stayed   in   this  
place   we   call   home   for   many   reasons:a   great   place   to   raise   our   children,   beautiful   tree-lined  
streets,   historic   homes,   access   to   parks,   schools,   downtown,   the   arboretum   and   UCD.  
 
And   now   in   2020,   we   begin   the   year   with   the   draft   Downtown   Plan   in   place.    Many   issues  
involve   the   surrounding   neighborhoods   of   Old   North,   University/Rice   and   Old   East.   My   focus   is  
on   the   Transition   Zones   that   are   critical   to   preserving   these   neighborhoods.   These   transition  
zones   are   part   of   the   General   Plan,   Core   Area   Specific   Plan   and   the   draft   plan   and   need   to   be  
respected.  
 
Without   the   transition   zones   in   place   in   Old   East   Davis,   the   proposed   Trackside   building   of   4  
stories   would   be   a   huge   wall   along   the   alley   with   increased   traffic,   parking,   privacy   and   safety  
concerns.   The   integrity   to   the   existing   neighborhoods   would   be   adversely   affected.  
 
As   an   artist,   the   visual   beauty   of   the   trees,   wildlife,   skies   and   historic   buildings   create   an  
environment   of   inspiration.   Our   neighborhood   is   friendly,   engaging   and   active.   We   are   thriving!  
 
Please   respect   the   transition   zones!  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Stephen   Kaltenbach  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Mick Klasson <klassonm@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 4:47 PM 
To: DowntownPlan <downtownplan@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Comments on Draft Downtown Specific Plan 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Downtown Specific Plan. Here are my comments: 
 
Page 2 – Figure 1.1 – downtown as shown in the map can be described better than as “in the southeast 
corner of Davis.” 
 
Page 7 – Historical Resources Management: this paragraph is unclear as to whether Article 40.23 is 
being changed or not. It should not mix the discussion of Article 40.23 with the reference to edits to 
Chapter 40 (Zoning). If Article 40.23 is being edited, that should be clearly stated, the edited version 
should be included in the zoning document, and Table 1A should note that Article 40.23 is amended. 
 
Page 9 – Figure 1.5 does not match the documents discussed in the preceding text or in Table 1A. For 
example, the Core Area Strategy Report and Action Plan is identified in the figure as guiding policy. What 
happens to it now is not specified. 
 
Page 11 – the legend for Figure 1.7 shows a purple layer for the B Street Transitional District. Where it 
appears on the map, there is also a diagonal cross-hatch. The cross-hatch should be eliminated or shown 
in the legend as well. 
 
Page 16 – the Sacramento International Airport is northeast of Davis, not northwest. 
 
Page 23 – Figure 2.11 the scale is so small and the colors so similar that this figure is hard to read, 
coupled with a different line scale in the legend than in the figure itself. Where First and F streets meet, 
there are apparently different types of bike networks joining. If F Street is Class II, the line should match 
that in the legend (i.e. dots instead of rectangles). This holds for all the Class II lines. Likewise, if First 
Street is Class III, the line style in the legend should match it and all other Class III lines on the map. 
 
Page 23 – Figure 2.12 the term “pedestrian paseo” is undefined. The “pedestrian path” parallel to the 
railroad and between it and G Street between 4th and 3rd streets is regularly used by vehicles and should 
be shown as an alley rather than as a pedestrian path. The continuation of this south of 3rd Street I 
believe is fenced so you cannot walk through it and connect to another destination. If there is an intent to 
improve these for pedestrian use in the plan that is great, but we should not give them credit they don’t 
deserve. That applies to any other similar situations that may be shown on the map. On the bottom of this 
map, the arrow “To West Park” might be more clear to residents if it said “To South Davis”. 
 
Page 25 – #20 is the Davis “Food” Co-op. #22 should indicate that the route “connects Downtown to UC 
Davis and to South Davis”. 
 
Page 27 – Issue 1: if 9,000 workers commute into Davis and 20,000 leave, I suspect this indicates more 
that there are insufficient well-paying jobs rather than insufficient jobs generally. This could be more 
readily fixed with office space than with retail, although office space will drive some retail demand as the 
report indicates. 
 
Page 27 – Issue 2: recent store closures have occurred because a new landowner purchased many lots 
downtown and increased rents to capitalize on the values of downtown. This does not support the 
statements about lack of investment. 
 
Page 28 – Issue 3: if this plan and form-based zoning code solves this problem, it will be a tremendous 
accomplishment. 
 



Page 29 – Issue 5: the demand side of the housing problem leading to high cost is that Davis is a great 
place to live, where it is easy to get around by biking and walking and where schools are good. Meeting 
housing demand in downtown helps avoid sprawl that reduces bike- and walk-ability. To the extent that 
new housing is low-cost and appeals to the students who might also occupy retail jobs, its impacts on 
vehicular traffic will be reduced and it will thus be less likely to imperil the appeal of downtown. 
 
Page 40 – creating a separate process and Sustainability Implementation Plan for Downtown creates a 
risk of backsliding on this plan’s progress for Issue 3 on page 28. 
 
Page 74 – Figure 4.13: Please use a different symbol (bigger, brighter/more contrasting) for the 
“Approximate location of Required Bicycle Connection”. As near as I can tell, there’s only one, and it is at 
the southernmost point in the plan area, but it took me a while to find it and I can’t be sure there aren’t 
more that I have missed. Also, the land use designation nomenclature is confusing. For Neighborhood-
Medium, when the number of stories is specified, it means fewer stories are allowed than when the 
stories are not specified. For Main Street-Medium and Main Street-Large it’s the opposite. 
 
Page 103 – are private vehicles allowed, encouraged, or discouraged on shared streets? If discouraged, 
how? 
 
Chapter 6.3 – The plan does not articulate the rationale for different street treatments that are applied in 
different areas (Figures 6.10-6.14) but should. In particular, the raised cycle track along F Street seems 
like it may increase bike/pedestrian conflicts. This area is designated as a bike and pedestrian priority 
zone, but in my experience gets much more pedestrian than bike use south of 3rd street. It is also a 
transit route (Unitrans route E) north of 3rd. The combination of buses unloading and loading and 
frequent pedestrian use may result in general disregard or lack of awareness of bike traffic in a lane that 
is at the grade of the sidewalk. 
 
Page 151 – Third Street is a good bicycle thoroughfare now, and presumably will be more so as a shared 
street. If the street is then to be periodically closed for events, there should be some thought put into 
where it will be closed and how through bicycle traffic will be diverted. Street treatments are not shown for 
the closest parallel streets (2nd and 4th) 
 
Page 151 Grade-separated bicycle and pedestrian crossings – new grade-separated bicycle and 
pedestrian crossings are very big news and should not be buried here without being illustrated. In 
particular, the introduction to this section on page 150 describes these bulleted items as “Proposed 
Improvements/as shown in Figure 6.22” and they are not shown in that figure. They also may span 
outside the plan area boundary. The crossing of Richards in particular is hard to place without map. In 
addition to being shown on Figure 6.22, these improvements should be shown in Figure 4.13 (as 
“Approximate Location of Required Bicycle Connection”) and Figures 6.9 and 6.25. 
 
Page 151 Reconfiguration of certain intersections – this description gives no hint as to what is actually to 
be done or even what the goal is, so there will be no way to determine if the plan is being implemented or 
not or to measure its success. 
 
Page 154 -- Figure 6.25 – A specific problem for cyclists now is on northbound G Street at Russell Blvd. 
Upon crossing Russell, the road narrows and curbside parking forces the cyclist to move left towards 
northbound cars whose lane centerline also shifts to the left but who may not have the awareness to 
adjust in concert with the cyclists. The treatment for this intersection and the Class II lane on G north of 
Russell should be addressed. 
 
Page 156 Construction of grade-separated bicycle and pedestrian crossings – this description does not 
quite match that on page 151, and increases the need for a map. 
 
Page 156 – The header “Striping of Class II bike lanes on A Street” discusses streets other than A Street. 
Suggest eliminating the bolding of “on A Street”. In addition, terms like “Central Davis” and “Plan Area” in 



the descriptions of street segments are too vague to place the actual areas being described. These terms 
may be used with the same problem elsewhere in the plan. 
 
Page 157 – Driveways – the term “bicycle enhancement thoroughfares” is not used in Figure 6.25. 
Suggest saying “bicycle network” instead. 
 
Page 157 -- Bicycle Parking – a portion of bike parking spaces should be designed with long bikes (cargo 
bikes, trailers, kid tandems, full tandems) in mind. Perhaps signage should be developed indicating these 
spaces are to be left for long bikes unless all other spaces are full. 
 
Page 157 – On-street Vehicle Parking – perhaps eliminating front-in angled parking is important, but 
perhaps back-in angled parking would be suitable in some places. 
 
Page 158 – Figure 6.30 – At the southwest corner of the plan area, the Transit Priority Corridor is shown 
exiting west on Peter J. Shields Ave. Currently, Unitrans buses enter and leave the plan area on Old 
Davis Road by way of Hutchison Drive. If this is mismarked, it should be corrected; if Unitrans is changing 
its routing to Shields Ave, that should be described. 
 
Page 159 – the term “queue jump” appears several times on this page. It should be defined. One of the 
obstacles to better transit service downtown is that the hub of the Unitrans service is at UC Davis. 
Although this is appropriate for the high bus demand for UC Davis, it means that getting to downtown 
from most bus routes requires a transfer and a wait on campus or walking the last quarter- to half- mile or 
more.  
 
Page 165 – Curb Parking that is Well-Used but Readily Available – it seems remiss not to acknowledge 
the citizen’s petition to mandate free public parking for private business (recently failed, but with a vow to 
resurrect). Such an ordinance would hamstring the City’s attempts to make a better, safer multi-modal 
traffic network serving downtown. 
 
Page 218 – Resolve actions 2B and 2E. On page 164 it states that new parking structure spaces cost 
$50,000 or more. At $25/day, that would require full occupancy of every space for six years to pay off 
construction of a structure, even not counting O&M costs. Perhaps 2B should state the O&M costs should 
be self-supporting. 
 
Page 170 - Free Transit for Employees and Residents – this is great provided that for residents it is 
restricted to free local transit (i.e. Unitrans). If free regional transit (Yolobus and Capitol Corridor) were 
provided to residents it would encourage people to live in Davis and work in Sacramento or elsewhere, 
which would exacerbate the problems Davis already has with high rent, insufficient affordable housing, 
and so on. I’m not aware of any downside to free local or regional transit for employees. 
 
Page 219 – 3G – Free transit passes should be local-only (Unitrans) for residents. 
 
Thank you, again, for this opportunity to comment. 
_______________________________________ 
Mick Klasson  

 
 



My name is Rodney Krueger. I live at the Historic Montgomery House located downtown at 923 
3rd St. It is located at the intersection at 3rd and I St. and is also the first houses passed when 
leaving downtown and heading into the Old East Davis Neighborhood. I have resided at this 
home for over a decade and although I have lived in many great neighborhoods in cities such as 
Madison, Wisconsin, Bozeman, Montanan, and San Diego, none of these places has had the 
rich quality of life that this neighborhood in Davis has offered. 
 
The reasons for the quality of life are many.  Currently the Old East Davis Neighborhood is one 
of the most walkable, friendly, safe, and clean areas in the city of Davis. Its sense of community 
has been established and has been thriving for decades, well before I arrived. It was this 
immediate sense of belonging to the community that drew me to this place and has kept me 
here. From my porch facing south I can enjoy watching the sun set and feeling the breeze 
coming in from the west. The physical and mental benefits that this kind of clean, safe, and 
walkable neighborhood brings is without compare and is irreplaceable. 
 
The current plans to build a 4 story monolith at the Trackside site not only goes against City 
Zoning, but against the wishes of the neighborhood, and against common sense and decency. 
This plan will disrupt the integrity of a naturally functioning neighborhood in which Davis citizens 
are energetically involved with each other and the Davis community as a whole. It is an invasive 
plan that will ruin the community cohesion, livability, and historic nature of the community by 
introducing more traffic onto 3rd street and especially from the plan to turn the alley into a street 
that could move a potential 700 cars per day or more. 
 
In addition to the safety and additional pollution of more cars and more parking, the look and 
feel of the neighborhood will be irreparably harmed by having a solid, 4 story wall with no set 
backs rising from alley. Cities great and small (from New York City to Ann Arbor) have setback 
requirements for a reason; it provides residents of these neighborhoods much needed relief 
from the shadows of tall structures. These zoning requirements allow air flow, sunlight, and sight 
lines to be maintained at levels that can be enjoyed by residents. Without these zoning rules, 
buildings can and will be built that will impede all of these important visual qualities of a 
neighborhood. The ability for residents to enjoy a sunset should not be underestimated! 
 
Finally, such a large building next to a row of single story family homes will introduce huge 
privacy concerns, as windows on the East facing wall of the building will look directly into the 
backyards of every home along the alley. Combined with the additional noise and pollution from 
the extra traffic and we are talking about a serious diminishing of quality of life for all residents 
and visitors to the Old East Davis Neighborhood. 
 
In closing, the Transition Zones established need to be respected as well as the legitimate 
concerns of those who have decided to make the Old East Davis Neighborhood their home for 
decades. If this neighborhood is to continue thriving for the next century, the Trackside project 
needs to be reigned in. Thank you for your time. 



-------- Original message -------- 

From: William Lowry <rednoodler@mac.com>  

Date: 10/18/19 6:10 PM (GMT-08:00)  

To: Ike Njoku <injoku@cityofdavis.org>  

Cc: William Fleeman <doby@andeman.biz>, Alex Achimore <alexachimore@yahoo.com>, 

John Meyer <john.meyer@live.com>  

Subject: NISHI PROJECT APPROVAL and DAVIS SHUTTLE  

 
Ike— 

 

Approval of the Nishi housing project increases the need to address the fleeting opportunity to connect the 

downtown to the UCD campus. 

 

My recent proposal for a shuttle that connects the UCD entry area to the downtown will be effective only if property 

holders appreciate the potential value of being part of this system. 

Critical participants are the Nishi property developers and the Lincoln 40 developers who must allow easements for 

an electric “people mover” shuttle to convey residents along the south side of the tracks and help to activate the 

downtown with new people and customers. 

 

Please make sure that the concept is reviewed before the downtown plan is set in stone. 

 

thanks 

 

Allen Lowry AIA 

DAVIS, CA 

 



Karen Moore 
616 E Street 
Davis, CA 95616 
 
January 8, 2020 
 
Mr. Eric Lee, Planning Liaison to the Downtown Plan 
Mr. Ike Njoku, Planning Liaison to the Historical Resources Management Commission 
Department of Community Development and Sustainability  
City of Davis 
 
Sent via email 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan and 
accompanying draft Zoning Code sections. My comments and questions address one important 
component of the plan, the protection of historic resources.  
 
Understanding a primary goal of the downtown planning process has been to enhance the economic 
vitality of the downtown area, I was pleased to see the draft plan and zoning code contains general policy 
language and standards in support of historic preservation. Of the six Specific Plan Goals, Goal 4 directly 
addresses historic preservation: “A sense of place reinforced with appropriate character, balanced 
historical preservation and thoughtful transitions to context” (p. 60-61).  
 
The plan provides a commendable outline of policies aimed at revitalizing the downtown with improved 
circulation and increased housing opportunities. I am confident the development of this draft plan is well-
intended as it has many strengths. But a careful review of the detailed policies and standards addressing 
historic preservation raises questions and concerns about the policy intent, thoroughness and accuracy of 
the draft plan and zoning code with regard to historic preservation. For reasons that are not entirely 
clear, it appears that issues related to historic preservation have not been provided equal attention and 
analysis. 
 
What follows is a summary listing of issues evident from my review of the draft plan and zoning code. I 
hope my comments and questions are of some value in the process of developing documents which 
acknowledge and appropriately protect our community’s historic resources.  
 
 
QUESTIONS/COMMENTS ON PLAN CHAPTER 3.5 – GOALS AND GUIDING POLICIES 
 
Page 53, Guiding Policy 1.5: “Protect existing historic and cultural resources, and provide built form 
guidelines to shape new development adjacent to protected sites.” 
 

• What is meant by “adjacent to protected sites”? Is that limited to a property that shares a 
property line with a designated historic resource? Would property across a street or alley 
constitute adjacent? Consistent with the requirements for a Certified Local Government, city 
code includes HRMC review of projects within 300 feet of designated resources. Reasonable 
protection of historic and cultural resources should include guidelines for new development in 
close proximity not just adjacent to a protected site. 
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Page 55, Guiding Policy 2.2: “Promote the rehabilitation of historic buildings for adaptive use…” 
 

• What mechanisms does the plan and/or zoning code include to ensure rehabilitation for adaptive 
use protects the historic integrity of a designated structure? Should the language of this guiding 
policy specify the importance of protecting a resource’s historic integrity? 

 
Page 60, text discussing Goal 4: In discussing the surrounding Old East and Old North neighborhoods, the 
plan reads “Development will respond to this context through thoughtful transitions at the edges of 
Downtown, that will be regulated through standards for building massing and height.” 
 

• Why are building massing and height the only elements for ensuring “thoughtful transitions”? 
Should items such as building placement (setbacks), materials, façade articulation standards, 
frontage types and some of the other features of form-based zoning be identified as appropriate 
or inappropriate in transition areas or in close proximity to protected sites? 
 

• Should streetscape design be identified as an important component of the “thoughtful transitions 
at the edges of Downtown”? For example, a defining feature of the Old North neighborhood is its 
streetscape: a scored sidewalk pattern and planter area with large canopy trees between the 
sidewalk and curb. Should the plan include language endorsing this streetscape design along Fifth 
Street and along G Street as a part of the “thoughtful transition”? 

 
Page 61, text discussing Goal 4: The plan reads “Historic resource classification will be clarified and 
streamlined.” 
 

• What is the intent of this statement? Information presented elsewhere in the plan makes it 
appear the intent is to eliminate the conservation overlay district within the downtown area and 
rely upon the specific plan and form-based zoning code instead. Is there analysis documenting 
the rationale for the elimination of the overlay district?  
 
The  text here implies further study will occur to determine if the conservation overlay approach 
should be modified, yet the plan later calls for further study of the conservation overlay district 
only in the context of application to the adjoining neighborhoods of University Avenue-Rice Lane, 
Old East and Old North (see page 132). This inconsistency between the text on page 61 and later 
in the plan should be addressed.  

 
Page 61, Guiding Policy 4.4: “Promote rehabilitation and adaptive use strategies to guide reinvestment in 
existing buildings and redevelopment of sites with historic or cultural resources.” 
 

• Does the term “redevelopment” indicate acceptance of the removal, either by relocation or 
demolition, of designated historic resources? Should language be added indicating the 
importance of retaining the historic integrity of a designated resource? 
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QUESTIONS/COMMENTS ON PLAN CHAPTER 5 - HISTORIC RESOURCES 
 
Pages 112-115, Introduction and Approach 
 

• Should the language of the specific plan, particularly in the chapter on historic resources, give 
emphasis to the community’s desire to protect the historic integrity of designated resources? 
Should the plan contain policies and standards specifying the goal of development compatible 
with designated historic resources? 
 
The emphasis seems to be on providing opportunities to develop properties – for reuse, 
additions, redevelopment and the like. While the plan calls for “balanced historical preservation,” 
the text of the plan does not reflect a balanced approach. It promotes new development of a 
larger scale, an important goal with benefits for the community. But the plan lacks strong policy 
language in support of compatibility with designated resources.  

 
Page 116, Figure 5.3 Historic Resources in Downtown (Current Survey): There appear to be some errors in 
showing the location of designated historic resources.  
 

• The Richards Underpass/Subway is not shown. The on-line city inventory (dated 3/23/2010) lists 
it as a Landmark Resource (see Ord. #2003) 
 

• The Anderson Bank Building at 203 G Street is shown as a Merit Resource, but the on-line city 
inventory (dated 3/23/2010) lists it as a Landmark Resource (see Ord. #1282). It is also shown as a 
Merit Resource in Figure 5.13 (p. 121).  
 

• The Barovetto Home is shown, but there is no indication the Barovetto Tank House is also 
designated (see Ord. #1363) On Figure 5.31 of the plan (p. 129), the address is listed as 201 A 
Street, but the address at the time of designation was 209 and 209 ½ Second Street. Which 
address is accurate for the house and for the tank house? 

 

• The McDonald House not accurately shown on either Figure 5.3 or Figure 5.31 (p. 129). When the 
house was designated (see Ord. #1360), its address was 337 B Street. However, with the new 
development in the 300 block of B Street, new addresses were assigned. The McDonald House, 
located at the corner of B Street and Fourth Street, is now assigned the address of 397 B Street. 
Since a street address may change, the plan should list a designated resource by a name, when 
available, and an address.  
 

• Is the communication tower at the SP Depot also a designated resource? It is not shown in Figure 
5.3 or Figure 5.11.  
 

• Figure 5.3, as well as the figures for each neighborhood, shows potential historic sites. I support 
the identification of these potential historic sites, understanding that the HRMC will have the 
opportunity to carefully review and reach a decision on whether each property merits 
designation. 
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Pages 116-130, 5.2 Neighborhood Character and Historic Resources: This section of the plan looks more 
closely at the different parts of downtown, describing the character-defining features of each 
neighborhood. The plan reads “The Specific Plan seeks to protect historic resources and preserve 
Downtown’s neighborhood character, balancing historic preservation while encouraging adaptive use and 
sensitive redevelopment.” 
 

• For each neighborhood, do the policies and standards balance the two goals of protection of 
historic resources and sensitive development?  To assess whether a balance has been achieved, it 
is necessary to examine the potential for development on parcels near designated resources. But 
no such examination or discussion is found in the plan. Without such analysis, how can the 
appropriateness of policies and standards for protecting designated historic resources be 
determined?   

 
Pages 118-119, Heart of Downtown 
 

• Are 4 and 5 story buildings, with Neighborhood-Large and Neighborhood-Medium designations 
appropriate on adjoining lots and across Fourth Street from the historic resource at 619 Fourth 
Street, the First Presbyterian Manse? Would the block-form buildings permitted in 
Neighborhood-Large be appropriate next to a smaller scale house-form historic resource with 
sizeable front and side setbacks? 
 

• Are 5 and 7 story buildings, with a Main Street-Large designation, appropriate on the properties 
surrounding the designated resources of Old City Hall? Dresbach Hunt-Boyer? The Varsity 
Theater? The Brinley Block? The SP Depot? The Boy Scout Cabin? The potential resource at 216 F 
Street? Are block-form buildings with limited to zero setbacks appropriate next to some of the 
smaller form buildings?  
 

• The text of the plan inaccurately describes a 5-story height limit in the area “immediately west of 
the former City Hall…” The area west of Old City Hall is shown on the Regulating Plan, Figure 4.13 
as Main Street-Large (up to 7 stories). 

 

• Are additional policies and standards needed to protect the integrity of the SP Depot site? The 
plan rightly recognizes the opportunity presented by the land near the historic depot. The plan 
identifies the area as a “designated special area” with special standards (see p. 85). For example, 
the plan calls for a “landmark feature or building that terminates the view from Second Street.” 
Such a feature may be appropriate provided its compatibility with the historic resource. Policy 
language and standards addressing compatibility with the historical integrity of the site should be 
included. 
 

• The plan indicates “…features such as street and façade setbacks may factor into compatibility 
with existing resource” but it does not include strong language promoting compatibility. Vague, 
permissive wording does not provide great assurance that protection of the historic integrity of a 
designated resource has been balanced with an entitlement process that will permits 5 to 7 
stories with block-form next to smaller historic resources. 
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Pages 120-121, G Street Character: 
 

• Are 5 story buildings, with a Main Street-Large designation, appropriate on the properties 
surrounding the designated resources of the Anderson Bank Building (at Second + G)? The 
Masonic Lodge (221 G Street)?  The Bank of Yolo (at Third + G)? The potential merit resource the 
Davis Lumber building (at Third + G)?  
 

• While the designated resources in this part of downtown have a block-form, are standards 
addressing other features such as façade treatment or materials needed to ensure compatibility 
with historic structures? This question is relevant to each of the neighborhoods within the 
downtown area. 
 

• The plan makes a direct statement on page 120 that “some resources could receive additions and 
retain eligibility…” Which resources are considered appropriate for potential additions?  

 

• Should 340 G Street be shown as a potential merit resource on Figure 5.13 and Figure 5.3? Figure 
4.13, the land use map (p. 74), shows the structure at the southeast corner of Fourth and G 
streets as a potential resource. The survey form completed on 340 G Street, as a part of the 
inventory update (August 12, 2019 memo and attachments), indicates the structure with its 
unique storybook architecture “meets the criteria for listing in the City of Davis Register (local 
register) as Merit Resource and retains overall historic integrity.” The HRMC should have an 
opportunity to review and take action on whether it should be designated. 
 

Pages 122-123, North G Street Character 
 

• Why does the text describing the character of the North G Street neighborhood omit the 
streetscape design (a scored sidewalk pattern and planter area with large canopy trees between 
the sidewalk and curb) which ties this area to the Old North traditional residential neighborhood? 
Language should be added to the plan describing this feature and supporting its continuation. 

 

• How does the proposed elimination of the conservation overlay district and its “contributing 
resource” designation affect the historical integrity of the Old North neighborhood? Many of the 
structures on the west side of 600 block of G Street are identified as “contributing resources.” 
Should this block remain in a conservation overlay district for Old North? Would such inclusion 
serve as a “thoughtful transition” at the edge of Downtown as called for in Goal 4 of the plan? 
 

• Are 4 story buildings, with a Main Street Medium designation, appropriate on lots adjoining the 
potential historic resources in the 500 block of G Street? This designation allows both house-form 
and block-form buildings. Would block-form buildings be appropriate next to a smaller scale 
house-form historic resources that have sizeable front and side setbacks? 
 

• Should 526 G Street be shown as a potential merit resource on Figures 5.19, 5.3, and 4.13? The 
survey form completed on 526 G Street, as a part of the inventory update (August 12, 2019 
memo and attachments), indicates the structure “retains overall historic integrity” and “remains 
eligible for listing” as a Merit Resource. The HRMC should have an opportunity to review and take 
action on whether it should be designated. 
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• Are additional policies or standards needed to address potential development of the former 
Hibbert Lumber yard property relative to the protection of potential historic resources? The large 
parcel presents an important opportunity for new development. Sensitive design will be needed 
to ensure compatibility with the smaller house-form buildings along their shared property line. 
Should the lumber yard be identified as a “special designated area” with accompanying policies 
and standards to guide compatible development? 

 
Pages 124-125, North-West Downtown 
 

• As noted in questions and comments on the previous neighborhoods, it is difficult to judge 
whether the plan maintains the appropriate balance between protection of a designated 
resource and new construction as there is no discussion or analysis of the issue. Is the 
designation of Neighborhood-Medium, with 3 to 5 story buildings, appropriate on parcels in 
close proximity to designated and potential resources? 

