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APPENDIX A - HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

III. HOUSING RESOURCES
AVAILABILITY OF LAND

State law requires the City to demonstrate that there is adequate vacant land available to
meet the allocated housing needs. As shown in Table A-52 below, the City has a total of
758.95 acres of vacant land, which includes all land within the city limits with zoning, public
facilities, and no substantial physical or environmental characteristics that would preclude
their development. Potential unit estimates are also based on existing development
agreements and tentative maps that govern the number of units likely to be developed.

In addition to the land with residential zoning, many of Fiirfield’s commercial zoning
districts conditionally permit housing, including multi-family housing. Residential
development is also permitted without a use permit in the CM Commercial Mixed zoning
districts near downtown. It is a priority in the City’s General Plan to encourage mixed-use
and infill development.

Table A-52 is based on land use categories defined in the General Plan and the Zoning
Ordinance.

The residential land use categories are as follows:

RVL Very Low Density 0:2.5 du/acre
RL Low Density 2.5-4.5 du/acre
RIM Low Medium 4.5-8 du/acre
RM Medium 8-15 du/acre
RH High Density 15-22 du/acre
RVH Very High Density 22-32 du/acre

The Housing Element assumes that lower density land use (very low RVL), low (RL), and
low-medium density (RLM) zoning districts) categories will be developed with market rate
housing affordable primarily to above moderate-income households. With subsidies, a
limited number of housing units affordable to moderate-income households may be built in
the R-LM zoning district, but the City does not assume that development in this zoning
district is necessary to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation.

The Housing Element assumes that the medium density (RM) category will typically be
developed with moderate- and above moderate-income housing. If subsidies are provided,
some affordable units for low- or even very low-income households may be produced at this
density.

The affordable housing units (very low-, low-, and moderate-income) will primarily be
accommodated in the high and very-high-density zoning districts. Density does not
guarantee affordability. But the densities permitted in these zoning districts, in combination
with the various programs included in the Housing Element that mitigate the cost of
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APPENDIX A - HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

development, ensure that there is adequate vacant land to potentially accommodate the
housing needs of all income categories.

As shown in Table A-53 below, there is enough‘ vacant land to meet the City’s obligations
for very low-, low-, and moderate-income housing. In calculating the capacity for housing
development for specific parcels, the City used one of the following assumptions:

o - Vacant parcels have received entitlements with unit counts.

. For RM (Medium Density Residential) zéﬁng, the tables use the mid-point
of the 8-15 du/acre range.

. For RH (High Density Residential), the tables assume 20 units per acre.
This is consistent with recent projects completed in Fairfield.

e Table A-51 shows a specific list of high density residential projects and their
affordability.

TABLE A-51
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN HiGH DENSITY

Affordable Rents
(HUD Standards)

Project Name
Very Low Low

The Pointe (1989) 180du/acee  1BR/1BA  §1,065  §754 $1,206
(266 units) . 2BR/IBA  $1,300 - $943 $1,508
2BR/2BA  $1,355  $1,018 $1,628
The Summit (1991) 18.6 dufacre  1BR/1BA  §1065  $754 $1,206
(180 units) 2BR/1BA  §1275  $94 $1,508
JBR/2BA  §1,350  $1,018 $1,628
Birchwood (1985) 200 du/acce  1BR/1BA  $950 $754 $1,206
(110 units) 2BR/1BA  §1,100  $943 $1,508

Med. Village (1988) 15 du/acre 1BR/1BA  $1,025  $464 $784
2BR/1BA  §1,400 - $943 $1,508

Fairfield Vista* (1999) 16.43 du/acre 2BR/1Ba $675 $943 $1,508

3BR/2BA $775 $1,094 $1,749
4BR/2BA $860 $1,244 $1,990
Sunset Creek* (1997) 20.2 du/acre 1BR/1BA $706 $754 $1,206
2BR/1BA $848 $943 $1,508
' 3BR/2BA $982 $1,094 $1,749 -
Sourcz: City of Faisfeld, September 2008
* Subsidized Project
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The City understands the difficulty in developing on smaller parcels of less than 2 acres in
size, but continues to successfully identify nonprofit developers and local niche builders -
interested in smaller projects. Recent projects include Patk Place, an 11-unit apartment
project developed in 2002. Infill developers like the Olson Company have extended their
successful product lines to smaller parcels. Programs HO 2.1A and HO 2.2A will continue
to encourage lot consolidation and/or the development of infill housing in the City.

‘r-l';er State Law (AB 2348) the City of Fairfield needs to show vacaat residentially zoned sites '
1 at a density of 30 units per acte to meet their RHNA allocation for extremely low-, very low-
and low-income households. In cases where the City does not have enough residential
vacant sites zoned at 30 units per acre to meet their RENA allocation for these income
groups the City needs to analyze the financial feasibility for construction of affordable units
on sites zoned for less than 30 units per acre.

