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City Council Resolution 2015-08 

GP0l-14: A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE ADOPTING AN ADDENDUM TO THE GENERAL 
PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE HOUSING CHAPTER OF THE LAFAYETTE 
GENERAL PLAN (HOUSING ELEMENT) TO ACCOMMODATE THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION ESTABLISHED BY 
THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ("HCD") 

WHEREAS, on October 28, 2002, the City adopted Resolution 2002-55 to certify an Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR") and adopt Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for a revised and restated General Plan 
("General Plan"); 

WHEREAS, on October 28, 2002, the City adopted Resolution 2002-56 to adopt the General Plan; 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element update process was initiated in early 2014 and the City held three public 
workshops and several meetings of the Planning Commission and City Council to draft the revisions to the Housing 
Element; 

WHEREAS, on September 15, 2014, the Planning Commission considered a draft Addendum to the General 
Plan EIR and the draft Housing Element and forwarded a unanimous recommendation that the City Council submit the 
administrative draft Housing Element to HCD for review and comment; 

WHEREAS, on October 14, 2014, the City Council considered the draft Addendum to the General Plan EIR and the 
draft Housing Element, accepted the Planning Commission's recommendations and directed staff to submit the Housing 
Element to the State Department of Housing and Community Development for the mandated 60-day review; 

WHEREAS, the draft Housing Element was submitted to the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development for review in November 2014; 

WHEREAS, between November 2014 and January 2015, staff revised the Housing Element to address the 
comments made by the State Department of Housing and Community Development; 

WHEREAS, on January 23, 2015, the State Department of Housing and Community Development forwarded a 
letter to the City of Lafayette finding that the revised Housing Element addresses the statutory requirements and will 
comply with State housing element law when adopted and resubmitted; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to State California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Guidelines section 15164, subdivision 
(a), a lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") if some 
changes or additions are necessary to a project but the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not required; 

WHEREAS, to consider the potential impacts of the General Plan Amendment, the City has prepared an 
Addendum to the General Plan EIR pursuant to CEQA and the State Guidelines ("Addendum"); 

WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (c), the Addendum is not required to be 
circulated for public review, but can be attached to the General Plan EIR; and 

WHEREAS, on February 17, 2015 at a public hearing on the Housing Element, the Planning Commission 
recommended adoption the Addendum and approval the Housing Element to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, on March 9, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing on the Housing Element at which time all 
persons wishing to testify were heard; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Addendum and all other relevant information presented to it 
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regarding the Addendum; and 

WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

Section 1. All the facts contained in the staff reports written for the meetings on this matter are hereby adopted 
as the City Council's own findings of fact and incorporated into this resolution by reference. 

Section 2. The City Council has reviewed and considered the Housing Element and supporting documentation. The 
draft Housing Element is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. The 
required findings for the General Plan Amendment have been evaluated by the Planning Commission as follows: 

1. The change proposed is consistent with the General Plan and each of its elements. 

2. Community need is demonstrated for the change proposed. 

Based on the entire record and all written and oral evidence presented, the City Council finds that the Housing Element 
promotes the goals and objectives of the City and it is consistent with the other elements of the General Plan. Furthermore, 
the Housing Element provides for development consistent with the existing and projected housing needs within the 
Planning Area and complies with the statutory mandates for housing elements contained in Article 10.6 of the Government 
Code. 

Section 3. The City Council has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Addendum and 
supporting documentation. The City Council finds that the Addendum contains a complete and accurate reporting of the 
environmental impacts associated with the General Plan Amendment. The City Council further finds that the Addendum 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The Addendum is attached hereto as Exhibit 
"B" and is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

Section 4. The City Council hereby adopts the Addendum to the General Plan Environmental Impact Report and 
approves the General Plan Amendment. 

Section 5. The location and custodian of the documents and any other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City Council based its decision is as follows: City Clerk, City of Lafayette, 3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 
#210, Lafayette, California 94549-1968. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Lafayette at a regular meeting on March 9, 2015, by the 
following vote: 

AYES: B. Andersson, Reilly, M . Anderson, Mitchell and Tatzin 
NOES: None 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 

ATTEST: 

EXHIBIT "A": HOUSING ELEMENTw/appendices 
EXHIBIT "B": ADDENDUM 

APPROVED: 

~.t.7~L 
Brandt Andersson, Mayor 
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Implementation Review 
Jurisdiction Name:  City of Lafayette 

 Implementation 
Status 

Program Number 
(If Applicable) 

Page(s) 
Where Found 

If the local government’s previous housing element included a 
rezone program pursuant to GC Sections 65583(c), 65583.2 and 
65584.09 to address a shortfall of adequate sites, has the 
program(s) to rezone been completed?     
 

 YES  
 NO 
X N/A 
 

  

Does zoning permit emergency shelters without discretionary 
action or has a multijurisdictional agreement pursuant to Section 
65583(d) been approved? 1 

X YES  
 NO 
 

Policy H-3.6, Program 
H-3.6.2 (completed – 
ordinance adopted 

9/10/2012) 
 

30, 90 

Does zoning permit transitional and supportive housing as a 
residential use and only subject to those restrictions that apply to 
other residential dwellings of the same type in the same zone? 2 

X YES  
 NO 
 

Program H-5.1.5 
(completed – ordinance 

adopted 10/14/2014) 
 

56, 60 

Are policies, ordinances or procedures established to allow 
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the 
application of zoning and land use policies, ordinances or 
procedures? 

X YES  
 NO 
 

Program H-3.3.2 
(completed – ordinance 

adopted 3/27/2006) 
 

57 

Has a density bonus ordinance been adopted pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65915 (since January 1, 2005)? 

X YES  
 NO 
 

Program H-3.4.1 
(completed – ordinance 

adopted 11/10/2014) 
 

44, 89 

 

1 These are not required where agencies adopted housing elements in the fourth cycle before the effective date of SB 2 (January 1, 2008).  These agencies are primarily in San Diego County.  
Agencies should note “Housing Element Adopted Prior to SB 2” if this is the case.   
 

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
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Public Participation (Section 65583(c)(8)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/GS_publicparticipation.php) 
 Page(s) Comments 
Description of diligent effort to include all economic segments of the community 
and/or their representatives in the development and update of the housing element 
(e.g., types of outreach, meetings, appropriate languages, list of invitees and 
general comments and how they were incorporated) 

2 Extensive use of 
community workshops, 

online forums and public 
hearings 

 
 

Review and Revise (Section 65588) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/GS_reviewandrevise.php) 

  Page(s) Comments 
Progress in implementation – A description of the actual results or outcomes of the 
prior element’s goals (i.e., what happened), objectives, policies, and programs. 
Include quantification of results where possible (e.g., number of units rehabilitated) 
and may be qualitative where necessary (e.g., mitigation of governmental 
constraints)  
 

Appendix A  

Effectiveness of the element – For each program, include an analysis comparing 
significant differences between what was projected or planned in the earlier element 
and what was achieved. Analyze the differences to determine where the previous 
housing element met, exceeded, or fell short of what was anticipated 
 

Appendix A  

Appropriateness of goals, objectives, policies and programs – A description of what 
has been learned based on the analysis of progress and effectiveness of the 
previous element. A description of how the goals, objectives, policies, and programs 
in the updated element are being changed or adjusted to incorporate what has been 
learned from the results of the previous element 

Appendix A  

 

Housing Needs Assessment (Section 65583(a)(1 and 2))  
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_home.php 

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/GS_publicparticipation.php
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/GS_reviewandrevise.php
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_home.php
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 Page(s)  Data Source       
(if not 

identified in 
the housing 

element) 

Comments 

Quantification and analysis * of existing and projected housing needs 
 

5-26 Pre-approved 
data provided 
by ABAG and 

some 
additional 

sources as 
shown 

No significant changes 
from last Housing 

Element Cycle Populations and employment trends, including documentation  of 
projections 
 

5-26 

Housing and Household characteristics, including:  
 

• Level of payment compared with ability to pay (overpaying 
households) 

• Housing stock conditions 
• Overcrowded households 

 
 

21 
 

10-12 
20-21 

Existing and projected needs for all income levels,  including: 
 

• Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) 
• Existing housing need for extremely low income households 
• Projected housing need for extremely low income households 

based on RHNA or Census  (see Section 65583(a)(1)) 
 

 
 

26-29 
14, 2-25, 29 

29 

* Analysis is defined as a description and evaluation of specific needs, characteristics and resources available to address identified needs 

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
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Persons with Special Needs (Section 65583(a)(7)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php)  

Identification and analysis of any special housing needs including:* 

Page(s)  Data Source          
(if not identified 
in the element) 

Comments 

• Elderly 
 

14-16 Pre-approved 
data provided 
by ABAG and 

some additional 
sources as 

shown 

No significant 
changes from last 
Housing Element 

Cycle 
• Persons with disabilities, including developmental disabilities                

(See Memo at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/NoticeCoverLttrSB812.pdf) 
 

16-19 

• Large households 
 

19-21 

• Farmworkers (seasonal and permanent) 
 

23 

• Female headed households 
 

19 

• Homeless (annual and seasonal) ** 
 

21-23 

• Other  
*   Analysis is defined as a description and evaluation of specific needs, characteristics and resources available to address identified needs 
** See Section 65583(a)(7) for additional information regarding this requirement 
 
  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/NoticeCoverLttrSB812.pdf
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At-risk Units (Section 65583(a)(9)  
 (See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/EHN_atrisk.php) 

 Page(s) Comments 
Inventory of at-risk units (10 years from the housing element due date) (Section 
65583(a)(9)(A)) 
 

74 Continue programs to 
address as provided in 
prior Housing Element 

Estimate of replacement versus preservation costs (Section 65583(a)(9)(B)) 
 

74 

Identification of qualified entities Section 65583(a)(9)(C)) 
 

74-75 

Identification of potential funding Section 65583(a)(9)(D)) 74, 81-82 

Note: Section 65583(a)(9) has many detailed requirements.  Agencies with at-risk units should review the specific statutory requirements to ensure a complete analysis.   
 

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/EHN_atrisk.php
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Potential Governmental and Non-governmental Constraints  
(Section 65583(a)(5 and 6)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/CON_home.php) 
 Page(s)         Comments 
Potential Governmental Constraints 
Include an analysis of actual and potential governmental constraints for each 
of the following:  
 

  

Land use controls (e.g., parking, lot coverage, heights, unit sizes, open 
space requirements, floor area ratios, growth controls (e.g., caps on 
units or population or voter approval requirements) 
 

35-38  

Building codes and their enforcement (e.g., current CBC, any local 
amendments and local code enforcement programs) 
 

52-54  

Site improvement requirements (e.g., street widths, etc.) 
 

39  

Fees and other exactions (e.g., analyze all planning and impact fees 
and impact on total development costs) 
 

47-51  

Local processing and permit procedures (e.g., typical processing 
times, permit types by housing type, decision-making criteria and 
bodies) 
 

53  

Housing for persons with disabilities (e.g., definition of family, 
concentration requirements, reasonable accommodation procedures) 
 

56-59  

Potential and actual constraints on the  development of a variety of 
housing types for all income levels, including multifamily rental 
housing, factory-built housing, mobiles homes, housing for agricultural 
employees, supportive housing, single-room occupancy units, 
emergency shelters and transitional housing 

46-47; 59-61  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/CON_home.php
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 Page(s) Comments 

Local efforts to remove governmental constraints that hinder the 
locality from meeting its share of the regional housing need 
 

N/A  

Local efforts to remove governmental constraints that hinder 
meeting the need for housing for persons with disabilities, 
supportive housing, transitional housing and emergency shelters 
 

86-87. 89-90  

Transitional housing and supportive housing as a residential use 
of property and subject only to those restrictions that apply to 
other residential dwellings of the same type in the same zone 
 

56, 60  

Potential Non-governmental Constraints 
Include an analysis of actual and potential non-governmental constraints 
for each of the following: 
 

  

Availability of financing 62  
Price of land 63  
Cost of construction 63  
   
   
   
   

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
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Site’s Inventory and Analysis (Section 65583(a)(3) and 65583.2)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_home.php 

 Page(s)  Comments 
Listing of properties by parcel number or other unique, reference showing for each 
parcel (Section 65583.2(b)(1) – (3):  

• Size 
• General plan designation 
• Zoning category 
• For non-vacant sites, description of existing uses 
• Number of units that can be accommodated on each site 

 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

No substantial changes 
from last Housing 

Element.  Some sites 
were removed because 

of development, and 
some new ones were 

added.  Inventory meets 
RHNA requirements 

with a substantial buffer. 
* Sites available for Above Moderate income households and not served by public sewer need not be identified on a site specific basis (Section 65583.2(b)(6)) 
General description of environmental constraints to the development of housing 
(Section 65583.2(b)(4) 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

 

General description of infrastructure (planned/available) including water, sewer and 
other dry utilities, including availability and access to distribution facilities  
(Section 65583.2(b)(5) 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

 

In determining the number of units on each site, indicate how the number of units was 
determined.  

• If development is required at minimum density, indicate the number of units at 
the minimum density. No further analysis is required. 

• If development is not required at minimum density, demonstrate how the number 
of units were determined and adjust, if necessary, for local land use controls.  

69-73  

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_home.php
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 Page(s)  Comments 
For Non-vacant sites, specify the additional development potential for each site within 
the planning period and provide an explanation of the methodology to determine 
development potential considering factors, including the extent to which existing uses 
may constitute an impediment to additional residential development, development 
trends, market conditions and regulatory or other incentives to encourage additional 
residential development (Section 65583.2(b)(7)) 

69-73  

Demonstration of zoning to accommodate the housing need for lower income 
households (Section 65583.2(c)(3)) and (d) – (f)) 

69-73  

• Indicate those sites that can accommodate lower income households 
• Indicate those sites where the density allowed is at the “deemed appropriate” 

[default] density (65583.2(c)(3)(B)) 
• For sites that can accommodate lower income households, but with allowed 

densities less than the “deemed appropriate” density, provide analysis 
demonstrating how the adopted densities accommodate the need for lower 
income housing. The analysis must include: 
o Market demand 
o Financial feasibility 
o Project experience within a zone providing housing for lower income 

households (65583.2(c)(3)(A)) 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

 

Map of Sites included in the inventory (Section 65583.2(b)(7)) Appendix C  
Number of units built between the start of the projection period and the deadline for 
adoption of the housing element (Government Code Section 65583.1(d) 

95  

Number of units proposed using alternative provisions such as rehabilitation, 
conversion, preservation or second units (Section 65583.1).  See checklist 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/examples/655831Checklist.pdf) 

54  Combination of amnesty 
for existing 

nonconforming second 
units and average 

annual new second unit 
applications 

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/examples/655831Checklist.pdf
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 Page(s)  Comments 
Identification of zoning for a variety of types:   

Multifamily rental housing 38, 53  
Factory-built housing 84 Action completed  
Mobilehomes 13  
Housing for agricultural employees 88  
Emergency shelters (See Section 65583(a)(4) and the Department’s memo 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/sb2_memo050708.pdf)  

29-31  

Transitional and supportive housing (See Section 65583(a)(5) and the 
Department’s memo at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/sb2_memo050708.pdf) 

56-57  

Carryover obligation (AB 1233: Section 65584.09 – See memo 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab_1233_final_dt.pdf) 

N/A  

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/sb2_memo050708.pdf
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/sb2_memo050708.pdf
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab_1233_final_dt.pdf
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Quantified Objectives and Housing Programs (Section 65583(b) and (c)(1 through 6)) 
 (See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/PRO_home.php) 

 Page(s)  Comments 
Provide statement of quantified objectives (Section 65583(b)): 

Maximum number of units, by income group, including extremely low-
income of: 
• new construction; 
• rehabilitation; and 
• conservation. 

33  

Include programs (Section 65583(c) and (c)(7)) with: 
• Schedule of specific actions; 
• Timeline for implementation with a beneficial impact in the planning 

period; and  
• Identification of agencies and officials responsible for implementing 

each program. 

76-94  

Program(s) providing adequate sites (Section 65583(c)(1)): 
Programs to rezone and any other programs needed to address a shortfall 
of sites to accommodate the regional housing need, if applicable, and any 
programs included pursuant to Section 65583.2(h) and (i) or carryover 
obligation pursuant to Section 65584.09  

N/A  

Programs to rezone and any other programs needed to address a shortfall 
of capacity for housing for farmworkers that could not be accommodated 
on sites identified in the inventory, if applicable. 

N/A  

If applicable, programs to facilitate a variety of housing types, including 
multifamily rental, factory-built housing, mobilehomes, housing for 
agricultural employees, supportive housing, single room occupancy, 
emergency shelters and transitional and supportive housing 

81-88  

  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/PRO_home.php
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 Page(s)  Comments 
Programs to assist in the development of housing for extremely low, very low, 
low  and moderate income households (Section 65583(c)(2)) 

81-88  

Program(s) to address governmental constraints (Section 65583(c)(3)): 
Programs to address governmental constraints and where appropriate 
and legally possible, to remove constraints to the maintenance, 
improvement and development of housing 

88-89  

Program to remove constraints on housing for persons with disabilities 
and provide reasonable accommodation for housing for persons with 
disabilities 

86-89  

Program(s) to conserve and improve the condition of the existing affordable 
housing stock (Section 65583(c)(4)) 

76-80  

Program(s) to promote housing opportunities for all persons (Section 
65583(c)(5)) 

81-88  

Program(s) to preserve at-risk units (Section 65583(c)(6)) 81  
 
  

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
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Other Requirements   
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/OR_home.php) 
and http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_conservation.php) 

 Page(s)  Comments 

Description of general plan consistency (Section 65583(c)(7)) 2  
Analysis of construction, demolition and conversion of housing for lower 
income households in the Coastal Zone (Section 65588) 

N/A The City is not within a Coastal 
Zone 

Description of opportunities for energy conservation in residential 
development (Section 65583(a)(8)) 

64-68  

Water and Sewer Priority (Section 65589.7)  See the HCD Memo 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/memo_sb1087.pdf. * 

N/A The City will comply with the 
provisions of SB 

1087/Government Code 
65589.7 requiring the 

submission of the adopted 
Housing Element to water and 

sewer providers. 
SB 5 and AB 162 (Flood Hazard Land Management)  See the HCD Memo 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab_162_stat07.pdf  * 

N/A The City will comply with the 
provisions of AB 

162/Government Code Section 
65302 pertaining to 

amendments to the safety, 
conservation and land use 
elements, as warranted. 

SB 244 (Disadvantaged Communities)  See Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research for technical assistance at http://opr.ca.gov/ * 

N/A The City is not an 
unincorporated community. 

* These are not required for a complete housing element and are not required to be part of the housing element and have been include as an information item to assist local governments in 
meeting requirements triggered by the housing element update schedule.   

  

 

California Department of Housing and Community Development 
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http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/OR_home.php
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_conservation.php
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/memo_sb1087.pdf
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab_162_stat07.pdf
http://opr.ca.gov/
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Housing Needs Assessment (Section 65583(a)(1 and 2)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_home.php 
 Revised Page(s)  Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Update quantification of population, employment, and housing stock needs including:   

N/A – data changes 
are all minor and did 

not change any 
outcomes.  Used 

ABAG pre-approved 
data  

• Population 6-9 
• Employment 10 
• Households 7, 9, 14 
• Overpayment (including lower-income) 21 
• Overcrowding 20-21 
• Extremely Low Income Households 14, 2-25, 29 
• Housing conditions 10-13, 24-26 

Sources of information:  
• 2010 Census at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t  
• American Community Survey at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t  
• Department of Finance at http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/  
• Applicable Federal Consolidated Plan 
• Available local and regional data (e.g., local census of homeless persons or shelter beds) 

Special Note:  If a jurisdiction has utilized a data packet pre-approved by HCD such as in SANDAG, SCAG and SACOG, mark N/A above where appropriate and indicate the 
data packet has been utilized.  The Department will not review the portions noted in the applicable correspondence to the Council of Governments.  Contact HCD for more 
details or questions.  