 

• Is it appropriate to add the Lincoln Highway marker in Central Park to the city’s historic 
inventory? The HRMC has considered the designation of resources that are not buildings – the 
Avenue of the Trees and the Third Street Bike lane being two examples. Is there an appropriate 
way to officially recognize the Lincoln Highway route and marker? (There is a second Lincoln 
Highway marker in the Avenue of the Trees near its terminus at Arthur Street.) 

 

• Is it appropriate to add the WPA/former restroom structure in Central Park to the city’s historic 
inventory? 

 

Pages 126-127, South-West Downtown 
 

• Is the suggested commemoration of the historic 1967 Third Street bike lane with “signage, 
paving, public art or other landscaping treatment” an appropriate approach? The plan calls for 
Third Street to be a “shared street.” Figure 6.11 shows a cross-section of a “shared street” which 
would eliminate the on-street bike lane as the travel lane would be shared by vehicles and bikes 
(p. 144). While this street design may be desirable given Third Street’s role in connecting 
downtown to the university, how the historic bike lane should be addressed within that new 
street design should not be an after-thought. The plan’s language is imprecise, reading Third 
Street “could commemorate the historic bike lanes.” Stronger language requiring a design that 
appropriately recognizes the historic importance of the bike lane is needed.  

 

• Again, it is difficult to assess whether the scale of development to be permitted in close proximity 
to historic resources is appropriate as no discussion or analysis is provided. Is the Neighborhood-
Medium designation with 4 story house-form buildings appropriate around the Jacobson-Wilson 
House at 232 B Street? Are Neighborhood-Medium with 4-story house-form buildings and Main 
Street-Medium with 4-story block-form buildings appropriate around the Clancy House at 137 C 
Street? Are Main Street-Medium, Neighborhood-Medium, and Main Street-Large designations 
adjacent to the Hamel House at 505 Second Street appropriate? 
 

• Have the McNeil Apartments at 118-120 C Street been evaluated for potential designation? The 
most recent survey completed as a part of the specific plan process makes no mention of this 
property. Does it warrant a careful look by the HRMC? 
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• Should the plan include policies or standards aimed at protecting the remaining WPA sidewalk 
markings in the downtown area? In a driveway cut in front of 315 First Street there are two “WPA 
1938” markings.  
 

How can such markings be included in the city’s historic inventory? Just as the HRMC has 
identified the Davis Cemetery and the Avenue of the Trees, is there an appropriate way to 
officially recognize role of the WPA in Davis by incorporating these sidewalk markings into any 
reconstruction or repair of sidewalks and curbs? It is does not appear that an inventory of these 
markings has been completed, although a quick look at on-line resources includes photographs of 
such markings in Old North and Old East. The intent would not be to preserve a crumbling, 
cracking sidewalk or curb but to investigate the feasibility of saving these small links to an 
important historical event.  
 

Pages 128-129, University Avenue-Rice Lane 
 

• Have the Davis Townhouse Apartments, occupying most of the block bounded by Russell Blvd, B 
Street, Fourth Street and University Avenue, been evaluated for potential designation? The most 
recent survey completed as a part of the specific plan process makes no mention of this property. 
But a previous survey indicated it was one of the first apartment complexes in Davis. Does it 
warrant a careful look by the HRMC? 
 

 
Pages 130-132, Conservation Overlay District 
 

• What are the suggested boundaries of the new conservation overlay districts? While the text on 
page 132 indicates a new overlay district for each of the older residential neighborhoods, Figure 
5.34 is unclear. Figure 5.34 seems to show 5 new districts: University Avenue-Rice Lane; Old 
North; Old East; Downtown Commercial Core; and G Street/Depot.  
 
Would the west side of the 500 and 600 blocks of G Street remain in the same conservation 
overlay district as Old North?  
 
The text on page 132 further indicates the boundary for the University Avenue-Rice Lane district 
has been adjusted. How? 

 

• Recommendation B calls for developing design guidelines for each district. What changes are 
being contemplated? The plan’s text on page 131 indicates the existing DDTRN guidelines have 
largely successful in meeting their stated purposes.  
 

Furthermore, recommendation B reads “Areas with special characteristics can be further 
developed with considerations to the Regulating Plan.” What does this mean? Are these the same 
“special areas of interest” mentioned in Recommendation D? Clarification is needed. 

 

• Recommendation C considers the elimination of contributing resources. The rationale given is 
that alteration or demolition would be reviewed holistically. What is meant by this “holistic 
review”? What are the benefits of keeping the designation of “contributing status,” and what are 
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the benefits of the more “holistic” approach? Again, the plan seems to lack analysis or discussion 
of the rationale underlying this recommendation. 
 

• Recommendation D calls for the establishment of “special areas of interest to encompass the 
transitional areas” between Downtown and Old East and Old North. This language is reiterated in 
Chapter 8 implementation actions. Why aren’t these transitional areas identified in the plan? 
Why is the plan lacking in policies and standards specifically addressing these “thoughtful 
transitions”? Transitions between new larger scale development and the smaller scale traditional 
neighborhoods are of critical importance.  
 

The text further reads “These special areas of interest…would allow for more nuanced 
conservation and development in these areas as shown in Figure 5.34.” What is meant by “more 
nuanced conservation and development”? It is unclear what areas being referred to as Figure 
5.34 shows the possible overlay districts. Clarification is needed.  

 

• The plan’s text on page 132 reads “These recommendations would not change the purview of the 
HRMC, but would clarify and streamline the design review process.” With the elimination of the 
conservation overlay district, wouldn’t the HRMC’s advisory role for new construction, significant 
renovation projects and demolitions within downtown be diminished?  
 

• Under the existing code, the HRMC’s purview includes rendering judgement on a certificate of 
appropriateness for a designated resource and performing an advisory review of new 
development, significant alteration and demolition within 300 feet of a designated resource. 
Under the new plan and zoning code, would the HRMC retain these two responsibilities?  

 
 
COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ON PLAN CHAPTER 8 - IMPLEMENTATION 

 
Page 221-222, Implementation Actions: Historic Resource Management 
 

• Several actions are recommended but the plan never discusses the rationale for these steps, 
never explains how these steps promote the plan’s goals. In Action 1, the implementation plan 
calls refinement of Section 40.23 of the city code, specifically to clarify the distinction between a 
Landmark and a Merit Resource. What confusion exists regarding a Landmark or a Merit 
Resource?   
 

• In Action 2, elimination of “possible redundancies and extraneous processes” is recommended. 
What discussion or analysis has concluded there are redundancies and extraneous processes? 

 

• Why in Action 3 is design assistance to current and potential owners of historic resources to be 
provided “in advance of design guidelines?” What types of design assistance are anticipated? 
 

• Action 4 calls for reviewing and refining the existing design guidelines. Clarification is needed as 
to whether, under the draft plan and zoning code, these design guidelines apply to the downtown 
area or only to the adjacent neighborhoods of University Avenue-Rice Lane, Old North and Old 
East. Are these design guidelines meant to be applied to designated resources or to properties in 
close proximity to designated resources? To ensure compatibility between new downtown 
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development and historic resources, design standards beyond the few zoning code sections on 
setbacks and stepbacks seem warranted. 
 

• Action 7 reads “consider conservation overlay district approaches for suitability for downtown.” Is 
this language consistent with the plan’s language on page 132 to eliminate the conversation 
overlay district in downtown?  
 

• Action 7 has three components, labeled 7A, B and C. Yet the recommended implementation 
actions in Chapter 5 on page 132 includes an A, B, C and D. Why is item C from page 132 
addressing contributing status omitted from the Chapter 8 implementation steps? 

 

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ON THE DRAFT ZONING CODE 

• Section 40.13.030 contains a Quick Code Guide aimed at assisting an applicant understand how 

to use the code for a new or modified building. There is no mention of historical resources or the 

HRMC’s review role in this Quick Code Guide. Should language be added about new construction 

in proximity to designated resources? Such language might alert the user to the code’s standards 

for adjacency to a historic resource. Should language be added about the potential for review by 

the HRMC if within 300 feet of a designated resource? 

 

• Why did the consultants not provide an analysis, discussion or presentation of the relationship 

between the form-based zoning and the city’s designated resources?   

 

The draft zoning code is a very detailed document. As noted in comments and questions about 

the draft plan, without an analysis of what new construction is permitted near designated 

resources, it is difficult to evaluate whether the code adequately balances the goal of historic 

preservation and the promotion of appropriate development.  

 

The zoning code details building types, height, setbacks, encroachments, frontage types, massing 

and façade articulation standards for each zone. But the only standards specific to historic 

resources as the Historic Resource Adjacency Standards in Table 40.14.080C. These standards 

deal with ground floor height, side setback, and stepbacks for upper floors for new construction 

next to a historic resource and do not address other important considerations: 

 
o The standards do not address adjacency along a rear property line.  

 
o The standards do not address new construction across a street or alley.  

 
o The standards do not address building type, materials, façade articulation, frontage 

types, encroachments, signs or any of the other components of the form-based zoning 
approach.  

 
o Page 115 of the plan suggests new construction be oriented in a manner compatible with 

the existing access and orientation of a designated resource. But the zoning code does 
not appear to address this.  
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Are the Historic Resource Adjacency Standards in Table 40.14.080C adequate for protecting 

designated resources? Are more comprehensive standards addressing other design components 

needed? 

 
CONCLUSION 

As has occurred in the downtowns of other communities, a legitimate concern is that historical structures 
will appear engulfed by larger scale newer buildings whose massing, façade treatments, and materials are 
discordant. In such instances, the smaller scale historic structure may look out-of-place. It is unclear if the 
policies and standards in the plan and zoning code have adequately addressed this concern. The plan and 
code create the potential for 4 to 7 story structures, with a 10-foot side setback for a depth of 25 feet and 
stepbacks for construction above a second floor, next to a smaller often house-form historic structures. I 
am not confident the limited zoning standards included in the draft are sufficient to protect the integrity 
of our community’s historic resources.  
 
The plan provides a forward-looking vision for the downtown area. Throughout the draft plan, numerous 
illustrations show a wide mix of possibilities for the downtown – such as building scale sustainability 
strategies, streetscapes for shared streets or raised cycle tracks, and renderings of potential future 
development in different parts of downtown. These help the community envision the plan’s direction and 
assist in showing the potential consequences of specific policies and standards. However, both written 
analysis and illustrative diagrams and renderings that address the treatment of historic resources is 
lacking. Therefore, it is difficult to envision how such resources will be affected by the plan. It is my hope 
this omission can be addressed before the next steps in the review process are taken. 
 
I offer these comments in the spirit of enhancing this important document. It is not meant to be an 
inventory of criticisms as the plan identifies many beneficial goals for the community. My comments are 
meant to help identify important policy and regulatory issues that should be considered in advance in 
order to improve the ultimate implementation of the plan. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Karen Moore 
 
 



From: John Natsoulas <art@natsoulas.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2019 4:57 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Re: Downtown Plan Form Based Code Training - Wednesday 11/20 Community Chambers at 
12:30 

 

Eric,  

The plan is missing the transmedia art walk among other things. 

I am not in agreement with the plan this is my first look at it ! 

JOHN NATSOULAS 

 



From: Chris Neufeld-Erdman <erdmanc@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 5:16 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Cc: Patty Grace Neufeld-Erdman <pneufeldlmft@gmail.com> 
Subject: Comments on the Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

Dear Eric; 

 As residents who reside inside the boundaries of the Downtown Davis Specific Plan we take 

great interest in the evolution and eventual unfolding of this Plan. We moved to Davis five years 

ago because, of all the possible areas in California we explored, Davis provided us with a 

walkable community, a robust downtown, and a social/political environment that is forward 

looking and concerned to create models of sustainability, equity, and inclusion that fosters the 

common good. 

 We are deeply grateful for the process our city’s leadership has engaged as it’s sought to 

develop this Plan cooperatively, believing that together we can create a better community for all 

Davis’ current and future residents. We are pleased with the goals and ways the Plan seeks to 

enhance the livability of the downtown core, and the ways it seeks to create a hub of habitation, 

commerce and social interaction for the region.  

 We are grateful for your invitation to offer comments on the Plan that could contribute to a 

richer Plan. With this in mind, we offer three comments: 

 First, the “panhandle” or “finger” section of the core, which is the strip of land north of 5th 

and alongside G Street, we consider to be a real opportunity for creative ways to link the 

downtown core with northeast Davis, including the higher density student dwellings along J 

Street, the Cannery, and areas stretching into Wildhorse. We imagine a flourishing 

residential/commercial area with an emphasis on housing, including a strong intergenerational 

ethos, especially attractive to seniors for whom the location provides easy walking or cycling 

access to shopping, dining, and recreation.  

 Second, as residents of the little cream colored cottage on the corner of Sweet Briar and H 

Streets across from the empty lot, we want to voice our concern that future development on 

that lot, while needing to be multistory, does not construct an abrupt canyon-wall several stories 

high. Instead we hope the development can be residential with setbacks to buffer any abrupt rise 

in building size, limited to 3-stories with a 3rd story stepback across from single family homes. 

The point is, we want to foster a stronger sense of community here; we would very much like to 

look out at doors and windows, and therefore, people, rather than block walls. We want 

neighbors with whom we can create a strong and sustainable community.  

 Third, we offer an idea we don’t see in the Plan. As we look at the vision of this Plan, the 

ethos of Davis, and the California housing crisis, we wonder if, long term, the small block upon 

which our home sits (bordered by Sweet Briar on the south, G Street on the west, 8th on the 

north, and H on the east) could eventually help alleviate the crisis and support the need for more 

housing. The majority of the buildings in this border area are two story and not single residences. 



What if the whole “panhandle” or “finger” (including the block bordered by Sweet Briar on the 

south, G Street on the west, 8th on the north, and H on the east) were a contiguous piece of 

property that could be developed creatively to foster and intergenerational living space? What if 

Sweet Briar and H Street were abandoned as streets and offered as part of a much larger 

development that could house a larger number of people, and provide for more retail/commercial 

as lifestyle support? 

 We have a concern in offering this idea. We want to be part of creative solutions and 

cooperative enterprise, but we would not want by offering this idea, to find ourselves staring at a 

three story block wall on the south side of Sweet Briar because the goal of this idea had not been 

realized (the full contiguous development) and instead, it had stopped short at the south side of 

Sweet Briar instead of pressing all the way to 8th Street. If this new idea becomes part of the 

Plan, we would hope there could be some kind of protection against development of the strip 

mall/empty lot that are merely partial developments, thereby nullifying the purpose of the 

structure limits we listed in our second comment above. 

 Please confirm receipt of this letter and its transmission to the Council and the DPAC and any 

other necessary decision makers. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

 Sincerely, 

  

Patty and Chris Neufeld-Erdman 

815 Sweet Briar Road 

Davis  
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        January 14, 2020 
 
        Mark Grote, Secretary 
        Old East Davis Neighborhood Association 
        markngrote@gmail.com 
 
        Via e-mail 
 
 
To: Eric Lee, planner, and the Downtown Plan Advisory Committee 
Re: Comments on the draft Downtown Plan and Form-based Code 
 
Dear Eric and committee members:  
 
On behalf of the board members of the Old East Davis Neighborhood Association, I submit the 
following comments on the draft Downtown Plan and Form-based Code. We thank city staff and DPAC 
for their patience and perseverance during this planning and visioning process.  
 
The implementation of the Downtown Plan will have profound effects on the people of our 
neighborhood, our homes and the physical environment. In this light, we reaffirm and support the 
plan’s concern with the “triple bottom line”: people, planet and profit.  
 
At this time we support the draft plan and code as published in concept, but not in detail. Our 
comments are concerned broadly with two elements of the plan--historic resources, and the Core 
Transition East—that are important areas of intersection between the downtown, the goals of the 
Downtown Plan, and Old East Davis. Sub-headings under the two main topics summarize our 
suggestions for further consideration or action as the draft plan goes forward.        
 
 
1. Historic Resources.  
 
a. The Downtown Plan needs explicit policies and implementation actions for preserving the setting 
and feeling of Davis’ historic resources. 
 
Under federal and California historic resource management policies, setting is an aspect of a historic 
property’s integrity, and refers to “…the physical environment of a historic property…setting refers to 
the character of the place in which the property played its historical role. It involves how, not just 
where, the property is situated and its relationship to surrounding features and open space…” (How to 
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, U.S. National Park Service 1997). 
 
Federal and California policies define a historic property’s feeling as the “…expression of the aesthetic 
or historic sense of a particular period of time. It results from the presence of physical features that, 
taken together, convey the property’s historic character.” (ibid) 
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Setting and feeling are tangible and practical aspects of place-making, as applied to historic resources.  
 
The draft Downtown Plan references five purposes for the City’s existing Conservation Overlay District, 
including the first purpose: to “Conserve the traditional neighborhood character, fabric and setting 
while guiding future development, reuse, and reinvestment”. But there is no further mention of setting 
in the draft plan, and no mention in the draft plan of feeling. Setting and feeling are essential features 
of the historic resources in Davis’ traditional residential neighborhoods: University Avenue/Rice Lane, 
which is entirely within the Downtown Plan area; Old East Davis and Old North Davis, parts of which 
are within the planning area. Setting and feeling are also relevant for areas of the downtown core with 
aggregations of historic properties, such as along Second Street between G and E Streets. All of these 
areas provide a setting for the historic resources they contain. 
 
The draft plan offers only advisory language in sections bearing on setting and feeling, for example: 
“Particularly in areas with concentrations of historic resources and age-eligible buildings, zoning 
regulations and design guidelines should promote responsible development adjacent to historic 
resources (pg. 114, Considerations for Future Development). Phrases such as “should promote 
responsible development” are non-mandatory and, given likely competing interests, will ultimately be 
ineffective for historic resource preservation. Downtown Plan policies regulating the setting and feeling 
of historic resources must be explicit and enforceable.   
 
Development policies in the draft plan specific to neighborhoods are also merely advisory, and suffer 
from language open to differing interpretations. For example, in the G Street neighborhood-- where 
five-story, block-scale building forms are allowed-- development adjacent to historic resources is 
guided by the policy: “Proposed building forms should be compatible with existing resources that are 
small- to medium-scale, largely one to two stories in height” (pg. 120). Here, both the weakness of the 
language “should be compatible”, and the juxtaposition of five-story, block-scale buildings with small-
to-medium, one-to-two story historic buildings, are dismaying. Similarly for the University Avenue-Rice 
Lane neighborhood, development is guided by the policy: “The proposed form and scale should 
consider compatible alterations to properties containing or adjacent to historic resources” (pg. 128). 
The phrase “should consider compatible alterations” is inadequate for effective historic preservation. 
The lack of enforceable language is a problem for policies specific to each neighborhood.  
 
New development can have both direct and indirect impacts on nearby historical resources. Indirect 
impacts include: “the introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric effects that are out of character 
with the historic property or alter its setting, when the setting contributes to the property's 
significance. Examples include, but are not limited to, the construction of a large scale building, 
structure, object, or public works project that has the potential to cast shadow patterns on the historic 
property, intrude into its viewshed, generate substantial noise, or substantially increase air pollution or 
wind patterns” (San Diego Land Development Manual - Historical Resources Guidelines, p.10).  
 
The Form-Based Code makes adjustments to ground-floor ceiling heights, setbacks, and stepbacks for 
buildings adjacent to historic resources (40.14.080.C), but these technical modifications are not 
adequate by themselves for the big-picture tasks of avoiding indirect impacts, or preserving a historical 
building’s context and the character of its surroundings. 
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b. The Downtown Plan needs explicit language stating how planning and review processes related to 
the existing Conservation Overlay District will evolve under adoption of the Plan. Lingering issues 
related to the application of “standards” in the Conservation Overlay District must be resolved in the 
Downtown Specific Plan.    
 
Because of significant impacts on historic setting identified in the EIR for the B and 3rd Visioning 
Process, design review--including review under the Downtown Davis and Traditional Residential 
Neighborhoods Design Guidelines--is currently required for all new development in the Conservation 
Overlay District (Mitigation Measure 4.3-9(a) of the B and 3rd EIR). This review is a statutory obligation 
of the City under CEQA. Land-use and zoning regulations for the Conservation Overlay District are 
expected to be replaced by the Downtown Plan and Form-based code, for those parts of the Overlay 
District within the Downtown Plan area. Yet the draft Downtown Plan does not describe how planning 
and review processes related to the existing Conservation Overlay District will carry over functionally to 
the Downtown Plan upon its adoption. Neither section 5.3 of the draft plan (Conservation Overlay 
District), nor the Implementation Actions in Table 8G for Historic Resources Management, take on this 
issue. This omission raises questions about the continuity of the City’s historic resource management 
practices, which must be addressed prior to the Downtown Plan’s environmental review. 
 
The use of the term “conservation district” in the draft plan (e.g., pg. 221) is confusing and misleading, 
and the term is no better defined in the draft plan than it is in the City’s existing ordinances. Existing 
policies applying to the Conservation Overlay District, such as the DDTRN Design Guidelines, have been 
downplayed in City planning documents and presentations as not providing specific, mandatory 
standards. Hence it is critical that terms are defined and standards are clearly stated. 
 
The note on page 130 of the draft plan stating that the planning area does not include Old East Davis 
and Old North Davis is incorrect.  The planning area includes some portions of Old East Davis and Old 
North Davis. The note should be edited for accuracy. 
 
On page 131 of the draft Plan, the unsupported claim that the Design Guidelines “remain unclear” 
should be deleted.  
 
In Table 40.13.060.A of the draft Form-based code, the status of article 40.13A, Downtown and 
Traditional Neighborhood Overlay District, should read: “Replaced by Downtown Code within 
Downtown Code boundaries.” As written, replacement within the entire Overlay District is implied.       
 
 
c. Historic Resources located in adjacent neighborhoods, including Old East Davis and Old North 
Davis, should be identified on all maps in section 5.2 of the draft plan.  
 
The map showing historic resources, on page 116 of the draft plan, gives the impression that they exist 
only in the plan area. Subsequently the text description for the G Street Neighborhood (pg. 120) 
mentions that the adjacent Old East Davis neighborhood has “a number of” historic resources; and the 
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Old North Davis neighborhood, adjacent to the North G Street Neighborhood, is described as having 
“numerous eligible or potentially eligible” historic resources (pg. 122).  
 
Historic resources in Old East Davis and Old North Davis should be identified on the map on page 116, 
and on the subsequent neighborhood-specific maps whenever they occur within the frame. The spatial 
relationships and contexts of historic resources are relevant features, and the draft plan maps are 
incomplete having omitted identified resources. In neighborhood-specific maps, all historic resources 
(including those in other downtown neighborhoods shown in other neighborhood-specific maps) 
should be identified whenever they occur within the frame. 
 
The draft Downtown Plan does as suggested above for the 1967 bike lane. The bike lane exits the 
downtown plan area into Old East Davis and runs north along J Street. This is shown in the map on 
page 116, and in neighborhood-specific maps whenever it occurs within the frame. All identified 
historic resources should be treated in these maps as the draft Downtown Plan treats the 1967 bike 
lane. 
     
 
d. The form-based code has special regulations for buildings adjacent to historic resources, but 
“adjacency” should be clearly defined, and should relate to the whole physical context of a historic 
resource.  
 
Section 40.14.080.C of the Form-based code makes adjustments to ground-floor ceiling heights, 
setbacks, and stepbacks for buildings adjacent to historic resources, but based on the images shown 
there, it could be inferred that the adjustments only apply when front facades are on adjacent 
properties. Obviously, new buildings can impact historical resources from the side and rear, and these 
impacts can extend over distances spanned by alleys, which are common parcel-dividers in the 
downtown core, University Avenue/Rice Lane, Old East Davis and Old North Davis. Concerns about the 
ambiguity of “adjacency” in the Form-based Code are amplified by the omission in plan area maps, 
noted above, of historic resources located in adjacent neighborhoods. 
 
 
e. Specific standards for the height of a new building relative to the top-plate of an adjacent historic 
structure should be included in the Form-based Code.  
 
An example would be: “The maximum height of a new structure adjacent to a single-story historic 
structure shall not exceed two times the height of the historic structure’s top-plate.” The multiple, two 
times the height of the top-plate of an adjacent single-story historic structure, should decrease for 
taller adjacent historic structures, to avoid absurdly tall new buildings. We propose that the Historic 
Resources Management Commission develop these standards, perhaps in consultation with an 
architectural historian of their choosing.          
 
 
f. Policies for structures potentially eligible for historic designation, including “contributing” 
structures, should be explicit in the Downtown Plan. Structures recommended for designation 



5 
 

should be treated as historic under the Downtown Plan, pending definitive action from the HRMC 
and City. 
 
The City created the Conservation District designation as a mechanism to mitigate potential impacts to 
historic resources under the City’s 2001 General Plan.  At that time, the City included Landmark and 
Merit designations, and also included a “contributing structure” designation.  The intention was that 
the Conservation District overlays would function similarly to an historic district designation, but would 
accommodate the variety of structures that existed, given the piecemeal development in Davis over 
time, rather than development of full blocks or tracts.  As time has passed and CEQA interpretation has 
evolved, the City has taken the position that protection is only afforded those structures designated as 
Landmark or Merit, without formal consideration of whether earlier designated contributing structures 
should be “upgraded”.  We are concerned that the draft plan continues this practice. 

Demolition is final.  We recommend that structures recommended for designation, such as the 
KetMoree building and others, be treated as historic under the Downtown Plan, pending final 
decisions. Federal land-use law regulating the designation of wilderness areas provides a parallel 
approach, prohibiting road-building and logging in areas considered for designation during their study 
and review period.  
 
 
g. Policies to encourage and regulate adaptive re-use of historic structures should be included in the 
Downtown Plan.  
 
Adaptive re-use is part of the portfolio of best practices for historic resources management. It is a 
green building strategy that avoids excessive accumulation of building materials in landfills, and 
reduces environmental disturbance at building sites caused by demolition and foundation-digging.   
 
 
2. Core Transition East. 
 
a. The 2005 City Council actions including the railroad parcels in the core planning area, along with 
the planning documents related to those actions, give the existing entitlements and restrictions for 
these properties.  
 
In 2005, at the request of Jennifer Anderson (the owner of three of the four parcels along the railroad 
tracks), the City Council included four parcels in Old East Davis lying directly to the east of the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks in the core planning area. The Council’s actions included amendments to area 
plans to designate the parcels’ land-uses as Retail with Offices, and an ordinance to rezone the parcels 
to Mixed Use (Resolution No. 05-220; Ordinances and planning documents in: June 23, 2005 Staff 
Report for the City Council).  
 