The City’s Housing Element assumes it can accommodate its extremely low-, very low- and
low-income RHINA allocations on available vacant sites in the RH zoning district. To
further ensure that the City can accommodate their lower-income RHNA on these sites,
Program H.O 1.1B states that the City will amend its Zoning Code to eliminate the density
cap on development in the RH Zone. The new RH zone will allow residential development
from 15 units an acre and up. In addition, the City will eliminate the RVH zoning district
(currently these are only two very small sites zoned RVH) and will re-designate those few

sites “RH.”

In addition, there are several projects completed during the past fifteen years which
demonstrate the City’s ability to develop affordable housing at densities below 30 dwellings
pet acre Caminar Solano developed Laurel Gardens in 2006. This 30-unit project was
developed on a 1.3 acre infill site at a density of 23 units per acre. It provides housing for 2
special needs population. (Mentally i/ handicapped) and is affordable to very low-income
households.

The City also recently completed a feasibility analysis of development potential along the
City’s 80-to-80 Corridor (February 2008). This analysis indicated that density in the 20 to 25
unit per acre range is sufficient.to allow for the development of affordable, moderate income
and market rate housing. Higher densities often require more expensive construction and
structured parking, which impacts affordability and the feasibility of the project. With the
climination of density caps in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, the City is providing developers
in this corridor and elsewhere with the necessary flexibility to design and build projects at an
appropriate density

Interviews were conducted with several affordable housing developers (Solano County
Affordable Housing Foundation, Affirmed Housing Group, and BRIDGE Housing) to
determine what zones are appropriate for the development of affordable housing.

The Solano Affordable Housing Foundation indicated that while the current economic
situation  precludes  development at this time, they have participated in
acquisition/rehabilitation projects in the City. Based on past experdence, it is possible to
develop affordable housing in Fairfield at the 15-22 units per acre range.

JUNE 2009

CITY OF FAIRFIELD
A-83

I,

v ot



APPENDIX A - HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Affirmed Housing Group was contacted and indicated that the current range of 15 to 22
units per acre is appropriate and that the densities were not cost prohibitive. In 2007,
Affirmed Housing Group developed Avian Glen, an 87 unit multifamily project in pearby
| Vallejo. The project was developed on a 4.22 acre site, resulting in a density of 21 units per
acre. Avian Glenn is 100 percent affordable and provided 7 units affordable to extremely
low- income households, 19 units affordable to very low-income households, 59 units
affordable to low-income households and 2 manager units, which are not rent-restricted.

BRIDGE Housing was also contacted and indicated that 20 units to the acre is the most
economical way to develop in the City of Fairfield. At densities higher than that wood frame
is no longer an option and a concrete podium would be required, making the project much
more expensive to develop. In 2008 BRIDGE constructed Cottonwood Creek apartments,
which are affordable to very low-income households in Suisun City. This project has 94 units
Lfild was constructed on a 4.55 acre site, equatiag to 2 density of 20.7 units per acre.

Adequate Sites Inventory

An important component of the Housing Element is the identification of sites for future
housing development and evaluation of the adequacy of these sites. The identification of
these sites will help in fulfilling the City’s share of regional housing needs as determined by
ABAG. Table A-52 shows a summary of the land available for development and Table A-
53 below shows a detailed analysis of the residential development potential in the City of
Fairfield. Refer to Appendix C for a map of available sites to fulfill the Regional Housing
Needs Allocations for very low- and Jow-income households. A map identifying potential
development sites for the future can also be found in Appendix C.

The City of Fairfield has land zoned appropriately to allow for the development of 5,256
units. Please note; this number does not take into account the additional sites listed in
Table A-54. Realistic capacity was determined by looking at zoning, General Plan
designation, and any existing development entitlements. The Garaventa project, for
example, has Development Review approval for 409 apartments and townhouses on 20
acres. However, as discussed below, many of the entitlements received during 2005-2007 ate
now expiring and the property Owners are rethinking their projects.

The land inventory below includes multifamily sites in the Villages at Fairfield, a master
planned development area that will include single family, attached medium density, and high
density housing. Currently, the project has General Plan and Zoning entitlements and a
Development Agreement . Lewis did receive full design review entitlements for one project,
Homecoming Apartments which ate still in place but as noted below the master developer
does not intend to build this project due to the current downturn in the economy and the
housing market. This project was intended to be a luxury, full service apartment complex,
which actually included 130 units (20. percent) of the units available at affordable rents
(moderate income) to “junior rank” enlisted personnel and officers. The developer now
feelsthat market conditions make development of Homecoming infeasible and that there are
no plans to proceed with this project. Lewis is currently engaged in discussions with the City
that could result in a significantly different project. They do not intend to build
Homecoming under current market conditions. Thus, the site is considered an opportunity
site and could be available for sale to an affordable housing provider or a multifamily
developer who builds projects with affordable units. Therefore, this site, along with the
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In certain situations, the City and its Redevelopment Agency have acted to acquire and
demolish blighted housing that cannot be feasibly renovated. The City will work with a
developer partner to replace this housing with new units that better meet the needs of the
neighborhood and community.