Update  analysis and conclusions as necessary due to changes in population and 
households characteristics or other dynamics for population, employment, households, 
overpayment, overcrowding, extremely low income households and housing conditions    

N/A N/A 

Update policies and programs as necessary to reflect changes in the analysis and 
conclusions and other pertinent assessments of need such as the federal Consolidated 
Plan 

N/A N/A 

CA Dept of Housing and Community Development                                                                                       
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_home.php
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/
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Persons with Special Needs (Section 65583(a)(7)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/HN_SHN_home.php)  
 Revised Page(s) Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Update quantification of special housing needs groups, including:    
N/A – data changes 
are all minor and did 

not change any 
outcomes.  Used 

ABAG pre-approved 
data  

• Persons with disabilities, including developmental 16-19 
• Elderly 14-16 
• Large households 19-21 
• Farmworkers (seasonal and permanent) 23 
• Female headed households 19 
• Homeless Individuals and Families 21-23 

Sources of information: 
• 2010 Census at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t  
• American Community Survey at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml?refresh=t  
• Department of Finance at www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic   
• CA Department of Developmental Services at www.dds.ca.gov 
• Agricultural Census at http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/index.php  
• Applicable Federal Consolidated Plan and local and regional data (e.g., local census of homeless persons or shelter beds) 

 
Special Note:  If a jurisdiction has utilized a data packet pre-approved by HCD such as in SANDAG, SCAG and SACOG, mark N/A above where appropriate and indicate the 
data packet has been utilized.  The Department will not review the portions noted in the applicable correspondence to the Council of Governments.  Contact HCD for more 
details or questions. 

Update analyses and conclusions, as necessary, due to changes in housing needs or 
other dynamics, for persons with special needs   N/A N/A 

Quantify and analyze persons with developmental disabilities as required by 
Government Code Section 65583 (e) (See the Department’s memo 
at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/NoticeCoverLttrSB812.pdf)   

18-19 N/A 

Revise programs as appropriate including pursuant to Section 65583(e) (Developmental 
Disabilities) to address need based on revised data/analyses  
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At-risk Units (Section 65583(a)(9)  
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/EHN_atrisk.php) 
 Revised Page(s) Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Update the inventory of at-risk units , removing units no longer at risk and adding any 
additional units that are at-risk of conversion within 10 years from the start of the housing 
element planning period 

74-75 
N/A – continue 

existing programs to 
address 

Special Note:  If a jurisdiction has utilized SACOG’s Housing Element Data to update the inventory, mark N/A where appropriate above and indicate the data has been used.  
The Department will not review the updated inventory.  Contact HCD for more details.  

Analyze risk of updated inventory of at-risk units 74-75 N/A 
Evaluate the loss of any at-risk units 74-75 N/A 
Revise policies and programs as appropriate based on update analysis and conclusions N/A N/A 
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Potential Governmental and Non-governmental Constraints (Section 65583(a)(5 & 6)) 
 (See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/CON_home.php) 
 Revised Page(s) Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Land Use Controls 

• Update to show changes to land use controls including changes in residential 
zoning and/or development standards (e.g., heights and lot coverage, parking 
requirements, minimum unit sizes, floor area ratios, density limits, )  

35-40 N/A 

• Update to describe changes to growth controls or similar measures such as 
population or unit caps or voter required general plan re-designations or voter 
required approval of changes in land use laws or regulations 

N/A N/A 

Building Codes and Enforcement 

• Update to describe changes to local building code, amendments and 
enforcement programs 

52-56 N/A 

Site Improvements 
• Describe changes to site improvement requirements  39 N/A 

Permitting Processes and Procedures 

• Update to show revisions to processing and permit procedures for residential 
development (e.g., design review process, change in level of review 
(administrative vs. legislative review: ministerial vs. discretionary review)) 

46-47 N/A 

Fees and Exactions 

• Update changes to fee schedules 
• Update changes to other exactions 

47-51 N/A 
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Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
Update to describe any new restrictions or revisions regarding approval of housing for 
persons with disabilities such as concentration requirements, limits on the number of 
unrelated persons or provisions for making reasonable accommodations    

57-59 N/A 

Non-governmental Constraints 
Update land costs, financing availability and construction costs as necessary and 
consider other potential non-governmental constraints, such as resident or business 
opposition to development, as appropriate  

62-63 N/A 

General (Changed Circumstances) 
For each category above, update analyses, as needed, to reflect changes in conditions 
or circumstances such as market conditions, land costs, financing availability, and 
construction costs that effect the conclusions of the analyses on potential governmental 
constraints in the prior element 
 

N/A N/A 

Programs to Mitigate Identified Constraints 

• Describe programs to mitigate identified constraints in the prior housing element 
• Revise policies and programs as appropriate to address identified constraints 

N/A N/A 
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Sites Inventory and Analysis (Section 65583(a)(3) and 65583.2)) 
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_home.php 
 Revised Page(s) Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Identify any changes to the sites inventory  Appendix B 
Appendix C 

N/A – addition of 
new sites to replace 

those removed 
from inventory does 

not change 
compliance 

Update or include analysis or description as necessary to demonstrate zoning 
appropriate to accommodate housing for lower income households pursuant to Section 
65583.2(c)(3) and (d) – (f)  

69-73  

Update or include analysis or description as necessary to demonstrate the potential for 
redevelopment pursuant to Section 65583.2(b)(7)  

69-73  

Analyze any new known environmental constraints or changed conditions and 
circumstances such as market conditions that affect the suitability of identified sites 

N/A N/A 

Update methodologies as necessary to estimate the residential capacity on identified 
sites 

69-73  

Revise analysis of existing and/or planned infrastructure capacity (e.g., water and 
sewer) to accommodate the regional housing need, if needed (e.g., capacity or 
availability has changed) 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

N/A 

Include a summary table of sites included in the inventory by income category in 
comparison  to the RHNA and, if applicable, any carryover obligation (Section 65584.09) 

Appendix B 
Appendix C 

See above 
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Add programs to rezone and any other programs needed to address a shortfall of sites 
to accommodate the regional housing need, if applicable, and any programs included 
pursuant to Section 65583.2(h) and (i) or carryover obligation pursuant to Section 
65584.09 

N/A N/A 

Update analysis as necessary to demonstrate sufficient capacity to accommodate the 
need for emergency shelters  

N/A N/A 

 

Other Requirements  
(See Building Blocks at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/OR_home.php) 
and http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_conservation.php) 
 Revised Page(s) Indicate N/A If No 

Changes Were 
Necessary 

Update description to ensure consistency with other elements of the general plan if 
policies or programs have been adopted in other elements of the general plan affecting 
internal consistency 

2 N/A 

Update to describe, as necessary, housing for lower or moderate income households 
that has been constructed, demolished or converted in the Coastal Zone 

N/A N/A 
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CHAPTER V 

 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
 

 
PURPOSE 
 
The Housing Element is a statement of Lafayette’s vision regarding existing and future housing 
needs. This chapter, the Housing Element, has been prepared to meet recent changes in the 
City's population and housing needs and to incorporate the revised regional housing needs 
allocation provided by the State Department of Housing and Community Development in 
concert with the Association of Bay Area Governments. 
 
The Housing Element consists of two major sections. Section I contains the goals, policies and 
implementation programs. Section II contains an analysis of the housing needs of all economic 
segments of the community. The goals and policies are based on the needs identified in 
following sections. 
 
The single most important goal of the Lafayette Housing Element is to achieve an adequate 
supply of safe, decent housing for all residents of Lafayette. In order to achieve this goal, the 
policies and programs of the Housing Element address several major issues: 
 

• Maintaining and preserving the existing housing stock 
• Retaining the character of Lafayette's residential neighborhoods 
• Planning for the City's regional housing needs allocations 
• Providing additional affordable housing, particularly for senior citizens and young families 
 

The Housing Element addresses the requirements of California Government Code §65583. The 
format of the Housing Element follows very specific State guidelines with respect to the 
subjects covered and the data that is analyzed.  
 

The City has a commitment to Lafayette residents to maintain the identity and quality of the 
residential neighborhoods. The Housing Element articulates Lafayette's housing goals in 
relation to the constraints to housing development and to the housing market. It expands upon 
the goals of the General Plan which are to (1) preserve the hillside and ridgelines by allowing 
only low density development in the hills and (2) foster a vibrant and successful downtown and 
meet the city’s regional housing obligations by allowing higher density development in the 
downtown close to transit and services. 

Adopted by City Council Resolution 2015-08 on March 9, 2015 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-2 

 
The Element establishes policies to guide decision-makers and implement comprehensive 
programs to meet community housing needs.  
 
RELATIONSHIP OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN 
 
The Housing Element is one of seven required general plan elements and is an integral part of 
the Lafayette General Plan.  Since the majority of Lafayette's land use is in housing, the Housing 
Element is a key component of the City's future plans. The policies and programs contained in 
this chapter are based on an eight-year time frame. 
 
State law provides direction on how cities can maintain the General Plan as a policy guide by 
requiring the Planning Department to report annually to the City Council on "the status of the 
plan and progress in its implementation" (Government Code Section 65400 (a)(2)(A). State law 
(Section 65588 [b]) further provides that "the Housing Element shall be revised as appropriate, 
but not less than every five years, to reflect the results of this periodic review".  As required by 
the State, the current planning period extends from January 1, 2014 through October 31, 2022.  
 
Consistency of the Housing Element with the other elements of the City's General Plan is 
essential to having a complete and legally adequate General Plan. This updated Housing 
Element has been reviewed and found to be consistent with the other chapters of the City's 
General Plan. It is anticipated that the majority of future residential growth will take place in 
the Downtown and on a small number of vacant and underdeveloped lots scattered throughout 
the city.  
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  
 
The public review process is key to a successful housing element update in that it helps to 
identify the housing needs of a community, better understand a community’s concerns, and it 
educates the public about the State requirements.  To that end, the City exercised a range of 
methods to obtain public participation for the Housing Element Update, as outlined below:     
 

Activity Outreach 

Introductory Meetings The Planning Commission and City Council were introduced to the 2014-2022 
housing element update process and review options in March 2014. 

City Website The City created a page on the website’s “Hot Topics” section devoted to the 
Housing Element Update.  The page is updated regularly with information and 
exhibits. 

Community 
Workshops 

Three public workshops have been held to date to educate the public about the 
State’s requirements, help identify the community’s housing needs, and better 
understand the community’s concerns. Approximately 50 people attended each 
workshop. The City sent a press release to all locally distributed newspapers and 
publications. Email announcements were sent to 300-400 homeowner groups, 
major downtown property owners and businesses, Chamber, schools, 
organizations, affordable housing groups, senior housing groups, special needs 
groups, and other interested parties. Notices were mailed to property owners 
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Activity Outreach 

who are listed in the draft inventory.  
 
The workshops covered the following topics: 

1. What is a housing element and why is it required? 

2. Which process should the City pursue for the update: streamlined 

review or the standard review? 

3. What are the residential densities in the downtown? 

4. How are the inventory sites chosen? 

5. What are the pros and cons of adopting a density bonus ordinance? 

 
In addition to these topics and during the second workshop, attendees were 
given maps and were tasked with reviewing the draft inventory of housing sites 
and providing alternatives, if needed, based on the State’s criteria.  Each group 
presented their ideas for changes to the inventory, which were collected and 
used to help staff adjust the draft inventory of housing sites. 
 

City Manager’s Friday 
Message 

Current information about the Housing Element Update is included regularly in 
the Message. This has a large email distribution, and it is posted every week as 
the first item on the City’s homepage. 
 

Planning Commission 
& City Council 

Feedback was solicited from the Planning Commission and the City Council on 
the key aspects of the Housing Element on August 4 and August 11 respectively.  
 
On September 15, 2014, after conducting a public hearing, the Planning 
Commission recommended that the City Council submit the administrative draft 

Housing Element to HCD for review and comment.  On October 14, after 

conducting a public hearing, the City Council directed staff to submit the 

administrative draft Housing Element to HCD for review and comment.   
Commissions & 
Committees 

The Council Planning Subcommittee members (from the Planning Commission 
and City Council) report back to their respective commissions and Council on a 
regular basis. In addition, the City emailed the Community Workshop flyer to 
the Circulation Commission, Design Review Commission, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council 

 

The feedback received from this public outreach influenced the drafting of the Housing 
Element. The attendees of the community meetings provided general support for pursuing the 
streamlined review process, adopting a local density bonus ordinance, and the housing sites 
inventory.  The public also encouraged programs to encourage the rehabilitation of existing 
multi-family housing stock and legitimize un-permitted second units.   
 
The draft Housing Element was also reviewed by the City Council and Planning Commission in a 
study session in March and August of 2014. Public hearings on the administrative draft were 
held by the Planning Commission and City Council in September and October of 2014. 
Additionally, the City invited more than a dozen community based and special needs 
organizations to attend the Community Workshops and public hearings, listed below:   
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Organization City 

Area Agency on Aging Martinez 

CCC Food Bank Concord 

Child Abuse Prevention Council Concord 

Community Violence Solutions (CVS) San Pablo 

Contra Costa ARC Richmond 

Contra Costa Crisis Center Walnut Creek 

Contra Costa Senior Legal Services Richmond 

Eden Council for Hope an Opportunity Hayward 

Eden I&R (Information & Referral) Inc. Hayward 

East Bay Housing Organizations Oakland 

Food Bank of Contra Costa & Solano Counties Concord 

Lamorinda Adult Respite Center Orinda 

Las Trampas, Inc. Lafayette 

Northern California Family Center Martinez 

Resources for Community Development (RCD) Berkeley 

Senior Outreach Services of Contra Costa Walnut Creek 

SHELTER, Inc. Martinez 

STAND! Against Domestic Violence Concord 

Turn On To America Lafayette 

 
In December of 2014, the Housing Element will be revised to address comments from the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development. Public hearings on the final draft 
document will be held by the Planning Commission and City Council in January and February of 
2014 for adoption.  The adopted element will be submitted to the State by May 31, 2015.  
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SECTION I: HOUSING BACKGROUND 
 
The information presented in the Housing Background section is intended to summarize the 
following: demographic characteristics; employment trends; inventory of vacant residential 
land; and the existing constraints to the construction of housing in Lafayette. The policies and 
implementation programs of this chapter address housing needs identified by this section. 
 
Information in the Housing Background section is based on the following sources: the U.S. 
Census (1990, 2000 and 2010); various American Community Surveys; the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2013 report and its 2013 Plan Bay Area; the California 
Department of Finance; Contra Costa County; and the City's Planning Department.  
 
CONTEXT: LAFAYETTE WITHIN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
 
The City of Lafayette is located within the Urban County of Contra Costa, and is committed to 
upholding the goals of its General Plan, which include: 
 

1. Preserving and enhancing the character of Lafayette as a low-density semi-rural residential 
community, and 

 
2. Facilitating and encouraging the development of diverse housing types and additional 

affordable housing units to accommodate diversity amongst Lafayette citizens in terms of 
age and socio-economic background and to meet regional housing needs. 
 

The community values the semi-rural character of its hillside residential neighborhoods.  
Community attitudes toward housing play a crucial role in determining the type of housing that 
will be built in the City.  
 
Although this Housing Element presents data principally focused on the City of Lafayette, it is 
useful to understand the context in which Lafayette’s housing concerns exist.  High housing 
costs reduce economic opportunities, access to jobs and services, and the ability of lower-
income households to live in the communities and neighborhoods of their choice. The 
affordability gap results in a concentration of lower-income households in older neighborhoods 
that have higher levels of substandard housing and overcrowding. Some of the indicators of 
housing need and the challenges facing the County are described below. 
 

 Housing prices continue to rise faster than incomes.  The latest tech boom has 
contributed to this rise. The Lafayette median home price in April 2014 was $1,110,000, 
up 11% from the year before.  Countywide, it was $435,000, also up 5% from the year 
before. 
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 Few lower-income households can afford to purchase homes. Most households earning 
less than 50% of the area median income face difficulties in finding affordable rental 
housing, as well.  

 

 Approximately 80,000 lower-income households in the County did not have adequate 
housing in 2010, based on calculations provided by HUD from the Census’ American 
Community Survey (2006-2010) statistics on overpayment and overcrowding.  

 

 There are 10 lower income properties Countywide considered at risk of conversion to 
market rate in the next 10 years.  These properties have 717 rent-assisted units and 879 
total low income units.  Of the LIHTC (Tax Credit) properties in Contra Costa, 15 of them 
are post-year 15, leaving them more at risk. These properties have 757 total low income 
units and 964 total units, meaning that some units in these properties are not income-
restricted. 

 Nearly 7,000 rental housing vouchers are provided by the housing authorities of 
Pittsburg and Contra Costa County. The County Housing Authority reports over 4,300 
applicants on its waiting list for public housing and over 3,100 on the waiting list for 
rental housing vouchers. 

 

 Over 7,000 beds in more than 400 residential care facilities are available for individuals 
with special needs, (such as frail elderly and persons with disabilities) who cannot live 
independently in conventional housing.  However, this is significantly less than the 
population of frail elderly, disabled, and others who may need a supportive housing 
environment. 

 

Due to the ongoing gap in the availability of affordable housing, the County has assigned a high 
priority to new housing construction, homeownership assistance, and housing rehabilitation, 
particularly for households earning less than 50% of the area median income.  Despite the high 
cost, the County has determined that it is essential to expand the supply of affordable housing 
and supportive housing, because the affordability gap cannot be addressed solely through 
existing housing. 
 
SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 
 
The City of Lafayette was incorporated in 1968. The City's population has increased steadily 
since the 1960's, with the greatest increase occurring between 1960 and 1970, largely due to 
annexations along Reliez Valley Road and in the Springbrook area. Table 1 indicates that the 
City's population decreased by 502 persons (-2.1%) between 1980 and 1990, as compared with 
a 3,519-person increase (17.2%) between 1970 and 1980.  By 2000, however, the population 
had increased 407 people (1.7%), reversing the losses of the 1980s. The 2010 U.S. Census found 
there were 23,893 residents of Lafayette, a decrease of 15 people (<0.01%) since 2000.  Overall, 
this indicates that population growth has been relatively flat since 1980. 
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TABLE 1 - LAFAYETTE POPULATION GROWTH 1960-2010 

Year 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Population 7,114 20,484 24,003 23,501 23,908 23,893 

Number of Households 2,285 6,504 7,822 8,976 9,152 9,223 

Persons per Household 3.10 2.59 2.65 2.62 2.61 2.59 
 
SOURCE: US CENSUS, STATE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, 2013 

 
 

Significant population growth is expected to continue for both the region and for Contra Costa 
County. Over the forecast period 2010 - 2040, ABAG projections indicate that the population of 
the nine-county Bay Area may increase by more than two million people. Contra Costa County's 
population is projected to increase by 27.6% over this period to 1,338,400, making it one of the 
fastest growing counties in the Bay Area. Although Lafayette's population is not expected to 
increase significantly, demand for housing within the City will continue to be strong as the 
growth in the County's population continues. 
 