The owner-- at that time-- of the southernmost parcel, consisting of 901-919 Third Street (currently the 
Trackside Center parcel), agreed to have this parcel included in the Core Area and re-zoned, along with 
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the three parcels owned by Anderson. Old East Davis neighbors participated in the City’s planning 
process and agreed to the Council’s actions, under specific provisions regarding the mass and scale of 
future buildings on these parcels which were stated in the resolution and ordinances, and detailed in 
the planning documents presented to the Council at that time. 
 
The planning documents for these parcels allowed “buildings up to three stories and a floor area ratio 
of 1.5:1 (or 2.0:1 with bonuses)”, and further stated that mixed use and residential structures above 
two stories were to “be carefully designed to avoid appearances of excessive bulk” (2005 Staff Report, 
pg. 27). The planning documents went on to state that “Provisions in the Design Guidelines and Core 
Area Specific Plan call for new infill development to respect the mass and scale of surrounding 
development” (2005 Staff Report pg. 27). 
 
Along with restrictions on the mass, scale and number of stories, the housing density for Mixed Use 
residential projects on these parcels was capped at 30 dwelling units per acre, and Mixed Use 
residential projects were required to provide at least one on-site parking space per unit (2005 Staff 
Report). These density and parking provisions are still in effect for the parcels in the Core Transition 
East.   
 
The City has processed only one planning application involving these parcels-- for the Trackside Center 
project-- since the 2005 amendments. The Trackside Center planning documents incorporated the 
2005 land-use and zoning provisions implicitly, as defining the existing entitlements for this property 
(November 14, 2017 Staff Report for the City Council, pg. 05-7, Table 1; ibid, pg. 05-21, Table 2 “Base 
M-U Standard”). By analogy the 2005 provisions also define the existing entitlements for the parcels in 
the Core Transition East owned by Anderson.  
 
The planning documents for the November 14, 2017 City Council hearing on the Trackside Center 
proposal included special provisions incorporated in the Planned Development application for this 
parcel, such as increased building height and density, as well as inclusion into the project area of land 
leased from the Union Pacific Railroad. A Planned Development application and Tier-3 review were 
required for the Trackside Project, because these special provisions went beyond the parcel’s existing 
entitlements.  
 
A decision filed on May 15, 2019 by the Yolo Superior Court ordered the City of Davis to vacate and 
rescind all approvals for the Trackside Project, though the City subsequently appealed this decision. 
The special provisions related to the Trackside Project’s Planned Development application cannot be 
claimed as existing entitlements for this parcel (901-919 Third Street) while the City’s appeal is 
pending. This parcel’s existing entitlements are as described in the 2005 Staff Report. 
 
The term “Main Street scale” was applied to the four Core Transition East parcels in the 2005 
documents, but we caution that this phrase had a narrow meaning, referring only to setback distances 
(2005 Staff Report, pg. 13 and Attachment 3). “Main Street” in the 2019 draft Form-based Code refers 
to a collection of building forms sharing multiple features, notably mass and scale at the level of a city 
block. The 2005 documents did not envision block-scale buildings on the Core Transition East parcels. 
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b. The existing entitlements and restrictions for the parcels in the Core Transition East, as well as 
other applicable City policies, require that building forms and land uses on these parcels make an 
appropriate transition from Old East Davis to the commercial core.  
 
At least six unique, substantive references to transitional building scales and land-uses, as applied to 
the railroad parcels, occur in the 2005 Staff Report. Some examples are:  
 
i) “These applications are considered to facilitate achievement of community goals to increase housing 
in the Downtown and provide a scale and use transition between the Downtown Core and adjacent 
residential area as identified in the Design Guidelines ‘Mixed Character Areas: Core Transition East’ 
(2005 Staff Report, pg. 2);  
 
ii) “The Core Area Specific Plan identifies the properties around the perimeter of the Downtown Core 
as Retail with Offices and establishes a Transitional Boundary which is to function as a transition 
between higher intensive commercial and office land uses and lower intensive uses...” (from the 
Resolution of Intent to Amend the General Plan and Core Area Specific Plan, 2005 Staff Report, pg. 6);  
 
iii) “The public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the adoption of the proposed 
amendment to ensure consistency with the General Plan, Core Area Specific Plan and Downtown and 
Traditional Neighborhood Overlay District (40.13A.) which encourage the mixed retail, office and 
residential uses on the periphery of the Downtown Core Area to support the vitality of the commercial 
area and to provide a transition between the more intense commercial core and surrounding 
residential neighborhoods” (from the ordinance to re-zone the four parcels from Commercial Service 
to Mixed Use, 2005 Staff Report, pg. 12). 
 
To summarize, the requirement for transitional building forms and land uses on the Core Transition 
East parcels was codified in the 2005 City Council actions, and is a current condition for development 
on these properties. 
 
 
c. The Downtown Plan’s treatment of transition areas must be consistent with policies in the City’s 
General Plan.  
 
Regarding transitions, the City’s General Plan states: “Accommodate new buildings with floor area 
ratios that can support transit use, especially within 1⁄4 mile from commercial areas and transit stops, 
but maintain scale transition and retain enough older buildings to retain small-city character” (Land 
Use Principle 4, p.56). Policy UD 2.3 of the General Plan further states: “Require an architectural ‘fit’ 
with Davis' existing scale for new development projects” (p.159); the subsequent Standard a) states: 
“There should be a scale transition between intensified land uses and adjoining lower intensity land 
uses”. The General Plan will still be in effect at the time the Downtown Plan is adopted, and policies in 
the Downtown Plan, including its treatment of transitions, must be consistent with those of the 
General Plan, as a condition for its adoption. 
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d. Imprecise language and policy direction in the draft Downtown Plan regarding transition areas 
between traditional neighborhoods and the downtown core, as well as incorrectly drawn 
neighborhood boundaries in Figure 5.34, must be revised prior to the Plan’s environmental review. 
 
Recommendation D for the Conservation Overlay District (pg. 132) states: “…establish special areas of 
interest to encompass the transitional areas between the Downtown Commercial Core and the Old 
East and Old North neighborhoods. These special areas of interest will be for the Downtown 
commercial core, and along G Street including the Amtrak site, and would allow for more nuanced 
conservation and development in these areas, as shown in Figure 5.34.” 
 
This recommendation occurs in the context of other proposals for how the existing Conservation 
Overlay District will evolve under adoption of the Downtown Plan, but it is not clear what, exactly, is 
being recommended in Recommendation D. In particular, the phrase “allow for more nuanced 
conservation and development” is unacceptable, as it is vague and open to different interpretations. 
Recommendation D fails to meet a premise of the Downtown Plan: to increase certainty for both 
residents and developers about the course of future development in the plan area and the kinds of 
projects that can be approved. 
 
As a policy document concerned with transition areas, the draft Downtown Plan lacks the detail and 
specificity of the General Plan, Core Area Specific Plan and DDTRN Design Guidelines. It is not an 
improvement on, or an evolution of, these existing policy documents. Policies in the draft Downtown 
Plan make the future of development in transition areas less clear than in the City’s current plans.    
 
Table 8G, Action Item 7C (pg. 222) (“…establish special areas of interest…to encompass the transitional 
areas between the Downtown Commercial Core and the Old East and Old North neighborhoods”) 
amplifies the ambiguities in Recommendation D. It is not clear what is intended by this apparent 
recommendation to separate, and regulate differently, the transition areas and the neighborhoods 
that contain them. 
 
The dashed lines showing the existing Conservation Overlay District boundaries are incorrect in Figure 
5.34 (pg. 131, referenced in Recommendation D). The map on pg. 4 of the DDTRN Design Guidelines 
gives the correct boundaries. A comparison of the DDTRN map with the “proposed” boundaries for Old 
East Davis and Old North Davis (red-orange boundaries in Figure 5.34 of the draft plan), suggests that 
City planners wish to annex the transition areas into the downtown core, removing them from the 
traditional neighborhoods. This is unacceptable in OEDNA’s view. The Core Transition East is part of the 
Old East Davis neighborhood. The Union Pacific railroad tracks form the western boundary of Old East 
Davis—they are both a historical and physical boundary. 
   
  
e. The Old East Davis Neighborhood Association supports the three-story transitional building forms 
shown in the published draft Regulating Plan for the Core Transition East. 
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Since 2005 and before, OEDNA has consistently supported development of neighborhood-compatible 
Mixed Use buildings in the Core Transition East, in order to increase the City’s housing supply near the 
downtown core and enhance its economic vitality. The three-story Neighborhood Medium building 
forms in the draft Regulating Plan and Form-based Code embody the Missing Middle housing concept, 
and will have OEDNA’s support. 
 
We believe that clear policy direction by the City on development in transitional areas will enhance the 
triple bottom line. By establishing definitive standards for transitional building forms, the City will 
create stable conditions that will allow market forces to determine a development project’s feasibility. 
Feasible projects that further the City’s goals for increased housing and economic activity near 
downtown need not overwhelm neighborhoods adjacent to transition areas. Solutions that satisfy all 
stakeholders are attainable.  
 
Thank you for your attention to these matters.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Mark Grote, Secretary 
Old East Davis Neighborhood Association 



Old North Davis Neighborhood Association 

616 E Street 

Davis, CA 95616 

 

 

 

January 13, 2020 

 

Mr. Eric Lee, Planner 

Department of Community Development and Sustainability 

City of Davis 

23 Russell Boulevard 

Davis, CA 95616 

 

Dear Eric, 

 

On behalf of the board of the Old North Davis Neighborhood Association, I am pleased to submit our 

comments on the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan (Oct. 2019) and its companion draft revision to 

zoning code Article 40.13: Downtown Zones.  We appreciate the effort and outreach that has gone into 

preparation of this document and the opportunity to have a member of our board on the advisory 

committee that assisted with this document.  We embrace the overall goals to enhance our downtown to 

become even more vibrant and, importantly, to bring more housing opportunities to this area.  Perhaps 

more than most, we understand the many benefits and attributes of living downtown with its ready 

access to services and transit.  We would welcome more people to share in this very unique and special 

area. 

 

As with any similar planning process, much initial conversation was about high-level goals which most can 

support.  Now with the release of the draft plan and zoning code these goals are translated into what will 

serve as regulatory standards for new development.  This draft was relatively recently released so we 

have worked to review what are very lengthy and detailed documents.  While there are many issues 

worthy of comment, we have focused on those that most affect Old North: these are principally related 

to the proposed zoning for the east side of north G Street (above 5th to Sweet Briar) and issues that may 

affect our neighborhood as a result of more intensive development in the downtown generally.   

 

We hope these comments are of value.  We look forward to learning what changes will be made to the 

draft plan prior to City Council review.  Understandably, our comments may be amended as we learn of 

proposed changes to the plan and the results of environmental review. 

 

We have highlighted principle recommendations in bold.  Please do not interpret these as our screaming 

at you, as they serve only to highlight important issues. 

 

As mentioned, while we have a number of comments, the majority focus on the north G Street area, so 

we will begin there. 
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North G Street  

 

Opportunity.  One of the significant challenges in realizing the aspirations of the draft plan is that 

downtown consists of many small lots with separate ownership.  Without the powers of redevelopment, 

it is difficult to assemble parcels into sizes where projects can have enough scale to be economically 

viable.  Two blocks which do have such potential are the 500 and 600 blocks north of Fifth Street and east 

of G Street.  The area north of the Davis Food Coop (600 block) does seem to present an opportunity to 

repurpose an underutilized strip mall.  In addition, the property just north of the strip mall and south of 

Sweet Briar has been vacant for several decades.  With the closure of Hibbert Lumber, the 500 block also 

includes a very large parcel under single ownership, although the small dwellings on this block adjacent to 

G Street present special design challenges.  We are quite intrigued by the possibility of welcoming 

additional residents to our neighborhood and would appreciate an intergenerational approach that 

combines seniors with families, professionals and students. 

 

Underscore importance of transitions in scale.  Throughout the planning process there has been 

recognition of the importance of thoughtful transitions in scale as parts of the downtown intensify with 

increased building heights and lot coverage.  The west side of the north G Street area and north Sweet 

Briar are shown as “Neighborhood Small” within the draft plan.  This is the only area with such a 

designation and is the least intensive land-use category.  We support this designation.  It allows structures 

up to two stories (and in some cases a third story if treated as a rooftop room).  This proposed land-use 

addresses comments we received from those on the west G Street blocks on the F Street side of the alley 

who were concerned about the transition to a more urban scale across this alley. 

 

The two eastern blocks of north G Street are proposed to be Main Street Medium.  This designation 

allows up to 4 stories (with a step back on the 4th story when across from Neighborhood Small).  It also 

allows the building structures to have so-called Block Form.  That is, buildings may be located directly 

behind the sidewalk as you would find in an urban environment.  While we recognize that these two 

blocks have great potential for redevelopment, we have concern that this transition from Neighborhood 

Small directly to Main Street Medium across the street is too stark.  This could be especially deleterious 

to residences on Sweet Briar (which has a narrower right-of-way than G Street) as new development 

would be just south and therefore affect solar access.  Similar concerns of scale arise from homes on the 

west side of G Street.  While the two blocks of western G Street (as well as the 500 block of eastern G 

Street) are mixed use—they continue to have many owner-occupied homes of one and two stories.  

Therefore, the transition to a larger urban scale is important and we believe increased setbacks from the 

property line should be considered in addition to upper story step backs. 

 

Railroad Tracks.  The east side of the Hibbert and Coop blocks are adjacent to the railroad tracks.  While 

across the tracks from the Hibbert block there are commercial uses, the Coop/strip mall block has single 

family residences across the tracks, so care should be given to how Main Street Medium structures may 

appear from that perspective.  In addition, any development must consider the increasing noise that 

seems to be generated by the railroad.  Perhaps any development could assist with mitigating this audible 

irritant.  We hope this issue can be addressed within the upcoming environmental review.  More 

importantly, care should be given to rail safety issues as more activity is drawn to these blocks with new 



3 
 

development.  Enhanced crossing protection may enable the ability to designate this portion of the rail 

corridor as a Quiet Zone--something that would be greatly appreciated. 

 

Public Space.  We applaud the recognition for public space/plaza within the 600 block of G Street and 

hope pubic space would also be considered within the 500 block.   

 

Contents of Draft Plan vs. Draft Zoning Code.  The Downtown Plan suggests at least a portion of the 600 

Block of east G Street be placed in a “Designated Special Area” to recognize both its opportunities and 

challenges.  The closure of Hibbert Lumber occurred after publication of the draft plan—we recommend 

that the 500 block of east G Street also be included within the Designated Special Area.  That said, it is 

unclear what this designation actually portends.  The draft plan contains illustrations which reflects some 

thoughtful transition in this area from Neighborhood Small to Main Street Medium, especially on the 

parcel just south of Sweet Briar.  However, these illustrations have no regulatory authority and the draft 

zoning code does not require any transition other than a 4th story step back.  We recommend that specific 

standards be articulated for the transition in areas of the northeast G Street blocks that are across from 

single family homes on Sweet Briar and west G Street.  Consideration should be given to a 3-story limit 

with a 3rd story step back when directly across from single family dwellings in addition to increased set 

back from the property line while allowing other portions of the site to be Main Street Medium.  We also 

request that consideration be given that buildings facing Sweet Briar be residential. 

 

Attached to this letter is an appendix regarding the draft zoning code which includes a list of questions 

and issues of a more technical nature that we submit for your consideration.  We formatted these as an 

attachment due to their detailed nature. 

 

500 Block of East G Street small structures/homes.  Different from 600 block of G Street (Food Coop), the 

eastern 500 block (Hibbert block) contains single story dwellings facing G Street.  Most have been 

converted to office/business use.  However, one of the remaining single-family homes is owner-occupied 

and recommended for a historic designation (as is the Hibbert building).  Should this new zoning 

designation be approved, what is the fate of this (potentially historic) single-family home?  Does it 

become a non-conforming use?  While additional setbacks are required when developing adjacent to 

historic structures, clearly special care and creativity will be required if a development of scale is to be 

proposed adjacent to this and other small-scale structures on the east side of G Street. 

 

Yolo Federal Credit Union Parcel.  Also shown as Main Street Medium is the credit union’s parking lot and 

open parcel just north of the current structure.  The relatively new credit union building is two stories.  

This designation on the open parcel would allow for up to 4 stories (with a 4th story step back) between 

the new 2 story credit union and a single-story dwelling (now converted to a business use) that would be 

allowed to be redeveloped to 2 stories under its Neighborhood Small Designation.  This does not seem to 

reflect an appropriate transition and we request that allowed height be decreased and that the set back 

from the property line be increased. 

 

Required Street.  The draft plan map (pg. 74) shows a “required street” in the middle of the eastern side 

of the 600 block of G Street.  Admittedly, we may not fully understand what is meant by this, but it seems 
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that access to a redeveloped portion of this block should be within the private development and not a 

public street, especially as it would not be aligned with either the 6th Street or 7th Street intersections. 

 

Pedestrian Improvements.  The draft specific plan proposes many pedestrian and intersection 

improvements within the downtown area.  We believe pedestrian improvements are warranted at 6th and 

G Street which serves as a principal pedestrian corridor from Old North to the Coop shopping center.  In 

addition, should the 600 block (strip mall) be developed, we would hope there will be connections to the 

H Street pedestrian corridor and the neighborhoods of north I and J Streets.  For the connection to the H 

Street corridor we would appreciate study of improvements that may assist with this objective (e.g., 

crosswalks, bulbouts, etc.) 

 

Bars and Night Clubs.  The draft code allows bars and night clubs to be allowed with a conditional use 

permit.  We believe bars and nightclubs should be below Fifth Street and not be allowed in the North G 

Street area. 

 

Street reconfiguration and tree canopy.  The draft specific plan suggests some reconfiguration of North G 

Street to improve bicycle and pedestrian circulation.  We applaud this goal, but ask that it be approached 

while maintaining our street tree program which results in an extraordinary canopy throughout the 

neighborhood.  Also, some of the sidewalks in this area have historic imprints (i.e., original lot number 

and dates, one being from 1913).  We hope steps can be taken to preserve these markings in some 

manner. 

 

 

Other broader Issues  

 

Conservation Overlay District.  The draft plan recommends eliminating the current “master” district and 

replacing that with individual neighborhood districts.  Of special note is the recommendation for special 

transition areas between the downtown commercial core and Old North and Old East neighborhoods.  

While such an approach is intriguing and its goals welcomed, as previously mentioned, the current draft 

zoning code does not reflect this approach.  So, the timing of completing the work necessary to convert 

to a new system is important.  It appears that until such work is complete the current Old North 

neighborhood design guidelines would remain in place, with the understanding that the North G Street 

area would be subject to what is ultimately approved in the new zoning code. 

 

What becomes of Old North?  Old North was born out of the current conservation district and this draft 

plan recommends new boundaries for individual districts.  The new boundaries show North G Street 

becoming part of the proposed Depot District.  Given that Old North is partially a city construct, we need 

to discuss expectations for and of the Association.  While we believe our small neighborhood community 

should stay intact, a conversation about this is warranted. 

 

Parking.  The draft zoning code does not include any minimum requirements to provide parking.  

Certainly, much of the rationale for undertaking a new downtown plan is to create more housing 

opportunities adjacent to transit and major employers.  Housing in such locations should reduce single 

occupant vehicle trips.  The elimination of parking requirements may also assist in making projects more 
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affordable or at least more feasible for developers.  We believe that as we undergo a transition to a less 

car reliant culture, many who occupy new downtown housing will still own automobiles.  There may be 

far less single occupancy vehicle trips to work, but in our suburban location, many individuals will still 

choose to own cars.  And, to state the obvious, these cars will need to be stored (i.e., parked) 

somewhere.   

 

Old North is proud to have one of the least exclusionary parking districts in the city.  Certain spaces are 

designated with a marked “N” for residents with permits and the remainder of curbside parking is open 

anyone without restrictions.  Given the substantial number of the proposed housing units reflected within 

the draft downtown plan and the provision that there are no minimum parking standards for these 

projects, it should be expected that parking demands in adjacent neighborhoods will increase.  Old North 

has long offered to partner with the city to develop management practices for this increased demand.  It 

is our hope that such an approach may also result in investment in needed traffic and pedestrian safety 

improvements.  It is our expectations that a parking strategy will be developed prior to major building 

projects being approved.  We are also concerned that three of the five sites identified as “Reserved Sites 

for Additional Parking” are within Old North.  We believe these sites should be conceived with a much 

more vibrant use than automobile parking. 

 

Review of projects. A tenet of the draft plan is to create certainty for both developers and neighbors as to 

what is allowed and what can be expected from projects in different parts of the downtown planning 

area.  In most cases this allows for staff approval if projects meet the new zoning requirements.  This 

certainty can then lower costs and make projects more feasible.  While there are many positive elements 

in the new form-based code approach, we still have a desire to comment on proposals—especially those 

with transition issues as mentioned above.  This is not raised in a spirit of opposition, but rather to enable 

conversations to work toward projects that do not have unintended negative consequences. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on portions of the draft specific plan.  We look forward 

to future engagement with this project and assisting with its successful adoption and implementation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

John Meyer 

President, Old North Davis Neighborhood Association 

 

 

Attachment: Zoning Code Appendix 
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Old North Davis Neighborhood Association 

 
Zoning Code Appendix 
Questions & Comments 
 
 

Section 40.13.060 – Table Explaining Relationship to Chapter 40, Zoning 

The table states the current ZC 40.13A on Downtown and Traditional Neighborhood Overly District would 

be replaced by new Downtown Code. The draft plan indicates a new conservation overlay district would 

be formed for Old North, possibly excluding some or all of the North G Street area, and new design 

standards would be developed. 

1. Clarify whether the existing Design Guidelines remain in place for Old North until the new overlay 

district is established and design standards are officially adopted.  

 
Section 40.13.090 -- Neighborhood Small 
Applies to the west side of the 500 and 600 blocks of G Street, except the credit union parcel 
 

1. What is the maximum allowed building height?  
Section 40.13.090D indicates a 2-story height limit w/ 24’ to top plate with note explaining 
“refinements” to building height are specified in Section 40.14.070.  Section 40.14.070H for 
Multiplex-small indicates a maximum 3 story height w/ 32’ to top plate. Section 40.13.020B reads 
in part “If there is a conflict between any standards, the more restrictive shall apply.”  
 

2. Why is a 0’ setback allowed for the front and street side setback on a corner lots in 
Neighborhood-small district?  Pulling a corner building back from the corner creates a more open 
feel and is more consistent with the traditional residential scale. 
 

3. Need clarification of standard for building placement in the “Façade Zone” (40.13.090 E). what do 
these mean: Front 70% minimum and side street 50% minimum? 
 

4. What is the rear (from alley) and street side setback for allowed 3 story multiplex buildings and 
for allowed roof top rooms? 
 

5. Section 40.13.090 F requires 5’ min rear setback for parking. In an alley, is a parking pad required 
to have this setback? 
 

6. Are garages/carports allowed accessory structures? 
 

7. What standards should be included to provide for the appropriate storage of waste/recycling 
containers?  The storage of such bins can become problematic with denser housing types as each 
unit may have its own bins.  
 

8. Certain commercial uses are permitted or may be approved with an AUP. What performance 
and/or design standards will ensure compatibility with the adjoining residential uses? (For 
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example -- lights, noise, hours of operation, ventilation hoods, delivery vehicles for 5,000 SF of 
retail or restaurant with outdoor seating along W side of G Street) 
 

9. To help ensure compatibility with residential uses, should commercial uses on a corner lot be 
required to have an orientation towards G Street, not towards the alley or towards 6th Street or 
7th Street?  

 
Section 40.13.120 -- Main Street Medium 
Applies to the east side of the 500 and 600 blocks of G Street; the parcel at G Street and Sweet Briar; the 
Hibbert Lumber yard; the credit union parcel at the NW corner 5th + G; and along G Street south of 5th 

Street 
 

1. The intent section indicates “small to none front setbacks.” Given the smaller scale buildings 
across G Street, is a zero front setback appropriate?   

 
2. Need clarification of standard for building placement in the “Façade Zone” (40.13.120 E). what do 

these mean: Front 80% minimum and side street 70% minimum? 
 

3. Commercial uses that operate at night have greater potential for conflict with the primarily 
residential uses of the neighborhood small zone on the west side of G Street and north of Sweet 
Briar. What mechanisms are proposed to minimize the potential nuisances between Main Street 
uses/buildings and adjacent residential uses? Are there standards addressing details such as noise 
and hours of operation? 

 
4. Are there lighting standards? Given proximity of residential uses across G Street, what standards 

are there to minimize the potential nuisance associated lighting more typically found with Main 
Street uses/buildings? 
 

5. Are bars and nightclubs appropriate conditional uses across from the primarily residential uses of 
the Neighborhood-small zone? Should such uses be concentrated below 5th street in the central 
downtown area? 
 

6. What is the definition of the permitted use “industrial artisan”? 
 

7. An AUP would be required for retail uses greater than 10,000 sf. Is the 10,000-sf threshold for a 
single retail use or for total space in a new development? 
 

8. The plan identifies the north end of the existing shopping center to Sweet Briar is “Designated 
Special Area F.” How is this special plan designation addressed in the zoning code? What special 
treatment may be needed along Sweet Briar as transition to the Neighborhood-small designation 
north of Sweet Briar? 
 

9. What standards should be included to provide for the appropriate storage of waste/recycling 
containers?  The storage of such bins can become problematic with denser housing types as each 
unit may have its own bins. 
 

10. There are some permitted uses that pose the potential for difficult integration next to a 
residential area. Should size limits be considered? For example, a restaurant or a cinema/theater. 
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Section 40.14.070 -- Building Types 
In Neighborhood Small Zone 

1. Carriage House 

• The code describes a carriage house as typically in the rear of a parcel. Can it be in the 

front or a street side yard? 

 

• While typically residential, commercial uses are allowed. Should access to a commercial 

use in a carriage house or similar separate structure be from G St and not from the alley? 

 

2. Detached SF 

• A partial 3rd story is permitted. In section 40.14.080D, a “rooftop room” is permitted. A 

rooftop room may be 14’ in height w/ minimum of 75% glazing or opening on each side, 

side setbacks of 10’ minimum and rear setback of 15’. Is this appropriate where adjacent 

to Old North houses across alley? 

 

3. Duplex Stacked and side-by-side 

• Same as above with regard to roof top room 

 

4. Cottage Court 

• Does the “3 to 9 units” refer to buildings or residential units? This is unclear as the 

section indicate one duplex or triplex unit is allowed. 

 

• The section calls for entrances off the shared court and permits units on a corner to have 

entry from the side street. Should entry treatments be required along all street facing 

units? 

 

5. Small Multiplex 3 to 6 units 

• Maximum # of stories is 3. As previously discussed, this conflicts with Section 40.13.090D. 

If 3 stories are permitted, should an increased setback for the 3rd story be required? 

 

• If a 6-unit multiplex is built, can an accessory carriage house also be built? 

 

• The code permits shared as well as individual entries. Is this appropriate given the 

traditional residential design found along G Street is for individual entry to each use? 