GOALS, POLICIES, AND PROGRAMS

This section of the Housing Element sets forth the goals, policies, and programs the City
intends to implement to address Fairfield’s housing needs. The City has six goals with
accompanying policies and programs to implement the overall Objective discussed above.

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

Goal HO 1

Provide for varied housing opportunities, in terms of type, price, amenities,
neighborhood design, and location, for all income groups and family types.

Policy HO 1.1

Encourage multifamily housing at appropriate locations and densities, focusing where
possible such new housing near employment, transportation, services, and recreational
amenities.

Progtam HO 1.14

The City will update the Multi-family Housing Sites Study every two years to reassess the potential for infill
multi-family development, including commercially soned properties. The study will also be expanded to include
an inventory of housing sites for agricultural workers.

Responsibility: Community Development

Time frame: Update the study every two years; the next update will occur in 2009.

Program HO 1.1 B

The City will amend the Zoning Code to eliminate the RVH (Residential Very High) soning district and
redesignate all parcels with RVH Zoning as RH (Residential High) sones. The City will also remove the
maximum density cap (22 dwelling units per acre) on the RF gome to allow densities of 15 units per acre
and higher to encourage the development of affordable housing. The City will then monitor the development of
parcels with RH (Residential High) oning to ensure that they are developed with bigher density housing,
including affordable housing. If RH parcels are proposed to be regoned to a lower density, or proposed for
development at a lower density than 20 dwelling units per acre, City staff shall prepare an analysis of the
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Pz’mpm‘ of such development or resoning on the City's ability to meet its projected housing needs. If the
Homecoming site is developed “as approved” at market-rate rent apartments per excisting entitlements, the
City will identify other site(5) suitable for affordable units The City shall also prepare an annual assessment
of parcels with the bigher density, RE, and RM (Residential Medsum) soning. This report shall assess
development trends, the type of housing developed, and affordability of the units developed. The annual
assessment should also identify mechanisms for facilitating development of additional housing, as needed. The
City will also support and assist with the subdivision of larger parvels into smaller sites to facilitate the
development of affordable housing and vise versa.

Responsibility: Community Development

Time frame: Ongoing, during project review by Planning Division.
I

Program HO11C

Continse requiring identification signs on muliifamily sites and buyer notification for singlefamily
homebuyers near multi-family sites. Such signs can belp reduce neighborhood opposition becanse new
bomeowners will be aware of potential developments prior to moving into a neighborhood.

Responsibility: Community Development

Time frame: Ongoing

Policy HO 1.2

Encourage mixed use development that provides unique housing types, pedestrian friendly
design, home ownership, opportunities for entrepreneurship and employment, and access to
transit and services such as childcare.

Program HO 1.2 A

Implement the recommendations of the completed 80-10-80 Corridor Plan, including adoption of new
development regulations such as:

o Mixed-use and infill development standards,;
o Agsistance with securing funding for affordable housing development;

e Develop parking standards to permit the sharing of parking spaces by commercial, office, and

residential uses.

Responsibility: Department of Community Development

Time frame: Zoning Ordinance revisions and new development regulations could be completed by 2071.
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INFILL DEVELOPMENT
Goal HO 2

Encourage infill housing in developed areas of the City. - ) )

Policy HO 2.1

Encourage property owners of adjoining parcels to consolidate or otherwise cooperatively
develop their parcels.

Program HO 2.14

Educate developers and property owners about successfiul smaller infill hossing projects and flexibility in the
City’s Zoning Ordinance to support the development of infill housing development including a conceptual
review process

Responsibility: Community Development

Time frame: Ongoing, .

Policy HO 2.2

Encourage property owners of smaller parcels (less than two acres) to work with the City to
develop affordable ownership housing where rental housing is infeasible.

Program HO 2.24

Develop incentives programs to facilitate lot consolidation. These incentives might include density bonuses,
flexcibility in development standards, and assistance in marketing small parcels.

Responsibility: Community Development

Time frame: Develop incentives program by January 2010.
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City of Lake Elsinore Housing Element

Technical Assistance September 2011

Analysis of Zoning to Encourage and Facilitate the Development
of Housing for Lower Income Households (pages 130 to 133 —
Suggested Revisions in Red)

INLAND EMPIRE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS

State housing element law utilizes a density to correlate affordability and income groups
(RHNA) with zonlng and residential capaC|ty (sites mventory) The Calfornia

a#epdabthty—us—ee#elated—\mth—denaty To demonstrate densmes to encourage the

development of housing affordable to lower income households, the statute has always
provided the ability to analyze the appropriate density. Recent amendments to the
statute added a default density standard as an option to streamline the analysis
requirements where the Department of Housing and Community Development must
accept specific density standards. For jurisdictions with a population greater 25,000
and located within a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) with a population of more than
two million, the default density is 30 dwelling units per acre (or higher). Lake Elsinore
has a population greater than 25,000 and is within the Riverside-San Bernardino-MSA
with over four million people. Thus, per State law, Lake Elsinore’s default density is 30
dwelling units per acre.