TABLE 2 - LAFAYETTE POPULATION PROJECTIONS, 2000 TO 2040 
 

  2010 2020 2030 2040 

Total Population  23,893 25,100 26,400 27,900 

Percent Change  5.1% 5.2% 5.7% 

Number of Households 9,223 9,690 10,170 10,640 

Percent Change  5.1% 5.0% 4.6% 
 
SOURCE: US CENSUS, STATE DEPARTMENT OF ABAG PROJECTIONS 2013 

 
DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 
 
Household Size 
 
In 2010, there were 9,223 households in Lafayette.  Between 1970 and 1980 the average 
household size in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area decreased from 2.90 persons to 2.51 
persons. In Lafayette this figure was reduced in 2010 to 2.59 persons per household, the same 
rate it was in 1970 (see Table 1). Average household size in Lafayette has been marginally 
higher than for the region. 
 
In Lafayette, household size decreased slightly between 1980 and 1990, remaining essentially 
stable between 1990 and 2000. However, over time it is expected that household size will 
remain stable with younger families adding new members or smaller households ("empty-
nesters") being replaced by families with children.   
 
Like the population as a whole, the total number of households in the region and the County 
are projected to continue to increase. ABAG projects a 15.4% increase in the number of 
Lafayette households between 2010 and 2040. 
 
 

I I I I I I I 
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Age Statistics 
 
Changes are occurring in the age structure of Lafayette's population that reflect state and 
national trends. The City's proportion of senior residents (over 65 years old) has increased, from 
10% of the population in 1980 to 14.5% of the population in 2000, to 16.6% in 2010.  Children 
under 20 years old constituted 25% of the population in 1990 and increased to 27% in 2000.  By 
2010, the percentage of children had dropped by -7.1%, but still represented 26.8% of the 
population.  
 
Table 3 shows the age structure of Lafayette's population in 2010 compared with 2000. The 
median age in Lafayette as of 2000 was 42.3 years of age, and in 2010 it had increased to 45.2 
years.  This is substantially higher than the nation as a whole for 2010 (37.2 years) and higher 
than the median for Contra Costa County (38.5 years).  The relatively small percentage (3.2%) of 
residents between the ages of 20 and 24 years can be attributed in part to the scarcity of 
affordable housing in Lafayette, as well as the fact that this age group may not be ready to start 
a family – a prime reason why people are attracted to Lafayette.  In addition, lifestyle and 
educational choices can mean younger people move out of the area more than other people. 
 
Census data from 2010 demonstrate that, like other parts of the region, the population is 
overall aging.  As Baby Boomers retire, housing demand for opportunities specific to their need 
increases.   
 

TABLE 3 - AGE STRUCTURE, 2000 and 2010 
 

Age Group 
Number 

of People 
% of 
Total 

Number 
of People 

% of 
Total 

Change Since 
2000 

UNDER 5 YEARS 1,308 5.5% 1,179 4.9% -9.9% 

5-9 YEARS 1,793 7.5% 1,715 7.2% -4.4% 

10-14 YEARS 2,009 8.4% 1,874 7.8% -6.7% 

15-19 YEARS 1,434 5.9% 1,633 6.8% 13.9% 

20-24 YEARS 689 2.9% 775 3.2% 12.5% 

25-34 YEARS 1,920 8.0% 1,607 6.7% -16.3% 

35-44 YEARS 4,038 16.9% 3,069 12.8% -24.0% 

45-54 YEARS 4,504 18.8% 4,308 18.0% -4.4% 

55-59 YEARS 1,600 6.7% 1,986 8.3% 24.1% 

60-64 YEARS 1,166 4.9% 1,775 7.4% 52.2% 

65-74 YEARS 1,738 7.3% 2,163 9.1% 24.5% 

75+ YEARS 1,709 7.2% 1,809 7.6% 5.9% 

  23,908 100.0% 23,893 100.0%   
SOURCE:  U.S. CENSUS, 2000 AND 2010   

 
 
RACE/ETHNICITY DATA 
 
The non-white population of Lafayette represents a relatively small proportion of the total 
population, but has grown, however, from 10.7% in 1990 to 19.4% of the total population in 
2010, with the largest increase coming from persons of Asian/Pacific Islander origin, 
representing 9% of the population (see Table 4). 
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In the future, it is likely that the majority of non-white population in Lafayette will continue to 
be of Asian or Hispanic origin, as immigration to the San Francisco region continues. In addition, 
Lafayette's minority population is significantly lower than the state-wide average, which 
showed a 40.5% non-white population in 2000, and a 60.3% non-white population in 2010.  

 
TABLE 4 - POPULATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY IN LAFAYETTE, 1990, 2000 AND 2010 

 
  1990 2000 2010 

Race Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

White 21,092 89.7% 20,123 84.2% 19,246 80.6% 

Black/African American 155 0.7% 129 0.5% 154 0.6% 

Native American* 36 0.2% 39 0.2% 41 0.2% 

Asian** 1,335 5.7% 1,957 8.2% 2,133 8.9% 

Pacific Islander*** 28 0.1% 20 0.1% 26 0.1% 

Other 10 negligible 33 0.1% 60 0.3% 

Two or more races**** -------- -------- 662 (not included) 845 (not included) 

Hispanic (all races) 845 3.6% 945 4.0% 1,388 5.8% 

Total 23,501 100.0% 23,908 100.0% 23,893 100.0% 

SOURCE:  U.S. CENSUS, 1990, 2000, AND 2010 
*  INCLUDES AMERICAN INDIAN, ESKIMO, AND ALEUT 
** INCLUDES JAPANESE, CHINESE, FILIPINO, KOREAN, ASIAN-INDIAN, VIETNAMESE, THAI, AND OTHER ASIAN 
*** INCLUDES POLYNESIAN, HAWAIIAN, SAMOAN, TONGAN, GUAMANIAN, AND OTHER PACIFIC ISLANDER 
**** DATA NOT INCLUDED IN 1990 CENSUS 

 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
 
The estimated median household income for Lafayette was $134,871 in 2011 (the most recent 
year for which data are available) compared with $79,135 for Contra Costa County (see Table 
5). As shown in the table, in constant 2011 dollars, the median income has actually dropped in 
Lafayette, though less than the County as a whole; at least some of this decline can be 
attributed to the recession.  Available data indicate the differences in income levels between 
Lafayette and the County will continue, with incomes in Lafayette remaining substantially 
higher. 
 

TABLE 5 - MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME: LAFAYETTE AND CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, 2000 AND 2011 (IN 2011 
DOLLARS 

 

County/City Name 

2000 
(1999 

dollars) 

2000 
(2011 

dollars)* 

2011 
(estimate) 

(2011 
dollars) 

Percent 
Change - 
2000 to 

2011 

Contra Costa County Total $63,675 $85,961 $79,135 -7.9% 

Lafayette $102,107 $137,844 $134,871 -2.2% 
SOURCE:  US CENSUS, 2000 CENSUS, 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) (5-year estimates) 
 
 

The median household income observed in the City has important effects on housing demand. 
The higher income households will be able to afford new housing built in the community. These 
households will also be able to afford to renovate and repair many of the City’s existing older 

I 
I 
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single-family homes. It will continue to be necessary, however, to maintain incentives for the 
construction of additional housing units affordable to lower-income households, given the rapid 
increase in the cost of housing that has occurred throughout the Bay Area. 
 
EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 2000 TO 2040 
 
In its Projections 2013, ABAG estimates that the total number of jobs in Lafayette will increase 
by 25.1% between the year 2010 and the year 2040. The largest increase in projected new jobs 
in the City is anticipated to be in the Heath, Education and Recreation Services sector (34.2%), 
while Retail jobs will increase only by about 3%. 

 
TABLE 6 - LAFAYETTE EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS, 2010 - 2040 

 
 

Sector 
 

2010 
 

2040 
Change, 2010 

- 2040 

Financial and Professional Services 2,993 3,794 26.8% 

Retail 1,107 1,141 3.1% 

Manufacturing/Wholesale/Transport 1,246 1,426 14.4% 

Health/Education/Recreation 3,385 4,544 34.2% 

Other Jobs 2,042 2,512 23.0% 

Total 10,773 13,417 24.5% 

 
SOURCE: ABAG’S MAY 2012 JOBS HOUSING CONNECTION STRATEGY AND PROJECTIONS 2013  
NOTE:  PROJECTIONS APPLY TO CITY AND ITS SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

 

A stronger increase in employment is projected by ABAG for Contra Costa County as a whole, 
which is anticipated to have a 35.5% increase in employment between 2010 and 2040. 
Although there may be variations among projected growth in employment between Lafayette 
and the County, the significance of these projections is that they indicate that an important 
structural change in the local economy is taking place. Future job creation is becoming 
increasingly based on the growth of the service sectors, rather than on the growth of the 
manufacturing industry.  
 
The projected increase in employment will affect the balance between jobs and housing. At 
present there are almost as many jobs as there are employed persons (0.98 jobs to every 
employed resident), up from 0.84 in 2000. Still, some proportion of employed residents 
commute to work outside the City. Increasing the number of jobs, particularly in the retail and 
service sectors, may result in an increased demand for affordable housing.  
 

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS       
 

One measure of housing condition is the age of housing.  As summarized in Table 7, the older 
the unit, the greater it can be assumed to be in need of some level of rehabilitation.  A general 
rule in the housing industry is that structures older than 20 years begin to show signs of 
deterioration and require renovation to maintain their quality.  Unless properly maintained, 
homes older than 50 years can pose health, safety and welfare problems for occupants.   
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Consistent with State law, Table 7 estimates the number of units in need of rehabilitation and 
the number of units needing replacement.  Although the exact number of Lafayette units in 
need of rehab is not currently known, the State accepts estimates based on a formula that 
assumes the older the unit, the more likely the rehab need. By applying an increasing 
percentage to the housing stock in each age category, it is estimated that there are 
approximately 839 units in need of some level of rehabilitation in Lafayette, representing 9.1% 
of the housing stock.  The range of rehabilitation needs can include anything from minor repairs 
to major structural replacements.  It is estimated that nearly all of the units in need of 
rehabilitation can be repaired without replacement. 

 
TABLE 7 - AGE OF HOUSING STOCK AND ESTIMATED REHABILITATION NEEDS, 2013 

 

  

Net 
Number 
of Units 

Percent of 
Total 

Units 
Needing 
Rehab, 
Percent 

Units 
Needing 
Rehab, 
Total   

Built 2010 to 2013 76 0.8%       

Built 2000 to 2009 188 2.0%       

Built 1990 to 1999 263 2.8% 0.5% 1   

Built 1980 to 1989 630 6.7% 1% 6   

Built 1970 to 1979 1,477 15.7% 3% 44   

Built 1960 to 1969 1,968 20.9% 5% 98   

Built 1950 to 1959 3,212 34.1% 10% 321   

Built 1940 to 1949 1,154 12.2% 20% 231   

Built 1939 or earlier 456 4.8% 30% 137   

  9,424 100.0%   839 Total Units Needing Rehab 

        9.1% Percentage of Total Units 

      99.50% 835 Units that can be repaired 

      0.50% 4 Units that must be replaced 
SOURCE: 2010 CENSUS AND STATE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE DATA, 2013; CITY OF LAFAYETTE PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT, 2013 

 
Census tract data reveals that older housing stock is located east of Pleasant Hill Road, east of 
Moraga Road and south of Mt. Diablo Blvd., and certain areas north of Deer Hill Road.  
According to Lafayette’s Code Enforcement Officer, the vast majority of housing is in good 
condition and most of the complaints he processes are related to illegal vehicles, the 
accumulation of junk and debris and lack of property upkeep and maintenance.     
 
The Contra Costa County Property Conservation Department provides enforcement services for 
Lafayette related to building and housing code issues.  According to its records, the Department 
issued notices to comply for one complaint related to expired permits with hazardous 
conditions present in 2009; one notice to comply to provide pool safety and security measures 
in 2010; one notice to comply for unsafe structural support within an apartment building in 
2011and five notices to comply for an illegal second unit, substandard building conditions, 
outdoor lighting without permits, residential work without permits, and improper storage of 
recreational vehicle in 2012.  Despite the age of the houses in these areas (fifty years or older) 
most of the homes are well maintained.  This is due to the high mean household income and 
high mean home value that allows property owners to afford to renovate or repair their homes.   
Property owners are also generally responsive when informed of code violations. 
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Since Lafayette is a predominantly residential community, the existing housing stock defines 
the character of the City and its neighborhoods. There are several policies in the Housing 
Element, which continue to promote the maintenance, enhancement and protection of 
residential neighborhoods.  
 
ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION OF HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE 1980 – 2013 
 
Fluctuations in the type of housing built reflect not only the relative amount of land zoned for 
different types of residential development in the City, but also changes in various economic 
factors such as tax codes and the real estate and financial markets. Table 8 indicates single- and 
multi-family home construction in Lafayette during the period 1980-2013. 
 

 
TABLE 8 - ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION OF HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE IN LAFAYETTE, 1980 TO 2013 

 

Year 

Single 
Family 
Units 

Multi-
family 
Units 

Total 
Housing 
Increase 

Demo-
litions 

Net 
Housing 
Increase 

 

Year 

Single 
Family 
Units 

Multi-
family 
Units 

Total 
Housing 
Increase 

Demo-
litions 

Net 
Housing 
Increase 

1980 35 0 35 0 35  1997 35 0 35 0 35 

1981 40 4 44 1 43  1999 29 0 29 0 29 

1982 21 3 24 0 24  2000 29 75 104 0 104 

1983 31 0 31 0 31  2001 19 0 19 18 1 

1984 33 32 65 1 64  2002 21 11 32 19 13 

1985 31 0 31 0 31  2003 20 0 20 12 8 

1986 57 16 73 6 67  2004 8 9 17 6 11 

1987 54 0 54 8 46  2005 23 0 23 3 20 

1988 61 8 69 7 62  2006 18 0 18 11 7 

1989 40 0 40 6 34  2007 23 0 23 5 18 

1990 23 13 36 9 27  2008 16 0 16 10 6 

1991 25 0 25 14 11  2009 8 0 8 5 3 

1992 17 0 17 7 10  2010 6 0 6 3 3 

1993 13 0 13 0 13  2011 6 1 7 5 2 

1994 16 5 21 0 21  2012 16 47 63 6 57 

1995 21 6 27 0 27  2013 23 54 77 3 74 

1996 21 0 21 0 21  TOTAL 839 284 1,123 165 958 
 
SOURCE: CITY OF LAFAYETTE PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT, 2013 

 
 

As shown in the table above, the majority of new housing construction during the period 1980-
2013 was single-family units. The rate of construction has declined since the 1980s, in large part 
due to the lack of larger tracts of land available for subdivision.  
 
HOUSING TYPES AND TENURE 
 
Tables 9 and 10 present information on housing types and tenure in Lafayette. Lafayette 
remains a predominantly single-family residential community, with a high rate of owner-
occupied dwellings.  According to the State Department of Finance (DOF) and U.S. Census data 
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for 2010, it is estimated that 82.0% of the city’s total housing units are single-family and 75.2% 
are owner-occupied. 
 
 
 

TABLE 9 - NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE, 1990-2010 
 

 1990 2000 2010 

Type of Housing Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Single-Family 7,687 83.2% 7,886 83.2% 7,910 82.0% 

Multi-Family 1,544 16.7% 1,586 16.7% 1,733 18.0% 

Mobile Home or Trailer 7 0.1% 5 0.1% 8 0.1% 

Total Housing Units 9,238 100.0% 9,477 100.0% 9,651 100.0% 

SOURCE: 1990, 2000 AND 2010 CENSUS, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 2013 

 
 

TABLE 10 - HOUSING TENURE, 1990 - 2010 
 

  1990 2000 2010 

Tenure Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Owner-Occupied  6,854 76.4% 7,024 76.7% 6,937 75.2% 

Renter-Occupied  2,122 23.6% 2,128 23.3% 2,286 24.8% 

Total Occupied  8,976 100.0% 9,152 100.0% 9,223 100.0% 

SOURCE: 1990, 2000 AND 2010 CENSUS, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 2013 

 
Data from the 2010 Census and the California Department of Finance indicate that the vacancy 
rate has risen since 2000. In 2000, the homeowner vacancy rate was 0.4% and the rental 
vacancy rate was 1.9%.  According to the Census and DOF, the homeowner vacancy rate in 2010 
was 0.8% -- still quite low – and the rental vacancy rate was 5.7%.  An overall vacancy rate of at 
least 4% is generally acceptable to provide for normal turnover in housing units. Lafayette's 
vacancy rate indicates a strong demand for all types of housing, particularly owner-occupied 
units.  
 

INCOME CATEGORIES 
 

Every year, the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, in conjunction with the 
State of California, establish income categories based on the median income in each county.  
Based on new requirements for the completion of the Housing Element, jurisdictions must now 
report on the following categories of income: 
 

Extremely Low Income: 0-30% of Median Family Income, or MFI 
Very Low Income: 30-50% MFI 

Low Income: 50-80% MFI 
Moderate Income: 80-120% MFI 

Above Moderate Income: 120%+ MFI 
 

Based on data from 2013, the following table illustrates the income categories for Contra Costa 
County.  The median income for a family of four is $93,500. 
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TABLE 11 - INCOME LIMITS, 2013 

 
 Number of Persons in Household 

Income Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Extremely Low Income (0-30% MFI) $19,650  $22,450  $25,250  $28,050  $30,300  $32,550  $34,800  $37,050  

Very Low Income (30-50% MFI) $32,750  $37,400  $4,210  $46,750  $50,500  $54,250  $58,000  $61,750  

Low Income (50-80% MFI) $46,350  $53,000  $59,600  $66,250  $71,550  $76,850  $82,150  $87,450  

Median Income (100% MFI) $65,450  $74,800  $84,150  $93,500  $101,000  $108,450  $115,950  $123,400  

Moderate Income (80-120% MFI) $78,550  $89,750  $101,000  $112,200  $121,200  $130,150  $139,150  $148,100  

 
SOURCE: STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, INCOME LIMITS 2013 

 
 

Although not all data is available according to these classifications (especially extremely low-
income), this Housing Element will provide as much information as possible on these various 
groups.  The following table presents the distribution of households by these income categories 
in Lafayette for both 1990 and 2000, with the figure estimated for 2010.  
 

TABLE 12 - DISTRIBUTION OF LAFAYETTE HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME CATEGORY, 1990-2010 
 

  1990 2000 2010 (estimated) 

INCOME CATEGORY 
NUMBER 
OF HHs % 

NUMBER 
OF HHs % 

NUMBER 
OF HHs % 

Extremely Low Income HHs (0-30% MFI) n/a   424 4.7% 400 4.6% 

Very Low Income HHs (30-50% MFI) n/a   309 3.4% 555 6.3% 

Very Low TOTAL (0-50% MFI) 1,174 13.0% 733 8.2% 955 10.9% 

Low Income HHs (50-80% MFI) 813 9.0% 651 7.3% 605 6.9% 

Median/Moderate Income HHs and Above (>80% MFI) 7,046 78.0% 7,592 84.6% 7,210 82.2% 

TOTAL 9,033   8,976   8,770   
SOURCE: CHAS SPECIAL TABULATIONS OF CENSUS DATA, 1990 AND 2000; CENSUS ESTIMATES FOR 2010.  INCLUDES OCCUPIED HOUSEHOLD 
DATA.  HUD DATA DO NOT DISAGGREGATE MODERATE-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS AND ABOVE-MODERATE INCOME. 

