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City of Davis 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday, February 10, 2021 

7:00 P.M. 

 

Commission Members:  Cheryl Essex (Chair), Stephen Mikesell, Greg Rowe, Darryl Rutherford, 

Emily Shandy, Stephen Streeter (Vice Chair), Michelle Weiss (Alter-

nate) 

 

Commissioners Absent: David Robertson 

 

Council Liaisons Present: None 

 

Staff:  Principal Planner Sherri Metzker 

1. Call to Order. Chair Essex called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

2. Approval of Agenda. D. Rutherford moved, seconded by S. Mikesell, to approve the agenda. 

Motion passed by the following vote: 

AYES: Essex, Mikesell, Rowe, Rutherford, Shandy, Streeter, Weiss 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Robertson 

 

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

G. Rowe: Request public comments via email be submitted to commissioners as early as pos-

sible. 

 

4. Chair and Vice Chair Appointments for Calendar Year 2021 

G. Rowe moved, seconded by D. Rutherford, to nominate C. Essex to continue as Chair for 

second year. Motion passed by the following vote:  

AYES: Mikesell, Rowe, Rutherford, Shandy, Streeter, Weiss, Essex 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Robertson 

 

C. Essex moved, seconded by S. Mikesell, to nominate G. Rowe as Vice Chair. Motion 

passed by the following vote:  

AYES: Mikesell, Rowe, Rutherford, Shandy, Streeter, Weiss, Essex 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Robertson 

 

5. Public Comments. None. 

 

6. Draft Downtown Davis Specific Plan Workshop (Meeting #3) – Draft Form Based Code 

 

Planner Eric Lee: Continued commission review of Draft Downtown Plan and Form Based 

Code, focused on Chapter 40 Article 40.13 (Downtown Zones). 

 



Planning Commission Minutes 

February 10, 2021 

Page 2 of 5 

40.13.020 Applicability 

 

Commissioner comments included:  

 Need clarification related to parking threshold and increase in intensity. What metrics 

were used to determine new threshold and how and when will they be implemented?  

 Consider impacts from small projects on street conditions. 

 

40.13.030 Code Guides. What role should Planning Commission have in design review pro-

cess? 

 

Commissioner comments included:  

 Support staff experts working though refinement of projects to comply with code; only 

have appeals come to commission.  

 Interested in further discussion of Planning Commission role in this process. What about 

concerns regarding design and color and other “fit” in neighborhoods? Want to make 

sure there are opportunities to provide input for projects. 

 Interested in community input on form based code. Have other jurisdictions implement-

ed?  

 

Public comments: 

Steve Greenfield, Trackside Center Property representative: Concerned with how form based 

code constrains larger lots, particularly along the railroad. Code doesn’t contemplate when a 

group of parcels is combined into a project. Code limits parcels with prime location to transit. 

Request staff revisit corridor to create options and design parameters in form based code that 

take into consideration unique designs. 

 

Larry Guenther: Historic buildings and transitions in form and character from old to new cre-

ate character. Should preserve trees and buildings that make Davis unique. Need thoughtful 

planning. 

 

Alan Miller: Most controversial part of this is a half block between 3rd and 5th Streets along 

the railroad. Project needs to be mitigated and issues worked out at planning stage. 

 

Matt Williams: Request commission take public comments multiple times during the work-

shop so people will not be limited to only one comment per item. 

 

Jeremy Taylor: Should not make historic buildings a priority. Davis needs to change. Build-

ings should suit the city, be smart, save energy, etc. 

 

40.13.080 Downtown Zones 

 

Commissioner comments included:  

 Support raised first floor when feasible. Consider flexibility if developers can site feasi-

bility issues. 

 Concerns regarding accessibility and access between public way and shop front or resi-

dential. Need to weigh accessibility and privacy; consider tradeoffs of different designs, 

allow architect flexibility.  
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 Support moving towards maximum allowed parking spaces.  

 Should establish a baseline fee related to parking cost. Fees are likely to change and 

should be adopted by resolution rather than incorporating into the code.  

 

Public comments: 

Larry Guenther, Old East Davis Neighborhood Association (OEDNA): Parcels next to rail-

road tracks still need refinement. OEDNA sees issues in parcels. Want a solution that works 

for all parties. 

 

Matt Williams: Support parking maximums. Encourages people to walk or use public transit. 

Should be vision for what downtown is supposed to be. Will guide individual uses and will 

inform the issue of what is a fiscally sustainable neighborhood.  