Density is a critical factor in the development of affordable housing. In theory,
maintaining low densities typically increases the cost of construction and land per unit
and increases the amount of subsidy needed to ensure affordability while higher density
development can lower per-unit land cost and facilitate construction in an economy
scale. The highest residential density permitted by the City’s General Plan is 24 units
per acre. (see Table 32). Density bonuses allow for a density of up to 35 units per acre
in the High Density Residential and residential Mixed Use categories. These density
ranges sheuld encourage the development of housing for low- and very-low income
households given factors such as that land values and construction costs in Lake



Elsinore and the surrounding area are substantially lower than in other MSAs, such as
Los Angeles County. To demonstrate that a density of 24 units per acre can encourage
the development of housing affordable to lower income households, a three part
analysis was prepared based on market demand, financial feasibility, and project
experience within the zone(s).

Market Demand

Market Rents for newer (less than five years old)apartments in Lake Elsinore can be
generally affordable to the upper range of lower income households. One bedroom
rents generally range from $675 to $995 with an average rent of $773. For a one
bedroom apartment, this average market rent is near the upper range for a lower
income household . As a result, market rate apartments constructed under existing
zoning of 24 units per acre can nearly be affordable to lower income households;
without financial subsidies.

Table 49A  Affordable Rent to Market Rent Comparison

Bedroom Affordability Affordability for | Market Rent Range | Market

Type for Very Low | Lower Income Average
Income Household* Rent
Household*

1 Bedroom $625 $750 $675-$995 $773

2 Bedroom $703 $844 $800-$1,300 $990

3 Bedroom $781 $938 $1,050-$1,450 $1,182

* Affordability calculated pursuant to Health & Safety Code Section 50053

Sources: 2011 State Income Limits; September 2011 Rent Survey:

Apartmenthunterz.com, Apartment Guide, ForRent.com

Land Prices: As noted above, land prices in Lake Elsinore and Western Riverside
County generally are much less expensive than in nearby counties: Los Angeles,
Orange and San Diego, due to the availability of land and other factors. Based on a
sampling of residential land sales in 2008, per acre prices were found to generally range
between $570,000 and $720,000 per acre (see Table 28). More recent surveys of
vacant residential land sales demonstrate a decline in 2008 land prices ranging from
$305,000 to $610,000 per acre. Based on information with multifamily developers,
recent land prices were consistent with this range.



Financial Feasibility

Given the availability and land prices in the Western Riverside area, densities of 24
units per acre encourage the development of housing affordable to lower income
households. This assumption is further supported by conversations with non-profit
developers. Based on conversations with several developers of housing affordable to
lower income households, the availability of land, sizeable parcels (e.g. an acre or
more) and subsequent economies of scale and construction costs for garden style
apartments are contributing factors to the cost effectiveness of 24 units per acre. This
cost effectiveness of 24 units per acre, in simple terms can be expressed in terms of
land costs per unit at various densities. For example, the following table uses an
average land price of $457,500. Based on a typical total development cost of
approximately $225,000 per unit, the table shows a significant difference between lower
densities (e.g., 15 units per acre) and higher densities such as 24 and 30 units per acre.
Specifically, land costs per unit at 24 units per are less than 20,000 per unit and
represent only 8.5 percent of total development costsBy representing less than 10
percent of total development costs, a density of 24 units per acre encourages the cost
effectiveness of housing affordable to lower income households.

Table 49B : Land Costs per Unit

Units per Acre Land Costs per Unit Percent of Total
Development Costs

10 units per acre $45,750 20.3%

15 units per acre $30,500 13.5%

20 units per acre $22,875 10.2%

24 units per acre $19,063 8.5%

30 units per acre $15,250 6.8%

Assumptions: Average land price of 457,500 per acre and total development costs of
$225,000 per unit.

Facilitating higher density developments can benefit both the housing developer and
low-income families if units are constructed. The City can encourage developers by
offering incentives, in an effort to assist in the development of higher density projects.

Information based on Project Experience




The development of projects with densities below 24 dwelling units per acre may be
explained by the development history of the City. Lake Elsinore only recently
experienced a surge in its population and is still transitioning from a rural to a suburban
community. Unlike many existing, older jurisdictions in more densely populated areas,
Lake Elsinore still has significant vacant land available that is relatively inexpensive.
While the City has continued to plan for the future by encouraging developers to utilize
the existing density bonus ordinance and per acre (High Density Residential and
Residential Mixed Use) to be considered in order to accommodate the remaining very-
low and low-income RHNA allocation. Appendix E includes a letter provided by an
experienced affordable housing developer in California and is extremely familiar with
developing affordable housing in different jurisdictions throughout the state. The
developer has reviewed the housing element and has found that the City “has an
abundance of sites which are suitable for affordable housing.”