 

Section 40.14.070 -- Building Types 
In Main Street Medium 

1. Detached SF and duplex buildings are not permitted in the Main Street Medium zone. Are the 

existing structures considered “non-conforming”? If yes, what does that mean for a property 

owner who wishes to do an addition and/or remodel? For example, section 40.14.080A indicates 
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all buildings must have use “tripartite” architecture in a renovation. If a front addition was 

proposed to an existing building, would this apply? 

 
Section 40.14.080 -- Massing, Facades, Architectural Elements 
 
Two potential historic structures are proposed in the Main Street Medium zone along G Street – 500 G 
and 516 G. This section describes standards for adjacency to historic structures including: 
 

1. Height of the 1st floor of a new building would be required to match height of 1st floor of adjacent 
historic structure. 
 

2. A new building would not be required to have a side yard setback except for a 10’ side setback for 
a minimum distance of 25’ from the building front or to a point aligned with the front of the 
historic building. Is this adequate next to a smaller house-form structure?  
 

3. A new building would be required to stepback a 3rd and 4th story. 

• For a “Block Form Building,” which is the type allowed in MSM zone, there is no required 
front stepback for the 3rd and 4th story. Would this be appropriate next to smaller house 
form single story structures?  

• There is a required side stepback for upper stories and provisions for building “wings.” 
But the graphic is a bit confusing. Is a two-story wing permitted to have a zero side 
setback? Is it possible for a 4-story building to have 0 side setback after a distance of 45’ 
from the front property line? The diagram needs to be clearer.  

 
4. How the Hibbert property along the railroad tracks would be dealt with is not clear. It is not clear 

how the Zoning Code’s standards for adjacency to historic structures might apply on this property 
which shares a rear property line with potential historic resources. Further attention is needed 
for this property. 

 
General Question about Development Review Process 

The proposed plan and zoning code would substantially decrease opportunities for public review and 

comment on development proposals. It is not clear what notification would be provided to Old North of 

development proposals along G Street or across 5th Street. Certain uses require either an AUP or a CUP 

but the new plan and zoning code eliminate a review public process for project design. What notification 

and opportunities to comment will be available?  
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Draft Downtown Plan comments submitted online 

 

Name & 
Date 

Comment 

Georgina 
Valencia 
 10/21/2019  

Housing in a downtown area (i.e. mixed use) will help to create a vital downtown.  All of our communities projects that offer 
housing should have some percent of Affordable Housing included.  Perhaps low/mod or middle income should be considered as 
opposed to eli/vli income to make any housing in the downtown area feel inclusive. 

Georgina 
Valencia 
 

Interesting concept and I have read and listened to the conversation on this type of zoning approach.  Perhaps in a selected area 
like the downtown is a good place to start.  I do think our Building Department is behind the times and a change like this could 
really pose a challenge for managers and productivity. 

Ron Oertel  
10/25/2019  

I'm not seeing what's "wrong" with downtown, as it currently exists.  Nor is it clear exactly who/what is driving these proposed 
changes. 
 
There appears to be a concerted effort to change downtown (from a commercial "destination"), into a semi-residential 
neighborhood, with multi-story, semi-residential structures.  The only thing that this will accomplish is to "replace" existing 
customers (who live throughout the city, and beyond) with customers who are fortunate enough to be able to afford the new 
residences.  This seems like a colossal, but purposeful (and unjustified) mistake.  (Again, going back to the lack of any 
understandable goal, in the first place.) 
 
As part of this effort (to diminish downtown's primary purpose of providing a commercial hub, for the city), the proposed 
diminishment of parking would (unfortunately) help achieve this undesirable goal.  As would the insertion of semi-residential 
structures, reaching 5 stories in height. 
 
Unfortunately, the city has already approved a large amount of student housing over the past few years - apparently without 
any consideration of current and upcoming SACOG/RHNA requirements.  I'm not sure if this now puts the city in a bind, 
regarding space to meet these requirements.  If so, then allowing residences downtown to help meet those requirements is 
about the only justification I can (possibly) see, to change downtown into a semi-residential district.  (Assuming that these new 
units also meet the appropriate RHNA Affordability categories.) 
 
Some claim that the city is experiencing a "shortage" of commercial space.  In light of that, it seems particularly unwise to 
continue to compromise existing commercial sites, via the insertion of residences.  In addition to the loss of future opportunities 
to expand commercial activities, there are some commercial uses which are not compatible with residences.  One example is the 
compromise of downtown as an "entertainment" destination, if residences are housed above such businesses. 
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There is also a somewhat different mix of city services (and costs), to serve residences (vs. businesses).   
 
And of course, the insertion of residences will virtually guarantee that parking will become much more challenging, for existing 
patrons of downtown.  New residents will have vehicles, visitors with vehicles, and deliveries.  In addition, new driveway cuts (to 
serve new residences) will decrease the amount of street parking, and will also impact pedestrians using sidewalks and cyclists 
using roadways. 
 
Up until this point, Davis has been unique among many valley towns in that it has protected its downtown, largely by 
discouraging peripheral commercial development.  As a result, Davis' downtown appears to be both thriving, and relatively safe.  
Unfortunately, it appears that some are now attempting to irrevocably change Davis' unique/cherished downtown, for reasons 
that are not clear (or justified).   
 
I sincerely hope that the city reconsiders its plans. 

Jordan 
Crumley  
10/30/2019  

To whom it may concern:  
 
I am the owner of 212 University. I have reviewed the Downtown Davis Specific Plan, and I wanted to voice some concerns for 
the University Ave-Rice Lane corridor vision. Specifically on University Ave, there are a number of non-conforming properties 
and commercial multi-family properties that without suitable zoning approvals will be a major missed opportunity, in my 
humble opinion, to provide quality and affordable housing for Davis residents.  
 
Given the proximity to campus, the dearth of available apartments, and affordable housing it makes sense to me to allow 
existing commercial property owners to be able to provide some relief to these issues.  
 
I would love to be able to reinvest in my property and build more new units, but given the complicated zoning in-place I do not 
see how that is possible. I strongly hope that you will reconsider the plans for University Ave and allow higher density for 
existing multi-family units.  
 
I am not interested at all in disrupting the fabric of the street, but I think we can build in a way that a newer building would fit in 
well with the character of the street while providing residents with highly efficient and new construction units. And provide 
more units to the city to help reduce the cost burden that folks are facing. Simply put: with below 1% vacancy rates we need 
more supply.  
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Respectfully,  
 
Jordan Crumley  

Chris  
Williams  
11/2/2019  

Hello I’m a property owner on University Ave and I cannot for the life of me understand why the city would not include 
University Ave and the entire area between B street and UCD in this zoning update. This area is a hodge-podge of PD’s and non 
conforming structures. Isn’t the whole point of a revision zoning plan to bring consistency and uniformity to the areas being 
rezoned? On University Ave between 2nd and 3rd Street you have 4 small apartment buildings that are currently zoned single 
family. As property owners in this area we cannot even make the needed investments into our own property without 
attempting an onerous, lengthy and expensive zoning application which at the conclusion of there is no guarantee of 
acceptance. Leaving the University Ave area zoning unchanged is a missed opportunity and huge mistake. Please reconsider 
making this area neighborhood medium zone.  

Elizabeth 
Haley  
11/11/2019  

I very rarely come downtown, there are so few businesses I’m interested in; they are all coffee houses, restaurants and not 
much else. RE Parking: Why doesn’t the City I’d Davis purchase the vacant Ace Hardware building, demolish it and construct a 
municipal parking lot. Make all three lots city owned and charge a parking fee. It would bring in some revenue and eliminate 
parking meters. I’d pay to not have the hassle of searching for a spot.  
 
Also, downtown has become dirty, no business pride. Chamber of Commerce is useless. 

Jeremy  
Howard  
11/11/2019  

It appears that there is so much focus on students and little to none on the changing demographics that see long time families 
forced out of the community. 
 
There are two additional factors that are creating greater issues.  
 
1) Single family homes being used as dorm style living by students which has driven up rent and property values considerably.  
 
2) Tax policies which encourage passing homes onto family trusts to keep the low tax rate. Thus encouraging rental properties 
and lack of churn for family renters and potential home owners.  

Frank  Reyes  
11/14/2019  

Overall I approve of the concepts listed in the plan for downtown mobility. However, I would suggest consideration be given to 
remove access of certain streets to private automobiles and dedicating these areas to bicycles, pedestrians and/or transit. This is 
a similar scheme observed in "Superblocks" seen in Barcelona, Spain. 
 
 
 
The implementation of a city-wide shared cargo bike system, perhaps in conjunction with JUMP, can reduce the need for private 
vehicle parking spaces while promoting the public health of the population through an active lifestyle. 
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Frank  Reyes   I agree with the suggestion that mid-rise buildings, or higher, be allowed in the downtown area because denser housing can be 
supportive of local businesses. The removal of cumbersome regulations, such as parking minimums, can perhaps encourage the 
development of mixed-use buildings with cheaper up-front costs. 

Robert  
Fung  
12/4/2019  

This  is mainly a question about form based code not about the downtown plan specifically.  I noticed that there is not a "single 
family zoning" in the downtown plan.  That the smallest form was "neighborhood small".  My question is in form based codes is 
it possible to have a "single family" form and has such a form been used in other cities when they adopted form-based codes.   
Thank you.   

Georgina  
Valencia  
12/13/2019  

As I followed the DPAC process there was little reference, if any, to housing.  In this final document there is a positive reference 
to housing.  There is no question that the downtown will change.  As commercial properties are purchased by outside 
commercial organizations there will be a need to go up and to increase density.  As this happens, and I believe the change is 
positive, housing and more specifically affordable housing whether for sale or rental needs to be a part of the equation.   

Georgina  
Valencia   

We need a Chamber of Commerce or a Business Organization that actually designates what business is wanted in the downtown 
area.  Then a plan needs to be created to attract those business's.  Folsom did such a thing and ended up with Kikoman, Intel, 
Cal Iso and other business.  Davis needs to do the same. 

David  Kane 
12/13/2019   

There's an error in the map entitled "Historic Resources in the University Avenue-Rice Lane Neighborhood" (Figure 5.31 on pg. 
129).  
 
The property designated #3 is the MacDonald House, the original structure on the farm.that was later subdivided to form the 
neighborhood. The map lists the address as 337 B Street, which was the case when the home was designated as a Merit 
Resource. Some years later the seven townhouses known as Central Park West were constructed on two lots in the middle of 
the block and the City asked the owners to surrender 337 and accept a new address. The house itself hasn't moved since it was 
built in 1894 but its current address is 397 B Street.  

John  Slater  
12/18/2019  

Hello, I'm writing to support much taller buildings in Davis.  I work in Sproul Hall, which is 9 stories.  We need more buildings in 
Davis this height.  I think that the Rice Lane area, especially between 1st and 3rd should be developed with very tall buildings.  
I'm not worried about set backs.  What I'm worried about is how long it takes me to get across town on a bike.  Already, if I have 
to run an errand near the Mace Nugget and then have an appointment at the hospital, it's nearly too much to do on a bike.  The 
footprint of town should be shrinking (perhaps via a land bank that would buy up properties at the extremities of town).  We 
need to get a lot taller and more dense.  Let's take the gloves off and really build a livable town that doesn't act as if it were a 
village.  Let's grow up!  I also don't care about parking.  Parking is nearly always available within a few blocks of where I want to 
go.  That means there's too much parking. Let's make parking expensive and rare.  Davis is turning out to be just like any other 
town, full of ugly single-family houses spread all over the place.  Let's do something different.   

Katie 
Manzer  

My family owns and operates PDQ Fingerprinting at 216 F St in downtown Davis.  We have been in business for nearly 40 years 
and are a service provider for the residents of Davis.  We own the building and have planed to develop the property.  We are 
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1/11/2020  excited to redevelop and improve our building which would enhance the downtown and keep our customers coming to us to 
help them pack and ship packages, complete notaries and fingerprints and pick up their mail from our mailbox rentals.  The city 
did a survey and is considering designating our property as a  merit resource which would inhibit our ability to develop our 
property.  Our building does not fall into the description of a merit resource building as it is a cinder block building built in the 
mid 1900's.  The building housed doctors offices, dentists offices and a chiropractors office before we took over with our 
shipping, notary and fingerprinting services.  This building did not house a historic figure and is not a type of historic architecture 
and we believe it does not meet the specifications for a merit resource building.  We would like the city not to consider our 
building a merit resource as this would limit our flexibility and our families future with our property we've worked hard to 
maintain and successfully own.  We have positively contributed to the city and specifically our downtown and plan on 
continuing to do so in the future.  We hope you factor this information into your consideration.   
 
Thank you 

Katie 
Manzer   

Being a downtown business owner and property owner, downtown parking is always a hot topic and issue.  I also was on the 
DDBA for a few years and paid parking was always on our agenda and never was resolved on my watch and is still up for 
consideration.  Because parking is so sparse downtown it doesn't make sense to me to loose any parking, it's just not practical.  
Even though our town is a huge biking city it does not mean everyone uses their bikes when coming downtown.  This is 
unfortunate but can not be controlled.  The downtown business owners have yet to decide if we should have paid parking for 
fear that it would detour customers from coming downtown to do business.   Having even less parking would definitely make it 
harder to come downtown.  It's already quite frustrating having to circle blocks to find parking, which causes congestion, wear 
and tear on our roads and often road rage.  This is especially hard for our business that requires customers to use their cars 
because they are bringing boxes to our office to ship.  I don't see how losing parking to provide walking spaces will help any 
business downtown.  It may cater to some restaurants or bars but if it's not going to help all of the downtown then it's exclusive 
and would harm hard working business owners.   I think we first need to solve our issue of paid parking or no paid parking 
before we decide to just get rid of parking. 
 
Thank you 

Landon  
Christensen  
1/11/2020  

216 F St Davis CA 95616  
My family has owned and operated PDQ for nearly 40 years. Our building does not have historic architecture, therefore does not 
fall under the description of a merit resource. It's a cinder block building that's been a doctors office and chiropractors office, 
and now a shipping outlet. We hope the city does not consider our building a historic  resource, as it will inhibit our ability to 
develop our property in the future. 

Landon  
Christensen   

As a downtown Davis business owner and member of DDBA, parking is an important issue. It would be a major inconvenience 
for our business (PDQ) and many others, if the downtown had no parking, and was bike/pedestrian only. Especially for our 
customers that often need to drop off or pick up heavy boxes. Even though Davis is a bike centric city, it doesn't make sense to 
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make it a bike only city. 

Judith  
Recchio  
1/11/2020  

Additional parking needs to be provided for the Amtrak station and to visit downtown.  My husband and I frequently take the 
train to the Bay Area.  These are sometimes overnight trips where we have suitcases or overnight bags.  We have not always 
been able to find parking at the train station, and there is no other way to park overnight downtown or near the train station.  
Uber/Lyft is not always an option, has not been reliable and we should not have to incur this additional expense.  Walking is not 
an option - it's 2 miles to our home, and that is not walkable with luggage.  Nor is it reasonable in the rain, dark or bad weather.  
 
We need additional parking at or near the train station to encourage more citizens to use the train to go to the Bay Area. There 
should be an "overflow" lot available, or the ability to reserve parking spaces.  We have been forced to drive at times because 
we can't park our car.  
 
Also related to parking is the traffic it creates in the downtown core.  My husband and I were returning to town and decided to 
have dinner downtown on a Thursday night. The traffic downtown was awful, no parking was available, and after spending 20 
minutes in traffic trying to get through downtown, we decided to leave downtown and eat elsewhere.  
 
Riding a bike into downtown is  just not feasible for everyone (whether due to age or physical  limitations and then adding 
weather as another factor), and Uber/Lyft is not a reliable or affordable option for frequent trips.  I would like Davis to build or 
allow the building of a few  parking structures on the downtown border to provide the necessary parking.  Other options include 
using a system like Spot Hero, reservations for parking, or an on-demand public transportation system that operates 7 days a 
week for trips within Davis (like that being expanded in Sacramento).  

Gary  
Christensen  
1/11/2020  

Our building at 216 F Street was recently added to a list of proposed merit resource properties.  I'd like to explain why I disagree 
with this proposal.   
 
The building does not have any meaningful Historic relevance.  It wasn't built in a particularly significant time in history and it 
wasn't occupied by a Historic person or business. 
 
It's not the most attractive building. The exterior is a very simple rectangular design made entirely of cinder blocks. I would go so 
far as to describe the building as "forgettable".  
 
In the past the City has recommended we make updates to the building to make it fit in better with the rest of the buildings on 
our block. We agree with the city and would like to update our building at some point in the future but if the building is 
designated as Historic it would make updating it much more difficult. 
 
While I appreciate the idea that our building is being considered to be a Merit resource I think it would benefit us and the City to 
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not go forward with that plan. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
- Gary Christensen 

Laura  
Christensen  
1/12/2020  

           As the building owners of 216 F Street in downtown Davis, we were surprised to find that our building had been identified 
through a 2019 survey as a possible Merit Resource building.  We were not notified of this survey,  We only found out about it 
by reading the Downtown Davis Specific Plan.  It would seem to us that the property owners should be notified when a possible 
zoning change is being made to their property.   
 
           We bought the building at 216 F Street from the original owner's son, Malcolm Weaver.  It was our understanding in 
speaking to Mrs. Weaver, that she and her husband built the building in the late 1940's - early 1950's as a medical building for a 
doctor and dentist.  They attended the California State Fair where they saw a new building material, cinder block, and thought 
this would be a good material to use to build their new building.  They also built their home on Russell Blvd from the same 
cinder block construction.  In fact, when we would go to her house to pay the rent, it was like walking into our office building 
downtown - her home was a duplicate of our building.  And we found out this past week, that the Davis Planning Commission 
approved tearing down her cinder block home on Russell Blvd. and building four condominiums in its place.  If her home wasn't 
considered historical, why should our building be considered historical? 
 
           Our downtown building is a rectangular cinder block building, set back 11 feet from the sidewalk.  In the past, the city has 
wanted us to bring the building forward, so it matches the other buildings on the street.  We would not be able to do this if it 
was considered a Merit Resource.  We also don't feel the building has any of the criteria to make it a merit resource: no 
significant contribution to history of Davis, no significant person, no special architecture and no archaeological or anthropoligical 
importance. 
 
           We would prefer that our property not be considered a Merit Resource.  We would prefer the flexibility to develop our 
property as we see fit. 
 
  Thank you for your time,  Lynn & Laura Christensen 

Laura  
Christensen   

              As a business owner for the last 39 years in downtown Davis, I have seen many changes.  The biggest change is the loss 
of retail stores.  This is mostly due to internet shopping.  The downtown has changed to be more of a restaurant downtown, 
with fewer shops.  
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             Another change is the homeless (drug addicts, etc.) problem.  I have customers who will not come downtown anymore 
because of the pan handling, yelling, people sleeping on the sidewalks, etc.  We have to monitor our property to keep 
trespassers from sleeping near our front doors.  These trespassers will even move our outdoor lights to keep them from shining 
in their eyes as they try to sleep. My husband has to hose urine off the front and back of our building daily, because they use the 
building walls as a urinal. He also has to sweep up all the trash they leave behind. 
 
        We frequently have to call the police to help with vagrants using our hose to shower, sitting on our property to smoke pot 
and other random acts.  The police can't do much, other than try to move them on.   
 
           It's frustrating as a business owner, because we have to waste time and energy dealing with the homeless situation.  I 
even had a very scary experience this past summer, when I (a 64 year old woman) politely asked a group of homeless people 
sitting on the sidewalk out front to move to the bench down the street.  They were yelling profanity, using our hose, smoking 
dope, etc.  My customers were afraid to come into my business.  So I bravely went out and asked them to move along, and they 
got in my face and said they had every right to be there and smoking pot was legal and I had no rights, they had all the rights.  
They were a really scary bunch of guys.  I should have called the police.  They finally moved on when I told them I was calling the 
police.  This incident really scared me.  Why should I have to be scared in my own business?  I pay property taxes and sales tax 
and city business tax and DDBA assessment district tax, but I have no rights?  This doesn't seem right. 
 
                 So I do appreciate the plan for a glorious downtown, but I do think the homeless situation needs to be addressed first.  
The drug addicts need to be helped with re-hab programs.  If nothing is done, then the glorious downtown you have planned 
will be taken over by homeless squatters.   

Laura  
Christensen   

            I am a business owner of PDQ on F Street in downtown.  My husband and I started our business in 1981.  We are 
celebrating 39 years in business this month.  We have seen lots of change as we have gone to work each day for the past 39 
years.    
 
   What I am concerned about in the new downtown plan is the disappearance of parking.  I can see that you are trying to get 
people out of their cars and on to their bikes.  I have walked to work every day for the past 20 years.  It's a nearly 3 mile walk 
and I do it for my exercise.  But I couldn't do it without my husband's help.  He takes my clothes to change into when I get to 
work and he gives me a ride home.  People still need their cars, even if they are walking or biking. 
 
     In our business especially (a retail shipping and mail receiving company), our customers need to be able to park close by to 
bring in their packages to ship out.  We also receive packages for people and they need a car to take their packages home. This 
requires parking close by, so they don't have to carry heavy things very far.   
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    I'm concerned about the "shared streets".  It seems we will lose all the parking on 3rd St. from A-H and all the parking on E St 
from 1st to 3rd.  And F Street (our street) will only have parking on one side of the street.  The E Street plaza looks as if all the 
parking will be gone from that location and some of the parking will be gone from the G street plaza,.  Where will everyone 
park?  We need more parking structures and we need to keep the on street parking.  This is so important to a vibrant 
downtown.  Our customers need to be able to drive downtown and easily find a place to park so they can visit businesses.  
Otherwise - they will take their shopping elsewhere. 

Laura  
Christensen  
1/12/2020  

               I was reading on Table 8H pg 241 about a new proposed regulation that no natural gas will be allowed for downtown - 
including restaurants.  Electric only would be proposed.  I have never seen a chef prepare food on an electric stove.  It seems 
that gas stoves are the preferred method for a restaurant.  How can the city regulate what a chef can use to cook his food on?  
This seems unreasonable. 
 
                I would suggest less regulation and more freedom for businesses.  Life would be easier for everyone. 
                     

Nicki  
Knutson  
1/13/2020  

As a 45+ year resident of Davis, I am not in favor of the proposed downtown plan.  I do not think that a plan that favors 
pedestrians, bikes and mass transit over cars is a good idea.  My understanding is that all downtown parking lots will be 
removed and replaced with 3-5 story housing and public gathering areas.  I think this will result in fewer rather than more 
people coming downtown which will have a negative effect on downtown merchants.  Reconstructing E Street and 3rd Street to 
shared streets will further discourage drivers from coming downtown.  If paid parking is implemented, this will be a further 
incentive to shop and dine elsewhere.  I also think that the plan favors young, mobile people at the expense of seniors and 
disabled people.   
 
If you want people from other cities to come to downtown Davis, where are they supposed to park their cars?  Where are the 
residents of the new housing projects supposed to park their cars?  Parking for the Wednesday night Farmer’s Market is already 
a nightmare.  These changes will make it impossible. 
 
I am also not in favor of adding bulbouts to several downtown intersections.  In order for drivers to turn right, they must make a 
wide turn and partially enter the oncoming traffic lane.  These bulbouts are also hard to see at night and are a danger to both 
drivers and bicyclists. 
 
I also do not think that the height and density of the 3-5 story buildings will create the small town ambiance which would make 
people want to come downtown. 
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I am disappointed that there has not been more public notice about the proposed changes in the form of informational 
meetings, newspaper articles, facebook and nextdoor posts, citywide mailings, etc.  I do not think most people are aware that 
the proposed changes are so drastic.  It  certainly surprised me when I looked at the draft.  I am interested in knowing what the 
timeline will be for adoption of this plan after the January 14th deadline for public comment passes. 
 
I think that implementing this plan will be a big mistake and will have the opposite effect than the one that is intended.    

Robert  
Mustard  
1/13/2020  

My wife and I own and reside at 549 I Street and have a huge concern about the Land Use Designation for the old Hibbert's site 
and the current Co-op site.  If 4 or 5 stories is allowed, the privacy of our backyard, which includes a pool and spa, and our home 
will totally invaded.  Please tell me this has been discussed in light of the Track-side Project controversy and some sort of 
mitigation was proposed for our 70 year old original Mustard Family Homestead.  Part of the reason we love this location is the 
large backyard and privacy it affords. 

LESLIE  
CRENNA  
1/13/2020  

ZERO WATER should be the goal: 
 
I highly support developing a district level graywater reuse system in downtown. I am concerned, however, that we might be 
missing an opportunity by not actually doing exploration and preparation for a district level system as part of this current 
planning process.  How would this impact the "form" of the buildings? How can we best prepare for this? 
 
State level code for greywater system setbacks, clearances, and access might be referenced in infrastructure section (or Built 
Environment?) especially if new construction is to be expected to be greywater ready. Water fixtures and appliances should be 
located in proximity to largest exterior landscaping areas for residential units that are self-contained (not part of a reuse district) 
and barriers such as concrete walkways should include conduit for graywater system discharge lines. 
 
A district water reuse system would likely benefit from certain pre-existing drainage and plumbing configurations, for instance 
dual plumbing required for all new construction. 

LESLIE  
CRENNA   

INFRASTRUCTURE: In Chapter 7 p 174, Rainwater harvesting is not specifically mentioned as a possible alternate water source 
for indoor use. Rainwater cannot offset potable use efficiently using storage alone. (Page 177 suffers from vagueness; needs 
more headings/labels.) 
 
The Existing Water Demand number of 130 gpcd is the average for all of Davis across primarily residential neighborhoods. It 
appears you have calculated a number that relates more closely to the quantity of water that is used by the actual occupants 
downtown: 67 gpcd. Make the difference clear in bigger text. How was 67gpcd calculated? 
 
Water Reuse Scenarios 
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Page 183: Business As Usual option should not be presented as an option. I understand the need to set a baseline but that 
should be presented in introductory text only.  
 
Sustainable Reuse and Resilient Reuse options do not include shower or lavatory graywater systems. This is a huge oversight 
 
In addition, the Resilient Reuse scenario should assert an indoor reuse element. This has also been completely omitted.  The 
difference between the second and third scenarios is marginally different and should offer a clearer choice. 
 
The table on page 183 names "INTERIOR LAUNDRY' in the Recycled Water option column, but this is misleading considering the 
label in the Reuse Purpose option column is worded "EXTERIOR IRRIGATION." The descriptions on the previous page seem to 
indicate that the two are identical but they have different headings in the table. 
 
p. 186: The table should be improved. Present potable and non-potable demand first, then the total demand. Make sure to 
include the gpcd in the table as well. 
 
The water savings in acre feet due to Laundry to Landscape graywater systems appears to be rather minimal, I suppose because 
of the essentially non-residential nature of downtown. How was this number calculated? If both shower and laundry systems 
are used  the number would be higher. More information here would be appreciated. 
 