 
As shown above, the number of households earning very low-incomes declined between 1990 
and 2000, but began rising by 2010.  Additionally, the percentage share of median to moderate 
income and above has declined since 2000, to 82.2%.  In 2010, it was estimated that of the 955 
households earning incomes below 50% of the median, 51% (490) were owner-occupied 
households, while the remaining 49% (465) were renter-occupied households. 
 
 
SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS  
 
Special Housing Needs: Seniors 
 
A relatively large proportion (26.8%) of Lafayette's housing units are occupied by persons 65 
years of age or older. Table 13 below shows senior citizen occupancy of owner- and renter-
occupied housing units. 
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TABLE 13 - HOUSING UNIT TENURE BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER, 2010 
 

Age of Householder 
% Owner-
Occupied 

% Renter 
Occupied 

Total Population 75.2% 24.8% 

Age 65-74 90.6% 9.4% 

Age 75-84 89.4% 10.6% 

Age 85+ 88.4% 11.6% 
SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS 2010 

 

There are 184 housing units and 17 memory care units set-aside exclusively for senior citizens 
in Lafayette. Based on the total number of units occupied by seniors (2,085 units), the 
dedicated units represent only a fraction of the demand senior citizens have for housing.  This 
demand is primarily met by single-family homes purchased many years ago.   
 
In 2008, the City of Lafayette partnered with Eden Housing, a nonprofit developer, to create a 
new independent living facility for extremely low-income and very low-income seniors.  In 
addition to financial assistance to newly constructed 46-unit development, the City has 
provided several land-use benefits to the project, such as a density bonus, an increase to the 
maximum allowable height and a reduction in the parking requirements.   This project provides 
a well-designed building on Mt. Diablo Boulevard in the Downtown area that includes a wide 
variety of amenities for its residents. 
 
In addition, the City approved a density bonus for a new mixed-use senior housing 
development which is nearing completion.  This was the first project approved under the Senior 
Housing Zoning Overlay, which allowed for reduced parking standards for the housing 
component.  Through consolidation of six lots, the project provides 72 assisted living units for 
seniors and a 17-bed memory care facility.  In addition to housing, the development provides a 
number of public and private amenities including ~6,000 sq. ft. of retail space along Mt. Diablo 
Boulevard, a large public courtyard, a senior shuttle, and an on-site movie theater, salon, 
fitness center, and dining facilities.  The project also obtained a Silver Innovation award from 
National Association of Home Builders in the 2013 Best of 50+ Housing Awards.   
 
The State Department of Finance projects nearly a doubling in the number of seniors over age 
65 in Contra Costa County between 2000 and 2020.  Of the increase, 71% (almost 39,000 
people) will be between the ages of 65 and 75 years.  Lafayette is expected to experience a 
similar increase; many of the City’s seniors will continue to live in their homes of long-standing.  
However, others will be prepared to give up the maintenance and expense of their homes while 
wishing to remain citizens of the community, while others will need to give up their homes for 
financial or other reasons.  Lastly, middle-aged Lafayette householders will face the need to 
care for older parents and some will want them to live nearby.  To address these conditions, 
this chapter provides opportunities for additional housing for seniors of all income categories.  
Three principal factors will affect the future number of senior housing and care facilities that 
can be built: 
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a) Senior housing typically is denser than general multifamily housing, since seniors tend to 
live alone in smaller units and because they frequently do not have the space requirements 
that younger families might have.  In addition, senior housing often has substantially less 
parking demand than other kinds of housing. Recognizing this, the City established the 
Senior Housing Zoning Overlay in 2010 which encourages the construction of a variety of 
senior housing types and grants flexibility in parking and other development standards for 
senior housing projects.  

 
b) There has been decreasing Federal and State funding to provide additional affordable 

housing for seniors. In addition, the federal tax reform enacted in 1986 provides for the 
establishment of State caps for private activity bonds which will result in major reductions 
in the volume of tax-exempt bonds issued to finance single and multi-family housing in 
California. 

 
c) There are vacant bedrooms in the City; however, it is difficult to quantify accurately the 

number of such under-utilized housing units. The diminishing household size since the 
1960s combined with the large number of existing single-family homes indicates that there 
could be a significant source of additional housing for seniors dispersed throughout existing 
neighborhoods.  

 

Programs to assist seniors who wish to continue living in their own homes not only provide 
important psychological and social benefits, but also reduce the need to build additional 
housing. Examples of such programs include low interest loans to qualifying seniors for 
maintenance and repair of their homes and matching seniors with spare capacity in their homes 
with other seniors looking for housing.  
 
A group of seniors in Lafayette and nearby Orinda and Moraga are in the process of establishing 
a virtual “senior village” for those residents who wish to remain in their own homes and 
communities as they age.  Lamorinda Village is a nonprofit organization which will serve as a 
one-stop resource by providing transportation, health, legal, financial and other assistance to 
its members. Enrollment is expected to begin in 2015. 
 
Special Housing Needs: Disabled Persons 
 
The number of disabled persons in a city has important planning and social implications and will 
affect the demand for specialized handicapped access and transportation facilities, and certain 
social services, in addition to specialized housing. 
 
The US Census collects information on disabled people based on a number of factors, including 
employment and type of disability.  Just 5.8% of the noninstitutionalized population over the 
age of five is disabled in the City of Lafayette, compared with 10.5% and 10.7% for the County 
and State, respectively.  Two percent of the employed population is disabled, whereas 8% of 
the population that is not participating in the labor force is disabled. 
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TABLE 14 – DISABILITY TYPE BY LABOR FORCE STATUS, PERSONS 18-64 YEARS OF AGE, 2011 

 
Total Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population 

aged 18 to 64 Years Number Percent 

Employed 9,951   
No Disability 9,776 98% 

With a Disability 175 2% 

With a hearing difficulty 48 27% 

With a vision difficulty 44 25% 

With a cognitive difficulty 26 15% 

With an ambulatory difficulty 78 45% 

With a self-care difficulty 15 9% 

With an independent living difficulty 0 0% 

    

 Not in the Labor Force 3,328 

 No Disability 3,071 92% 

With a Disability 257 8% 

With a hearing difficulty 72 28% 

With a vision difficulty 0 0% 

With a cognitive difficulty 132 51% 

With an ambulatory difficulty 139 54% 

With a self-care difficulty 67 26% 

With an independent living difficulty 97 38% 
SOURCE: US CENSUS, 2009-2011 AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY (ACS) (3-YEAR ESTIMATES) 
NOTE: PERCENTAGES MAY TOTAL MORE THAN 100% IF INDIVIDUALS IDENTIFY WITH MORE THAN ONE CATEGORY. 

 
A “developmental disability” is a condition that originates before an individual reaches age 18; 
continues, or can be expected to continue indefinitely; and constitutes a substantial 
impairment in three or more areas of major life activity. Developmental disabilities include 
mental retardation, epilepsy, cerebral palsy, autism, and disabling conditions closely related to 
mental retardation or requiring treatment similar to that required by people with mental 
retardation, but does not include other handicapping conditions that are solely physical in 
nature.  
 
Many developmentally disabled persons can live and work independently within a conventional 
housing environment. More severely disabled individuals require a group living environment 
where supervision is provided. The most severely affected individuals may require an 
institutional environment where medical attention and physical therapy are provided. Because 
developmental disabilities exist before adulthood, the first issue in supportive housing for the 
developmentally disabled is the transition from the person’s living situation as a child to an 
appropriate level of independence as an adult.  
 
The State Department of Developmental Services (DDS) currently provides community based 
services to approximately 243,000 persons with developmental disabilities and their families 
through a statewide system of 21 regional centers, four developmental centers, and two 
community-based facilities. The Regional Center of the East Bay (RCEB) is one of 21 regional 
centers in the State of California that provides point of entry to services for people with 
developmental disabilities. The center is a private, non-profit community agency that contracts 
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with local businesses to offer a wide range of services to individuals with developmental 
disabilities and their families.  
 
The following information from the RCEB, charged by the State of California with the care of 
people with developmental disabilities, defined as those with severe, life-long disabilities 
attributable to mental and/or physical impairments provides a closer look at the disabled 
population.  While not broken down by individual jurisdiction, it does provide a snapshot of 
persons needing access to services for people with developmental disabilities.  One can surmise 
from the information on persons with cognitive disabilities above that the likely number of 
persons with development disabilities in the City of Lafayette is limited. According to the 
American Community Survey (2009-2013), there are approximately 375 persons in Lafayette 
described as having a cognitive disability.   
 

TABLE 15 – CONSUMERS OF REGIONAL CENTER SERVICES AND LIVING SITUATION, 2013 
 

County Name Total 

At home 
with Parent 
or Guardian 

Community 
Care 

Facility 
Independent 

Living 
Intermediate 
Care Facility SNF Other 

Contra Costa County 5,828 4,121 813 689 160 19 26 

  100% 71% 14% 12% 3% 0% 0% 

Bay Area Total 37,683 25,778 5,572 4,343 1,061 653 276 

 
100% 68% 15% 12% 3% 2% 1% 

SOURCE: STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES, "QUARTERLY CONSUMER CHARACTERISTICS REPORT INDEX BY 
COUNTY OF PHYSICAL PRESENCE FOR THE END OF JUNE 2013" 

 
There are a number of housing types appropriate for people living with a development 
disability: rent subsidized homes, licensed and unlicensed single-family homes, inclusionary 
housing, Section 8 vouchers, special programs for home purchase, HUD housing, and SB 962 
homes. The design of housing-accessibility modifications, the proximity to services and transit, 
and the availability of group living opportunities represent some of the types of considerations 
that are important in serving this need group. About 180 units are reserved for seniors and 15 
units are reserved for disabled persons. Incorporating ‘barrier-free’ design in all, new 
multifamily housing (as required by California and Federal Fair Housing laws) is especially 
important to provide the widest range of choices for disabled residents. Special consideration 
should also be given to the affordability of housing, as people with disabilities may be living on 
a fixed income.  
 
Lafayette is home to two long-standing institutions that serve the needs of the developmentally 
disabled. Las Trampas, Inc. supports adults with developmental disabilities to discover their 
capabilities and to lead full lives in their home, at work, and in the community. Las Trampas 
offers independent and supported living services and adult development programs. Futures 
Explored, Inc. provides life skills and work-related training to adults with developmental 
disabilities.  
 
The affordability of housing for disabled people is an important concern in Contra Costa County, 
and within the City of Lafayette. Considering that the 2013 monthly Supplemental Security 
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Income (SSI) benefit, which provides monthly disability income for those who meet Social 
Security rules for disability and who have limited income and resources, is $710 per month for 
an individual (down from $870 in 2008), the ability for a disabled person on SSI to find 
affordable housing is extremely difficult, if not impossible.  At this amount, the maximum rent a 
disabled person on SSI could pay is just $213 per month (30% of the monthly income, according 
to HUD rules).  
 
In order to assist in the housing needs for persons with developmental disabilities, the City will 
consider implementing programs to coordinate housing activities and outreach with the 
Regional Center and its partners and Las Trampas and Futures Explored, encourage housing 
providers to designate a portion of new affordable housing developments for persons with 
disabilities, including persons with developmental disabilities, and pursue funding sources 
designated for persons with special needs and disabilities.  
 
 
Special Housing Needs: Single-Parent Households 
 
According to the 2010 Census, Lafayette has a total of 924 family households with one head-of-
household, of which more than 70% are headed by a female with no husband present. The 924 
single-parent households represent 13.6% of the 6,795 family households in Lafayette.  
Although 2010 data are not available by tenure, the following table illustrates the breakdown of 
these statistics for 2000.   
 

TABLE 17 - SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS IN LAFAYETTE, 2000 
 

 Owner-Occupied  Renter-Occupied Total Households 

  Households Percent Households Percent Households Percent 

Male-Headed Households 137 27% 84 27% 221 27% 

with children     124  
without children     97  

Female-Headed Households 372 73% 226 73% 598 73% 

with children     384  
without children     214  

TOTAL 509 100% 310 100% 819 100% 

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS 2000, SPECIAL TABULATIONS (CHAS DATABOOK) 

 
Female-headed households are likely to have greater demand than two-parent households – or 
male-headed households -- for childcare and other social services. There is an obvious need for 
more affordable housing for this sector of the community. The waiting list for Section 8 housing 
at the Contra Costa County Housing Authority (CCCHA) was over 4,000 persons in 2008, more 
than 40% of whom represented female-headed households.   
 
Special Housing Needs: Large Households 
 
HUD defines a large family as one with five or more members.  The 2010 Census data reported 
751 households in Lafayette with five persons or more, or about 8% of the total households in 
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the City.  Eighty-eight percent of the large households live in owner-occupied dwelling units 
(see Table 18).   

TABLE 18 - LARGE HOUSEHOLDS, 2010 
 

Large Households-Owner 
Occupied  

Large Households- Renter 
Occupied 

 
Total  Large Households 

Households Percent Households Percent Households Percent 

658 88% 93 12% 751 100% 

 
SOURCE: US CENSUS, 2010 
 

The Census defines an overcrowded unit as one occupied by 1.01 persons or more per room 
(excluding bathrooms and kitchens). Units with more than 1.5 persons per room are considered 
severely overcrowded. Overcrowding increases health and safety concerns and stresses the 
condition of the housing stock and infrastructure. Overcrowding is strongly related to 
household size, particularly for large households and especially very large households and the 
availability of suitably sized housing. Overcrowding impacts both owners and renters; however, 
renters are generally more significantly impacted.  
 
While family size and tenure are critical determinants in overcrowding, household income also 
plays a strong role in the incidence of overcrowding. As a general rule, overcrowding levels tend 
to decrease as income rises, especially for renters. The rate of overcrowding for very low-
income households is generally nearly three times greater than households over 95% of the 
area median income. As with renters, owner households with higher incomes have lower rates 
of overcrowding.  
 
Households in Lafayette tend to be somewhat larger than in the San Francisco Bay Area as a 
whole. While some large families may be subject to overcrowding, there is generally little 
overcrowding in Lafayette.  According to the American Community Survey (2011), which 
replaces certain features of the Census, there are an estimated 61 households in Lafayette that 
are considered overcrowded, representing 0.7% of all occupied households.  Although data for 
2011 are not broken down between owners and renters, it is likely that renter households are 
more impacted by overcrowding than owners, based on findings from 2000.  In contrast, the 
same data suggest that overcrowding in the County as a whole is more common; about 4% of 
all County households are overcrowded, of which about 20% are severely overcrowded. 
  

TABLE 19 - OVERCROWDED HOUSING UNITS, LAFAYETTE, 2000 - 2011 

 

 2000 2011 (estimated) 

 
Owner-

Occupied 
Renter-

Occupied Total Percent Total Percent 

Not Overcrowded (<1.0 persons per room) 6,809 2,093 8,902 98.6% 8,645 99.3% 

Overcrowded (1.01>1.5 persons per room) 28 62 90 1.0% 61 0.7% 

Severely Overcrowded (>1.5 persons per room) 9 29 38 0.4% 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 6,846 2,184 9,030  8,706  

SOURCE: 2000 CENSUS AND 2011 AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 
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Though 1.00 persons per room is a general measure of overcrowding, the actual level of 
perceived overcrowding will vary according to household size and structure. Houses with fewer 
rooms and non-related adult residents may seem more overcrowded, based on the 1.00-
person-per-room standard, than larger, family households. According to the 2011 American 
Community Survey, most housing units (93%) in Lafayette have four or more rooms. 
Consequently, the 1.00-person-per-room overcrowding standard may represent relatively less 
perceived overcrowding in Lafayette than in other Bay Area communities. 
 

In addition to overcrowding, large households also often have a cost burden, which means 
spending more than 30% of their income for housing.  Households that spend more than 50% of 
their income are considered to have a severe cost burden.  In Lafayette, the vast majority of 
large households that pay too much for housing are lower-income owner households.  Although 
this is principally because there are very few large renter households, there are 
disproportionately fewer large renter households than large owner-occupied households.  
 

Special Needs:  Homeless 
 
Accurate information on the number of homeless persons in Lafayette is difficult to obtain as 
people often move from place to place every night.  Lafayette Police Department personnel 
indicate that they occasionally encounter transients but they tend to be persons who have 
arrived in Lafayette via public transportation and are not from Lafayette. 
 
Project HOPE is a homeless outreach project to homeless encampments (locations where 
homeless persons gather) and serves people experiencing homelessness and co-occurring 
disorders (including mental health, substance abuse, and medical problems) throughout Contra 
Costa County.  During the period January 2009 to July 2014, there were 1,833 people who 
contacted Project HOPE for services in the City of Lafayette.  Major needs of the callers included 
anxiety issues, bereavement services, psychiatric services, relationship issues, depression 
issues, loneliness, child abuse, suicidal tendencies, and homeless services.   
 
The Contra Costa Inter-jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH) is charged with providing 
a forum for communication about the implementation of Contra Costa County’s Ten Year Plan 
to End Homelessness and providing advice and input on the operations of homeless services, 
program operations, and program development efforts in Contra Costa County.  The CCICH 
Executive Committee is an Advisory Board to the Contra Costa Board of Supervisors in issues 
relating to homelessness.  
 
CCICH has provided information for each jurisdiction in the County for use in their Housing 
Elements relating to the analysis of the need for emergency shelter and estimate of the daily 
average number of persons lacking permanent shelter.  This information includes: 
 

 Homeless population estimates  

 Unmet need  

 Data methodology  

 Inventory of existing shelters, transitional housing and permanent supportive housing 
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After considering the strengths and shortcomings of each source of data, the subcommittee 
addressing these issues determined that the bi-annual Homeless Count results and outreach 
data are the most accurate and useful sources of information. Additionally, as required by the 
federal government in order to receive a variety of homeless funds, this Homeless Count is 
conducted biannually.  According to the 2011 Homeless Count, there were 9 homeless persons 
identified within Lafayette who are unsheltered, as compared with 23 in 2009.  In 2013, no 
homeless persons were identified in the Homeless Count in Lafayette. 
 
While this point-in-time data is useful, it does not give much information about the 
circumstances in which these individuals found themselves to be homeless.  As of this writing, 
no further information – such as the number of persons who are single or in families, those 
with mental health concerns or alcohol/drug addiction issues, etc. – is available. 
 
The Ten-Year County Plan describes three different kinds of homeless people, each with their 
own set of needs.  Although this information addresses Countywide homeless concerns, it is 
relevant for Lafayette in terms of what kind of programs and housing may be provided within 
the City. 
 
Chronically Homeless: In 2013 this category was estimated to include 1,200 people, about 30% 
of the population that is homeless on any given night. They are severely disabled with a mental 
health condition, physical illness or substance abuse problem, and they have been homeless for 
a year or longer or have had at least four episodes of homelessness in the last three years. They 
are the most visible segment of the homeless population and the focus of community 
frustration due to their ongoing habitation of public places and their non-conforming behavior. 
Though a small percentage of the overall yearly homeless population, chronically homeless 
people use the majority of resources within the homeless service system and are costly to 
mainstream systems because of frequent interactions with hospitals, mental health crisis 
services, detox programs, and the criminal justice system. Because the services they receive 
tend to be fragmented and accessed only in crisis, their high service usage does not translate 
into long term gains in stability, but often reinforces their alienation and distrust of the service 
system. 
 
Discharged Into Homelessness: These are people who are released from public institutions 
directly to the streets or shelters.  These institutions include the foster care system, jails and 
prisons, mental health programs, drug and alcohol programs, and hospitals. Too often these 
systems do not engage in pre-release permanent housing planning to ensure that those 
discharged have stable housing and are linked to necessary services to ensure their ongoing 
stability and facilitate their transition back into the community. Individuals who have serious 
disabilities and who are discharged without receiving appropriate assistance often become part 
of the costly chronic homeless population.  
 