Table 50 below provided a listing of several known affordable housing and development
projects within the Riverside-San Bernardino MSA that have been approved and/or
constructed at a density of 18 dwelling units or fewer per acre, well below the City of
Lake Elsinore’s maximum density of 24 dwelling units per acre in the High Density and
Residential Mixed Use designations.



moderate income households. The following section will address potential sites to
accommodate the remaining housing need.

7.2 - Zoning Appropriate to Accommodate Lower Income Housing

Density is a critical factor in the development of affordable housing. In theory, maintaining low
densities typically increases the cost of construction per unit, while higher density development

- lowers the per-unit land cost and facilitates construction in an economy of scale. In addition to

potential for density bonus provisions, more intense residential development is achieved throuigh
a number of mechanisms, including clustering of residential development and zero lot line
development, subject to City development standards. Clusteting of housing can produce higher
densities on a portion of land while creating space for amenities, and retaining the overall dénsity.
assignment of the entire property. This method is effective when portions of the property not
utilized for residential development can be developed with compatible uses, such as open
space/recreation, parks, schools, public facilities and support commercial. The City's High-
Density Residential designation (15-18 du/ac) prov1des the best ¢ opportumty for the development
of affordable housing. o :

The State Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) has deemed affordability
as correlated with density. Consequently, HCD has established “default densities” that by
definition are considered sufficient to provide market-based incentives for the development of
housing for lower-income households. For )urlsdlctlons with a population greater than 25,000
and located within a Metropolitan ‘Statistical Area (MSA) with a population of more than 2
million, the default density is 30 dwelling units per acre (or higher). Murrieta has a population
greater than 25,000 and is within the Riverside MSA.* ‘Thus, HCD has determined that
Murrieta’s default-density is 30 dwelling units per acre. However, the City’s Zoning Code does

not allow for the defaule (density of at least 30 dwelhng units per acre. Consequently, the City's =~
- dffordability: analysis_must dermonstrate that the identified zone/densities encourage and

facilitate the development of housing for lowemncome_ useholds by con51der1ng (1) market

demand and trends, (2) financial feasibility, and (3) 1nformat1on based on residential projéct__
ithin a zo (s). where the densities fac1l1tated the development of housing for’

lower-income. househol s )

A number of lower Income housmg developments have been constructed in the City since the

year 2000. Affordable units have been created in the followmg three zones: MultiFamily-2,

Multiple’ Use-3 and specific plan areas. It is important to note that many of the projects with
affordable units have utilized the City’s density bonus incentives. Majority of the affordable units
constructed in'the City are located in Multifamily-2 (MF2) zones which allows for a density of
up to 15-18 dwelling units per acre. A total of four (4) projects with 1,046 moderate income units
have been created at this density. The MF-2 zone is valuable in that it allows developers to
provide units that are affordable to moderate income households without requiring them to
establish deed restrictions which can be a barrier for some developers. The Multiple Use-3
(MU3) zone which allows up to 18 dwelling units has also facilitated the creation of affordable
housing. Four comiplexes with a total of 188 affordable units with deed restrictions and 685 non
deed restricted units have been constructed in the MU3 zong. Tn addition to the MU-3 and MF-2
zones, specific plan areas (SP) have also allowed for the development of affordable units. In.the
Histoti¢ Murrieta Specific Plan as well as the Murrieta Highlands Specific Plan 13 deed restricted
units and 183 non deed restricted units have been created Table 7-2 provides information about
the affordable housing developments in the City that have been constructed since the year 2000.
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Table 7-2:
Existing Complexes with Affordable Units

' Camden Vmeyaf&s ME-2 .
Total Units = 264 units 15-18du/ac | 2001 270
Madison Park MEF-2 2002-
Total Units = 284 units 15-18 du/ac | 2003 284
Crescent Heights ME-2
Total Units - 184 units 1518 du/ac | 2003 184
Eagle Glen _ ME-2 . : i
Total Units-320 units | 15-18 du/ac | 2004 : R U
Reserves at Madison Park MU-3 - A 24 (DR)
Total Units = 248 units 18 du/ac 2004 5 13(DR) . 211
Monte Vista MU-3 2 N oL . j
Total Units = 64 units 18 du/ac 2005 | - 6 (DR) 1 46(DR) 1" 6 (DR) . > (DR) /
Sonoma at Mapleton SP e . .
Total Units = 193 units Varies 2005 o g \ o 18 10
Amber Walk SP . s c
Total Units - 111 units Varies |20 |: P(DR) 9(DR) 57
Hilltop at Winchester MU-3 L o
Total Units - 175 units 18dwac | 2006 106 69
Grande Isle Senior \ “ ‘ i
Apartments 2007 88 3(£R) o ‘
Total Units = 453 units ’ 5
3 Street Homes ’
Total Units = 4 Houses'® 2008 4 (DR)
Toral O S(OR) | 64(DR) | 10(DR) | 126 (D) 188
Note: Italicized numbers indicate units not having 4 deed réstriction. HLony
Abbreviations: MF-3 - MutliFamily-2, MU.-3 = Multi le Use-3and SP 0 a Specific Plan