 

Rhonda Reed: Still unresolved transition zones. Hope Planning Commission will recommend 

a strategy to address issues. Regarding residential units at ground level elevated or not—zero 

setback is not desirable for livability. 

 

Jeremy Taylor: Plan is not thoroughly thought through. Should not rush. 

 

40.13.140 Allowed Uses 

 

Commissioner comments included:  

 

Residential uses: 

 Need better definition of live/work. Question need for Administrative Use Permit (AUP) 

related to live/work. Live/work should be permitted in zones that permit residential and 

permit commercial/retail. 

 Consider permitting group uses in main street large zones as they are in other zones 

(group home, rooming and boarding house, and transitional and supportive housing).  

 If concerned about priority, should put larger residential options secondary and maybe 

require AUP or Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  

 Consider encouraging a boarding house style or single room occupancy.  

 Consider prohibiting ground floor residential in storefront zones/areas, does not engage 

and draw in customers.  

 Allowing ground floor residential could provide an extra layer of security by having eyes 

at street level at night.  

 

Retail and Food-Related Uses: 

 Should permit micro-brewery in Neighborhood Large (N-L), instead of requiring AUP. 

N-L should be at least as permissive as Neighborhood Medium.  

 Should consider at least some type of requirement for alcohol. 

 

Office and service uses: 

 Concerned about civic/government, B&B, and hotel/motel uses proposed for AUP in 

neighborhood medium, attract a lot of vehicle traffic.  

 Support day care and elderly care facilities in neighborhood zones, allows for accessible 

services that are walkable, bikable, and near public transit for people living downtown. 
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Elderly and day care should likely be AUP, but maybe on a case-by-case basis consider-

ing surrounding uses. 

 Need to think about future proofing the plan and consider services such as AirBnB and 

EV charging stations.  

 Question distinction between allowing uses in Neighborhood Medium but more restric-

tive in Neighborhood Large.  

 Under auto services and repair, would like to see auto and bike rental. Consider using 

some parking spaces for auto/bike rental like Zipcar. 

 

S. Mikesell left the meeting at 9:35 p.m. 

 

Recreation, Education, and Assembly Uses: 

 Consider moving away from definition of “emergency shelter” and toward “low barrier 

entry system,” it is less restrictive. Wrap around services should be included with emer-

gency shelter or other related facilities. Process should be more streamlined and poten-

tially not under a CUP, do not want to create an equitable disparity.  

 Question why community/religious assembly requires a CUP where other uses in recrea-

tion, education, and assembly do not.  

 Research and development requirements inconsistent; larger zones should not have more 

restrictions than smaller.  

 Consider creating a definition for “maker space”.  

 Should allow fire stations in all zones.  

 Believe urban agriculture should be permitted in all zones, but not include horses or dairy 

farm. Urban ag does not include community gardens as currently defined, should consid-

er revisiting.  

 

7. Commission and Staff Updates 

A. Housing Element and Housing Element Committee Update 

Principal Planner Sherri Metzker: Housing Element will be released for 60 day review 

period soon. Public meetings will be held to receive comments. Beginning to work on 

environmental document. 

 

D. Rutherford: Will have another meeting of Housing Element Committee, date TBD. A 

lot of discussion has occurred regarding Rancho Yolo and concerns about redevelopment. 

Policy discussions regarding inclusionary housing. Finance and Budget Commission is 

looking into feasibility issues. October 31—anticipating update to Affordable Housing 

Ordinance. Will be language within Housing Element that will provide accountability for 

city to meet deadlines. Have discussed 1% growth cap and Measure J/R/D related con-

straints to housing. Also discussed Housing Trust Fund. Social Services Commission has 

created a Housing Trust Fund issue brief. Considering how to move forward after loss of 

redevelopment funding. 

 

G. Rowe: Committee feels city needs to adopt more mechanisms to put additional money 

into Housing Trust Fund. Consider looking at real estate transfer taxes. Discussion about 

bed rentals vs. units and lack of RHNA credits.  

 

D. Rutherford: Rent by bed equivalency is a big issue. Committee not in agreement.  
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B. Upcoming Meeting Dates/Long Range Calendar. 

S. Metzker: Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance in March—comply with state require-

ments. Downtown Plan Code Workshop in March. Housing Element coming up soon. 

 

8. Adjournment. Meeting was adjourned at 10:31 p.m. 

 