Transitionally Homeless: Past studies have shown that almost 90% of those who experience 
homelessness each year are experiencing a first or second episode of homelessness which 
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typically lasts less than one year. An estimated two-thirds of this sub-population lives in family 
households. Typically, a job loss, illness or eviction causes them to lose their housing. Unable to 
find other housing that is affordable and/or resolve their lack of income, they become 
homeless. 
 
The homeless count conducted on in January 2013 found 3,798 homeless persons in Contra 
Costa County, 1,350 of which were living outdoors and the rest in shelters or transitional 
housing, and utilizing soup kitchens and other programs serving the homeless. Of the people 
found in programs, 858 were members of homeless families, 1,161 were single adults, 11 were 
unaccompanied minors, and 201 were transition age youth (ages 18-24, a new federal 
category).  These overall statistics are drastically reduced from the 2005 homeless count, where 
more than 7,000 total homeless people were found, and represent a significant drop from 
2011.  Countywide, the homeless count found the following sub categories of persons. 
 

 Chronically Homeless Families- 68, of which 45 were sheltered 

 Chronically Homeless Individuals- 1,092, of which 512 were sheltered 

 Severely Mentally Ill - 713 

 Chronic Substance Abuse - 851 

 Veterans – 277 

 Female Veterans -- 12 

 Persons with HIV/AIDS - 26 

 Victims of Domestic Violence - 447 

 
Some of the homeless population include people suffering from mental illness and other 
chronic disabilities who have become an ongoing presence in our city centers, parks and open 
spaces. Others are not so visible, but still in need of assistance — disadvantaged youth 
discharged from the foster care system with nowhere to go; single mothers with children, 
recently divorced or fleeing a situation of domestic violence; and low income single adults and 
families without savings to help them weather an unexpected job loss, illness or eviction. In 
addition, an estimated 23,000 households in Contra Costa County have extremely low incomes 
and are at-risk of homelessness, paying an excessive portion of their income for rent. An 
unexpected job loss, illness or eviction can put them in the streets since their high rents 
preclude them from accumulating a savings cushion to protect themselves. 
 
Special Housing Needs: Farmworkers  
 
There are no farmworkers in Lafayette, and the city is located in a largely urbanized area of 
Contra Costa County. Consequently, farm worker housing needs are not expected to be an issue 
in Lafayette.  
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HOUSING COSTS AND AFFORDABILITY 
 
The National Association of Homebuilders reports that California cities have the lowest 
homeowner affordability rates in the country, defined as the percentage of homes affordable 
to the median income family. Despite the high median incomes, especially in the Bay Area, 
many cannot afford the cost to purchase a home.  The Oakland Metropolitan Division, of which 
Lafayette is a part, ranked 198th out of 222 metropolitan areas studied in the first quarter of 
2013; San Francisco, not surprisingly, is the least affordable area in the State. 
 

TABLE 22 - HOUSING AFFORDABILITY INDEX, SELECTED CALIFORNIA MSA’S, FIRST QUARTER 2013 
 

  

  

Homes 
Affordable to 

Median Income 
Households 

Median 
Family 
Income 
(1,000s) 

Median  
Sales  
Price  

(1,000s) 

National 
Affordability  

Rank 

San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood City, CA* 28.9% 102.0 675 222 

Santa Ana-Anaheim-Irvine, CA* 35.8% 84.5 497 220 

Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA 37.1% 73.8 426 219 

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale, CA* 39.9% 64.2 351 218 

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 43.3% 101.3 550 217 

San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 46.6% 72.3 360 214 

Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA 54.0% 74.9 341 208 

Oakland-Fremont-Hayward, CA* 65.8% 92.6 339 198 

* Indicates Metropolitan Divisions.  All others are Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA’s). 
SOURCE: National Association of Homebuilders, 2013 

 
As shown earlier, overpayment for housing is a considerable problem for various special needs 
groups, but impacts the general population as well.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimates (2006-2010), 1,760 households are 
paying between 30% and 50% of household income on housing, and another 1,355 pay more 
than 50% of household income.  Together, this represents 36% of all households in Lafayette.  
Both owners and renters at the lowest incomes pay more for housing, as a percentage of their 
household income, than do their higher income counterparts. 
 

In Lafayette, sales prices for single family detached and condominiums/ townhouses have 
increased over the past several years.  According to the Contra Costa Association of Realtors, in 
2007, the median price of a single family detached home was $1,100,000. In 2013, the median 
price had increased slightly to $1,151,250, an increase of 4.6%. The situation for condos and 
townhouses was similar. In 2007, the median sales price was $594,000 and in 2013, it had 
increased by 3.7% to $616,000.  During the period between 2007 and 2013, the country was 
deep in a recession, and housing prices dropped substantially, including in Lafayette. 
 
Trulia -- an online residential real estate site for homebuyers, sellers, renters and real estate 
professionals -- also provides statistics based on actual sales of housing by location.  Although 
this data is not available by housing type (single family versus condo), it does give a general 
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sense of the market for all housing types over the past five years.  After several years of 
recession, housing prices are beginning to pick up again. 
 

 
SOURCE: Trulia, 2013 

 
The high cost of housing means that people wanting to own a home in Lafayette must have 
significant incomes, even for the relatively less expensive condos.  The following table shows 
how much a household must earn annually in order to be able to afford the median priced 
home in Lafayette in 2013. 

 
TABLE 23 - OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY, 2013 

 

 
Median 

Sales 

Estimated 
Annual 

Expenses 

Income 
Needed to 

Afford 

Single-Family $1,151,250  $74,815  $187,038  

Condo $616,000  $42,355  $105,888  

SOURCE: CONTRA COSTA ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS, 20131 

 
The decreasing supply of affordable rental units is a countywide phenomenon; it can include 
Ellis Act evictions (where an owner of a rental property decides to leave the rental business) to 
owner move-in evictions. Until additional construction of rental units occurs, the combination 
of strong demand and low vacancies will contribute to an increasingly severe shortage of rental 
units and a decrease in their affordability. 
 
The following table illustrates the affordable rents associated with each income category.  In 
the case of an extremely low-income household of two people (for example, a single parent 
with a child), the annual income of $22,450 translates to a full time job paying $10.80 per hour.  
In this scenario, the maximum rent they could afford would be about $561 per month – far 
below average rents in the area, even for studios. 

                                            
1 Estimated annual expenses based on 1.1% of sales price; monthly mortgage costs at 4.5% interest over 30 years; affordable housing 

costs calculated at 40% of annual income.  
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TABLE 24 - RENTAL AFFORDABILITY, 2013 

 

Income Category 

Percent 
of 

Median 

Income Limit 
(Two-Person 
Household) 

Affordable 
Rent 

Extremely Low-Income 30% $22,450  $561  
Very Low-Income 50% $37,400  $935  

Low-Income 80% $53,000  $1,325  

Median-Income 100% $74,800  $1,870  
Moderate-Income  120% $89,750  $2,244  

 
SOURCE: LAFAYETTE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING, 2013 

 

Through its Section 8 and other housing programs, HUD provides rental housing assistance to 
low-income households.  According to the Contra Costa County Housing Authority, 46 
households in Lafayette currently receive Section 8 rental assistance, in the form of Housing 
Choice Vouchers.  Of these, 35 include one or more persons with a disability.  Two properties -- 
Chateau Lafayette (66 units) and Town Center (15 units) -- are potentially at risk of conversion 
in the next ten years.  An analysis of the conversion risk can be found further in this Element.  
 
REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION 
 

The Regional Housing Needs allocation process is a State mandate, devised to address the need 
for and planning of housing across a range of affordability and in all communities throughout 
the State.  Each jurisdiction in the Bay Area (101 cities, 9 counties) is given a share of the 
anticipated regional housing need.  The Bay Area's regional housing need is allocated by the 
California State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), and finalized 
though negotiations with ABAG. 
 
According to ABAG, the regional housing need is determined by estimating both the existing 
need and the projected need for housing. Existing need is the amount of housing needed to 
address existing overcrowding or low vacancy rates. Projected need relates to providing 
housing for the growing population. Using slightly different methods, both the State, through 
the State Department of Finance (DOF), and the region, via ABAG, estimate projected 
household growth. Since these numbers may differ, the State and the region work closely 
together to arrive at an agreed upon estimate of future population growth; therefore, housing 
need through 2022.  
 
On July 19, 2013, the ABAG Executive Board adopted the final Regional Housing Need Allocation 
(RHNA) methodology for the period between 2014 and 2022. The RHNA methodology consists 
of two major steps: determining a jurisdiction's total RHNA and identifying the share of the 
jurisdiction's total RHNA in each income category. The following describes the components of 
the adopted RHNA Methodology.  
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Sustainability Component  
This component advances the goals of SB 375; this factor is based on the Jobs-Housing 
Connection Strategy, which allocates new housing development into Priority Development 
Areas (PDAs) and non-PDA areas. By concentrating new development in PDAs, the Strategy 
helps protect the region’s natural resources by reducing development pressure on open space, 
rural areas, and small towns. This allows the region to consume less energy, thus reducing 
household costs and the emission of greenhouse gases.  Following the land use distribution 
specified in the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, 70% of the region’s housing need as 
determined by the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) will 
be allocated based on growth in PDAs and the remaining 30% will be allocated based on growth 
in non-PDA locations. 
 
HCD determined that the housing need for the Bay Area region for 2014 to 2022 is 187,990 
units.  The sustainability framework of the PDAs is the basis for the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) and the inclusion of this framework in the RHNA methodology promotes 
consistency between the two. 
 
In July 19, 2012, the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy was modified to include a feasible 
growth concentration scenario that was applied to the 2014-2022 RHNA cycle. This new 
distribution shifted approximately 3,500 units (1.5 percent of the total regional allocation) from 
Oakland, Newark, San Jose, and the North Bay primarily to medium sized cities with high job 
growth and transit access. 
 
Fair Share Component 
According to ABAG, this component achieves the requirement that all cities and counties in 
California work to provide a fair share proportion of the region’s total and affordable housing 
need. In particular, cities with strong transit networks, a high number of jobs, and that 
permitted a low number of very low- and low-income units during the 1999-2006 RHNA cycle 
received higher allocations. The Fair Share Component includes the factors listed below: 
 

 Upper Housing Threshold: If growth projected by the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy in a 
jurisdiction’s PDAs meets or exceeds 110 percent of the jurisdiction’s household formation 
growth, that jurisdiction is not assigned additional units. This ensures that cities with large 
PDAs are not overburdened. In addition, the total allocation to a jurisdiction cannot exceed 
150 percent of its 2007-2014 RHNA. 
 

 Minimum Housing Floor: Jurisdictions are assigned a minimum of 40 percent of their 
household formation growth. Setting this minimum threshold ensures that each jurisdiction 
is planning for housing to accommodate at least a portion of the housing need generated by 
the population within that jurisdiction.  
 

 Fair Share Factors: The following three factors were applied to a jurisdiction’s non- PDA 
growth: 
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 Past RHNA Performance: Cities that permitted a high number of housing units for very 
low- and low-income households during the 1999-2006 RHNA cycle received a lower 
allocation. 
 

 Employment: Jurisdictions with a higher number of existing jobs in non-PDA areas 
(based on 2010 data) received a higher allocation. 
 

 Transit: Jurisdictions with higher transit frequency and coverage received a higher 
allocation. 

 
Income Allocation 
The income allocation method gives jurisdictions that have a relatively higher proportion of 
households in a certain income category a smaller allocation of housing units in that same 
category. For example, jurisdictions that already supply a large amount of affordable housing 
receive lower affordable housing allocations. This also promotes the state objective for 
reducing concentrations of poverty and increasing the mix of housing types among cities and 
counties equitably. The income allocation requirement is designed to ensure that each 
jurisdiction in the Bay Area plans for housing people of every income. 
 
The income distribution of a jurisdiction’s housing need allocation is determined by the 
difference between the regional proportion of households in an income category and the 
jurisdiction’s proportion for that same category. Once determined, this difference is then 
multiplied by 175 percent. The result becomes that jurisdiction’s “adjustment factor.” The 
jurisdiction’s adjustment factor is added to the jurisdiction’s initial proportion of households in 
each income category. The result is the total share of the jurisdiction’s housing unit allocation 
for each income category. 
 
Sphere of Influence Adjustments 
Every city in the Bay Area has a Sphere of Influence (SOI) which can be either contiguous with 
or go beyond the city’s boundary. The SOI is considered the probable future boundary of a city 
and that city is responsible for planning within its SOI. The SOI boundary is designated by the 
county’s Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO). The LAFCO influences how government 
responsibilities are divided among jurisdictions and service districts in these areas. 
 
The method for allocating housing need for jurisdictions where there is projected growth within 
the SOI varies by county. In Napa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties, the 
allocation of housing need generated by the unincorporated SOI is assigned to the cities. In 
Alameda and Contra Costa counties, the allocation of housing need generated by the 
unincorporated SOI is assigned to the county. In Marin County, 62.5% of the allocation of 
housing need generated by the unincorporated SOI is assigned to the city and 37.5% is assigned 
to the county. 
 
The following table illustrates the housing allocation figures for the City of Lafayette for the 
period 2014-2022. 
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TABLE 25 - ABAG REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION, LAFAYETTE, 2014-2022 

 

Total Projected 
Need 

Very 
Low Low Mod 

Above 
Mod 

Average 
Yearly Need 

400 138 78 85 99 50 

 35% 20% 21% 25%  
  SOURCE: ABAG, 2013 

 
In addition, State Housing Element Law requires that jurisdictions provide for the needs of 
residents considered to be extremely low-income, defined as households earning less than 30% 
of median income.  According, the need allocation is further disaggregated as follows: 

 
TABLE 26 - ABAG REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION WITH EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME 

DISAGGREGATED, LAFAYETTE, 2014-2022 
 

Total Projected 
Need 

Extremely 
Low 

Very 
Low Low Mod 

Above 
Mod 

Average 
Yearly Need 

400 69 69  78 85 99 50 

 17% 17% 20% 21% 25%  
  SOURCE: ABAG, 2013 
 
 

 
SHELTER NEEDS 
 
There are no emergency shelters or transitional housing facilities located in Lafayette; however, 
there are several programs and agencies serving Lafayette and central Contra Costa County for 
those in need.  One of the major agencies is the Contra Costa Crisis Center-Homeless Services.  
This agency conducts the intake and assessment of people to the county’s shelters.  They also 
provide other services such as food, job training and laundry facilities as well as providing 
emergency lodging vouchers to at risk individuals and families.  Shelter, Inc. is a non-profit 
organization providing short-term transitional housing programs to homeless individuals and 
families and information on emergency shelters, government assistance, emergency food 
services, medical care, and rental assistance programs. 

 

Despite programs to aid the homeless, the magnitude of this problem far exceeds the resources 
of local government, particularly smaller cities. The City in general supports “Ending 
Homelessness in Ten Years: A County-Wide Plan for the Communities of Contra Costa County” 
(Ten Year Plan).   
 
Through the Ten Year Plan, the County has adopted a “housing first” strategy, which works to 
immediately house a homeless individual or family rather than force them through a sequence 
of temporary shelter solutions.  The Ten Year Plan further deemphasizes emergency shelters by 
supporting “interim housing” as a preferred housing type. Interim housing is very short-term 
and focuses on helping people access permanent housing as quickly as possible.  Services 
provided in interim housing include housing search assistance and case management to help 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I 
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address immediate needs and identify longer-term issues to be dealt with once in permanent 
housing. 
 

To determine the amount of unmet need for emergency shelter, transitional housing and 
permanent supportive housing, researchers compared the results of the Homeless Provider 
Survey to the data specific to the number of persons living on the streets: the January 2007 
unsheltered homeless point-in-time count and Project HOPE outreach team data.  Statewide 
and national data were then considered regarding homeless people and their needs. 
Researchers compared the difference between total homeless persons and housing inventory 
to determine the unmet need. In the final analysis, the unmet need was divided between 
emergency and permanent supportive housing, with the vast majority of the unmet need going 
to permanent supportive housing, consistent with the Housing First strategy.  Additionally, 
there is no unmet need for transitional housing. 
 

Consistent with the Ten Year Plan, the City will prioritize the use of its limited housing 
development resources to support permanent housing affordable to those with extremely-low, 
very-low and low incomes.  The City, however, has complied with the Housing Element Law 
regarding the identification of adequate sites to facilitate the development of emergency 
shelters and transitional housing with programs, which identify an area suitable for this use.  
 

In 2013, the City approved a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to allow emergency shelters as a 
permitted use in the General Commercial District C-1 (Zoning Map symbol C-1).   The C-1 Zoning 
District was selected as an appropriate location for such a facility because: 
 

1. There are several underutilized sites within this district; 
2. This area is centrally located and near public transit; and 
3. All infrastructure, such as water, sewer, roads, and sidewalks, is in place. 

 

An informal survey of a broad range of homeless shelters – from small shelters with fewer than 
30 people to mass shelters for more than 200 people – indicates that the average square 
footage per homeless shelter client is approximately 150 square feet (gross).  For comparison 
purposes, the City’s proposed senior housing overlay zoning ordinance calls for studios to be no 
less than 450 square feet; to accommodate a shelter of up to 30 clients, any site needs to 
roughly be able to accommodate ten studio apartments (150 SF X three clients = 450 SF; for 30 
clients, multiply by ten).  Considering that emergency shelters are arranged dormitory-style and 
not as housing units, the space needed to create a 30-bed shelter is significantly less than for 
traditional housing and as such, should easily be accommodated within the C-1 district.   
 
The City included in its review of suitable locations for shelters ten discrete development sites, 
totaling more than ten and a half acres, within the C-1 zone.  All of these sites are within the 
Redevelopment Area, and all are sites that are in the inventory of adequate sites for housing.  
The average size of these sites is 1.05 acres (aggregated), with the largest at 1.50 acres and the 
smallest at 0.60 acres.  Within these aggregated sites, many individual sites are large enough to 
accommodate a small emergency shelter.  Further, some individual sites are in common 
ownership and could also accommodate a shelter.  This subset of sites – sites that do not need 
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lot consolidation in order to serve as a viable shelter location – includes nine sites, totaling 7.50 
acres.  The largest of these sites is 1.50 acres, the smallest is 0.4, and the average is 0.83 acres.   
 
There are potentially other sites within the C-1 zone that could be used for this purpose, but 
this Housing Element only includes sites that have already been reviewed for their suitability as 
housing and/or mixed use development.  Should any one of these sites be developed for a 
shelter rather than for permanent housing, the City will identify a replacement site of like kind 
consistent with the “no net loss” provisions of State Housing Element Law, as warranted.  
Conversely, if any of these sites are developed for non-shelter uses, the City will identify 
appropriate replacement sites.  See the two related programs: Program H-2.4.3:  RHNA 
Monitoring Program and Program H-3.6.2:  Emergency Shelter Capacity Monitoring Program.  
Further, although the acres identified for the inventory overlap sites to accommodate 
emergency shelters, the site inventory identifies the potential for over 700 units, and therefore 
the City is confident there are sufficient sites to accommodate both the RHNA and emergency 
shelters. 
 