Source: City of Murrieta, 2008,

7.3 -

/

These developments indicate that historically the City of Murrieta has been successful in the
development.of affordable housing, particularly very-low and low income housing, within its
existing zoning designations which currently limit density to a maximum of 18 dwelling units.-
per acre. The City recognizes'that in rezoning land to allow for higher densities there is even
greater potential for the development of affordable units, however Table 7-2 reflects that even
without increasing the density of the current designations, historically very-low and low income
units have been produced.” : ’

Availability of Sites for Housing
State law requires that a community provide an adequate number of sites to allow for, and
facilitate production of the City’s fair share of regional housing. To determine whether the City ,

identify “adequate sites” Under State law (California Government Code section 65583 cl),

adequate sites are those with appropriate zoning and development standards, with services, and T
facilities, that facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of housing for all income

levels. Land considered suitable for residential development includes:
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A"::i;:bendix A: Housing Needs Assessment

Manufactured homes

Since 2007 there have been 38 additfional manufactured homes added to the County's housing
stock. According to local manufactured housing developers, the cost of new manufaciured
housing {including land) in the unincorporated area ranges between $110,000 fo as high as
$350,000. However, developers note thaf on average the cost of land and installing a new
manufactured unit is in the lower portion of the range at roughly $140,000. The developers
mentioned that most manufaciured housing developed in the county serves cost constrained
families, providing an offordable alternative o traditional stick built development. Table 22
shows that a four-person, low-income households can afford a maximum sales price of $181,289,
meaning manufactured housing is theoretically affordable to low-income households.  As
previcusly mentioned there have been 38 manufactured housing units added to the Counly’s
housing stock since 2007, all of which have been allocated towards the County's low-income
fair share housing need. '

Second Units

There have been 14 second unifs consiructed in the County since the start of the planning
period {2007). Second units are typically developed in the County to house families related to
the occupants of the primary residence and it is therefore difficult to survey rental rates of
second units. Due to the relatively low cost of construction {zero land cost and generally smaller
in scale), County staff indicate that second units primarily serve as housing units for lower income
households. Staff also noted that it is typical that second units are developed to house family
members and agricultural workers.

Local property management companies were contacted to collect data on the rental rates of

second units. According to property managers most second units are managed by properiy
owners and property managers are rarely contracted to manage second unit properties.
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Appendix A: Housing Needs Assessment

However, there is a share of second unifs that are included in property management portfolios.
The average monthly rent of second units managed by property management firms throughout
the unincorporated County is $650. The property managers noted that second unifs in
incorporated areas are typically more expensive than in the unincorporated areas, and that the
average is more representative of second unit rental rates in the unincorporated area.  As
shown in Table 22 very low-income households can afford between $695 (1-person) and $992 (4-
person) in monthly housing cost without being cost burdened. Comparing the rental rates with
the affordability of very low-income households shows that the additional 14 second-units meets
the County's very low-income fair share housing allecation.

Agriculfural Housing Uniis

Solano County allows for the construction of single-family homes, secondary dwelling units, and
HCD agricultural housing by right in its Agriculturatl districts. Since 2007, the County has approved
four agricultural units which will provide for permanent farmworker housing. These unifs are
privately owned and therefore make ii difficult o determine the affordability level, As part of
the application process the owner has stated that a portion of the workers wages will be used to
pay for housing. As farmworkers do not fend to make a high wage it is safe to assume that the
owner of the units will not charge more than 30 percent of the workers monthly earnings for rent.

According to Employment Development Department employment and wages data as of June
2009 persons thai fall info the “Farmworkers and Laborers, Crop, Nursery, and Greenhouse”
category made approximately $19,061 per year. If the owner of the farmworker units were to
take 30 percent of their monthly income for rent that would equate fo $571. As shown in Table
22 a household of four that fall inio the extremely low- income category can afford a maximum
of $595 per month. When comparing this fo what farmworkers in Solano County can afford
(maximum rent of $571 per month), i is safe to assume that the farmworker units in the
affordability rage for an exiremely low- income household therefore the four units were credited
in Table 35 as affordable to éxtremely low- income households.

Table 35
Progress towards Achieving RHNA
Income Group ABAG Allocation -_Constructed Units Remaining Need
Exiremely Low 13 41 95
Very Low 13- 142 0
Low 16 383 0
Moderaie 18 184 0
Above Moderate 39 314 84
Total 99 105 17

4 agricultural housing units affordable to exfrermely low — income households

214 second units affordable to very low-income households.

3 38 manuiaciured homes; affordable o low-income households.