How was 7 acre feet of water saved calculated as part of a district scale system to offset indoor non-potable demand? The 
column for scenario three does not actually subtract that 7 acres from the total. Seems to be a mistake. 
 
page 187: The circle charts are a bit confusing: Notes for Figures 7.7, 7.8, and 7.9: Scenario two says graywater produced will be 
used for irrigation, but the irritation demand on page 187 circle charts indicates that irrigation DEMAND is now 0%. The offsets 
total 18% in the third scenario are being applied to Indoor-Non-Potable uses (only because the similar color wedges are applied 
just outside the Indoor-Non-Potable part of the ring) but not in the table on page 186. This is very confusing. Numbers don't add 
up and categories are unclear or mismatching. 

LESLIE  
CRENNA   

 
p. 242: Table 9H Action 5: Set Target Reduction Figures for Water Conservation and Graywater Reuse: 5A. Graywater plan: 
Integrated water collection and reuse through descending uses and support landscaped greenery (e.g. shade trees and 
interstitial habitat). Plan for graywater integration with landscaping, especially for multi-story buildings (look to San Francisco 
ordinances). 
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Why isn't this already part of the plan and possibly in the form section (not sure)? 
 
5B. Consider requiring Net Zero Water in Downtown: capture and reuse all water, e.g., dishwashing systems, appliance and 
mechanical system recapture, stormwater, etc. 
 
5C. Embed graywater ordinance and requirements for all downtown buildings in zoning code.  
 
Why isn't this included in the scenarios? 

Diane  
Swann  
1/13/2020 

There is a lot to like about this Downtown Plan, especially with its emphasis sustainability. I like the Plan's focus on increasing 
biking and walking. In general, I approve.  
 
I do have reservations about the raised two-way cycle path, particularly on F Street. I'm not sure why this is necessary and my 
first thought is that it is overkill on protection. The street doesn't feel unsafe to me, now. Because I ride an e-bike, I often pass 
other bicyclists. If I were to see bike traffic ahead that might get in my way, I would probably take the travel lane instead of the 
cycle track. With a raised cycle track I would be unable to move out of the way of vehicles. We have a lot of skilled bicyclists in 
town and the number of e-bike riders is growing, so this might apply to more than just me. Protected bike facilities can be too 
confining.  There are also connectivity problems with cycle tracks. Going from Class II bike lanes to a Class IV cycle track on the 
same street requires crossing the street. I noticed in Sacramento on one of their streets with a cycle track, the only cyclist I saw 
was riding in one of the vehicle lanes, beside the cycle track, not in it. A bicyclist is accustomed to riding on the right side of the 
road and now all of a sudden for one short section, you're supposed to ride on the left side in a cycle track.  Not everyone will do 
that. I'm not sure it's worth the money or even desirable. On H Street between 2nd and 3rd, a raised cycle track might make 
sense, considering all the perpendicular parking. 
 

Gerrit 
Mulholland 
1/14/2020 

Although I agree that unifying the building codes for Davis is necessary I am concerned with its application to the Upper G Street 
area.  Small Main Street as a catagory was not included in the consultants vision which may be a better application for this area 
of Old North Davis which is primarily residential.  I am concerned about transitioning potential 4 story buildings in a block format 
against or across the street from 1-2 story cottages.   The Small Main Street category allows for up to 3 story buildings not in a 
block format but rather in separate, residential style structures which is in keeping with the character of Old North Davis. 

Gerrit 
Mulholland 

Adding 100+ new residential units to the Upper G Street Area of Old North Davis which is primarily a residential area will impact 
parking.  With 100 units comes about 150 more people with potentially 150 cars.  Our N Street parking can not accommodate 
these cars. What is the plan to integrate the parking needs of these new units with the needs of the current residents and 
businesses? During the weekday there are no open spots in front of my home on  6th/F Street. Will these new residents be given 
N Street parking? Current residents need the N Street parking.  I know I do especially during the day. 

Gerrit Keeping the feeling of Upper G Street as a walkable residential community should be the goal as we transition to a denser 
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Mulholland downtown. Not only is this area valued by the current residents it is valued by all Davis residents and is an asset that needs to be 
preserved.  This can be accomplished by keeping historic building guidelines and the process of reviewing building changes in 
place, dedicate areas of open space with trees/shade, provide comfortable/safe walking sidewalks and intersections, keeping 
bars/late night establishments south of 5th Street and make it financially feasible for multiple generations (students, families, 
retired) to live. 

Petrea  
Marchand  
1/14/2020  

In Section 1.2, I didn't see a discussion of how this plan will relate to the Davis Amtrak Access and Connections Study. It seems 
like the results of that study (draft due in January 2020) should be integrated into this Specific Plan.  

Petrea  
Marchand   

As a small business owner renting space in downtown Davis, I agree with the real estate analysis on page 19 that states 
downtown can absorb between 300,000 and 500,000 square feet o of new office space.  If there is variety of small to medium 
office spaces available for rent, especially with improved downtown amenities, professional services will likely locate in 
downtown Davis and create more jobs.  More jobs means more people will shop/work downtown. While this phenomenon is 
described in the plan, I did not see if appropriately reflected in the goals or guidelines 

Petrea  
Marchand   

I fully support the recommendations on page 169 to improve wayfinding and to provide suitable incentives for converting 
 
underused private parking into shared 
 
public parking. Specifically, I recommend that this plan call out the 4th & G parking lot and recommend that the City negotiate 
an agreement that allows employees with permits who work at downtown businesses to use the 4&G lot to park all day. The 
existing lot at the Holiday Cinema is often full when 4th and G is empty. 

Petrea  
Marchand  
1/14/2020  

Goal 3 doesn’t have anything about creating opportunities and choice for office space, although earlier in the Downtown 
Specific Plan is says that if there are workers downtown, they shop downtown. It seems like the desire to increase retail should 
be coupled with an increase in office space, since workers are more likely to eat and shop downtown. Deserves a separate 
“guiding policy,” such as “Provide incentives to maximize choices for commercial spaces designed to attract innovation and 
knowledge sector jobs.” When I was looking for small office spaces for my four-person company, there were few options – and 
there continues to be few options for people who want to locate or expand small professional services firms downtown.  

Petrea  
Marchand   

For Goal 5, add a “guiding policy” that the City should “Establish app-based guides for showcasing the public art and green 
infrastructure in Davis and encourage people to visit the City to experience these attractions.”  As an example, the CIty could 
connect City Hall, Central Park, the Bike Hall of Fame and the Aboretum with a “green infrastructure and art walk."  The front of 
City Hall will include soon cutting-edge bioswales and new seating and drought-tolerant landscaping, which will connect nicely 
with the Central Park Gardens and onwards to the Aboretum as well as the Third Street Improvement Project between A & B. 
People can view the art in Central Park Gardens and the obelisk on Third Street. City Hall should also have some public art 
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featured as part of the ground improvements. If the Bike Hall of Fame is renovated to include an outdoor café or other 
attraction for visitors, it will increase the visibility of this walk. 

Petrea  
Marchand   

Goal 6-should mention the need to create “green, pedestrian-friendly alleys” as a guiding policy. 

Laura 
Christensen 
1/14/2020 

I wanted to write about the proposed regulation requiring business owners to have only a certain percentage of their employees drive to 
work. Employers would be required to provide transit passes for employees who aren't walking or biking to meet the proposed 

regulation requirement.  
Is this even legal? 

 
Business owners need less regulations and more freedom to run their businesses. We can't control where our employees live or how 

they get to work.  

 
Don't we still live in a free country?  

 
Less regulation - more freedom! 

 

 



From: Donald Morrill <donaldrmorrill@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 12:00 PM 
To: City Council Members <CityCouncilMembers@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Davis Downtown Specific Plan comments 

 

Dear Councilmembers,  

 

Below please find a copy of Parkview Place Association members’ supportive comments on the 

DDSP.   It highlights our own four year experience in building a senior friendly, five unit, three 

story, zero net energy project with suggestions for improvement in that process. Thank you all 

for taking a look, and your many hours of dedicated service. 

 

Don Morrill  

for Parkview Place Association 

 

Re: Comments on Davis Downtown Specific Plan 

 We at Parkview Place all enthusiastically support the goals of the Draft Davis Downtown 

Specific Plan (DDSP) and its overall goal of a "memorable, pedestrian oriented, multimodal, and 

mixed-use downtown with an emphasis on sustainability and an identity that is uniquely 

Davis."  Indeed, needs for increased affordable housing, living space density, and preservation of 

vital agricultural land make success of the DDSP vitally important to our community and our 

planet.    

We remain pleased that our Parkview Place building at 444 4th Street reflects that vision, as an 

owner-occupied, senior-based, zero net energy, LEED Platinum building.  Our project has  two 

upper stories with four- two bedroom apartments, and a first floor one-bedroom rental unit that is 

ADA compliant and designed as a live-work space.  Over our six years of occupancy, we have 

averaged more than 18% annual energy surplus in our all-electric building.  Just as importantly, 

we have established a small community that greatly enjoys downtown living and each other’s 

company! 

We understand the vital purpose of the DDSP as a prescription for necessary growth, and with a 

new form-based zoning code to streamline the project approval process.   In support, these 

comments will chronicle our difficult application experience, to reinforce the importance of a 

simplified planning process to accelerate our downtown’s progress toward the DDSP’s goals. 

We endured three significant hurdles on our four-year path toward a building permit: 

1.     Lengthy review by the Historical Resources Management Commission (HRMC) 

2.     Rejection by the Davis Planning Commission 

3.     Insistence by the Fire Marshall that we install a large gurney-sized elevator 

We hope most Davisites agree that our project has been good for the downtown, but we note that 

it has not been duplicated; in part, we suspect, due to our application difficulties.    On our three 

issues, more rapid conclusions might have been reached.  However, it is not clear that the causes 



of our long delays would necessarily be remedied under the DDSP. Here are our summaries and 

suggestions on each issue: 

1.     HRMC Review:  The existing home was dilapidated and had been neglected too long for 

restoration.  Further, no building of its small size could any longer be justified given the value 

and prices of downtown lots.  The HRMC hired a consultant at our expense, who recommended 

designation as a Landmark project; with no conceivable way for it to be saved or managed going 

forward.  After lengthy and confused review and discussion, the HRMC did allow our project to 

proceed.  (We publicly offered to give the home away, including the cost of moving and building 

foundations, but no party expressed interest.)  Not all proposed projects face the historical 

hurdle; but when they do, we suggest this Better Approach:  Require that the City and HRMC 

first work with owners to assess whether there is an economically-viable path forward in the 

event the City should later accept a consultant’s revised historical designation.  Such a process 

could quickly determine whether it is worth investing time and money in further historical 

review. 

2.     Davis Planning Commission (DPC):  The DPC appeared not to recognize that our project was 

within zoning restrictions and aligned with stated City goals by increasing density, owner-

occupancy, and senior living; and by targeting zero-net energy performance.  Instead, the DPC 

objected to our “non-cottage” design style and 3-story height.  Our design goal of 

complementing the historical Community Church and limiting height to less than the nearby 

Church and fraternity house was not credited. After DPC rejection, our appeal to the City 

Council resulted in unanimous approval.  Better Approach:  The form-based code may 

eliminate erroneous DPC rejections in the future, but a better process might simply assess 

whether a project aligns with downtown plan objectives and whether the design fits with nearby 

buildings, rather than trying to force a match with an arbitrary “neighborhood design style.” 

3.     Elevator:  Senior Living downtown is not adequately addressed in the Plan, and our “elevator 

story” provides one example of how approval of senior projects might be streamlined.  Our 

project was delayed approximately 8 months by the Fire Marshall's initial requirement of a 

(~$250,000) gurney-sized elevator, based on his interpretation of state code.  Our dismay with 

this interpretation was supported by local Emergency Medical Technicians' confirmation that 

they would not use or wait for an elevator in an emergency situation, and that our 5’ wide main 

stair was ideal for emergency descents.  After much time, effort, and key City Council support, 

we ultimately circumvented the over-sized elevator requirement through designation of our 

ADA-compliant live-work unit on the first floor.  We were allowed to install an economically 

practical “Limited Use, Limited Accessibility” (LULA) elevator that was just right for our 

project and that we feel is a necessity for senior living.  Better Approach:  Add a section to the 

DDSP that focuses on the value of adding owner-occupied senior housing downtown, and 

establishes guidelines and incentives that streamline the approval process.  Such a section could, 

among others, provide guidelines that clarify appropriate elevator size in relation to project size, 

and also extend to safety and transportation options.   

Aside from our own application challenges, we’ll chime in on transportation and parking issues 

that affect our downtown.  We know both that downtown parking will be reduced by the DDSP, 

and that transportation issues outside of downtown are not addressed.  Bringing workers, 



shoppers, and tourists to downtown stores and entertainment venues from nearby towns, the 

Sacramento region, and the Bay Area are likely vital  to the initiation and financing of downtown 

development.   Regional transportation choices including light rail, Amtrak, and buses could 

reduce stress on parking and, in conjunction with a local shuttle system from perimeter parking 

lots, facilitate a more pedestrian downtown.  Expansion of transportation options will require the 

active participation of regional leaders – City Council and Board of Supervisors, State 

Legislators, and perhaps members of Congress, to achieve.  We look forward to supporting that 

effort.  We also reject free parking downtown as an asset for the future, but we would support 

free perimeter parking and a free downtown shuttle service as contributors to achieving key goals 

of the DDSP. 

Thank you for considering these comments and suggestions! 

Respectfully submitted, 

Parkview Place Associates   

Sue Barton, Carol Bourne, Dick Bourne, David Hosley, Don Morrill, Phil Wagner 

Barbara Wagner, gayle yamada 
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Kemble K. Pope & Steve Greenfield, Managing Members 
Trackside Center, LLC  
2940 Spafford St., Suite 202 | Davis, CA 95618 
 
City Manager’s Office, City of Davis 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2   |  Davis, CA 95616 
Sent via email to:  Mike Webb (mwebb@cityofdavis.org), Davis City Council (citycouncilmembers@cityofdavis.org) 
 
Subject: Review Requested for Impacts of Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (“SB 330”) on Downtown Davis 
Specific Plan (“DDSP”) Update 

December 23, 2019 
 

To Whom it May Concern, 

As the owners of property within the boundaries of the DDSP, we are concerned about the impacts of SB 
330 on the DDSP. The Governor of California signed this legislation on October 9, 2019 and it takes effect 
on January 1, 2020.  SB 330 places restrictions on certain types of development standards in addition to 
setting forth rules for reviewing and processing development applications and regulates certain fees. 

It has come to our attention that the DDSP, in its current status, may violate State law.  

There are multiple potential conflicts. As an example, most properties with the new “Neighborhood 
Medium” designation are likely at risk of being “down zoned” from current zoning to a lower allowable 
density/buildable S.F. due to multiple restrictions in the new design standards e.g. max width, setbacks, 
courtyard requirements. Per the Senate Floor Analysis of SB 330 (attached), the law: 

1.c) Prohibits an affected city, with respect to land where housing is an allowable use, from enacting a 
development policy, standard, or condition that would have any of the following effects:  

i)  Changing the general plan land use designation, specific plan land use designation, or zoning 
of a parcel to a less intensive use or reducing the intensity of land use within an existing general 
plan land use designation, specific plan land use designation, or zoning district below what was 
allowed under the land use designation and zoning ordinances of the affected city as in effect 
January 1, 2018. Less intensive uses means reductions in height, density, floor area ratio, new or 
increased open space or lot size requirements, or new or increased setback requirements, 
minimum frontage requirements or maximum lot coverage limitations or anything that would 
lessen the intensity of housing.  

In order to ensure the DDSP meets new criteria established by SB 330 prior to the forthcoming CEQA 
process, we believe an analysis should be conducted as soon as possible to determine if any portions of 
the plan may need to be revised in order to comply with state law.   

Sincerely, 

 

Kemble K. Pope  Steve Greenfield 
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January 14, 2020 

City Manager’s Office 
Community Development & Sustainability Department  
City of Davis 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2   |  Davis, CA 95616 
 Sent via email to:  Eric Lee (elee@cityofdavis.org), downtownplan@cityofdavis.org 
 
Subject: Comments on Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan (DDSP) Update 

 

Eric,  

As the owners of Trackside Center located at 901-919 3rd Street, we are herein submitting 

comments on the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan (DDSP) released on October 14, 

2019. Some of these comments were previously presented by Trackside Center in our 

letters dated September 25, 2019 and December 23, 2019, but are summarized in this 

letter for consistency. 

General Comments 

1. Figure 40.13.070.A Downtown Code Zoning Map correctly shows Planning 

Development zoning for Trackside Center. As noted in our September 25, 2019 

letter we are requesting that underlying zoning consistent with plans for adjacent 

properties to the north of Trackside Center and in recognition of our unique 

location facing 3rd Street, be placed upon our property. Said underlying zoning 

would become relevant in the unlikely event that the City of Davis’ appeal of the 

Yolo Superior Court ruling against the City’s approval of the Planned 

Development is not successful. 

2. We believe the Draft DDSP may be in violation of California State Law, namely 

Senate Bill 330 The Housing Crisis Act of 2019. SB 330 was signed by Governor 

Newsom on October 9, 2019, becoming effective January 1, 2020. We request 
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that a comprehensive analysis be conducted to determine if any revisions to the 

DDSP need to be made to comply with SB 330. Additional details of the potential 

violations were presented in our letter dated December 23, 2019. 

3. In section 1.1 Intent and Purpose, the statement “The Specific Plan recognizes 

that minor boundary adjustments will need to be made to facilitate effective 

implementation after the Plan is adopted,” is vague and problematic. The term 

“minor” should be defined by example(s) or the process for modifying the 

boundary should be defined. 

4. It is our opinion that the Neighborhood Medium Zone: 3 Stories Max is short-

sighted, and financially infeasible unless significant concessions or subsidies, such 

as affordable housing grants, are provided. Unfortunately, a plan that relies on 

undefined subsidies does not provide surety for development, one of goals of the 

plan. The Neighborhood Medium Zone: 3 Stories Max has resulted from decisions 

based on the lowest common denominator as opposed to providing a vision for 

increased housing density in a transit-oriented Downtown.  

5. A transit-oriented Downtown Plan needs to include concessions for projects close 

to the Amtrak/MultiModal Station to achieve feasibility and come to fruition. 

Concession examples include but are not limited to reduction or complete 

elimination of onsite parking requirements, additional density, additional height, 

and/or fee reductions. 

6. To aid in better understanding height impacts to adjacent neighborhoods we 

recommend a 3rd party sight line analysis be conducted which evaluates sight lines 

from various vantage points relative to variable building heights and upper story 

setbacks. For example, we believe that the impacts of a 5-story Neighborhood 

Large project located at the Amtrak parking lot, as currently envisioned in the plan 

(per Figure 40.13.070.A) will have similar or more visual presence to the closest 

homes in the adjacent neighborhood than a four-story building with a significant 

fourth floor step back would along the “G Street East Transition Lots.” A sight line 
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analysis would illustrate the projected visual presence of the redevelopment 

options as well as flesh out strategic ways to incorporate privacy screening.  

Section 4.6, G Street Corridor 

1. On Page 91, Subcategory “Recommendations for Designated Areas, East 

Transition Lots (East of Tracks) it is recommended to “Articulate massing to 

prevent buildings from being too long and/or deep.” Too long and/or deep is a 

qualitative and biased opinion-based statement. It does not take into account the 

unique constraints that these properties already face, namely narrow frontage on 

their adjacent roadway, past/future aggregation of parcels, and the presence of 

the railroad. This approach renders the parcels useless from a feasible 

redevelopment strategy. 

2. Table 4E, G Street Development Scenario and Intended Built Environment 

indicates that the G Street Neighborhood contains 18.8 Acres with the buildout 

intent of 168 housing units. This calculates to density of 8.9 dwelling units per 

acre. This is a huge underutilization for a downtown development corridor! 

Especially one in close proximity to a major transit hub. Sustainable downtown 

densities should be on the order of 20 to 40 dwelling units/acre at minimum. In 

addition, the current zoning documents for these sites indicate an average density 

of 40 dwelling units / acre for Opportunity Sites in the Core area; hence this is a 

violation of SB 330 as a density downzoning. 

Chapter 6, Mobility and Parking 

1. There are several programs in Section 6.7 that are great ideas to reduce 

downtown vehicle traffic, including the “Parking Cash Out” and “Free Transit for 

Employees and Residents;” however, there are no linking incentives for private 

development to implement said programs. For example, to incentivize a private 

development for the free transit program their on site parking requirement could 
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be reduced or eliminated allowing for more density and/or room for amenity open 

space. 

2. Alley enhancements and/or activation is not mentioned in this chapter. The 

Downtown’s currently underutilized alleyways have access to existing 

infrastructure, are an incredible resource and present an opportunity to increase 

density, enhance walkability and improve public safety. Alley activation in 

Sacramento, for example, has been a great success story. 

Chapter 7, Infrastructure 

1. Figure 7.4, Tiers of Green Infrastructure Opportunities: Why is the Trackside 

parcel not labelled as “Anticipated Development/Redevelopment Parcels?  

2. There is no discussion of elimination of overhead utility lines and implementation 

strategies for undergrounding them. 

Chapter 8, Implementation 

1. Benefit Assessment District: The Draft DDSP discusses potential funding from 

formation of a Benefit Assessment District (BAD). In concept, we believe a BAD is 

an excellent way to aid in funding infrastructure improvements that are beneficial 

to enhancing the downtown zones and therein catalyzing redevelopment and 

improving property values. However, based on the current recommended zoning 

for our property we would be opposed to formation of such a district since it 

would be an additional tax levied on properties that do not have financial 

development feasibility. 

2. Community Facility District: For reasons similar to those presented above in 

regards to formation of a BAD, we also would not be in favor of formation of a 

Community Facility District levy based on the current Draft DDSP.  

Form Based Code 
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Neighborhood Medium (NM) 40.13.100: 

1. The code is penalizing and limiting for properties that have assembled multiple 

parcels. It is unclear whether side yard setbacks apply to the individual parcels of 

an assembly or just the entire assemblage. If assembled, the Building Type is 

limited only to the Courtyard form, which reduces potential density. This is a 

downzoning relative to the current zoning for the G Street Transition properties 

and we believe in violation of SB 330. 

2. The NM zone is focused on a row of lots that are oriented along a downtown 

street. It is not applicable to how most of the G Street Transition properties 

operate based on the constraints of the railroad, the availability of access from 

the alleyway, and the long axis orientation of the assembled parcels. This is a 

unique configuration in the Downtown and should have zoning/form based code 

that addresses these constraints. This inapplicability is evident in Figure 

40.14.070.A which illustrates three adjacent parcels bounded by a Front Street, 

Side Street, and an Alley. It does not take into consideration the configuration 

where the Front Street is replaced with the railroad tracks as is present in the G 

Street Transition Corridor. 

3. A minimum floor to ceiling height of 9’ with a maximum height of 30 feet and 3 

stories is physical infeasible in a multifamily scenario. This leaves only 1 foot of 

height for each floor for subflooring and routing of utilities and ductwork. We 

recommend that the overall building height allowance, for a building with ground 

floor residential be increased to be 10.5’ per floor. Additionally, if the ground floor 

is non-residential the overall height should be allowed to increase for a maximum 

15’ floor to ceiling height for the ground floor to accommodate viable commercial 

uses, without reduction in total floors or height for said floors. These comments 

are applicable to the NM four story zone as well. 
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4. Due to the Courtyard restriction on the assembled parcels the NM 3 stories 

maximum at 30’ is actually a misnomer. Section 40.14.070.K actually limits the 

maximum height to the top plate is 24 feet. This limits the buildings to being only 

2 stories in height. This also applies to the NM zone without the 3-story restriction. 

So, if multiple parcels were assembled to be developed together and exceeded 

the overall width of 150’ then the Courtyard building type would be required and 

only two stories would be allowed. This is clearly a downzoning and in violation 

of SB 330. 

5. Currently there is not a height limitation on buildings in the downtown due to 

height currently being restrained by a Floor Area Ratio calculation. Placing a 

maximum height on buildings in the plan is likely a violation of SB 330. 

6. The plan view diagram for the NM zone is not clear on how the alley is treated. 

Does the presence of an alley make the said parcel a corner lot? 

7. Current zoning does not have a maximum lot coverage restriction, but 25% open 

space is required. The DDSP has a maximum lot coverage of 70%. In most cases, 

in conjunction with other proposed restrictions, this is likely a down zoning and is 

in violation of SB 330. 

8. Current zoning for the G Street Transition properties allow for zero setback along 

the alley and along 3rd, 4th, and 5th Streets. The DDSP places a minimum setback 

of 7’ for the rear ½ of the lot for a corner lot and a 5’ minimum for an interior lot. 

Placing new minimum setbacks on these properties, in conjunction with other 

proposed restrictions, is likely a down zoning and a violation of SB 330. 

9. We requested an Architect to review the DDSP and the Form Based Code and 

apply it schematically to our property. The Architect was able to schematically 

plan for a total of 24 units with an average size of 800 SF. This would yield a total 

building square footage of 19,200. The property (without the lease area from 

UPRR) is approximately 22,869 square feet in area. This calculates to a Floor Area 

Ratio (FAR) of 0.84. The current zoning unquestionably allows for an FAR up to 
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1.5 with a bonus of 0.2 if there is a public open space. The DDSP in its current 

format restricts the ability to develop a building anywhere close to what is 

currently the maximum allowable FAR. This is a down zoning and a violation of SB 

330. 

Conclusions 

1. As existing property owners of an “opportunity site” within the City’s only Federal 

Opportunity Zone, we believe the plan undervalues the unique opportunity of a 

dense, transit-oriented development located just steps from the Amtrak Station.  

20 years from now when the horizon for the plan is approaching will we be 

satisfied with the underutilized site that this property will continue to be? We 

believe not. 

2. We have noted in detail multiple restrictions in the Draft DDSP that are greater 

than currently exist. We believe the plan down zones the properties along the G 

Street Transition Area and recommend that revisions be made such that the plan 

is not in violation of SB 330, The Housing Crisis Act of 2019. 

3. We consider the intent of the new plan to be a contract, one that everyone 

understands, believes treats parties fairly, and is economically feasible. At this 

point, we can not “sign on” to a contract that we believe is economically infeasible 

for our property. We do not intend to redevelop under this plan were it to be 

approved in its current form. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kemble K. Pope     Steven J. Greenfield 
Project Manager | Trackside Center, LLC  Managing Member, Trackside Center, LLC 
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Kemble Pope & Steve Greenfield, Trackside Center LLC 
Jennifer Anderson & William “Doby” Fleeman 
 
December 18, 2019 
 
Community Development & Sustainability Department  
City Manager’s Office, City of Davis 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2   |  Davis, CA 95616 

Sent via email to:  Eric Lee (elee@cityofdavis.org), Ash Feeney (afeeney@cityofdavis.org), Mike Webb 
(mwebb@cityofdavis.org), Davis City Council (citycouncilmembers@cityofdavis.org), Meg Arnold 

 
Subject: Downtown Davis Specific Plan (“DDSP”), DPAC and Plan Comments 

Eric, 

This is a joint letter representing the owners of the corridor of land within the DDSP 
boundary located along the east side of the railroad tracks between 3rd and 5th Streets. 
Please forward this communication to all members of the DPAC as soon as possible and 
include in your next Agenda Packet.  
 