 
PREVIOUS HOUSING ELEMENT 
 

Prior to the 2011 Housing Element, the City of Lafayette's Housing Element was last revised in 
2002. The Regional housing Allocation for the last reporting period was: 
 

TABLE 29 - ABAG HOUSING NEEDS DETERMINATION, 2007-2014 
 

Total 
Projected 

Need Very Low Low Mod 
Above 
Mod 

Average 
Yearly 
Need 

361 113 77 80 91 52 

 31% 21% 22% 25%  

 
The policies and implementing actions of the previous Housing Element concentrated on 
preservation of existing single-family neighborhoods and encouragement of second units and 
multi-family and senior citizen housing.  See Appendix A for a complete review of the previous 
Element's implementing actions.   
 
The City has been moderately successful in achieving the goals established by the previous 
Housing Element as illustrated in the table below: 
  

I I I I I I I 
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Table 30 - PROGRESS TOWARDS MEETING REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 2007-2013: BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 

 

  

Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation 

(RHNA) 
2007-2014 

Building Permits 
Issued 

2007-13 

 
Percentage of 

RHNA 

Very Low 113 47 42% 

Low 77 8 10% 

Moderate 80 8 10% 

Above Moderate 91 170 187% 

TOTAL 361 233 65% 

 

The updated Housing Element builds on the foundation established by the previous Element, 
but contains more specific implementation programs and quantified objectives. Priorities of the 
Element include: (1) conservation and rehabilitation of existing homes, (2) encouragement of 
second units, (3) encouragement of housing in the downtown and (4), programs to advertise, 
implement and fund these activities. The Element also recognizes the need to provide stronger 
incentives for the construction of additional affordable housing.   
 
 
MEETING THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION 
 
Table 33 shows vacant or underdeveloped land that could accommodate Lafayette’s regional 
housing needs allocation.  The figures shown in the table are based on a parcel-by-parcel 
analysis of the number of dwelling units that could be constructed, taking into account the site 
constraints specific to each parcel, the residential densities typically approved for similar 
properties, and the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. The conclusion that can be drawn 
from this table is that the City has sufficient vacant and underdeveloped land, zoned at 
appropriate densities, to meet its regional housing need allocation  
 
The list of vacant and underdeveloped land in Appendix B includes properties in the downtown 
area that have the potential of being used for multifamily housing. These sites identified in this 
inventory are spread along the entire length of Mt. Diablo Blvd. Development of these sites for 
multifamily housing will not necessarily impact the streets in the Downtown Core that are most 
heavily used. Residents from these multifamily developments have a variety of options to exit 
the downtown and access the freeway, including Pleasant Hill Road to the east and Acalanes 
Road to the west. The residential development would also generate less traffic than commercial 
development. 
 

While a number of the sites identified in the inventory allow commercial use, they also allow 
housing.  To remove one barrier to the production of housing, the City in 2012 amended its 
Zoning Ordinance to allow housing as of right in the downtown zoning districts.  Further, 
additional programs have been included to encourage the development of housing over 
commercial (or mixed use over commercial) in the Downtown.  The inventory and methodology 
provided in this chapter demonstrate that in recent years, there has been a trend towards 
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developers purchasing commercial sites for housing development, including the Merrill 
Gardens development, The Woodbury, Lennar, Taylor Morrison’s ‘Marquis’ and Eden Housing’s 
‘Belle Terre’ project.  The table below lists the previous or current uses on these sites: 

 

TABLE 31 - RECENT HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS ON FORMERLY COMMERCIAL SITES 
 

Site Previous or Current Uses Number of Housing 
Units 

Status 

Merrill Gardens Garden supply store, tow yard and 
restaurant 

72 plus 17 memory 
care units 

Completed 

The Woodbury Motel, restaurant 65 Under construction 

Eden Housing Parking lot for car dealership 46 Completed and occupied 

Lennar  Restaurant, salon, automobile services, 
offices 

66 Filed development 
application 

Taylor Morrison ‘Marquis’ Restaurant 23 Completed and occupied 
SOURCE: LAFAYETTE PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 2014 

 

In addition, the City has consulted with local realtors and developers concerning the use of 
commercially-zoned sites for residential development.  They suggest that this trend should 
continue in the coming years.  This chapter’s goals, policies and programs include a variety of 
incentives to assist developers in assembling land for housing, especially affordable housing. 
 

Despite sufficient vacant and underdeveloped land there exist potentially significant constraints 
to increased residential development, which are discussed in the Constraints to Housing 
Development section.  Table 32 represents the quantified goal of the City to approve 270 new 
and rehabilitated housing units. 
 

 TABLE 32 - QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES SUMMARY, 2014-2022 
 

 
Income Level 

 
New Construction 

Rehabilitation/ 
Conservation 

 
Preservation 

 
Totals 

Extremely/Very Low Income 50 15 66 65 

Low Income 10 15  25 

Moderate Income  10 20 15 30 

Above Moderate Income  150 0  150 

Grand Total 220 50 81 270 

 
SOURCE: LAFAYETTE PLANNING DEPARTMENT, 2015 

 

Table 33 summarizes the potential for residential development on vacant and underdeveloped 
land in the community.  A complete inventory of parcels can be found in Appendices B and C.  
The analysis reflects real world constraints based on a site-specific analysis and is not simply the 
total land area multiplied by maximum permitted density.  For the purposes of this analysis 
underdeveloped land is land which has a development intensity significantly less than what is 
allowed under the City's land use regulations.  
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TABLE 33 - RESIDENTIAL POTENTIAL FOR VACANT AND UNDERDEVELOPED LAND  

 

 
General Plan Classification 

 
 

Zoning District 

Vacant and 
Underdeveloped 

Land 

 
Potential Number of 

Units 

West End Commercial C 9.22 227 

East End Commercial C-1 8.25 213 

Downtown Core SRB, RB, P-1 6.19 191 

Multi-Family Residential MRO/MRA 4.54 84 

Single-Family Residential (multiple) (undetermined) 171 

 Total Acres 26.04 868 
SOURCE: LAFAYETTE PLANNING DIVISION 2010 

There is a reasonable potential that the sites found in Appendices B and C, and summarized in 
Table 33, will be developed with multi-family housing, since: 
 
• The parcels are located in commercial and residential zoning districts which permit mixed 

uses and residential development at a density of up to 35 du/acre; 
 

 These zoning districts now allow housing by right; General Commercial (C), General 
Commercial -1 (C-1), Retail Business (RB), and Special Retail Business (SRB).   
 

• There exists the potential of assembling underdeveloped parcels to facilitate application of 
development incentives contained in the Planned Unit Development (PUD) section of the 
Zoning Ordinance and adopted Specific Plans. 

 

It will be market forces, however, that will have the strongest influence in determining the type, 
density, and phasing of future multi-family housing development in Lafayette. Such factors as 
interest rates and the vitality of the local and national economy are beyond the scope of local 
government.  
 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-35 

GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
 
Annexation Standards 
 
Although the City of Lafayette does not expect to annex land within the planning period, an 
important land use regulation affecting development in Lafayette, as well as other cities in 
Contra Costa County, is the policy adopted by the Contra Costa County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) regarding annexation proposals.  
 
The standards and procedures set forth in the LAFCO policy affect its review of requests for city 
annexation of lands proposed for development. The application of these standards will affect 
development of land outside existing City limits. 
 
Currently, the Lafayette's Sphere of Influence does not extend substantially beyond the City 
limits. It is not expected that the existing Sphere of Influence area will be altered to include 
vacant lands that would yield many more developable lots. 
 
Land Use Controls 
 
The Lafayette Zoning Ordinance contained within the City's Municipal Code, sets forth land use 
designations and development requirements for construction activity within the City. California 
law requires that the Zoning Ordinance be consistent with the General Plan. The Lafayette 
Zoning Ordinance will be amended to be consistent with the Housing Element following its 
completion.   
 
The Zoning Ordinance establishes two primary types of residential zoning: Single-Family 
Residential (R-6, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, R-100, LR-10 and LR-5) and Multiple-Family 
Residential (D-1, MRA, MRB, MRO, MRT, APO and MRP). Multi-family residential is also 
permitted by right in the commercial zoning districts (C, C-1, SRB, RB). 
 
The following tables illustrate the City’s development standards. 
 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-36 

TABLE 34 - SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

Zoning 
District 

Minimum 
Lot Area 

Average Lot 
Width 

Minimum 
Lot Depth 

Maximum Building 
Height 

Minimum 
Side Yards 

Minimum 
Setback 

Minimum 
Rear Yard 

R-6 
 

10,000 s.f. 80’ 90 2 ½ stories (35’) 10’ (20’ 
aggregate) 

 

20’ 15’ 

R-10 10,000 s.f. 80’ 90’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 10’ (20’ 
aggregate) 

 

20’ 15’ 

R-12 
 

12,000 s.f. 100’ 100’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 10’ (25’ 
aggregate) 

 

20’ 15’ 

R-15 15,000 s.f. 100’ 100’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 10’ (25’ 
aggregate) 

 

20’ 15’ 

R-20 20,000 s.f. 120’ 120’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 15’ (35’ 
aggregate) 

 

25’ 15’ 

R-40 40,000 s.f. 140’ 140’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 20’ (40’ 
aggregate) 

 

25’ 15’ 

R-65 65,000 s.f. 140’ 140’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 20’ (40’ 
aggregate) 

 

25’ 15’ 

R-100 100,000 s.f. 200’ 200’ 2 ½ stories (35’) 30’ (60’ 
aggregate) 

 

30’ 30’ 

LR-10 10 acres 200’ 200’ 2 ½ stories (30’) 50’ 50’ 50’ 
 

LR-5 
 

5 acres 200’ 200’ 2 ½ stories (30’) 50’ 50’ 50’ 

 
 

TABLE 35 - MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

Zoning 
District 

Minimum 
Lot Area 

Average Lot 
Width 

Minimum 
Lot Depth 

Maximum Building 
Height 

Minimum 
Side Yards 

Minimum 
Setback 

Minimum 
Rear Yard 

 
D-1 
 

 
10,000 s.f. 

 
80’ 

 
90’ 

 
1 ½ stories (25’) 

 
10’ 

 
20’ 

 
15’ 

MRA 
 

10,000 s.f. 80’ 90’ 25’ – 35’ 10’- 20’ 20’ 15’ 

MRB 
 

10,000 s.f. 80’ 90’ 35’ 10’-20’ 20’ 15’ 

MRO 
 

10,000 s.f. 80’ 90’ 2 - 3 stories  
(30’- 35’) 

10’ 20’ 15’ 

MRT 
 

No minimum standards 25’ No minimum standards 

MRP 
 

10,000 s.f. 80’ 90’ 1 story (20’) No minimum standards 
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TABLE 36 - MIXED COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

Zoning 
District 

Minimum 
Lot Area 

Average 
Lot Width 

Minimum 
Lot Depth 

Maximum 
Building 
Height 

Minimum 
Side Yards 

Minimum 
Front 

Setback 

Minimum Rear 
Yard 

Minimum 
Open 
Space 

 
RB 

 
5,000 s.f. 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
35’ 

 
10’ when adjacent to residential 

 

 
20% 

C 7,500 s.f. 55’ 75’ 35’ 10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential. 
20’ setback 

required 
for three 

story 
buildings 

which may 
be reduced 
if findings 

can be 
made.  

 

10’ 10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential.  

None 

SRB 5,000 s.f. N/A N/A 35’ except in 
BART Block 

where height 
over 35’ is 

allowed but a 
maximum of 

3 stories 

10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential 

 

None except in 
BART Block 
where 6’ is 

required 

10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential 

 

20% 

C-1 7,500 s.f. 55’ 75’ 2 ½  - 3 
stories (35’) 

10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential. 
Third story 
setback of 

50’ 
required 

from 
certain 

streets and 
residential 

zones 
 

10’.  
Third story 

setback of 50’ 
required from 
certain streets 
and residential 

zones 

10’ when 
adjacent to 
residential. 
Third story 
setback of 

50’ 
required 

from 
certain 

streets and 
residential 

zones 
 

None 

APO 
 

4.94 acres N/A N/A 22’-36’ 49.21’ 26’- 49’               26.25’  20% 

 
In 2012, the City adopted a Downtown Specific Plan which calls for the preparation of 
Downtown Design Guidelines. The Guidelines have been completed were adopted in 
September 2014. The development standards listed for the downtown zoning districts above 
will be amended in 2014-15 to reflect the policies of the Downtown Specific Plan, the 
Downtown Design Guidelines and the Housing Element.   
 
The City anticipates that the majority of higher density, affordable units will be built in the 
Downtown zoning districts C, C-1, SRB and RB. It is in these districts that services such as 
grocery and drug stores, civic uses such as the library and post office and transit facilities such 
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as BART are located. As can be seen from the table above, the building setback requirements in 
these districts are modest. A density of 35 du/acre – the maximum permitted in Lafayette -- 
and a 35 foot height limit are allowed. There is no floor area ratio (“FAR”) requirement in these 
districts. 
 
Existing parcels in the multifamily zoning districts (MRA, MRB, MRO) are typically modest in 
area and cannot accommodate many residential units. The minimum lot area requirement for 
new lots (10,000 SF) was put in place to ensure that newly zoned multifamily parcels would be 
large enough to accommodate projects of considerable size and density. This requirement 
however does not apply to the development of multifamily projects on existing lots less than 
10,000 SF in area and is therefore not a constraint. Additionally, in the MRA district, the City 
allows for increases in floor area ratio (FAR) to a maximum of 0.40 on lots that are under 20,000 
SF in area if it finds that the lot cannot be reasonably merged with an adjacent parcel. In the 
MRO district, an FAR of 0.50 is allowed.  
 
Parking Requirements 
 
The City’s parking standards for multifamily projects are similar to the standards in neighboring 
jurisdictions. The requirements are 1.2 spaces for a one bedroom unit, 1.5 spaces for a two 
bedroom units and 2 spaces for a unit with three or more bedrooms. Although not cited 
specifically in the code, the City has and will continue to allow for creative ways to 
accommodate parking and has approved the installation of a hydraulic lift system that stacks 
cars in an apartment complex.   
 
In recent years, several proposed senior housing projects have illustrated the unique needs of 
these types of developments – needs that make the strict application of certain residential 
zoning controls problematic.  Seniors tend to drive less than their younger counterparts, and 
they typically do not need (or want) as much living space as is found in family housing types.   
 
As a consequence, residential parking requirements may be too onerous for a senior 
development, and the smaller unit sizes increase the density of a project such that it may 
conflict with existing zoning requirements.  In recognizing these unique needs, the City has 
adopted a Senior Housing Overlay zone – with reduced parking standards and increased 
density, among other things -- to allow senior housing developments that are truly reflective of 
their resident populations.   
 
The City is in the process of updating its parking code and developing a comprehensive parking 
strategy for the downtown. Included in this strategy will be consideration of the use of car lifts, 
tandem parking, parking for electric cars, bicycle parking, proximity of housing to transit, car-
sharing incentives, etc. 
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On- and Off-Site Improvement Requirements 
 
The standards for on- and off-site improvements contained in the Subdivision Ordinance do not 
constitute a constraint to housing development. They are no more restrictive than those 
typically found in other Contra Costa County cities. Indeed, in some cases, less restrictive 
standards exist in Lafayette, since sidewalks with full curb and gutters are not required for most 
types of residential subdivisions. Sewer and water connection fees are established by the 
Contra Costa Central Sanitary District and the East Bay Municipal Utilities District and are 
therefore similar to other jurisdictions served by these districts in the County.  
 
Analysis of Land Use Controls: Impacts on Recent Developments 
 

As part of the development of the last Housing Element, the Planning Staff conducted an 
analysis of the City's development standards to determine whether they constitute a constraint 
to housing development.  Two schematic housing plans that were submitted by prospective 
developers of two of the sites in the housing inventory were studied.  Both projects were 
analyzed using current regulations and without granting exceptions to discern whether or not 
the City’s regulations posed a constraint to the production of housing. 

 

The analysis determined that while most development standards do not constrain the 
development of housing and are typical standards for the zoning designation, some standards 
can be perceived to be impediments to the efficient and timely development of housing.  
Regulations for residential development (e.g. required setbacks, maximum lot coverage, height 
limits, minimum lot sizes) are no more restrictive than those of surrounding jurisdictions. The 
Zoning Ordinance and related land use regulations serve to promote, rather than constrain, 
housing development. In addition to these zoning districts, the Zoning Ordinance incorporates 
the Planned Unit Development concept. Lafayette’s PUD process permits housing 
developments to be built with flexible setbacks, lot coverage and other regulations and permits 
the construction of mixed-use developments. The proposed Woodbury condominium project 
(56 units) and existing Town Center apartments (75 units) are examples of higher density 
projects that have used the PUD process. 
 
The two sites reviewed for potential constraints are Parcel #241-020-013, which is part of Site 
4, and Site 15. The following tables analyze the impacts of the City’s development standards on 
those two proposals. 
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Part of Site 4: Parcel #241-020-013 
Total area: 1.32 acres (includes Parcel #241-020-005 which is in common ownership) 
Zone: C (General Commercial) 

 
Regulation City Requirement Proposed Project Comments 

Allowed uses Offices, commercial, 
residential with a land use 
permit 

Mixed use, three 
stories - commercial on 
the ground floor 
fronting Mt. Diablo 
Blvd., residential units 
above and in the rear. 

The land use permit process could potentially 
be a constraint to the production of housing. 
The Housing Element contains a program that 
would allow residential by right in the 
Downtown (H-2.4.2). 
 

Minimum lot area 7,500 SF. 1.32 acres Regulation is not a constraint 

Maximum density @35 du/acre= 46 46 Regulation is not a constraint 
 

Maximum height 35’ 35’ The 35 foot height limit is not a constraint 
because the maximum density can be achieved 
within this limit. 
 

Front setback 10’ 10’ Regulation is not a constraint 
 

Side yard setback 10’ if adjacent to residential. 
20’ if three stories, but this 
requirement can be reduced 
if findings are made. 

Project is not adjacent 
to residential uses. Side 
yard setbacks vary from 
10’ to 20’. 

The 20’ setback for three story buildings is a 
potential constraint, even though it can be 
reduced if the Planning Commission makes the 
necessary findings. The Housing Element 
contains a program that requires the City to 
develop design guidelines that would allow the 
City to reduce or eliminate the third story 
setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO 
districts if appropriate findings such as 
compatibility with adjacent development, view 
and solar protection can be met.  As an 
alternative, develop a set of criteria for waiving 
the setback requirements for irregular lots in 
the Downtown (5.1.6). 
 

Rear yard setback 10’ if adjacent to residential. Project is not adjacent 
to residential uses. Rear 
yard setback is 5’ to the 
EBMUD aqueduct right-
of-way 

Regulation is not a constraint 

Parking (1) One-bedroom units, 1.0 
spaces per unit; 

(2) Two-bedroom units, 1.2 
spaces per unit; 

(3) Units with three or 
more bedrooms, 1.5 
spaces per unit. 

In addition, one guest 
parking space shall be 
provided for each five 
dwelling units. A minimum 
of one parking space per 
unit shall be covered. 

The breakdown of units 
by the number of 
bedrooms was not 
provided at the study 
session; however, the 
residential units are 
parked at a ratio of 2 
spaces per unit – well 
above the City’s 
requirement. Project 
includes tandem 
parking spaces. 

Potentially a constraint because the project 
needs tandem spaces to meet parking 
requirements.  The Housing Element includes a 
program that requires the City to develop and 
establish measures such as allowing tandem 
spaces, car lifts and other creative ways to 
accommodate required parking for 
developments (5.1.6). 
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Note that the realistic capacity for this parcel as shown in Appendix C is 33 units. As stated 
elsewhere in this Element, although nothing in the inventory specifically prevents a site from 
being developed closer to its calculated capacity, the City has intentionally adopted a 
conservative stance to ensure that there is adequate capacity for the inventory without having 
to move outside the Downtown to achieve its housing goals. 
 