47 tofal single family homes: 18 single family homes have been allocated towards the moderate income housing need
and 31 towards the above moderate income need.

fThere 1s approximately 19 acres land zoned RS and 775 acres or land zoned RR that are available for the development
of housing affordable to above moderate-income households (see discussion bhelow].

As shown in Table 35, of the 105 additional housing units that have been added to the
unincorporated area of the County satisfy the County's fair share allocation for both the very
low- and low- income categories but have a shortfall of 9 units affordable to extremely Tow-
income households and a shorifall of 8 units affordable to above moderate- income
households.
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The West Village project therefore provides adequate sites to meet the University
housing need for all income levels for this planning period.

3. Housing in Agricultural Areas

Yolo County allows construction of a single-family home on any legal parcel. Non-
residential areas in the county, particularly agricultural areas, provide sites for
construction of new farm dwellings. In 2005, approximately 85 percent of land in Yolo
County (869 square miles) was in agricultural use. An increasing percentage of this
land is occupied by diversified small farms growing organic and specialized crops.
Smaller farms are more likely than larger-scale commodity farms to include residences
within agricultural areas.

Table HO-40 identifies the number of TagEHO-40  ANTICIPATED HOUSING PRODUCTION

additional homes expected in IN AGRICULTURAL AREAS, 2008-2013
agr§cultural areas during this planmng Very Above

period. Based on past production and : Low Low Moderate Moderate Total
future trends, the County expects that at Rural

least 46 farm dwellings will be added in  Residential 63 7 37 133 230

agricultural areas each year for a total of
230 new units during this planning
period.

Affordability assumptions based on the construction values of homes in agricultural
areas as reported in County building permit data. Based on past affordability levels of
new single-family and mobile homes in agricultural areas, the County anticipates 53
units affordable for very-low-, seven for low-, 37 for moderate- and 133 for above-
moderate-income households during this planning period. A more detailed discussion
of how the affordability levels were determined is below.

Homes built on agricultural parcels over the past five years were investigated, using a
10 percent sample equivalent to 31 homes. Assessed value was divided to reflect the
improvement value and land value. For agricultural homes, the improvement value,
including the home and necessary improvements such as well or septic systems, is the
most representative of consumer cost. The land value varies independently of the
improvement value, so some very-low cost homes have -high land value, and some
high-cost homes have quite low land value. For example, an improvement value of
$16,991 is associated with land value of $307,554 and improvement value of $525,000
is associated with land value of $42,679. The improvement value is the best indicator of
the cost of creating new housing to an existing landowner, relative of a landowner,.or
employee of a landowner for whom the land cost is not the issue. Using the Affordable
Home Price from Table HO-18, the improvement value on agricultural properties is 23
percent very-low income; 3 percent low-income; 16 percent moderate income; and 58
percent above moderate income.

HO-84



COUNTY OF YOLO
2030 COUNTYWIDE. GENERAL PLAN
HOUSING ELEMENT

Homes in agricultural areas utilize wells and septic systems for their water and
wastewater needs. These homes use on-site private infrastructure facilities and are not
connected to public water or sewer systems. It can therefore be assumed that
‘adequate infrastructure is available for farm dwelling construction in agricultural areas.

Agricultural areas in the county feature numerous sensitive environmental features,
including floodplains and protected wetlands. Many of these areas are not suitable-
locations for new homes. However, the large size of agricultural sites enables new
-homes to be easily located in non-sensitive areas of the site. Existing environmentally
sensitive features in agricultural areas therefore do not constrain the development of
new farm dwellings in these areas.

4. Residential Development Potential on Vacant Residentially-Zoned Parcels
Residential areas within existing unincorporated communities also provide sites for
additional housing. The communities currently zoned to accommodate additional
housing are Esparto, Knights Landing and Madison. These communities have vacant
parcels zoned for residential development and public water and sewer systems are in
place that can accommodate some new growth. The majority of available sites for new
housing are located in Esparto. An analysis of vacant, residentially-zoned parcels in
these communities identified sites to accommodate at least 370 additional units, most of
which are in Esparto. Figure HO-4 shows the location of these sites.

The number of units by income group that can be provided within the three communities
is shown in Table HO-41. A detailed inventory of the sites, including Assessor’s Parcel
Number, size and zoning, is provided in Appendix C.

Table HO-41 also identifies affordability levels for the units that can be accommodated
by these sites. Affordability assumptions are based on the construction value of homes
in residential areas as recorded in County building permit data. Of the 1,003 units that
were constructed in residential areas from 2000 to 2006, 10 percent were affordable for
very low, 8 percent low, 13 percent moderate and 69 percent above-moderate-income
households. The County assumes that these affordability levels will generally continue
through the 2008-2013 planning period. Applying these affordability levels to the 370
total units that can be accommodated results in 37 units affordable for very low, 30 for
low, 48 for moderate and 225 for above-moderate-income households during this
planning period.