At the outset, we’d like to repeat in writing what we’ve all expressed verbally in Public 
Comment at DDSP meetings. We thank the members of the DPAC for giving their time, 
energy, experience and enthusiasm to the community in the form of this public service. 
We recognize that the DPAC continues to wrestle with complex and often controversial 
issues and we commend them for their tireless efforts. 
 
Conflicts of Interest and Committee Procedures 
Representatives of the properties were in attendance at the December 10, 2019 
Downtown Planning Advisory Committee (DPAC) meeting and we were astounded at 
the conversation regarding potential conflicts of interest. To suggest that anyone on that 
committee has any more of a conflict of interest than another is ludicrous. The entire 
committee was formed on the basis of hearing all views on the future development plan 
for the Downtown1, so wouldn’t that include non-resident property owners/investors in 
the Downtown? The suggestion that a homeowner resident within close proximity of the 
Downtown has any more or less of a conflict is demonstrably false. Financial ramifications 
of future development to neighboring properties will occur, regardless of whether you 
believe the ramifications to be positive or negative. 
 
To further suggest that individuals and/or groups living within or in proximity to the plan 
area should have stronger voices in the plan preparation also shows a conflict of interest. 
In fact, during the formation of the DPAC committee the surrounding neighborhoods 
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insisted to the City Council on have a voting member from each neighborhood because 
of the effects the plan would have on them. Thus, three voting members on the 
committee have conflicts of interest by self-definition. But that is the very point of the 
committee: to hear all of the voices. The elected officials that will have the pleasure of 
making the final decisions on this plan fully understand that this is indeed the make-up 
of the committee. 
 
The above discussion doesn’t even take into account that there are downtown business 
owners on the committee, some of which are also homeowners within adjacent 
neighborhoods. Is that not similarly a conflict of interest? There is also at least one 
property owner on the committee that earns business income from their property in the 
form of short-term rentals. And what of those committee members with immediate family 
members who own properties or business in the affected areas? The point being that 
each member has a viewpoint based on who they are representing, which is exactly what 
the City Council requested in the first place. If one were to draw 500’ radii circles around 
each of the committee members’ financial interests, we venture to say that the result 
would be a plan area that looked like swiss cheese. 
 
Procedurally, we object to the practice of notes being handed from the public to 
committee members after public comment has ended. This represents an unfair 
procedural practice. It seems appropriate for a committee member to seek clarification 
from a member of the public, but notes from the audience seem to create an additional 
conflict. We request that this practice be eliminated during the committee meetings. 
 
Downtown Plan Comments 
Additional detailed comments on the contents of the Draft Plan will be provided prior to 
the end of the comment period as we continue to review the details of the form-based 
code. In the interim we offer the following comments regarding the plan and the process.  
 
As we understand it, this planning exercise is charged with producing a planning 
document to assist the City in bringing Downtown Davis into the 21st century – reflecting 
best practices in transportation, environmental stewardship, and transit-oriented 
development. To accomplish this in our modern world requires that we focus on 
initiatives to encourage reinvestment in, and to ensure continuation of, our Downtown 
as the central economic and cultural hub for the community.  
 
We must be visionary and reach beyond our comfort zone, not simply codify 
neighborhood visions that are more than 20 years out of date. Many of these older 
notions pre-date major shifts in public policy and new challenges to successful 
implementation: Measure J, climate change, 20+ years of building code revisions, the 
dramatic rise in construction costs and land values, the current housing crisis, new 
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priorities for public transit, the evolution of UC Davis and current generational trends in 
living style.  
 
As Downtown commercial property owners without a designated spokesperson at the 
table, many of the Downtown owners’ major concerns – ranging from the priorities for 
enhanced public transit infrastructure investments as well as actively engaging our 
university neighbors to better understand their vision for the Downtown – relating 
directly to successful implementation of the plan, have been largely missing from the 
monthly conversations.  Let the record reflect that these and additional comments were 
formally submitted to the committee in written form and during public comment by Doby 
Fleeman on June 14, 2018.   
 
By way of contrast, in recent meetings, we have observed a process where one group of 
neighboring property owners have resorted to verbal and written public attacks and 
unfounded accusations directed at city staff, committee members and other members 
of public, as well as verbal bullying and intimidation during public comment. As soon as 
another opinion is voiced, the chorus of “that’s not the consensus” is a common refrain. 
We must all ask ourselves a simple question: is it even possible for consensus, rather than 
cooperation or compromise, to create the highest and best outcomes in our community 
for the next twenty years? 
 
An example of this incongruity clearly occurred in the last two meetings of the DPAC; 
namely discussion about Downtown transition zones at the east and west. It is very clear 
that consensus will not be reached on the Committee nor between property owners and 
the neighborhood representatives. Both parties will be affected by the final plan, yet the 
property owners within the plan area are the only ones that can implement the plan on 
their property. We do not believe that the draft plan’s framework for future 
redevelopment is feasible, and we do not plan to redevelop within the current context 
of the plan . . . period.  
 
And so we ask: Does the process include some pathway to resolving certain inevitable 
conflicts?  Is there to be any priority or decision hierarchy established to help guide and 
determine preferred uses or outcomes when inevitable conflicts are 
identified?  Wouldn’t the City want to have those that are charged with implementing 
the plan believe that the vision is feasible and looks toward the future? 
 
We believe that a consensus decision-making process can be useful and worthwhile if 
everyone agrees on the complete and thorough utilization of this method at the outset 
of a process. Unfortunately, the concept of consensus is now being utilized by a 
neighborhood group as a means to chastise, degrade and alienate those that don’t share 
their specific vision for Downtown. Again and again, we’ve seen the basic tenants of the 
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consensus method (egalitarian treatment of all participants, cooperation and inclusivity) 
thrown out the window along with common courtesy.  
 
Consensus and unanimity are not synonymous; compromise and consensus are not the 
same. Since consensus was not the stated goal at the formation of this Committee and 
since it has been randomly applied, we’re left with compromise to fill the void.  
 
We do not understand the inability for compromise from the neighbors regarding a 
significantly stepped back fourth story along the rail corridor. Sight lines are a matter of 
simple geometry. Even in the absence of trees and existing buildings, with appropriate 
architecture, a stepped back fourth floor simply is not visible from the ground, even 
several blocks away. Add in trees and existing buildings and the visibility of building 
elements are vastly reduced. Thus, it remains unclear what forms the basis of their 
objection? Just saying it is “too big” is the old answer. Perhaps some consideration of a 
compromise, that us implementers can get behind, would go a long way! 
 
Transit Focused Decisions/Vision 
With the City lacking a PBID (Property Based Improvement District) organization, the 
neighborhood of Downtown Commercial Property owners is left at substantial 
disadvantage during this type of extended, committee planning process.   This has 
presented a problem since the beginning of the DPAC process – where the 
neighborhood of Downtown Commercial property owners was never formally 
recognized or assigned a designated “voice at the table”. 
 
While City Staff and the independent consultants devoted generous resources and 
significant time to interviewing and including individual property owners, the regular 
monthly meetings, discussions and decisions of the committee did not include an 
assigned, representative voice for the Downtown Commercial property owners. 
 
This distinction may be lost on a casual observer, and the organizers of the planning 
process may not have seen the need, but a review of the committee’s final 
recommendations, together with plans and priorities for implementation, reveal 
troublesome aspects and missed opportunities from this lack of “at the table” 
engagement.   
 
Given the many land use, planning, and parking constraints established by the City, 
along with the need to address climate change, a transportation centric focus for the 
work of this committee appears a fundamental necessity.   How else is the Downtown 
expected to evolve and transform?   A substantial increase in the density of housing units 
within easy biking and walking distance of public transit is fundamental to encouraging 
the success of transit, not to mention the health of downtown businesses. 
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September 25, 2019 

City Manager’s Office 
Community Development & Sustainability Department  
City of Davis 
23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2   |  Davis, CA 95616 
 Sent via email to:  Mike Webb (mwebb@cityofdavis.org), Ash Feeney (afeeney@cityofdavis.org) 
 
Subject: Inclusion of 901-919 Third St (“Trackside Center”) in Downtown Davis Specific Plan 
(“DDSP”) Update 

 

Ash, 

As the owners of Trackside Center, we are very interested in the status of the new DDSP. 

In review of the publicly available documents that describe the update to the DDSP, it 

has come to our attention that Trackside Center is not definitively included in the 

planning area due to its status as a Planned Development. 

As you know, the Yolo Superior Court ruling against the City’s approval of the Planned 

Development has been appealed by the City and Trackside Center LLC. In the unlikely 

event that the appeal is not successful in upholding the Planned Development 

entitlement, we request that our property and the adjacent UPRR parcel be included in 

the DDSP such that applicable underlying zoning is placed upon the property as 

envisioned by the plan.  

We look forward to our continued work together on this project. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kemble K. Pope 
Project Manager | Trackside Center, LLC 



MEMO 

 

TO:  Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner 

Eric Lee, Planner 

FROM:  Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner 

DATE:  November 6, 2019 

SUBJECT: Comments on Public Review Draft - Downtown Davis Specific Plan (“Plan”) 

 

The comments below appear in the same order as the draft Plan, preceded by general comments. A list of possible typos is at the end of this memo. 

 

Page Section Subject Comments 

NA NA Mixed Use Plan assumes mixed use buildings will generate greater downtown visitation. But more mixed use buildings 
and visitation should not be equated to greater attraction and retention of retail stores.  Plan also assumes 
dining opportunities will expand. I believe it is overly optimistic to assume an increase in retail shopping will 
occur on lower floors of mixed use buildings. This is because retail shopping has undergone tremendous 
change in recent years and will continue to evolve away from “brick and mortar” stores as internet shopping 
increases.    It is simply too convenient to shop on the internet; plus, multiple websites provide in-depth prod-
uct information and evaluations. As the Wall Street Journal reported on 11-01-2019, “Just this year, chains 
have announced more than 8,000 U.S. store closings, and several retailers have filed for bankruptcy protec-
tion.”i   
 
A better strategy would be to tap into the research strength of UCD by encouraging mixed use space for com-
panies complementary to UCD, some of whose employees may want to live close to their jobs.  An example of 
such a company would be the recent location of a Mars research office in the building at the southeast corner 
of G and 5th Streets. As such firms and their employees occupy downtown, there will of course be some 
growth in complementary retail activities.  
 
It’s also overly optimistic to assume more restaurants will lure older Davisites downtown. Between the 1999-
2000 academic year and the LRDP baseline of 2016-17, UCD 3-quarter average enrollment grew by 50%, from 
22,364 to 33,391. During that span most of the “adult-oriented” downtown restaurants closed (notably 
Soga’s, Monticello, and Our House). Virtually all of the remaining restaurants cater to college students, with 
the exception of Season’s.  Most adult Davisites seeking a mature dinner venue go to Winters, Woodland or 
Sacramento, and I suspect that will remain so. 
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2 
 

 
Finally, the Plan’s front cover is faulty in several respects. (1) A cyclist is riding down the center of the street, 
instead on the right side. (2) a man is walking his dog almost in the center of the street (dog leashes and bikes 
are not a good mix); (3) the pavement appears to be comprised of large pavers; the seams or cracks between 
them can catch bike tires.        

NA NA Housing The expected increase in downtown housing units may be the best possible solution for accommodating new 
housing in Davis and meeting RHNA obligations in the context of the limitations imposed by Measure J/R.   

19 2.2 Socio-Economic As Chris Granger stated at the October 24 DPAC meeting, this section should describe (if possible) the % of the 
overall City and downtown population that is 20-29 years old.  It states that the fastest growing group is 25-34 
and that the 35-54 age group in Davis is declining, but does not mention the status of those 20-29.  

21 2.2 Property Ownership “Downtown has a collection of bank building sites, many underutilized due to a City ordinance requiring finan-
cial institutions to have a main branch downtown.”  Comment: The City should consider amending this ordi-
nance to allow financial institutions to apply for permission to close their downtown locations. The City could 
consider such applications on a case-by-case basis.  Alternatively, the City could evaluate which downtown 
bank sites have the greatest alternative development potential, and initiate closure and/or redevelopment 
discussions with those financial institutions and/or their property owners.      

27 2.3 Lack of Identity and 
Relevance 

Plan says 9,000 workers commute daily into Davis but 20,000 leave. As mentioned at the Oct 24 DPAC meet-
ing, about half of the 20K actually commute to UCD; i.e., only about 10,000 leave the immediate Davis envi-
rons.  If this is true, the Plan should be amended to include this clarification. Plus, it must be realized that 
many highly educated Davis residents have specialized jobs that do not exist in Davis. For example, I previ-
ously worked 13 years as an airport environmental planner, but no such job exists in Davis.  A friend is mar-
ried to a partner in a major downtown Sacramento law firm; he would not find a similar position in Davis.  
Many people chose to work elsewhere but live in Davis for the quality of life, schools and “small town feel.”  
There’s nothing wrong with that.  The Davis population could greatly increase, but many people would still 
travel elsewhere to work.    
 
It also states that some residents interviewed travel to Sacramento or Winters for social outings and recrea-
tion. As mentioned earlier, this is completely understandable. Most Davis restaurants cater solely to students, 
so adults often have no choice but to go elsewhere for social and/or recreational outings.     

27 2.3 Economy in Transi-
tion 

“Downtown has the opportunity to establish a mutual beneficial, town-gown relationship with UC Davis.”  
This may be true, but it is common knowledge among most Davis residents that downtown Davis should for 
the most part be avoided during the UCD school year.  The 50% growth of UCD enrollment between 1999 and 
2016 means that everything from the sidewalks to the restaurants have simply become too crowded. Even 
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walking in the downtown area is often difficult because many of the students don’t practice proper bicycle 
safety; i.e., running through stop signs and traffic lights, etc.     

39 3.2 Sustainable Vision Granger mentioned during Oct 24 DPAC meeting that she wants to see a separate, strong emphasis on the 
downtown economy. I concur; much attention is focused on sustainability, but not enough on economic con-
cerns and priorities.  

42 3.3 Building Scale Sus-
tainability 

Requiring SRI roof materials and permeable pavers is a good idea. Also, solar panels should be on as many 
buildings as possible.   

43 3.3 Sustainable Strate-
gies 

Waste Source Separation: The Plan urges conveniently located color-coded recycling bins for landfill, compost 
and recycling.  This appears good in theory, but often fails in practice. At Sacramento International Airport we 
tried a variety of methods to promote recycling, none of which worked. Regardless of the color of bin, people 
habitually put trash (“landfill items”) in the recycling bins, and vice versa.  I typically witness the same thing 
happening at major public events such as the recent California Capital Airshow.  The average person either 
does not care or does not pay attention.  Janitorial staff typically can’t be relied upon to separate items that 
people mistakenly put in the wrong bin.    

47 3.3 District-Scale Sus-
tainability 

Geo-Exchange: The Plan suffers from the lack of discussion on the cost of installing such a system.  How much 
would it cost for a typical building?  How will it be financed?  Who will pay for it? Will requiring Geo-Exchange 
make development in downtown Davis financially uncompetitive with other cities that do not require it? 

47 3.3 District-Scale Sus-
tainability 

Recessed windows to provide shading sounds like a nice idea, but it also provides ideal perching and nesting 
locations for birds.  Bird nests and waste on window ledges can increase building cleaning and maintenance 
costs.  

52 3.5 Memorable Identity “A key opportunity to enhance this identity through built form is to address the inadequate hierarchy be-
tween different parts of downtown.”  Please define what this statement is trying to communicate.  It comes 
across as meaningless “consultant planner lingo.” (The Plan suffers from such verbiage in a number of places.)    

53 3.5 
Goal 1 

Policy 1.9 “Integrate high-quality, unique public art throughout Downtown…”  It is important to identify funds for both 
providing such art, and maintaining it in perpetuity after it is installed.  Example: The County of Sacramento 
requires new public buildings to devote a percentage of the project cost to public art. In planning the new Ter-
minal B at Sacramento International, the Director of Airports asked the Board of Supervisors to amend the 
County’s public art ordinance to require a certain percentage of the public art budget to be set aside for long-
term maintenance of the art after installation.  Without such a provision, public art can fall into disrepair over 
time.  Art groups in Sacramento County opposed the amendment, but the Board of Supervisors ultimately 
concurred with the Director of Airports.  The same thing should occur in Davis.  

54 3.5 
Goal 2 

Goal 2 “Compact development in Downtown will enable people to live near where they work, shop and play.”  This is 
not universally true, and is a concept that warrants challenge and refinement.  For example, in a dual-wage 
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earning family, one partner may work in or near downtown Davis, but the other may commute outside Davis 
for work. This means sustainability and GHG reduction goals may not be as great as assumed.  Also, in some 
cases, a family may decide to not live in downtown Davis, but instead live in a city midway between where the 
2 partners work.  (I once worked in downtown Sacramento with a man who lived in Fairfield because his wife 
commuted from there to her job in downtown San Francisco.  Fairfield was a logical midway point for both of 
them.)  Also, for a variety of reasons some people may not want to live near where they work.  It’s a lot 
harder for your boss to ask you to work on nights or weekends if you don’t live near your job.   

55 Goal 2 Goal 2.3 “Incentivize private developers to include sustainability features and energy efficient systems in new develop-
ment, renovation and expansion projects that exceed minimum City requirements.”  Comment:  this may not 
be fiscally feasible.  Wile such features may reduce operating and maintenance costs over time, they often 
entail high initial costs.  How will such incentives work?  Will it entail lower development impact fees?  If so, 
the fee reductions must equal or exceed the incremental cost increase of such features and systems.  

57 Goal 3 Goal 3 The paragraph immediately preceding “Guiding Policies” refers to “…housing units that are affordable by de-
sign.”  This term must be defined, both on this page and in the glossary. Don’t assume it is understood by the 
average, non-planner reader.  

60 Goal 4 Introductory para-
graph 

“Form-based standards rooted in the built heritage and community character of Downtown will shape new 
development.”  What on earth does this mean?  It sounds like consultant planner “gobbledygook.”  The Plan 
should be revised to use “Plain English” wherever possible.  

61 Goal 4 Guiding Policy 4.2 “Reflect the intended use, intensity and eclectic character of Downtown’s different neighborhoods with build-
ing and public realm standards that respond to context.”  Again, what does this mean?  It comes across as just 
more professional consultant planner “gobbledygook.”  

63 Goal 5 Policy 5.3 The difference between pocket parks, plazas and parklets should be defined, perhaps with a sidebar.  

63 Goal 5 Policy 5.10 Public Art: see previous comment on the need to establish an ongoing maintenance fund for public art.  

63 Goal 5 Figure 3.32 Interactive Water Feature: California recently experienced prolonged drought, and it is certain that droughts 
will recur.ii It therefore makes no sense to waste water through evaporation and spillage by creating water 
features and fountains. It also makes no sense to operate electric-powered pumps for such unnecessary fea-
tures. This would be a blatant example of poor sustainability. It will be hard to convince Davisites to conserve 
water if they see downtown fountains and water features.    

65 Goal 6 Policy 6.1 “Make Downtown a place where most daily needs can be met without a car…”  In many cases this will be un-
realistic.  How is a person supposed to get home walking or on a bike with bags of heavy groceries (especially 
items like milk)?  The benefits of biking, walking and transit should not be oversold because in many situations 
traveling by vehicle is the most practical mode.  
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85 4.6 8 – Underground 
Parking 

Below ground parking has many advantages, but may render some projects fiscally untenable.  

88 4.6 Transform E Street 
Plaza 

Loss of parking: During the Oct 24 DPAC meeting Josh Chapman expressed business community concern 
about the loss of downtown parking.  Although Davis residents may be able to travel within downtown by 
means other than cars (walking, biking, transit), it will be difficult to lure non-Davis residents downtown if 
they find it too difficult to park.  This is a valid concern.  

91 4.6 G Street Additional Recommendation 3: Use street furniture, signage and other streetscape elements to create a cohe-
sive image and a “G Street” brand.”  Comment: Street furniture could end up inducing occupancy by the 
homeless and other “street people,” potentially thereby dampening greater visitation.  

95 4.6 North G Street 2: Articulate the portions of the building(s) not lining the plaza with residential frontages.  Comment: Make 
this statement simpler and easier to understand.  Does it mean that the buildings are now inarticulate?  

132 5.3 Conservation Over-
lay District 

A: Eliminate the district as a whole and establish existing neighborhoods as individual conservation districts.  
Comments:  Yes, this will help expedite planning and development.  

138 6.2 Thoroughfare De-
sign 

The discussion theoretically good, but ignores the fact that many pedestrians in downtown Davis cross streets 
without looking where they are going.  Students run stop signs, make left turns at intersections from the bike 
lane (thereby crossing in front of stopped cars), and many “blow” right through stop signs without stopping or 
even looking.  I get the impression that many UCD students never rode a bike until arriving in Davis.  Bicycle 
safety courses should be mandatory at UCD.  Unless and until bike riders increase compliance with traffic 
laws, no amount of new downtown street design will increase the intersection safety among bike riders, pe-
destrians and drivers.   
 
And, despite current Davis requirements, downtown streets are often blocked during the day by large delivery 
trucks (which ironically includes trucks delivering bicycles to downtown bike shops).  

140 6.2 Goods Movement The narrow streets advocated in the Plan will actually inhibit the movement of goods. It is contradictory.  

150 6.3 3rd Street Recon-
struction 

Some merchants on 3rd Street may oppose the loss of on-street parking, as shown on Figure 6.11.   

152 6.3 Sidewalk Quality Improving sidewalk quality should be a top priority.  Just as many Davis residents are frustrated that the City 
does not adequately maintain City streets, I believe many residents would place a higher priority on improving 
the sidewalks over what they could regard as overly ambitious and unrealistic urban design plans.  

155 6.3 Bicycling is Social Figure 6.27 – Bicycling is Social.  Comment:  When I ride my bike from home to downtown, it is imperative to 
be mindful of my surroundings.  I therefore regard this figure and caption as highly inappropriate. Biking is an 
inherently dangerous activity regardless in town or in rural areas, and riding side-by-side should be strongly 
discouraged.  If riders want to be social, they should take a break and socialize safely off the road (at a coffee 
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shop, etc.).  Besides, I think side-by-side riding is contrary to the CA Vehicle Code.)  I strongly advise deleting 
this figure and verbiage.  The Plan should not encourage unsafe biking. What was the consultant thinking?  

159 6.3 Transit Priority 
Measures 

What is a “queue jump”?  Please define.  

169 6.6 Reserve Sites The Plan says additional parking facilities should not be built until all lower-cost options have been imple-
mented. It also says that if built, future public parking should be designed to allow easy conversion to other 
uses.  Both of these recommendations make sense and should be implemented.  

170 
 
And 
 
219 

6.7 
 
And 
 
8.4 
 

TMAs 
 

And 
 

TMAs, Table 8.E, 
#3H 

 
 

Transportation Management Association (TMA) Membership:  The Plan says that all non-residential develop-
ments should be required to join Yolo Commute and that tenants should remain members in perpetuity.  I 
recommend that this strategy be deleted.  Requiring dues-paying membership will impose an uncompetitive 
cost on downtown Davis development and tenancy. And, based on my experience, TMAs are ineffective.  
 
I dealt with a TMA during my 13-year tenure as Senior Environmental Analyst with the Sacramento County 
Department of Airports (Airports). The CA Air Resources Board (ARB) imposed an air quality management plan 
on Mather Airport, and delegated implementation and monitoring to the Sac Metro Air Quality Management 
District.  Both agencies periodically criticized Airports because TMA ridesharing goals were continually unmet.  
The airport had many tenants, which included UPS, other air freight companies, corporate commuting aircraft 
fleets, aircraft sales and service, etc.  The airport belonged to the local TMA and the airport manager served 
on its Board of Directors. He and I urged airport tenants to join and pay dues to the TMA, and to provide in-
centives for their employees to commute by modes other than single occupancy vehicles. Our efforts fell 
short, however, because: (1) The airport could not compel tenants to join the TMA; and (2) employers can’t 
dictate how their employees commute to work. TMAs are a prime example of failed social engineering.    

179 7.2 Core Area Drainage 
Pond 

Offering an option for downtown development to contribute an in-lieu fee for maintenance of this facility is a 
great idea and should be encouraged.  

191 7.5 Sewer Capacity 
Charges 

Capacity charges for developers may very well capture ongoing regular maintenance costs for the City, but if 
not moderated could end up being a factor putting Davis at a competitive disadvantage with other cities.   

195 8.1 Phasing Strategy As Eric Roe mentioned at the Oct 24 DPAC meeting, “breaks” for development impact fees could greatly in-
centivize downtown development.  He said that City staff should be given greater latitude to be creative in 
helping projects “pencil out;” I concur. He further said the City Finance and Budget Commission should look at 
the current impact fee structure to make downtown more financially viable; again, I concur.  

195 8.1 Demand for Com-
mercial Space 

The Plan says on the top of the right-hand column that there is a demand for commercial space downtown, in 
particular from knowledge-based sectors.  There is a pro and con side to this situation.  The City (and County 
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of Yolo) will benefit greatly if building owners lease space to private sector employers.  However, if past expe-
rience is any guide, UCD may seek to lease some of the new commercial space.  When this happens, the prop-
erty owner typically applies for a property tax exemption because UCD is a tax-exempt entity.   
 
I recommend that the City press owners of current and future downtown commercial space to refrain from 
applying for property tax exemptions on any space leased to UCD.  And, given that the City and UCD have sup-
posedly entered into a new era of cooperation, perhaps the City should encourage UCD to not lease space 
downtown, but to instead add more space on campus.  Alternatively, if UCD were to lease downtown space, 
perhaps it could ask landlords to place a clause in the lease(s) whereby the property owner would agree to 
refrain from applying for a property tax exemption. 

195 8.1 Housing Demand The Plan states “UC Davis…plans to increase enrollment, adding to Downtown’s economic base and adding to 
the housing demand.”  This statement implies that the City bears a responsibility to provide housing for UCD 
students, which is a concept I oppose.  The City should emphasize the attraction of families and workers to 
downtown housing.  That demographic will in all probability have more disposable income to support new 
commercial and retail uses than would students.  

196 8.1 Phase One Mixed use infill redevelopment of the former Hibbert Hardware and Lumber site should be a top priority. This 
block, bounded by 5th, 6th and G Streets and the railroad, should be “fast-tracked” for development, and 
should be depicted as such on Figure 8.1.  