 
 
Site 15 (Merrill Gardens) 

Total area: 1.21 acres  
Zone: C-1 (General Commercial-1) 
 

Regulation City Requirement Approved Project Comments 
Allowed uses Service commercial, residential 

with a land use permit 
Mixed use - commercial 
on the ground floor 
fronting Mt. Diablo 
Blvd., residential units 
above and in the rear. 

The Senior Housing Permit process could 
potentially be a constraint in the 
production of senior housing.  

Minimum lot area 7,500 SF. 1.21 acres (Note that 
the developer/owner’s 
plans show a total land 
area of 1.34 acres 
which includes part of 
the 2

nd
 Street right-of-

way) 

Regulation is not a constraint 

Maximum density @35 du/acre= 46 with street right 
of way, 43 without right-of-way 

46 (53 with density 
bonus) 

Regulation is not a constraint 

Maximum height 35’. Third story allowed if 
residential. 

35’ The 35 foot height limit is not a constraint 
because the maximum density can be 
achieved within this limit. 
 

Front setback 10’. Third story setback of 50’ 
required from certain streets and 
residential zones 

10’. Third floor set back 
50’ from Mt. Diablo 
Blvd. 

While the 50’ setback for the third story is 
not a constraint in this case, it could 
potentially be a constraint for sites that do 
not possess sufficient depth. The City is 
developing a “Frontage Zone” requirement 
which varies the upper floor setback based 
on the lot depth.  
 

Side yard setback 10’ when adjacent to residential.  
 

Not adjacent to 
residential zoned 
property 

 
 

Rear yard setback 10’ if adjacent to residential.  
 

10’  

Parking Memory care:  
 1 space per 5 residents  
 1 space per employee at peak 
staffing 

Assisted Living: 
 0.40 spaces per unit  
 1 space per employee at peak 
staffing  

 1 loading space 
 
Total required: 69 spaces  

Total spaces provided = 
73.  

Regulation is not a constraint in this case.  
Senior Housing Overlay provided reduced 
parking standards appropriate for a senior 
residential facility.  
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Note that the realistic capacity for this parcel as shown in Appendix C is 35 units. As stated 
elsewhere in this Element, although nothing in the inventory specifically prevents a site from 
being developed closer to its calculated capacity, the City has intentionally adopted a 
conservative stance to ensure that there is adequate capacity for the inventory without having 
to move outside the Downtown to achieve its housing goals. 
 
Conclusions 
 
In its last update to the Housing Element, the City has conducted an in-depth analysis of its land 
use controls as applied to two recent projects in order to determine whether such controls 
impact the development of housing in a negative way.  This analysis reveals that several of the 
City’s land-use controls may be constraints that should be mitigated:  
 
1. Requiring a land use permit for housing is a constraint to the production of housing. 

Typically, land use permit applications take longer to process than applications for design 
review approval and involve higher processing fees.  To remove this constraint, the Housing 
Element contains the following program: 

 
Program H-2.4.2:  Multifamily Housing Development: Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow the 
development of multifamily housing as of right in areas where such development now requires a 
discretionary land use permit.  Continue to require design review to ensure that developments 
are compatible with surrounding uses. 

 
Status in 2014: Housing is now allowed by right in the downtown zoning districts (C, C-1, SRB, 
RB). 
 
2. The setback requirement of 50 feet for third stories in the C-1 and MRO districts and the 

setback requirement of 20 feet for three story buildings in the C district is a constraint to 
the production of housing in Downtown Lafayette. Housing sites in the Downtown vary in 
size, width and depth; few are regular in shape, making it difficult to comply with the 
requirements. Imposing a uniform upper story setback requirement on irregularly-shaped 
sites render certain parcels ineligible to accommodate three story structures without 
variances. To remove this constraint, the Housing Element contains the following program: 

 
Program H-5.1.6:  Downtown Specific Plan Implementation. Following the Downtown Specific 
Plan adoption, revise the zoning ordinance to address the following constraints on the 
development of housing:  

 
Upper story setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO districts 
Develop design guidelines that would allow the City to reduce or eliminate the third story 
setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO districts if appropriate findings such as 
compatibility with adjacent development, view and solar protection can be met.  As an 
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alternative, develop a set of criteria for waiving the setback requirements for irregular lots in 
the Downtown. 

 
Status in 2014: The adopted Downtown Design Guidelines recommend a more reasonable step 
back program for upper stories which recognizes that the lots in the downtown have varying 
depths.  The Guidelines suggest a step back based on a percentage of lot depth, thereby 
eliminating the “one-size-fits-all” regulation found in the zoning ordinance. Staff is currently 
amending the zoning ordinance to reflect this change. 
 
3. The current parking code is a constraint to the production of housing because it does not 

permit tandem spaces or other options to provide parking. To remove this constraint, the 
Housing Element contains the following program: 

 
Program H-5.1.6:  Downtown Specific Plan Implementation. Following the Downtown Specific 
Plan adoption, revise the zoning ordinance to address the following constraints on the 
development of housing:  
 

Parking 
Develop and establish measures such as allowing tandem spaces, car lifts and other creative 
ways to accommodate required parking for developments.   

 
Status in 2014: The City is in the process of updating its parking code and developing a 
comprehensive parking strategy for the downtown. Included in this strategy will be 
consideration of the use of car lifts, tandem parking, parking for electric cars, bicycle parking, 
proximity of housing to transit, car-sharing incentives, etc. 
 
Lafayette also has a number of tools to encourage the construction of higher density housing in 
the Downtown; many of these, in conjunction with other actions to remove constraints, make it 
easier for housing to be built. They include: 
 

 
1. The Downtown Specific Plan: The adopted Downtown Strategy and Specific Plan 

contains a number of goals to promote the development of housing in the Downtown. 
They include: 
 

a. Allow housing by right in the Downtown 
 
b. Review and update existing development standards to ensure that the distinct 
character of the Downtown residential neighborhoods is preserved, existing 
multifamily development is protected, and new multifamily development is 
encouraged.  

 
c. Review and update current parking codes 
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d. Encourage sustainable development and the location of housing close to 
transit and services 

 
2. Senior Housing Overlay District: The City Council approved the creation of a senior 

housing overlay district on October 12, 2010. The purpose of this overlay is to permit 
greater densities and lower parking requirements for senior housing projects in the 
Downtown. The development standards include an increase in the allowable density for 
senior residential units from 35 units per acre to 45 units per acre not including 
otherwise applicable density bonuses under state law.  A market rate senior residential 
project would quality for a density bonus of 20% which would allow up to 54 units per 
acre on a site. In comparison, an affordable senior residential project could qualify for a 
density bonus of up to 35% and would yield a maximum of 61 units on an acre. Parking 
requirements were reduced to one space for each 5 residents for residential care 
facilities, .40 parking spaces per unit for assisted living facilities, and .5 spaces per unit 
studio and 1-bedroom units for extremely low, very low, and low income units. 

 

3. Density Bonus Regulations: The City adopted a density bonus ordinance in November, 
2014. 
 

4. Downtown Design Guidelines:  The City Council adopted Downtown Design Guidelines 
on September 8, 2014.  The purpose of the Guidelines is to maintain and enhance the 
City’s informal, small-town character.  The Guidelines will be used by designers, 
developers, planners, hearing bodies, and the public to gain a better understanding of 
the community’s vision for downtown development and to evaluate the merits of a 
project.  As such, they are a tool in making the process more predictable and providing a 
clearer idea to developers of what the community desires.  

 
The City has a proven track record of approving higher density residential and mixed use 
projects. The following table lists some of those projects. 
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TABLE 37 - DENSITIES OF SELECTED APPROVED OR BUILT PROJECTS  
 

 
Project Name 

 
Project address 

 
Units 

 
Acres 

Project 
Density 

(du/acre) 

Allowed 
Density 

(du/acre) 

Year Built  
or Approved 

Zoning 
District 

1076 Carol Lane 1076 Carol Lane 150 8.2 18 17 1973 MRB 

925 Colina Court 925 Colina Court 8 0.4 23 35 1985 MRA 

231 Lafayette Circle 231 Lafayette Circle 8 0.2 46 35 1988 RB 

Town Center I 3594 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 75 1.5 51 35 2000 P-1 

Cooley Building 3586 Mt. Diablo Blvd.*  3 0.3 10.7 35 2002 SRB 

Brudigam Apts. 3652 Chestnut Street 9 0.5 17.6 35 2003 MRA 

Dailey Building* 3330 Mt. Diablo Blvd.  11 0.6 18.6 35 2004 C-1 

Amanda Lane Bickerstaff Street 5 0.5 10.5 35 2005 MRA 

Ahmadzedeh 3607 Bickerstaff Street 2 0.1 14.3 35 2006 MRA 

Woodbury 3758 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 56 2.5 26.4 35 2007 P-1 

Belle Terre 3426 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 46 0.8 57.5 35 2008 C-1 

Park Terrace 3235 Mt. Diablo Court 18 2.2 8.3 35 2008 R-15 

Merrill Gardens* 3454 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 72 1.4 53 35 2011 C-1 

Marquis 3201 Mt. Diablo Blvd. 23 1.5 15 35 2013 C-1 

Town Center II Mt. Diablo Blvd. 69 1.5 47 35 2013 P-1 

 TOTAL 555 22.0 27.8 33.8   

* Merrill Gardens mixed use project includes 6,000 sq.ft. of retail, 72 residential units & 17 bed memory care facility.  

 
 

The average density of the multifamily projects that are in zones that allow a maximum density 
of 35 du/acre is more than 30 du/acre, demonstrating that the City’s regulations are not a 
constraint on development.  
 
Inclusionary Housing Program 
 
Inclusionary zoning programs are sometimes perceived as adding to the cost of housing by 
requiring the market-rate units to subsidize the affordable units.  This is an area of much 
dispute, both in the Bay Area and nationally.  There are as many positive aspects of inclusionary 
programs as there are negative aspects.  Within the last several years, several studies have 
been published that specifically address the issue of who pays for inclusionary zoning.  Some of 
these studies assert that the costs associated with inclusionary programs are passed on to the 
market priced homes, while other studies assert that in fact the cost is not borne by the end 
users at all.   
 
In an article published in the Hastings School of Law Review in 2002 which provided one of the 
first comprehensive reviews of inclusionary zoning and its cost implications for jurisdictions in 
California, Barbara Kautz, former Director of Community Development for the City of Dan 
Mateo and now a lawyer with Goldfarb and Lipman, noted that: 
 

Most cities that have conducted economic analyses have concluded that, in the long 
run, most of the costs are borne by landowners [rather than market rate renters or 
buyers.]  Initially, before land prices have had time to adjust, either the market-rate 
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buyers or the developer pays, depending on whether the market allows the developer 
to increase his prices.  If the developer cannot raise the market price for the non-
inclusionary units or lower his total costs, or some combination, his profits will decline…. 
To put this another way, builders will pay less for land because inclusionary zoning 
lowers their profits.2 
 

Kautz asserts that developers will sell at the highest level they are able to sell at, meaning they 
will set prices according to what the market will bear.  If a unit’s market value is $500,000, it 
will be sold for $500,000.  Developers would not “add” more to the price to pay for the 
affordable units that are required; if they could sell it at $550,000, for example, they would 
have sold it for that price in the first place.  Furthermore, if the market value of a unit is 
$500,000, a buyer would not pay $550,000.  And, if all a buyer can afford is $500,000, then the 
buyer will not spend $550,000.  Ultimately, the price for a unit is dependent on what the 
market will bear; it is not directly affected by the affordability requirement. 
 
However, since Redevelopment Agencies have been eliminated, and recent litigation has 
severely restricted a city’s ability to require inclusionary housing, the issue is now on the back 
burner until further clarity can be obtained.  Lafayette implemented inclusionary requirements 
in the redevelopment area for over a decade, and the intention to expand the program citywide 
has been put on hold.  
 
 
Secondary Living Units 
 
Title 6, Chapter 6-5, Article 3 of the Municipal Code sets forth regulations for secondary living 
units in single-family residential zoning districts. These regulations allow one second-unit per 
parcel on single-family residential lots provided that certain conditions are met.  These include 
that the second unit: 
 

• does not have more than two bedrooms 
• is between 250 sq. ft. and 1,250 sq. ft. if attached to the primary residence and a maximum of 

750 sq. ft. if detached 
• complies with all applicable building codes 
• conforms to existing zoning, fire and other health and safety codes 
• is owner occupied or that the primary unit is owner occupied 

 
The second unit ordinance was updated in 2003 to conform to California legislation (Chapter 
1150, Statutes of 1990) amended Government Code §65852.1 and 65852.2 relating to second 
units.  
 
 
 

                                            
2Barbara Ehrlich Kautz, “In Defense of Inclusionary Zoning: Successfully Creating Affordable Housing,” University of San Francisco Law 

Review – Vol. 36, No 4 (Summer 2002). 
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Design Review 
 
Lafayette adopted its Residential Design Review Guidelines on July 30, 1990.   The stated goals 
of the design review process are to 1) minimize the visibility of structures and other 
improvements and to protect views to the hills, 2) retain natural features of the land, and 3) 
protect vulnerable habitat and native vegetation. The guidelines set forth criteria for site and 
building design and landscaping, with emphasis on hillside and ridgeline areas. The guidelines 
do not represent a significant constraint to housing production in Lafayette.  (See Appendix C) 
 
In 2000 and 2002, the Lafayette City Council approved amendments to the zoning ordinance 
requiring design review of structures exceeding 6,000 in gross floor area and structures 
exceeding 17 feet in height. The stated intent of these regulations is to minimize loss of light 
and privacy to neighbors, to minimize the out-of-scale appearance of large structures, to 
maintain the existing character of established residential neighborhoods, and to permit 
reasonable expansion of existing structures. 
 
To streamline the development review process, the City also amended the zoning ordinance to 
grant the zoning administrator authority to act on a majority of design review applications or 
refer them to the Design Review Commission.  
 
In 2014, the City adopted Design Guidelines for the Downtown. The Guidelines support the 
Downtown Specific Plan and the General Plan, and outline the City’s design objectives for 
downtown development. The purpose of the Guidelines is to maintain and enhance the City’s 
informal, small-town character. The Guidelines hold values of the town, which include high 
quality design and construction and sensitivity to character and place. 
 
Condominium Conversions 
 
The conversion of apartment units to condominium units was a major regional problem 
identified by the Association of Bay Area Governments in the late 1970's. In response, the 
Lafayette City Council adopted a Condominium Conversion Ordinance in 1979 requiring an 
evaluation of each potential conversion in the City. The Ordinance provided that the City should 
deny a conversion if the evaluation revealed that the conversion would be incompatible with 
the goals and policies of the General Plan. 
 
In 1985, the City Council adopted amendments to the Ordinance (Chapter 32 of Title 6 of the 
Municipal Code) to allow a maximum of 12 such conversions annually. The provisions also 
provide for a review of this limitation in order to prevent adverse effects on the City's existing 
rental stock. The ordinance sets forth a general policy that units appropriate for conversion 
should be higher-quality units, the loss of which would have the least effect on low- and 
moderate-income tenants. Thus, while these restrictions place limitations on conversion of 
rental units to condominiums, they have the beneficial effect of preserving the diversity of the 
City's housing stock.  
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Development Fees  
 
Table 38 lists Lafayette’s permit, development, and impact fees and provides a comparison of 
fees for other cities in Contra Costa County.  Based on a survey of other cities, Lafayette’s fee 
levels for developers are midway in the range of fees charged by neighboring cities.  Total 
estimated fees for construction of a 2,500 square foot single-family home are $63,739.  It 
should be noted that over half of this total is from development fees imposed by agencies 
outside the City’s control. 
 
The City requires payment of different fees as a condition of development approval. Fees are 
tied to the City's actual costs of providing necessary services such as project review and plan 
checking fees or are set to recover the cost of needed infrastructure. These fees are reviewed 
and adjusted periodically; Lafayette’s fees were last adjusted in July 2008.  Planning fees are a 
small percentage of the total fees charged so even if the fees are increased, they would not 
constitute a deterrent to development. 
 
 

TABLE 38 - DEVELOPMENT FEES FOR LAFAYETTE AND SELECTED CITIES 
 

 
City 

Construction 
Estimate 

Planning 
Fees 

 
BP Fees 

 
School Fees 

 
Impact Fees 

Utility 
Fees 

 
Total Fees 

Lafayette $625,000  $3,800  $5,700  $8,360  $18,546  $35,693  $72,099  

Pleasant Hill  $625,000  $945  $6,000  $7,425  $5,420  $35,693  $55,483  

Orinda $625,000  $3,520  $6,040  $5,560  $20,593  $37,193  $72,906  

Moraga $625,000  $2,050  $5,715  $4,785  $31,657  $35,693  $79,900  

Walnut Creek $625,000  $2,000  $13,775  $3,000  $2,400  $35,693  $56,868  

Source: City of Lafayette, 2014 
Construction estimate based on cost of construction of $250 per SF for a 2,500 SF. new house 

 
Since fees, particularly development impact fees, are set to recover the cost of needed 
infrastructure so that new development can proceed while maintaining desired public service 
levels, it can be concluded that the City’s existing fee levels are appropriate and do not 
constitute an undue governmental constraint on housing production.  At the same time, the 
City recognizes that development impact fees represent a substantial cost, particularly for 
affordable housing development; therefore, the City has utilized funds to defray development 
impact fee costs for affordable housing projects, such as in the Town Center mixed-use project, 
on a case-by-case basis.   
 
Town Center 
The Town Center project contains 75 residential units, 15 of which are subject to affordability 
covenants. The City and Redevelopment Agency offered the following assistance to the 
developers of the Town Center project: 
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TABLE 39 - CITY/RDA ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO THE TOWN CENTER PROJECT 

 
Item 

 
Amount ($) 

Site development options by City-hired architects 28,000 

Sale of City-owned property at fair reuse value (fair market value: $512,000, sales price to 
developer: $415,000) 

97,000 

Demolition and clearing, including hazardous materials clearance, of City-owned property and 
access road. 
  

50,000 

50% of the cost of roadway improvements, including curb, gutter, sidewalk and decorative 
streetlights installation on the access road. (S. Thompson Road) 
  

55,817 

Accelerated development incentive relating to item 4 (above)          
  

50,000 
(paid in 2007) 

50% of the cost of undergrounding the utilities on the access road. 
  

30,700 

50% of the cost of installing a signal, decorative pedestrian crosswalks at the project’s main 
entrance at Lafayette Circle and Mount Diablo Blvd. As an incentive, the City offered to pay 
100% of this cost if the developer completed the construction of the retail component on or 
before September 30, 1999. 
  

65,000 
(City paid 100%) 

Construction of two pairs of ornamental crosswalks across Mount Diablo Blvd., at Lafayette 
Circle and Dewing Avenue 

City paid for Dewing Ave 
crosswalks 

50% of the cost of creating a landscaped entryway to the BART station. 
  

12,500 

Installation of parking meters on north side of Mount Diablo Blvd. City paid for acquisition 
and installation of parking 

meter heads 

Return to the developer the tax increment revenues from the housing project that the RDA 
would normally have received in exchange for a guarantee that a certain number of units 
would be set aside for very low and low income households. 
  

estimated 400,000 over 
30 year life 

Contribution to ensure that all residential units are designed to comply with applicable state 
and federal laws relating to access by the disabled. 
  