In addition to construction value, affordability for the units expected on vacant
residentially-zoned parcels is can be established through a review of current home
prices. Due to the limited activity in the market, there are not a large number of
examples in any of the communities in Yolo County. The average and median sales
prices indicated in Table HO-17 are skewed higher because of very large homes that
~are often found on the edges of the rural communities in Yolo County. However, as
described below, as of October 2009 there are homes for sale at market rate in each of
these communities that are affordable to very- -low, low and moderate income
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TABLE HO-41 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL ON VACANT RESIDENTIALLY-ZONED

PARCELS
- Above Total
Location Acreage Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Units
Esparto 575 - 28 .22 36 . -1%0 275
_Knights Landlng 7.6 4 3 6 30 _ 43
Madison o 64 5 4 7. 3 52

Total 7.5 37 30 48 255 370

households using the affordability standards listed in Table HO-18.28 These market-rate
prices are lower than those in the incorporated communities in Yolo County, but appear
to be following a similar trajectory of price reductions. Over the year from September
2008 to September 2009, home prices fell by 1.96 percent in West Sacramento, by
20.82 percent in Winters, and 12.54 percent in Woodland.%. In Esparto, home prices fell
by 22.54 percent. These trends in housing prices may not continue through the life of
this Housing Element, but they have helped to bring more affordable market-rate
housing within Yolo County’s unincorporated communities.

In Esparto, a single-family home built in the 1970s in the area zoned R-2 is listed at
$95,000 (affordable to very-low income households as shown in Table HO-18) in
October 2009. A duplex is listed at $179,900, at a cost of $89,950 per unit. More
recent homes affordable to moderate-income households are available in the R-1
zoning district, at prices of $125,000 and $130,000. These are homes built since 2000.
Less-expensive homes are also available in Esparto, but they are primarily located in-
the Villa Estates Mobile Home Park, which does not contain any of the sites shown in
Figure HO-4. Homes listed on the outskirts of town, such as along Highway 16 and
County Road 85B, and in the newer subdivisions are significantly more expensive,
ranging from $795,000 to over $1 million.

In Knights Landing, a home for sale in the R-1 zoning district in October 2009 is listed at
$75,000, affordable to very-low income households. Other homes in Knights Landing
range from $132,500 for a single-family home built in 1990 affordable to moderate
income households in the R-3 district and $178,500 for a large (4-bedroom) single-
family home affordable to above moderate income households in the R-1 district.

Realtor com. http://www.realtor.com/, Accessed on October 23, 2009.
Dataqunck www.danews.com/charts/monthly- charts/sac—bee charts/zipsacb.aspx. Accessed
on October 23, 2009.
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In Madison, homes for sale in the R-2. zoning district are available at $59,000 and

$60,000, affordable to very-low income households. As of October 2009 these are the

only homes for sale in Madison..

Discussions with several local Realtors indicated that there are no new homes for sale
in these communities in 2009, nor is the local market stable enough to indicate how
much they would cost if they were built. Sample per-square-foot prices for re-sale of
new homes range from $69 to $130 per square foot, varying without relation to age or
quality of the property. These are for re-sale of homes-in newer subdivisions, rather
than for the infill development properties that are identified on Figure HO-4. However,
Pat. Harrison, who has worked in Esparto for 30 years, indicated that when new
construction does happen on the infill properties the development typically consists of
manufactured homes, which are significantly more affordable than wood-frame
construction. These are the types of homes that would most likely be built on the infill
parcels identified on Figure HO-4.%

The allowed residential density is-based on current zoning regulations that determine
the number of allowed units. Because they are on public water and sewer systems and
are infill sites, there are no site constraints to limit development beyond typical built
densities. Typical densities in Esparto and Knights Landing are roughly 60 percent of
allowed residential density, so this number was applied to the maximum residential
density to determine the number of units that could be developed on a site, rounding
down where a fraction of a unit resulted from this calculation. Following is a detailed
description of the calculations used to develop 60 percent as a reasonable buildout
capacity, using many of the projects mentioned above in Table HO-38 documenting
projects built, approved and under construction in Yolo County in 2006 through 2008.

Knights Landing:

Railroad Avenue :

The Railroad Avenue Project was recently approved for construction in Knights Landing.
This residential development includes eleven units on parcels zoned R-1 and R-2;
which allow 7 units per acre and 14 units per acre respectively. This yields an average
allowable density of 10.5 units per acre. The eleven units were approved on
approximately 3.5 acres, yielding an actual buildout of 33 percent of the maximum
allowed residential density. Development of this subdivision was constrained due to the
shape of the parcels.

White Subdivision
The White Subdivision is currently under construction in Knights Landing. This
residential development includes 69 units on approximately 17.5 acres, which are zoned

30 pAdams, Warren. Security Pacific Properties. Personal communication with Dahlia Chazan of
DC&E on November 4, 2009 and Pat Harrison, Lawson Real Estate. Personal communication with
Dahlia Chazan of DC&E on November 4, 2008.
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