199 8.2 Table 8.A.  Phase II projects:  These are all good, but where will the City get the money to do them? 

201 8.2 Table 8.A, #27 Fountain feature and splash pad: see previous comments about water features. Given the certainty of future 
droughts and ongoing climate change, water features and water play areas simply make no sense.  Installing 
them would be irresponsible.  

205 8.3 Funding Sources This section continually emphasizes grant opportunities, which seems nebulous and overly optimistic. I think 
this is where the Plan really breaks down.  Everything in the preceding chapters seems good for the most part, 
but the Plan falls down when it comes to explaining how the goals and recommendations will be financed.   

205 8.3 Impact Fees As previously stated, the Plan may be infeasible if developers find it easier and less costly to bring their plans 
to fruition in other cities.  

209 8.3 General Fund The first paragraph in the left column mentions how increased visitation, among other factors, will generate 
increased tax revenue.  I continue questioning assumptions about how development of the Plan will increase 
visitation.  People arriving in Davis from out-of-town may be discouraged by the parking restrictions the Plan 
espouses.  I think the Plan should focus on improving Davis for people who live here. I doubt that Davis will 
ever provide compelling reasons for people to visit relative to Sacramento and the Bay Area.  Our town simply 
is unlikely to have sufficient “critical mass” to be a visitor destination.  And again, the downtown is now so 
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crowded with students, it is hard to conceive how adding another 5,000 students to UCD will make the down-
town any more attractive for adult out-of-town visitors.  Do we really want more students from other colleges 
proliferating downtown on Picnic Day?  

212 8.4 Urban Design and 
Placemaking 

One of the really big needs downtown--not mentioned anywhere in the Plan--would be convenient and well-
maintained public restrooms.  My wife and recently visited the downtown shopping district in Walnut Creek.  
Attached to one of the department stores were well-signed, large, clean, and attractive public restrooms.  We 
REALLY need something similar in downtown Davis, and in more than one location.  

213 8.4 Table 8C, #4 I strongly endorse items 4F, 4G, and 4H (as long as UCD does not lease downtown office space, thereby de-
priving the City and Yolo County of badly needed property tax revenue).  

213 8.4 Table 8C, #5 5E. Public art and landscaping will only be as good as the devotion of resources to maintaining them.  The City 
currently requires developers to install landscaping in public right-of-way areas, but then does a lousy job of 
maintaining it.  There is dead and neglected public area landscaping all over Davis.  Don’t add any more land-
scaping in public areas unless it will be maintained properly.  

215 8.4 Table 8D, #1 1E: Street Network.  Double-parked trucks downtown remain a problem. They block traffic and cause conster-
nation on the part of drivers and bike riders.  This problem needs to be solved.  

215 8.4 Table 8D, #2 2E, Eliminate driveways and curb cuts.  Comment: It would seem that the alley driveways for the recently 
completed Tim Spenser alley are contrary to this proposed implementation measure. I have witnessed several 
dangerous interactions between vehicles and sidewalk pedestrians at the 3rd Street Driveway, next to the for-
mer Davis City Hall.   
 
Also, this may be the best section to insert a clause regarding the need for more downtown public restrooms.  

216 8.4 Table 8D, #2 Waste Receptacles: see previous comments. Most people don’t pay attention, putting landfill trash in recy-
cling containers and vice versa.  Color-coding won’t overcome innate human inattention.  

216 8.4 Table 8D, #3 Bike facilities.  Comment: Poor bike handling skills and vehicle code compliance are likely to remain huge 
problems, particularly on the part of UCD students.  All of the Plan’s proposed upgrades in bike facilities will 
do no good if riders continue to alternate between riding on streets and sidewalks, ride in the wrong direc-
tion, pedal past run stop signs, do U turns at intersections or in the middle of blocks, etc.  Such problems have 
grown incrementally worse as UCD’s enrollment has risen.  Better bike facilities along won’t resolve this.   

217 8.4 Table 8D, #k5 5F says that VMT should become the primary metric for evaluating transportation impacts, which reflects the 
changes in CEQA guidelines from LOS to VMT.  I suggest that VMT may not be the correct or optimum metric 
in all situations.  Try telling someone waiting in a long traffic jam that they should not be concerned or upset 
because the road changes they are experiencing have, after all, reduced VMT. They just want to reach their 
destination in the shortest time possible.     
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223 8.4 Table 8H, #1A Discontinuing natural gas availability in commercial and residential buildings would be poor, short-sighted 
public policy. Most sources I’ve consulted indicate that the transportation sector is typically the largest source 
of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), and should therefore be the focus of emission reduction efforts.  Most 
experienced chefs prefer to cook with natural gas, and space hearing with gas forced air is more efficient than 
other methods.  (I lived in Ohio with electric baseboard heating, and can attest that it does not work well.)   
Plus, natural gas cooking is still possible when there is a blackout.  (Our Davis neighborhood recently lost elec-
trical power for a day, but my wife was still able to cook on our gas cooktop by simply lighting a match to the 
burners.)   Totally eliminating natural gas usage in downtown Davis would do little to reduce GHG emissions in 
relative terms compared to the thousands of idling vehicles on I-80.  Plus, the laws of thermodynamics explain 
that burning fuel directly on site for heating and cooking is more efficient than burning those same fuels in a 
central power plant and shipping the electricity over long distance wires.    
 
On the other hand, the actions recommended in 1E (solar) and 1F (district heating) make sense.  

227 Side-
bar 

Form-based Codes The 2nd bullet mentions Euclidean zoning. The vast majority of readers will not know what this means. Please 
define; i.e., the 1924 Supreme Court case brought by the City of Euclid, OH vs Ambler Realty, affirmed the 
ability of a town or community to be divided into areas in which specific uses of land are permitted.   

xxvii Typo Acknowledgments Add “er” to “Street,” i.e., his last name is Streeter 

29 Typo Opportunity Insert “is” between “This” and “a” 

68 Typo Special Design  A word is missing between “and” and the word “will” 

72 Typo Building Type 1st paragraph, right side of page. A word is missing between “designing” and “using” 

 

i “J.C. Penney Envisions Its Comeback.”  Wall Street Journal, November 1, 2019, page B1. 
ii For more drought information see the new book by Mark Arax, The Dreamt Land: Chasing Water and Dust Across California. Alfred A. Knoft, 2019.  
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MEMO 

 

TO:  Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner 

Eric Lee, Planner 

FROM:  Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner 

DATE:  November 11, 2019 

SUBJECT: Comments - Article Downtown Zoning Codes for Downtown Davis Specific Plan (“Plan”) 

 

The comments below appear in the same order as the draft Plan, preceded by general comments. This memo should be read in tandem with my Novem-

ber 6 comment memo on the Downtown Plan. 

 

Section Sub-
Sec-
tion 

Subject Comments 

NA NA Overall Approach The proposed Article 40.13 provides practical guidance through the generous use of photographs and il-
lustrations.  Compared to the current zoning code for the Core Area Specific Plan, the proposed “form-
based” code will allow or more flexibility and creativity on the art of both developers and City staff.  It will 
greatly reduce the need for action by the Planning Commission, including consideration of Conditional 
Use Permits (CUPs) and Planned Developments (PDs).    
 
In talking about the draft downtown plan with friends and acquaintances, the most prominent comment 
is dissatisfaction with the current perceived and/or actual lack of convenient vehicle parking and the 
Plan’s proposal to even further reduce the parking supply.  Based on these comments, I continue believ-
ing that it is unrealistic to assume that a great number of Davis residents will start riding bikes to get 
downtown.  They’ll simply drive somewhere else, potentially outside Davis, where parking and carrying 
out the daily needs of their busy lives is perceived as being easier and hassle-free.   

NA NA Page Numbers The document does not have page numbers.  Reviewing and writing comments on the zoning code would 
have been easier if page numbers had been included.  

40.13.140 140.A Note 4 “Stealth Design” needs to be defined in this section (not just in the definition section).  

40.14.030 F.2.A. Screening Screening for Roof-Mounted Equipment is described.  Comment: such screening must not interfere with 
the activities of repair/maintenance personnel.  



Section Sub 
Section 

Subject Comments 

 
 
 

2 
 

40.14.050 A.3 
and 
A.4 

Parking and Loading This section describes standards and limits on the development of motor vehicle and bicycle parking. 
Among the goals is reducing motor vehicle trips per capita to and from downtown development. 
Comment: The standards and limits described in this section may have the effect of limiting Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) to the extent that fewer people will go to downtown Davis. They will simply drive to 
other destinations perceived as more convenient. Restricting the number and availability of parking 
spaces will not necessary equate to more people deciding to bike or walk from home to downtown.  
 
Attempts to reduce VMT by limiting the availability of parking spaces can actually have the reverse of the 
intended outcome. For example, during the development of Terminal A at Sacramento International Air-
port (SMF), the California Air Resources Board (ARB) attempted to place limits on the number of total an-
nual passengers, the number of flight operations, and the number of airport parking spaces.  ARB’s goal 
in restricting the number of customer parking spaces was to reduce vehicle emissions by inducing travel 
to SMF by mass transit, which was limited in schedule and viewed as inconvenient.  (Congressional action 
in the early 2000s blocked such action by state agencies such as ARB, as it violated the Constitution’s in-
terstate commerce provisions.)  
 
It was ultimately realized that the result of ARB’s actions was the exact opposite of the intent. As airport 
users became aware that they were unlikely to find parking at SMF, many resorted to having someone 
drive them to SMF for their departing flight and then pick them up when arriving back at the airport; i.e., 
a friend or relative would drive them to the airport for their departing flight and then pick them up from 
their arriving flight. Thus, instead of incurring one roundtrip to the airport, these passengers required two 
roundtrips by their driver, thereby doubling vehicle emissions. This is an excellent example of unintended 
consequences, and one that was confirmed by surveys of airline passengers.  It shows that most people 
will find a way to defeat government imposed social engineering.         

40.14.050 C.1. On-Site Parking Sharing parking is a great idea. It helps maximize utilization of parking resources.  

40.14.050 F.1.b Carshare Spaces What is the rationale for 800 feet?  Why not another distance such as 500 feet or 1000 feet? 

40.14.050 F.3. Unbundled Costs This is a great idea.  There is no reason to charge a person for a parking space they don’t need. This is an 
excellent way to encourage lower vehicle use without imposing a prohibition.  

40.14.050 J.1. TDM Standards This subsection addresses Commercial Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Standards.  It would 
require developments to prepare and implement a TDM Plan, which would be overseen by Yolo Com-
mute, a Transportation Management Association (TMA).  The goal of this requirement would be to 
achieve a maximum 50 percent employee drive-alone mode share. 
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Comment: I strongly recommend that the City delete this subsection from the proposed downtown zon-
ing code.  This ill-conceived decree would be the ultimate example of too much governmental interfer-
ence with and involvement in the personal lives of employers and citizens. Faced with such a draconian 
and unrealistic mandate, employers could very well ignore or evade this measure by whatever means 
possible. Or, when made aware of such requirements, prospective employers contemplating locating to 
downtown Davis may simply choose to go elsewhere, thereby defeating the City’s goal of encouraging 
more downtown development.  This requirement would also mean that downtown developments would 
be forced to comply with different and discriminatory requirements to which developments and employ-
ers outside downtown would not be subject.  I further question whether the City has the legal authority 
to impose such a requirement, particularly a requirement that employers pay dues to a TMA. In addition, 
enforcing a TDM plan would require the allocation of scarce fiscal and human resources on the part of 
both employers and the City.   
 
Please delete this counterproductive mandate and instead look for incentives to encourage commute 
modes other than single-occupancy motor vehicles.  
 
Below are additional comments on this subject, copied from my November 6 comment memo on the 
draft Downtown Plan.  
 
Transportation Management Association (TMA) Membership:  The Plan says that all non-residential de-
velopments should be required to join Yolo Commute and that tenants should remain members in perpe-
tuity.  I recommend that this strategy be deleted.  Requiring dues-paying membership will impose an un-
competitive cost on downtown Davis development and tenancy. And, based on my experience, TMAs are 
ineffective.  
 
I dealt with a TMA during my 13-year tenure as Senior Environmental Analyst with the Sacramento 
County Department of Airports (Airports). The CA Air Resources Board (ARB) imposed an air quality man-
agement plan on Mather Airport, and delegated implementation and monitoring to the Sac Metro Air 
Quality Management District.  Both agencies periodically criticized Airports because TMA ridesharing 
goals were continually unmet.  The airport had many tenants, which included UPS, other air freight com-
panies, corporate commuting aircraft fleets, aircraft sales and service, etc.  The airport belonged to the 
local TMA and the airport manager served on its Board of Directors. He and I urged airport tenants to join 
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and pay dues to the TMA, and to provide incentives for their employees to commute by modes other 
than single occupancy vehicles. Our efforts fell short, however, because: (1) The airport could not compel 
tenants to join the TMA; and (2) employers can’t dictate how their employees commute to work. TMAs 
are a prime example of failed social engineering.     

40.14.070 E Duplex (Stacked) Table 3 (Building Size and Massing) lists the maximum number of stores as 2, but the photo depicting an 
example of such a structure on the bottom of the preceding page could be viewed by many readers as 
having 3 stories.  (The photo caption says it is a 2-story duplex, but in my opinion this building has 3 levels 
of living space.) 

40.14.110 F Illumination - Typo This subsection refers to “reserve-lit” letters. I believe the intent was to say “reverse-lit.”  Also, please 
define “box signage and visible raceways.”  

40.14.110 M Sidewalk Signs Such signs can be inherently dangerous.  I tripped on the leg of such a sign outside a restaurant at a shop-
ping center in Natomas, sustaining an injury and torn clothing.   
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MEMO 

 

     TO:  Downtown Davis Plan Advisory Committee (DPAC)    

 

COPY:  Mayor Brett Lee 

Councilmember Dan Carson 

  Ash Feeney, Assistant City Manager 

  Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner  

  Eric Lee, Planner 

 

FROM:  Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner 

 

DATE:  November 26, 2019 

 

SUBJECT: Recommendation to Remove TDM and TMA Requirements from the Draft Down-

town Davis Specific Plan (“Downtown Plan”) 

 

This memo reiterates the statement I made at the November 13 DPAC meeting.  I believe the 

proposed TDM and TMA mandates will be detrimental to the goals of stimulating downtown 

revitalization, residential development and economic vitality.  If implemented as currently writ-

ten, the punitive nature of these directives could put Davis at a competitive disadvantage with 

other cities.  The comments herein are strictly my own, and do not represent a position of the 

Planning Commission.      

 

1. Recommendations:  That the DPAC modify the Downtown Plan and proposed Downtown 

Zone Article 40.14.050 by removing the following transportation regulations and compul-

sory requirements.       

a. Development-Level Transportation Demand Management Plans (TDMs): Delete the 

requirement that new downtown development prepare and implement a TDM Plan. 

i. Delete verbiage recommending a target of no more than 50 percent of em-

ployees driving alone.  

ii. Delete verbiage requiring developments to achieve a performance standard 

for reducing vehicle trips from residential development. 

 

b. Transportation Management Association (TMA) Membership: Delete the require-

ment that all non-residential developments join Yolo Commute, Yolo County’s TMA, 

and that all downtown businesses remain dues paying TMA members in perpetuity.    

i. Delete the requirement that development applicants designate an Employee 

Transportation Coordinator (ETC) that would serve as the point of contact for 

the TMA and be responsible for demonstrating compliance with the TDM and 

monitoring requirements.  
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2. Background:  The mandatory TDM and TMA provisions are described in these sections:  

a. Downtown Plan Section 6.7, page 170: “Regulating Private Development: Parking, 

Loading and Traffic Reduction.”  See Attachment 1, a copy of Downtown Plan p. 170.  

b. Downtown Plan Section 8, page 219:  Table 8E – Implementation Actions: Parking 

and Transportation Demand Management, items 3D (Require TDM Plans and Perfor-

mance Standards) and 3H (Require TMA membership). See Attachment 2, a copy of 

Table 8E.   

c. Article 40.14: Supplemental to Downtown Zones. Details on the TDM and TMA re-

quirements appear in Article 40.140.050.J. – Commercial Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Standards.  See Attachment 3.   

 

3. Concerns: The imposition of TDM standards and regulations, coupled with obligatory TMA 

membership, will impose unnecessary financial, logistical and administrative burdens that 

could dissuade potential developers and employers from locating in downtown Davis. The 

net result would be to impede the commercial and residential development the City desires. 

Requiring development applicants to create and implement a TDM and compelling perma-

nent TMA membership will impose uncompetitive costs and bureaucratic administrative 

burdens on downtown Davis developments and tenancy. Based on my experience described 

below, compulsory TMPs and TMA participation are ineffective, and are a prime example of 

misguided government efforts to manipulate transportation modal behavior.    

  

4. Experience Working with TMPs and TMAs 

 

Mather Airport: I dealt with a TMA during 13 years (2002-2015) as Senior Environmental An-

alyst with the Sacramento County Department of Airports (Airports). During the 1990s an 

air quality management plan requiring TMA participation was imposed on Mather Airport 

by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). The ARB periodically audited program compli-

ance, and expressed frustration because ridesharing goals were continually unmet.  The air-

port had numerous tenants, ranging from companies such as UPS and other air freighters, 

corporate fleets, aircraft sales and service, etc.  Some tenants were small companies with 

limited financial resources.  As required by the air quality plan, the airport belonged to the 

50 Corridor TMA, and the airport manager served on the TMA’s Board of Directors. He and I 

continually urged airport tenants to become dues-paying members of the TMA, and to pro-

vide incentives for their employees to commute by modes other than single occupancy ve-

hicles. These efforts fell short, however, because: (1) Airports had no legal means for com-

pelling tenants to join the TMA; and (2) employers cannot legally dictate how their employ-

ees commute to work.  

 

Sacramento International Airport (SMF): Attempts to reduce VMT by limiting the availability 

of parking spaces can actually have the reverse of the intended outcome. For example, dur-

ing the development of Terminal A at SMF, the ARB attempted to restrict flight operations, 
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the number of passengers served, and the number of airport parking spaces.  ARB’s goal in 

restricting the number of customer parking spaces was to reduce vehicle emissions by os-

tensibly inducing travel to SMF by mass transit, which was limited in schedule and viewed as 

inconvenient by most airport customers.  (Subsequent congressional action blocked ARB’s 

action and similar efforts in other states.)  

It was ultimately realized that the result of ARB’s actions was the exact opposite of the in-

tent. As airport users became aware that they were unlikely to find parking at SMF, many 

resorted to having someone drive them to SMF for their departing flight and then pick them 

up when they returned; i.e., a friend or relative would drive them to the airport for their de-

parting flight and then pick them up from their arriving flight. Thus, instead of incurring one 

roundtrip to the airport, these passengers required two roundtrips, thereby doubling vehicle 

emissions. This is an excellent example of unintended consequences, and one that was con-

firmed by surveys of airline passengers.  It shows that most people will find a way to use the 

transportation mode most convenient to them, regardless of government edicts.       

 

 

Attachments 1 – 3 appear on the following pages.  
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Attachment 1 – Page 170 of Draft Downtown Plan 
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Attachment 2 – Page 219 of Draft Downtown Plan 

Note: Deletion of items 3D and 3H is recommended   
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Attachment 3 – Article 40.14.050.J of Supplemental to Downtown Codes  

Note: Deletion of entire subsection 050.J. is recommended  
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MEMO 

 

     TO:  Downtown Davis Plan Advisory Committee (DPAC)    

 

COPY:  Mayor Brett Lee 

Councilmember Dan Carson 

  Ash Feeney, Assistant City Manager 

  Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner  

  Eric Lee, Planner 

 

FROM:  Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner 

 

DATE:  January 14, 2020 

 

SUBJECT: Reiterated Recommendation to Remove TDM and TMA Requirements from the 

Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan (“Downtown Plan”)   

 

This memo again urges the DPAC to remove the draft downtown plan’s compulsory mandates 

for implementing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plans and dues-paying member-

ship in a Transportation Management Association (TMA).1 Retention of these punitive and dic-

tatorial edicts will discourage future downtown investment and induce resentment among ex-

isting business and property owners.  As former Ace Hardware owner Jennifer Anderson said at 

a DPAC meeting last year, starting and operating a successful local business is difficult.  The City 

of Davis should therefore not enact requirements that intensify that difficulty. The downtown 

plan should not include any provisions that would place Davis in an uncompetitive position rela-

tive to other nearby cities.  

 

Expunging the obligatory TDM and TMA provisions of the draft downtown plan would in no way 

diminish the important goal of reducing air pollution and Greenhouse Gas emissions. I believe, 

however, that other measures could accomplish the same result without imposing undue bur-

dens on local businesses and employees. Such measures could include voluntary TDM plans and 

TMA membership, City-sponsored incentives to reduce “drive alone” commuting, and vigorous 

educational programs emphasizing the advantages of alternative modes of transportation.   

 

Several examples of how TDM and TMA requirements are viewed by current Davis business 

owners are below. Specific recommendations for amending the draft plan are at the end of this 

memo.  The comments and recommendations herein are mine alone, and do not represent a 

position of the Davis Planning Commission.  

 
1 Please see my TDM/TMA memo to the DPAC dated November 26, 2019.  
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1. Comments by Former Local Business Owner:  During the most recent DPAC meeting I 

briefly spoke with the former owner of a long-time downtown Davis business that closed 

last year.  This person is not supportive of mandatory TDM programs, and felt it would have 

been extremely difficult to implement such a compulsory mandate while operating the for-

mer business.  Employees of that business commuted to work from throughout Yolo and 

Solano counties, including Woodland and Dixon.  The former owner said that meeting a re-

quirement to provide transit passes and a “guaranteed ride home” to such a geographically 

dispersed workforce would have been exceedingly difficult and expensive.  The record keep-

ing needed to demonstrate compliance with the goal of no more than 50% drive alone com-

muting by employees would have been a significant (and unfunded) administrative burden.  

 

 

2. Comment by Current Local Business Owner:  I regularly patronize a local family-owned 

business in downtown Davis. In recently discussing the draft downtown plan with the own-

ers, one of them strongly questioned the legal authority of the City of Davis to decree TDM 

plans and TMA membership, an apprehension I share. In addition to this concern, other pro-

visions of the draft downtown plan have caused anxiety among these business owners rela-

tive to what they will be allowed to do with their building due to its potential historic status.   

 

 

3. Recommendations:  The DPAC should modify the Downtown Plan and proposed Downtown 

Zone Article 40.14.050 by removing the following transportation regulations and compul-

sory requirements.       

a. Development-Level Transportation Demand Management Plans (TDMs): Delete the 

requirement that new downtown development prepare and implement a TDM Plan. 

i. Delete verbiage recommending a target of no more than 50 percent of em-

ployees driving alone.  

ii. Delete verbiage requiring developments to achieve a performance standard 

for reducing vehicle trips from residential development. 

 

b. Transportation Management Association (TMA) Membership: Delete the require-

ment that all non-residential developments join Yolo Commute, Yolo County’s TMA, 

and that all downtown businesses remain dues paying TMA members in perpetuity.    

i. Delete the requirement that development applicants designate an Employee 

Transportation Coordinator (ETC) that would serve as the point of contact for 

the TMA and be responsible for demonstrating compliance with the TDM and 

monitoring requirements.  

 

 

4. Specific Deletion Recommendations:  The mandatory TDM and TMA provisions recom-

mended for deletion are contained in these sections of the draft downtown plan:  
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a. Downtown Plan Section 6.7, page 170: “Regulating Private Development: Parking, 

Loading and Traffic Reduction.”  See Attachment 1.  

b. Downtown Plan Section 8, page 219:  Table 8E – Implementation Actions: Parking 

and Transportation Demand Management, items 3D (Require TDM Plans and Perfor-

mance Standards) and 3H (Require TMA membership).   See Attachment 2.  

c. Article 40.14: Supplemental to Downtown Zones. Details on the TDM and TMA re-

quirements appear in Article 40.140.050.J. – Commercial Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Standards.    See Attachment 3.  

 

 

5. Concerns: The imposition of mandatory TDM standards and regulations, coupled with oblig-

atory TMA membership, will impose unnecessary financial, logistical and administrative bur-

dens that could dissuade potential developers and employers from locating in downtown 

Davis. The net result would be to impede the commercial and residential development the 

City desires. Requiring development applicants to create and implement a TDM and com-

pelling permanent TMA membership will impose uncompetitive costs and bureaucratic ad-

ministrative burdens on downtown Davis developments and tenancy. Based on my profes-

sional experience as an environmental planner, compulsory TMPs and TMA participation 

are not cost-effective, and are a prime example of misguided government efforts to manip-

ulate transportation modal behavior.    

  

 

 

Attachments 1 – 3 appear on the following pages.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Remove Downtown Plan TDM and TMA Requirements   January 14, 2020                          Page 4 of 6 

 

Attachment 1 – Page 170 of Draft Downtown Plan 
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Attachment 2 – Page 219 of Draft Downtown Plan 

Note: Deletion of items 3D and 3H is recommended   
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Attachment 3 – Article 40.14.050.J of Supplemental to Downtown Codes  

Note: Deletion of entire subsection 050.J. is recommended  
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Brett, Dan, Ash, Sherri and Eric:  
 
As an additional official comment on the draft Downtown Plan, I generally concur with 
the recently submitted comments by Jim Gray.  It is astounding to me that a plan that is 
supposed to generate more downtown residential and commercial development is so 
burdened with unnecessary regulatory requirements that will discourage 
investment.  Instead of being excited by the plan, the few downtown business and 
property owners with whom I've spoken are experiencing anxiety and concern.  
 
As an example, how does the City expect to attract new restaurants if it follows through 
with the plan to ban natural gas hookups?  Virtually all restaurants cook with natural 
gas.  Yes, new appliances such as electric induction cooktops are becoming available in 
the residential market, but they are typically MUCH more expensive than natural gas 
cooktops.  Plus, a natural gas cooktop can still be used when there is an electric power 
outage, simply by turning on the gas and lighting a match (which my wife did last year 
during an unplanned local PG&E outage).   
 
If cooking with gas is outlawed downtown, I believe few new restaurants will open. And, 
some existing ones may close. Some City commissioners have reportedly even 
suggested that natural gas be allowed in restaurants, but only if they pay a "mitigation 
fee."  That would of course raise the cost of meals served by those restaurants.   
 
These proposed restrictions won't induce Davis residents to dine in downtown Davis. 
Instead, they will drive to towns like Woodland (to restaurants like Morgan's On Main) or 
to Winters (Buckhorn and Putah Creek Cafe). How will a downtown plan that makes it 
necessary for residents to drive to other cities for dining achieve the goal of net 
reductions in GHG emissions? Simple answer: it won't.    
 
The City correctly wants to reduce GHG and criteria air pollution emissions, but there 
are better ways to achieve that goal than to impose unrealistic restrictions on food is 
cooked.  Please delete this mandate from the Downtown Plan.   
 
Regards, Greg Rowe    
 



From: Neel Shah <neelfirst@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 2:43 PM 
To: DowntownPlan <downtownplan@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Input re: Downtown Davis Specific Plan 

 

I am concerned the implementation of mixed housing around North G Street will negatively 

impact the owners and customers of the Davis Food Co-op. Without sufficient additional parking 

the store will endure congestion and negative consumer experience. It may affect revenue growth 

and employment opportunity at the Co-op. 

 

Adding 1-2 small markets to the downtown plans would help combat congestion at the co-op and 

boost the desirability of living downtown. I do not see a mention of this in the plan. However I 

think it would be a big driver for city expats to adopt downtown Davis life. 

 

Best regards 

 

Neel Shah 

904 La Coruno St 

Davis CA 95618 

 

PS the form submission link is broken. 

https://www.cityofdavis.org/city-hall/community-development-and-sustainability/planning-and-

zoning/downtown-davis-plan/draft-specific-plan-and-comments/draft-specific-plan-comments 

 



Comments on Public Draft of Downtown Davis Specific Plan 
Emily Shandy 

January 12, 2020 
 

Page 1 of 2 

Overall, I appreciate the significant effort that has gone into this long planning process, and am optimistic that this 
document will help guide development of our downtown towards a more walkable, bike-friendly, denser and more 
mixed-use core of our community. 

At a high level, I have some concerns about the feasibility of implementation of the vision laid out in this plan. Many 
of the elements described in this vision are things the City may not have direct jurisdiction or authority over. 
Discussion of partners that will be necessary to realize this vision would be well-placed in this Plan, especially in 
discussion of implementation – what actions can be undertaken by the City, and what actions must be coordinated 
with outside partners? 

Specific comments are listed below. 

 Page xvii, the Planning Commission chair is Stephen Streeter, not Stephen Street. As of January 8, 2020, 
the roles of chair and vice-chair have been reversed, with Cheryl Essex chairing the commission and 
Stephen Streeter serving as vice-chair. 

 Throughout the document, remove all uses of the phrase “alternative transportation.” (First appears on page 
43.) This phrasing connotes a car-centricity that is not consistent with the values of the Davis community nor 
the vision outlined in the Downtown Davis Specific Plan. “Active transportation,” “bicycling, walking, and 
transit,” or “sustainable modes of transportation” are all better choices. 

 Page 43 and 170, some places in the Plan refer to providing only minimum vehicle parking required while 
others discuss parking maximums. Parking maximums are the more effective policy, and these references 
should be revised for consistency throughout the document when discussing vehicle parking. Clarify that 
these policies refer specifically to parking for vehicles, as opposed to bicycle parking which should be 
provided in abundance. 

 Page 59 and 72, the graphic for Missing Middle/Building Forms appears on both of these pages but has 
slightly different labels for the illustrated building types. On page 72, “townhouse” is listed twice. 

 Page 65, remove the suggestion of future parking structures from this Plan. Additional parking structures 
have been considered by the City and community multiple times in recent years, and on every occasion 
have been determined to be a non-starter and a waste of valuable downtown space. 

 Page 74, why is Central Park not indicated with a green asterisk as civic space on Figure 4.13? 

 Page 74, Figure 4.13 includes more shades of purple, blue, and grey than are listed in the legend. In 
particular, there are strange diagonal changes in the grey shading of the University Ave-Rice Lane 
neighborhood and of purple on the block bounded by 3rd, 4th, E, and F Streets. The dark blue shading also 
changes colors near the western rail line at the Amtrak Station parcel, and on the Davis Commons parcel. 

 Throughout the document, the restaurant patio at Bistro 33 (old City Hall, at the corner of 3rd and F Streets) 
is shaded on many maps as existing Public Open Space. It is a private restaurant patio—is there some 
arrangement for its use by the public that I’m not aware of? If so, this should be clarified in the document. If 
not, for consistency it should either be removed from the Public Open Space layer, or all outdoor restaurant 
patios should be similarly shown as Public Open Space (though I think this points to it being inappropriate to 
consider a private patio as public space). 

  



Comments on Public Draft of Downtown Davis Specific Plan 
Emily Shandy 

January 12, 2020 
 

Page 2 of 2 

 Page 154, Covell Boulevard and J Street is the first protected intersection constructed in California, but was 
not the first constructed in America (there was at least one in Salt Lake City that preceded it, and there may 
have been one in Austin, TX as well). The first bicycle signals in North America were at Russell and 
Sycamore, another location of the historic first bicycle lanes. In fact, the bicycle lanes on Sycamore Lane 
were originally configured as parking-protected lanes (what we would call Class IV today) as an 
experimental project, and later converted to conventional Class II lanes—another notable part of Davis’ 
pioneering history in bicycle infrastructure. 

 Page 155, Class I facilities are not exclusive for bicyclists – they are shared with pedestrians. Class IV 
facilities should be referred to as “protected bikeways” not “protected bike lanes”—a deliberate distinction to 
avoid including them in a statutory requirement in California that bicyclists MUST use a bicycle lane if one is 
present. 

 Page 157, “traffic stress” and “low-stress network” are mentioned a few times in the circulation discussion 
for bicyclists, but are never clearly defined or described (even in the glossary provided at the end of the 
document). Provide the appropriate context for these terms. 

 Page 159, consider removing the suggestion that transit-only lanes be provided on First Street. The street is 
designated in the plan as transit-priority, bicycle-priority, and vehicle-priority—how is there capacity within 
the existing street width to accommodate all three of these and also provide a transit-only lane? This 
suggestion appears not to have been considered in the larger context of other Plan recommendations. 

 Page 161, I strongly support the explicit statement that this Plan does not recommend any street widening 
or adding new streets or vehicle lanes. Thank you for including this. 

 Page 181, Figure 7.4 the shading in the legend does not match the shading on the map figure. This is an 
issue on many figures throughout the Plan—all figures should be reviewed for color consistency between 
map shading and legend items. Check on screen as well as on printed documents. 

 Page 183, ‘gpd’ is defined as ‘gallons per day.’ The same page includes a reference to ‘gpcd’ which is not 
defined. Please clarify. 

 Page 196, the dots and lines on Figure 8.1 point to the wrong items in the caption/legend bar. Each line 
should be shifted down one item. 

 Page 199, cost estimates provided in Table 8A for Class II bicycle lanes and Class IV cycle tracks of equal 
lengths (items 1 and 2) are the same. These facilities have different costs; specifically, Class IV facilities are 
more expensive than Class II because they include striping and stencils in addition to a physical barrier or 
raised profile. 



From: R Thayer <rlthayer@ucdavis.edu>  
Sent: Friday, October 18, 2019 8:21 AM 
To: DowntownPlan <downtownplan@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Downtown plan 

 

Greetings,  

 

As a landscape architect and former partner in a design firm associated with many projects in 

Davis (Central Park, Aspen Greenbelt, Arroyo Park, Willow Creek, etc.), I applaud the city for 

initiating a collaborative urban design effort. However, the central issue that needs to be 

addressed downtown is the loss of businesses essential to Davis residents.  

 

In the past year or so, downtown has lost an outdoor equipment store, a lumber yard, and the best 

clothing store in the region. Downtown Davis is turning into a “restaurant and coffee house" 

district. No doubt much of this is due to changing ownership of real property and the uptick in 

taxes due to Proposition 13. Regardless, urban design of a district consisting mostly of 

restaurants and few other essential businesses seems to me to be a rather shallow exercise. 

 

How about a City-led effort to place essential businesses in the downtown core? This would help 

recapture efficiencies lost with the escaping businesses. As a case in point, if people could buy 

lumber in Davis, fewer trips to Woodland and Sacramento would be needed. 

 

I’m all for urban design, but only if the retail efficiencies are addressed first. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Robert Thayer 

 
_________________________________ 

Robert L. Thayer, Jr. , FASLA, FCELA 

Emeritus Professor 

Landscape Architecture + Environmental Design 

University of California, Davis 

rlthayer@ucdavis.edu 

(530) 902-7825 
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Eric Lee 

City of Davis 

23 Russell Boulevard 

Davis, CA 95616 

January 10th, 2020 

 

Dear Mr. Lee, 

 

The Tree Davis Board of Directors, Kevin Robert Perry of Urban Rain Design, and I have 

reviewed the Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan. The plan covers many important topics 

relevant to revitalizing and improving our city’s downtown core and we commend the 

authors on the fact that sustainability and green infrastructure are considered.  

 

However, we would like to note a few key omissions concerning the importance of trees 

and urban greenspace in placemaking, climate change mitigation and enhancement of 

business districts. We recommend the following to make the plan more comprehensive 

and complete: 

 

1) Chapter 1.2: Relationship to General Plan and Other Plans and Policy Documents: The City 

of Davis’ Tree Planting, Preservation, and Protection Ordinance (Tree Ordinance) should be 

included in the planning documents and regulatory framework section of the plan.   

 

Rationale: The Tree Ordinance sets standards for the inclusion and protection of trees in city 

spaces and is especially important given the protection that the Tree Ordinance affords for 

trees during construction, remodeling and demolition. Without explicit inclusion of the Tree 

Ordinance, it is unlikely that the provisions of the ordinance will be applied to the plan – in 

which case, the City could potentially lose the financial resources already invested in 

downtown trees as well as the public goods/benefits that trees confer now and will confer 

in the future. 

 

2) Chapter 2: Existing Conditions: The City of Davis Urban Forestry Division has an inventory of 

City, street and landmark trees. The status of those trees, along with their collective canopy 

attributes should be included in the Downtown Davis Existing Conditions section of the 

plan.  

 

Rationale: Setting baseline conditions for downtown tree canopy will improve future goal-

setting and decision-making regarding canopy enhancement measures in the downtown 

area. 
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3) Chapter 7.1 & 7.2: Low Impact Development/Green Infrastructure; Stormwater 

Management and Green Infrastructure Improvements: Urban trees are green infrastructure 

and should be included as such in this chapter – especially in the “Identifying 

Opportunities” section.  Additionally, there are a number of more specific green 

infrastructure strategies that should be included within the “Matrix of Potential Green 

Infrastructure” (Figure 7.2), such as stormwater planters, rain gardens, green gutters, 

vegetated swales, and green walls. Further, if the Specific Plan is to serve as a visionary 

document for downtown, green infrastructure can and should be woven within streets, 

buildings, parking lots, parks, and plazas (not just streets, as the Plan currently indicates).  

Finally, we believe that a more site-specific “green infrastructure overlay” along with 

strategically selected green infrastructure demonstration project sites could be used to 

illustrate how green infrastructure can boldly enhance Davis’ downtown core and 

simultaneously educate the public about the benefits of urban stormwater retention, 

permeable surfaces and mitigation of urban heat islands. With all of these 

recommendations, we would be happy to sit down with the project team to discuss our 

suggestions further and provide support. 

 

Rationale: Trees, in combination with an broader toolbox of green infrastructure strategies, 

will aid the City and its residents in adapting to and mitigating the effects of climate 

change. For example, trees provide shade and cooling via evapotranspiration (which 

reduce building energy use) that decrease human exposure to heat stress – the Center for 

Disease control reports that extreme heat events cause more deaths in the United States 

than all other natural disasters combined. The occurrence of extreme heat events is 

projected to increase as the climate continues to warm. Additionally, trees and green 

infrastructure stormwater facilities clean and reduce stormwater runoff, improve air quality, 

store carbon, reduce noise, improve property values, provide jobs and enhance economic 

activity in business districts.  Expanding the role of urban trees and green infrastructure will 

help distinguish Davis as the environmental leader that it strives to be.    

 

4) Form-based Code:   

a. Currently lacks specifications on growing space for trees, including adequate space 

above- and below-ground. Adequate soil (volume and type) is critical for a healthy 

mature tree’s extensive root system. 

b. Currently lacks specifications on tree species to be considered for the downtown area. A 

pallet of small, medium and large climate-ready shade tree species should be specified for 

planting. 

c. Currently lacks specification on structure build-out and implications for green infrastructure. 

d. Should allot a certain percentage of setback or frontage space for green infrastructure. 
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e. Should include goals for tree canopy cover – both at the scale of the overall downtown 

area as well as parcel-by-parcel for private property. 

f. Should include goals for percentage pervious surfaces and urban landscape. 

 

 

Rationale: A plan that lacks the above specifications runs the risk of advocating lofty ideals 

with no means of achieving plan goals. This could result in the loss of: existing tree canopy, 

the opportunity to expand the downtown tree canopy and landscape/pervious surfaces, 

the opportunity for the City of Davis to serve as a leader in urban greening/sustainability 

and the public health and economic benefits that accompany them. 

 

 

Thank you very much to the authors for their diligent work in preparing this plan. Davis is a 

very special community in many ways, not the least of which is that our city government 

leaders work to make intentional choices about the future of our town and the vitality of 

our downtown core. I hope that our comments concerning the importance of trees in this 

pursuit can become a useful part of the revision of the draft plan. 

 

Please feel free to contact me with any comments, questions or feedback. 

Best regards, 

 
Erin Donley Marineau, Ph.D., M.P.A. 

Executive Director 

Tree Davis 

(530) 341-8232 

erin@treedavis.org 

www.treedavis.org 



From: Daniel Parrella <daniel@gatewayrealtypartners.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 1:45 PM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: Downtown Planning Advisory Committee - PD-86 Inclusion 

 

Eric, 

 

Thanks again for all your work with the DPAC. I look forward to the meeting this Thursday. Ive 

pasted below an Email from various property owners in PD-86. Please let me know if you have 

any questions. 

 

Daniel  

 
Greetings members of the Downtown Planning Advisory Committee and City Staff, 
 
As commercial property owners in the University Avenue neighborhood, we are writing you today to 

present you with our perspective on the work and planning that has been done with respect to the 

downtown update. We appreciate the time and effort that has been put in by the members of this 

committee and we believe that you have made good progress in creating a zoning and regulatory 

framework that can modernize downtown Davis. 

Although the draft plan presented for public comment has many commendable aspects, we are 

concerned that large swathes of Planning District 86 have been left out of consideration for this update to 

the General Plan. We are writing you today specifically as property owners who are interested in bringing 

capital and improvements into this neighborhood but are unable to do so given the current zoning. We 

think that leaving out the parcels from A street to B street and from 2nd street to Russell is a missed 

opportunity to bring reinvestment and redevelopment to our neighborhood. 

The City of Davis currently faces a serious budget deficit. We believe that our properties and others within 

the section of PD-86 we have identified could make meaningful contributions to city tax revenue. From 
the Opticos economic report provided earlier in the year, when they looked at tax revenues in areas 

around the University of Florida at Gainesville, they found that properties zoned at three to four stories 

that are adjacent to the university generate as much tax revenue to the city as properties that are zoned 

higher in the downtown core. Opticos also stated that the properties in this planning district are not 

yielding anywhere close to the value productivity they could create if they were zoned for even slightly 

higher height limits and densities. We are asking the DPAC and City Staff to zone the properties from 

Second to Fifth Street as Neighborhood Medium with Main Street Medium zoning for all the properties 

along Third Street.  

Creating Main Street Medium along Third Street leverages the seven million dollars just spent on award 

winning infrastructure improvements. Many of the property owners on Third Street have waited for a 

decade for the improvements to be made. We need to be thinking about how to make the most of the 

expenditure of these public monies. Otherwise, the properties along Third Street will continue to face 

strong challenges for redevelopment. 

Some of us and others have already tried to redevelop in this area. A General Plan Amendment was 

required to put in Guad’s Tacos and Beer on Third Street. This protracted exercise was only necessary 

because of the antiquated zoning of PD-86 where requirements vary by street and sometimes by parcel. 
The zoning which is currently on the “D” variation is confusing and convoluted--the exact problem that the 

Downtown Plan Update was supposed to solve. Currently, developments in PD-86 are done via spot 

zoning. This is an arbitrary and inefficient situation that can and should be changed. We are writing you 

today because we want to take action at our properties, but we need your help to continue the zoning that 

has already been granted in part of PD-86 along B Street and to expand it all the way to the University.  



Current property owners face restrictions that reduce the financial feasibility of redeveloping. The 

setbacks for the third story along Third Street under the current zoning make development unattractive 

and is the primary reason no major projects have come through in the last 20 years. Updating the zoning 

along all of Third Street to be Main Street Medium would build off the infrastructure investments that have 

already been made and encourage redevelopment that is in keeping with the character of the area. 

Otherwise, the underutilized parcels on Third Street will remain underutilized. 

University Avenue contains several older apartment complexes in need of redevelopment. However, 

these projects do not pencil out for either of these property owners given the current setbacks and two-

story limits. The apartment complex at Fifth and B Streets sits on the largest privately-owned site in the 

core area at over 81,000 square feet. It was built in 1950 and is one of, if not the, oldest apartment 

complex in the City of Davis. The property is currently allowed to only go to 9 units per acre, illustrating 

the difficulties of the current zoning. Given that it is one of the oldest apartment complexes in the city, the 

DPAC and City would miss a key spot for redevelopment by not including it in the Downtown Plan. It is 

right across from Central Park, and due to its age will be a likely property to be redeveloped within the 
timeframe of the Core Area update. Davis and the DPAC should take action to incentivize redevelopment 

on such an important parcel along with the others along University Avenue. Rezoning University Avenue 

to Neighborhood Medium will create the appropriate conditions for these projects to move forward. We 

ask that you simply extend the zoning that has already been proposed to a critically underutilized avenue 

ripe for redevelopment and renewal. 

We are asking you to include the section of PD-86 from A to B Street and north of Second Street into the 

Downtown Plan Update as property owners who want to revitalize this section of Davis. There is 

demonstrated and actionable demand here for redevelopment which can be encouraged by replacing the 
antiquated zoning that currently exists with the modern form-based code that has already been proposed 

in sections of PD-86. We ask that the DPAC include this section of PD-86 into the plan so that it can be 

evaluated as part of the EIR. Preserving PD-86 for the properties on 1st Street, Rice and the Southern 

side of second street will protect the owner occupants who live there. We would much prefer to have this 

evaluated as part of a rational and organized system rather than see redevelopment done via spot zoning 

like Trackside which has been a very divisive issue. We urge you to create conditions that will allow us to 

redevelop this important section of Davis linking the University campus to Central Park and the rest of the 

Core Area. 

Signed, 

Jordan Crumley – 212 University Avenue 

Ashok Patel – 201 2nd Street 
Scott Mathews – 312 University Avenue 

Rick Czuleger – 235 3rd Street 
Ali Sherali – 232 3rd Street 
 

--  
 

Daniel Parrella  

Gateway Realty Partners | Acquisitions Director 

P: (530) 219-5998 | W: www.gatewayrealtypartners.com  

720 Olive Drive, Suite D | Davis, CA 95616 

 





From: Betty Woo <bettywoo@thewoos.net>  
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 11:53 AM 
To: Eric Lee <ELee@cityofdavis.org> 
Subject: RE: Form based code training 

 
 

Hi Eric- 
          Thank you for inviting me to the training session.  I actually wasn’t talking 
about the townhouse standards, though I used it for an example of how you can make 
a large building feel like several small ones without putting arbitrary setbacks in the 
middle of a site.  I don’t agree with the form based code dictating what happens at the 
rear and sides of the site when you meet the setbacks and no one can see beyond the 
edge of the site.  I don’t agree that the side neighbors are as detrimentally affected by 
the internal configuration of a building as Tony alleged.  If the building can be 
designed to look/feel in keeping with the existing neighborhood, arbitrary rules on 
building dimensions should not be applied.  The Aiken project proves that point.  The 
arbitrary sizes given in the draft FBC it results in a downgrading of the usability of the 
site.  This is amounts to much lost opportunity and even I dare say a “taking”.  I 
believe the form based code should have more flexibility.   
 
          For example, (I believe it’s) in Philadelphia, they have a “sky plane” ordinance 
that dictates the angle of the building that cannot block an agreed upon angle of the 
sun from the surrounding buildings or street scape.  This makes sense to me because 
this angle has real consequences for the surrounding community. It is not arbitrary.  I 
totally support a form-based code, I would even support a “sky plane” ordinance but 
not one based on nonsensical arbitrary dimensions internal to a site.   
 
          That said, the session was valuable.  Thanks for providing us the opportunity to 
engage. –Betty 
 
Betty Woo, AIA Architect 
216 Lindo Place 
Davis, CA 95616 
530 753-9797 ph 
530 753-4239 fax 
 
 



Davis Downtown Specific Plan 

Preliminary Comments 12/09/19 

Yolano Group Sierra Club 

 

The draft Davis Downtown Specific Plan (DDSP), available for public comments through 

1/15/20, is a long and complex document that covers a wide range of topics, some of which are 

of interest or concern to the Yolano Group Sierra Club.  These preliminary comments are based 

solely on the draft plan itself, not the detailed standards and codes proposed as Article 40.13.  

We will provide more extensive comments after we have reviewed the relevant documents in 

greater detail. 

The underlying issues that guide our review of the DDSP are climate change, resource 

conservation, open space, and environmental justice.  These issues are relevant to most sections 

and elements of the DDSP.  We applaud some sections and elements and encourage you to retain 

and perhaps enhance them.  We are concerned about other sections and elements. 

We are pleased that the DDSP emphasizes sustainability, specifically including energy, mobility, 

water, waste, food, and social equity.  Compact development, listed as one of six goals, is 

essential to achieving sustainability.  The goal of increased housing access and choice and the 

specification of 1000 additional new housing units in the downtown area are important for 

reducing emissions from commuting and promoting social equity.  The emphasis on “complete 

streets” and priority given to walking, biking, and public transit (and strict limits on vehicle 

parking) are necessary for reducing carbon emissions and making downtown more “public 

friendly.”  The entire Mobility and Parking element is excellent, as is the Infrastructure element 

(green infrastructure, storm water management, water conservation). 

Despite the emphasis on sustainability, we are disappointed that the DDSP makes no mention of 

specific targets for reducing carbon emissions.  The City of Davis adopted a goal of becoming 

carbon neutral by 2040.  Promoting walking, biking, trees, and compact development will 

contribute to this goal but quantitative targets would be desirable.  The Built Environment 

element describes size, density, and location of buildings extensively but says little about 

construction design.  Brief mention is made of drought tolerant vegetation, passive cooling, 

energy savings incentives, solar panels, etc.  The DDSP should go beyond these platitudes and 

specifically call for new buildings to be net zero energy and designed for net zero carbon 

emissions.  

Finally we are concerned about the inadequate attention to timing.  If Davis is to become carbon 

neutral by 2040, enormous progress in this direction must be made by 2030.  Buildings and 

infrastructure, once developed, will endure for at least 50 years.  We cannot allow “business as 

usual” to proceed past 2030 and then begin working toward sustainability.  Yet the 

Implementation element lists capital infrastructure improvements of $5,090,000 through 2030 

and then $54,430,000 after 2030.  Of course it takes time to plan infrastructure projects and 



building developments but the pace must be greatly accelerated to make meaningful and 

necessary progress by 2030. 



Davis Downtown Specific Plan 

Comments 1/10/20 

Sierra Club Yolano Group 

 

The draft Davis Downtown Specific Plan (DDSP), available for public comments through 

1/15/20, is a long and complex document that covers a wide range of topics, some of which are 

of interest or concern to the Yolano Group Sierra Club.  These comments are based both on the 

draft plan itself and the detailed standards and codes proposed as Article 40.13 and 40.14.  These 

comments build upon and supersede preliminary comments that we provided earlier. 

The underlying issues that guide our review of the DDSP are climate change, resource 

conservation, open space, and environmental justice.  These issues are relevant to most sections 

and elements of the DDSP.  We applaud some sections and elements and encourage their 

retention and enhancement.  We are concerned about other sections and elements. 

We are pleased that the DDSP emphasizes sustainability, specifically including energy, mobility, 

water, waste, food, and social equity.  In emphasizing sustainability the plan seems to be looking 

to the future, taking into account climate change, and not dwelling on a mythical bucolic past.  

Despite the emphasis on sustainability, we are disappointed that the DDSP makes no mention of 

specific targets for reducing carbon emissions or conserving resources.  The City of Davis 

adopted a goal of becoming carbon neutral by 2040.  Promoting walking, biking, trees, and 

compact development will contribute to this goal but quantitative targets would be desirable.  

The Built Environment element and Article 40.14 describe size, density, and location of 

buildings extensively but say little about construction design.  Brief mention is made of drought 

tolerant vegetation, passive cooling, energy savings incentives, solar panels, etc.  The DDSP 

should go beyond these vague recommendations and specifically call for new buildings to be net 

zero energy and designed for net zero carbon emissions.  Appendix VIII in Chapter 10 provides 

appropriate recommendations for specificity and should be incorporated into the plan. 

 Compact development, listed as one of six goals, is essential to achieving sustainability.  The 

goal of increased housing access and choice and the specification of many additional new 

housing units in the downtown area are important for reducing emissions from commuting and 

promoting social equity.  While we endorse the goal of compact development, we worry that the 

plan goes too far.  Recommending buildings up to 7 stories high in the core area (specifically at 

Davis Square) threatens the ambiance and “human scale” of downtown.  The height limit 

downtown should never exceed 5 stories, should aim for mostly 4 stories at most, and should 

require setbacks for all stories above 3. 

Transportation is a major source of carbon emissions in the Davis area and must be addressed 

aggressively in Davis planning.  The emphasis on “complete streets” and priority given to 

walking, biking, and public transit (and strict limits on motor vehicle speeds and parking) are 

necessary for reducing carbon emissions and making downtown more “public friendly.”  The 

proposals to discourage use of motor vehicles generally are excellent, e.g. setting very modest 

maximum limits on parking spaces at residential and commercial establishments and eliminating 

minimum requirements for parking.  We are deeply concerned about social equity and 

accessibility for everyone, however, and urge that serious attention be given to downtown access 



by people with limited incomes or mobility.  Public transit to and within downtown must be 

improved.  Perhaps certain categories of people should be exempt from parking and transit fees 

or eligible for reimbursement of fees.  The categories should be broad and inclusive to avoid 

stigma, e.g. all senior citizens, people with handicap certification, or low income (e.g. eligible for 

food stamps). 

Finally we are concerned about the inadequate attention to timing.  If Davis is to become carbon 

neutral by 2040, enormous progress in this direction must be made by 2030.  Buildings and 

infrastructure, once developed, will endure for at least 50 years.  We cannot allow “business as 

usual” to proceed past 2030 and then begin working toward sustainability.  Yet the 

Implementation element lists capital infrastructure improvements of $5,090,000 through 2030 

and then $54,430,000 after 2030.  Of course it takes time to plan infrastructure projects and 

building developments but the pace must be greatly accelerated to make meaningful and 

necessary progress by 2030. 
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