10,000 

50% credit towards payment of parkland dedication fees 57,000 

TOTAL More than $856,000 

 

Eden Housing 
Between 2007 and 2012, the Redevelopment Agency awarded $3.85 million in loans to Eden 
Housing for the construction of 46 extremely low and very low income rental units for seniors. 
Funds were used to cover predevelopment and acquisition costs, hard construction costs, 
building permit fees, architectural fees, title and other construction loan closing costs.    
 

The Woodbury 
The Woodbury is a 56-unit condominium project which under construction. When 
redevelopment was in existence, the Agency required the developer to provide 18 affordable 
units (five very low, five low, 8 moderate) in an offsite location within the downtown. In 2011, 
the City also agreed to allow the developer defer payment of development impact fees to the 
certificate of occupancy stage.   
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Analysis of Costs: Multifamily Residential Versus Single-Family Residential 
 
The following section analyzes the difference in costs to develop both single family and 
multifamily housing.   
  
Multifamily Assumptions: 
New 50 unit MFR development, assuming it is an infill development and therefore does not 
require CEQA/fees and that it is creating or replacing 20,000 sq. ft. of impervious surface 
requiring storm water quality control and impervious surface fees.  There is no tree removal.  
Grading will be extensive because project includes underground parking. 
 
 

TABLE 40 - PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FEES PER UNIT OF MULTIFAMLY HOUSING: 50-UNIT SCENARIO 
 

Item Cost 

Design Review $3,800 

Storm water Quality Control Implementation $175 

Storm water control plan $625 

Waste management review $80 

Parkland – $3,785 per unit X 50units $189,250 

Park facilities -$3,857 per unit x 50 units 192,850 

Park admin = 1% of $382,100 $3,821 

Walkway fee = $650.59 per unit x 50 units $32,530 

Walkway admin fee –$32.53 per unit x 50 units $1,627 

Transportation fee – $3,516 per unit x 50 units $196,150 

Drainage impact fee – $0.52 per sq. ft. X 26,600 sq. ft. $13,832 

Drainage Admin – $0.03 per sq. ft. X 26,600 sq. ft. $798 

Total $635,538  

Total divided by 50 units (per-unit cost) $12,711  
Source: City of Lafayette, 2014 

 
 

 
TABLE 41 - CONSTRUCTION COSTS PER UNIT OF MULTIFAMLY HOUSING: 50-UNIT SCENARIO 

 

Item Cost 

Site Work and Landscaping $4,243,840 

Off-site improvements $452,000 

Construction cost of units $12,075,000 

TOTAL $16,770,840 

  

Planning and Development Fees per Unit $12,711 

Construction Cost per Unit $335,416 

TOTAL COST OF DEVELOPMENT PER UNIT $348,127 
Source: City of Lafayette, 2014 
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Single-Family Assumptions: 
A new single-family, 50-lot subdivision.  Each lot has a 3,500 sq. ft. residence and 5,000 sq. ft. of 
impervious surface (total including the house).  This is not hillside. No tree removal. Not over 
17’ in height, but requiring design review.  Exempt from CEQA. 
 
 

TABLE 42 - PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FEES PER UNIT OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING: 50-LOT SCENARIO 
 

Item Cost 

Major subdivision – $8,750 + $200 per lot $18,750 

Design Review – $5,700 per unit $285,000 

Storm water Quality Control Implementation $175 

Storm water control plan $625 

Waste management review - $80 per unit $4,000 

Parkland $6,262 per unit $313,100 

Park facilities – $6,380 per unit $319,000 

Park admin – 1% of $12,642 = $126.42 per unit $6,321 

Walkway fee $1,076.22 per unit $53,811 

Walkway admin fee – $53.81 per unit $2,691 

Transportation fee $5,637 per unit $314,500 

Drainage impact $.52 per sq. ft. x 5,000 = $2,600 per unit $130,000 

Drainage admin  $.03 per sq. ft. x 5,000 = $150 per unit $7,500 

Total $1,455,473  

Total divided by 50 lots (per-lot cost) $29,110 
Source: City of Lafayette, 2014 

 
 

TABLE 43 - CONSTRUCTION COSTS PER UNIT OF MULTIFAMLY HOUSING: 50-UNIT SCENARIO 
 

Item Cost 

Site Work and Landscaping $12,255,581 

Off-site improvements $1,344,537 

Construction cost of units $34,831,810 

TOTAL $16,770,840 

  

Planning and Development Fees per Unit $29,100 

Construction Cost per Unit $968,638 

TOTAL COST OF DEVELOPMENT PER UNIT $997,748 
Source: City of Lafayette, 2014 

 
Based on the information shown above, the per-unit cost of planning and development fees for 
single-family housing is more than twice the cost for multifamily housing.  Expressed as a 
percentage of the total development cost per unit, the estimated fees are nearly the same 
percentage for single-family and multifamily: 
 
 
 
 
 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-52 

TABLE 44 - COMPARISON OF FEES AS A PERCENTAGE OF OVERALL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
 

 
Development Cost for Typical Unit 

New Single 
Family 

New 
Multifamily 

Total estimated fees per unit $29,110 $12,711 

Total estimated cost of development per unit $997,748 $348,127 

Estimated proportion of fee cost to overall development cost per unit 2.92% 3.65% 
 

Building and Municipal Codes 
 

Building codes and enforcement do not constrain housing development in Lafayette. As the City 
of Lafayette does not maintain its own Building Department, the Contra Costa County Building 
Inspection Department provides building inspection and building code enforcement services to 
the City. New construction is required to meet the requirements of the California Building Code 
(CBC). 
 

The County Building Department inspects housing units when an owner seeks a building permit 
for additional construction or when a specific complaint relating to the health and safety of the 
building occupants is received. In conformance with the CBC, the County requires new 
construction to meet all building codes in effect today, but does not typically require previous 
work that was completed with the necessary permits to comply CBC with current standards. 
 

In 2004, the City created a code enforcement position to monitor compliance with the zoning 
ordinance and other sections of the Municipal Code. The City’s code enforcement officer meets 
regularly with the County’s code enforcement division to coordinate tasks. A summary of code 
enforcement activities in 2013 is listed in Table 45. The City attempts to strike a balance 
between preventing blighted conditions and not setting the standard unnecessarily high. The 
code enforcement officer also serves as an information officer, providing the homeowners with 
copies of the City’s regulations and advising them of ways to bring their properties into 
compliance.  

TABLE 45 - YEAR 2013 CODE VIOLATION COMPLAINTS 
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January 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

February 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 

March 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 

April 1 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

May 6 0 1 6 0 0 3 0 0 18 

June 7 1 4 6 2 0 5 1 1 8 

July 2 1 1 4 0 1 2 1 0 4 

August 4 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 

September 3 0 1 5 0 1 3 12 0 6 

October 1 2 0 2 2 2 3 0 0 5 

November 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 

December 6 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 

Year End Totals 33 15 10 29 4 10 25 6 1 57 
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Processing Time 
 
Lafayette’s zoning code stipulates residential types permitted by right or with a land use permit 
in each of its residential zoning districts. There are ten single-family zoning districts in which 
single family residences are allowed by right (R6, R10, R12, R15, R20, R40, R65, R100, LR5, 
LR10). Discretionary review by the City is required for new homes over 17 feet in height or over 
6,000 square feet in area and for homes within the hillside overlay district. To accelerate review 
and approval, the zoning code grants the City’s staff zoning administrator authority to act on all 
applications expect those within the environmentally-sensitive restricted ridgeline area.  The 
zoning administrator may forward an application to the Design Review Commission or Planning 
Commission if she/he feels that it is warranted.   
 
Duplexes and townhouses are permitted by right in two low-density multifamily zoning districts 
(D1, MRT). Higher density multi family is permitted by right in eight districts (MRA, MRB, MRO, 
MRP, C, C-1, SRB, RB). Design review approval is required – either by the City’s Zoning 
Administrator, Design Review Commission or Planning Commission. 
 
The time taken to process development applications affects housing costs, since interest on 
loans must continue to be paid.  The longer it takes for the development to be approved, the 
higher the costs will be. The time to process residential developments does not constitute a 
constraint in Lafayette. The following are estimated processing times for residential 
development.   
 

TABLE 46 - ESTIMATED PROCESSING TIMES 
Type of Approval or Permit Processing Time Approval Body 

Building permit Planning Department- 1/2 to 1 hour 
Building Department - 2 hours to 2 weeks 

City staff 
Building Inspection 

Variance 1-2 months ZA, DRC or PC 

Land use permit 3-5 months PC 

Design review – minor 1-2 months ZA or DRC 

Design review – major 3 months PC 

Minor subdivision 2-4 months PC 

Tract 4-12 months PC 

Rezoning 4-12 months CC 

General Plan amendment 4-12 months CC 

Negative declaration 2 months PC 

Environmental impact report 4-6 months PC or CC 
Note: DRC: Design Review Commission, PC: Planning Commission, CC: City Council 

 
These processing times are comparable to the time taken for processing similar projects in 
surrounding cities.  The following table shows the length of time taken to approve recent 
housing and commercial development applications in the Downtown. 
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TABLE 47 - PROCESSING TIMES FOR SELECTED PROJECTS 
 

Name of Project 
 

Entitlement sought 
Date deemed 

complete 
 

Date approved 
 

Time taken 

Eden Housing  Land use permit September 24, 
2008 

November 20, 2008 2 months 

The Woodbury  General Plan Amendment, 
rezoning 

January 12, 2007 September 24, 
2007 

8.5 months 

Lafayette Park Terrace General Plan Amendment, 
rezoning 

June 15, 2006 October 14, 2008 2 years, 4 
months 

Lafayette Mercantile 
mixed use commercial 

General Plan Amendment, 
rezoning 

March 5, 2004 July 12, 2004 4 months 

Branagh office building Design review February 10, 2009 April 2, 2009 <2 months 

Merrill Gardens Senior 
Housing 

Land user permit, Design review July 15, 2011 November 7, 2011 < 4 months 

Marquis Townhomes Land use permit July 25, 2011 January 17, 2012 6 months 

 
This table illustrates that the cumulative impact of various City-imposed reviews generally do 
not negatively impact the time it takes to move projects through the approval process.  In the 
case of the Eden Housing – a 46-unit all affordable senior project – the processing time was 
significantly shorter than other housing projects, illustrating the City’s commitment to priority 
processing for affordable housing developments. 
 
To further reduce the time taken to process and review discretionary applications, the City has 
implemented the following measures: 

 

1. Providing all application forms online 
 
2. Conducting pre-application meetings between City staff and the property 

owner/developer at no cost to the applicant to discuss and resolve any problems 
associated with a proposed development 

 
3. Scheduling informal study sessions with the Design Review Commission for a reduced 

fee prior to the filing of an application  
 
4. Scheduling pre-application joint meetings of the City Council, Planning Commission and 

Design Review Commission for major projects at no cost to the applicant 
 
5. Bottom-loading the approval process by allowing the zoning administrator to handle 

almost all discretionary applications 
 
 
In 1990, the City adopted residential design guidelines for single family homes. The application 
of these guidelines is recommended particularly for homes in the hillside areas. There is no 
separate permit required for complying with these guidelines. The City recently adopted design 
guidelines in the Downtown, which includes multifamily.   
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Infrastructure Constraints 
 
Despite the buildout figures mentioned earlier, there exist potentially significant constraints to 
increased housing development related to the adequacy of the City’s infrastructure. These 
include: 
 

 The potable water system is in need of immediate and significant repair and upgrading. 
Leaks have been identified on several main water distribution lines and several others show 
signs of deterioration. This problem is being actively assessed by the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District, which owns and operates the system. 

 

 Several areas have aging storm drains that are fast approaching being in need of repair. 
Over the long run, it is estimated that there are $15 million in storm drain repairs and 
upgrades based on City’s Drainage Master Plan. 

 

 Traffic congestion on arterials is a significant and worsening problem. Through-traffic during 
peak hours and during school pick-up and drop-off times are the predominant sources of 
traffic congestion.  Given Lafayette’s topography, roads cannot be widened to 
accommodate additional traffic. 

 

 Based on the City’s Pavement Management System update 61 streets within Lafayette are 
in need of repair and it will cost the City approximately $10 million to repair them. 

 

 The majority of future residential development will occur downtown, since the City is nearly 
built out and the majority of remaining vacant and underdeveloped parcels permitting 
higher-density residential uses are located there. The Downtown is ill equipped to handle a 
large increase in population since it has few amenities such as parks, trails, and other 
recreation facilities.  

 

 Financial limitations are acute, since Lafayette is one of the few “no or low property tax” 
cities in California. There is no surplus in the City’s General Fund to pay for infrastructure 
upgrades. 

 

 The impacts of increasing enrollment in an already strained educational system that 
receives insufficient funding needs to be analyzed.  

 

 The existing hilly topography and layout of the City creates the need to study several safety 
issues such as seismic constraints and emergency evacuation plans.  

 

 Much of the City lies within the high fire hazard zone. The City’s hilly terrain causes 
response times for the fire department to exceed minimum standards and makes the 
physical fighting of a wild fire more difficult. 
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 The City has the lowest per capita police staffing in Contra Costa County and steeply 
increasing costs for police.  The City contracts with the County Sheriff’s Office for Police 
services. 

 

 Currently, the annual cost for maintaining the landscape and street lighting within the Core 
Area Maintenance District is $408,000 of which only $218,000 is funded by revenues from 
the District.   The cost difference of $180,000 is being funded from the City’s General 
Fund.   Unless a new funding source is realized, the added maintenance cost of any 
additional landscape and/or street lighting, or inflationary cost increase, must be funded by 
the City. 

 

In an effort to address these issues, the City has put forth a number of ballot measures seeking 
to increase revenue, all of which needed two-third supermajority to pass (numbers in 
parenthesis indicate the percent that supported the measure): 
 

 1998: Police Parcel Tax (45%) 

 2004: Road Repair Ad Valorem Tax (58%) 

 2006: Police Parcel Tax (61%) 

 2007: Road Repair Parcel Tax (63%) 

 2011: Road and Drain Parcel Tax (57%) 

 

None of these measures was successful. In addition, the City placed an assessment district 
increase before downtown property owners in 2007 to fund downtown maintenance, but the 
proposal was rejected.  In spite of these setbacks, the City's infrastructure problems have 
received attention in recent years.  
 
• Replace and reconstruct storm drains in coordination with street reconstruction projects 

(ongoing). 
 
• Undertake pavement management efforts including reconstruction of Mt. Diablo Boulevard 

and other streets located in the project area  
 
• Underground utilities and replace streetlights with vintage lamp fixtures in the core 

downtown area (ongoing). 
 
• Improve traffic, parking and pedestrian circulation in the core business district (ongoing). 
 
• Improve meeting places and provide gathering points and activity areas for Lafayette's 

senior citizens (the City has commissioned a senior needs assessment study). 
 
• Complete construction of a new library in the downtown in 2012. 
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• Implement and update the City's new Downtown Street Improvement Master Plan, which 
includes planting new and replacing deficient street trees, improving and irrigating street 
islands, and improving pedestrian walkways (ongoing) 

 
• Procure land and provide convenient off-street parking lots in the downtown area according 

to the City's master parking improvement plan. 
 
 
Transitional Housing and Supportive Housing 
 
The City’s Zoning Code does not define transitional housing or supportive housing as housing 
types that are any different from traditional residential dwellings.  Consistent with the State 
and federal law, the City treats transitional and supportive housing as a residential use subject 
only to those restrictions that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same 
zone.  Pursuant to Program H-5.1.5 of the 2007-2014 Housing Element, the City processed a 
zoning text amendment in September of 2014, specifically defining transitional and supportive 
housing in the Zoning Code, noting that these are treated as regular residential uses subject 
only to those restrictions that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same 
zone. 
 
 
Constraints on Housing for People with Disabilities 
 
Both the Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA) and the California Fair Employment and Housing Act 
(FEHA) impose an affirmative duty on local governments to make reasonable accommodations 
(i.e., modifications or exceptions) in their zoning laws and other land use regulations and 
practices when such accommodations “may be necessary to afford” disabled persons “an equal 
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”  This directive was further enhanced by adoption of 
Senate Bill 520 in 2002 which amended Housing Element law to require local governments to 
analyze constraints upon the development and maintenance of housing for persons with 
disabilities and to remove those constraints or provide reasonable accommodations for housing 
designed for persons with disabilities.    
 
“Reasonable accommodation” is defined as the act of making existing facilities used by 
residents readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, through the removal 
of constraints within the zoning, permit and processing procedures.  Reasonable 
accommodation was originally meant to provide accommodation for housing for people who 
needed accommodation on a personal basis.  However, the State has taken an expanded view 
and now considers reasonable accommodation to include land use, development 
improvements, and accessibility, as well as processing and administration.  An accommodation 
is deemed “reasonable” as long as it does not impose “undue financial and administrative 
burdens” on the jurisdiction or require a “fundamental alteration in the nature” of its zoning 
scheme.  In other words, the City must create a process to allow disabled persons or developers 
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and operators of housing for people with disabilities to make a claim for relief from whatever 
constraints they assert exist. 
 
In response to Senate Bill 520 and amended Housing Element law, a program was added to the 
Housing Element of the 2002 General Plan.  Program H-3.3.2 states, 
 

Program H-3.3.2: Housing for Persons with Disabilities: Analyze and determine whether there are 
constraints on the development, maintenance and improvement of housing intended for persons 
with disabilities, consistent with Senate Bill 520 enacted on January 1, 2002.  The analysis will 
include an evaluation of existing land use controls, permit and processing procedures and 
building codes.  If any constraints are found in these areas, the City will initiate actions to address 
these constraints, including removing the constraints or providing reasonable accommodation 
for housing intended for persons with disabilities. 
 

One of the tasks in the Planning Department 2005 Work Plan was to implement housing 
program H-3.3.2.  Reasonable accommodation and modification is a process for making 
residential facilities readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities through the 
removal of constraints within land use, zoning, permit and processing procedures.  There 
appear to be no overt constraints in the City’s codes or permit and processing procedures.  The 
City adopted the latest California Building Standards Uniform Building Code which includes 
provisions for accessibility and the zoning ordinance allows the establishment of group homes 
for up to six persons by right in single-family zoning districts.  However, the City’s codes, as well 
as permit and processing procedures, do not facilitate housing for persons with disabilities.  The 
zoning ordinance contains occupancy standards that apply specifically to unrelated adults and 
not to families.  Residential uses on the ground floor in Lafayette’s mixed use districts are not 
allowed and parking requirements do not take into consideration a reduction in parking for 
special needs housing. Although a variance or land use permit may be granted to overcome 
these limitations, procedures to process these permits require public hearings and payment of 
fees between $1,750 and $3,800. 
 
Upon review of the City’s codes and permit and processing procedures and review of guidance 
from the Attorney General and the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development, the City determined that a reasonable accommodation ordinance is an 
appropriate way to implement Housing Element program H-3.3.2 and the provisions of the FHA 
and FEHA. 
 
Several cities, including Fremont, Long Beach, Berkeley, San Jose, Santa Rosa, and Woodland, 
have adopted reasonable accommodation ordinances.  Staff reviewed these ordinances and 
drafted an ordinance that would provide reasonable accommodation procedures for requests 
for housing designed for occupancy by persons with disabilities seeking relief from land use and 
zoning regulations and reasonable modification in a policy, practice, or procedure while 
balancing the City’s interest in sustaining and enhancing residential neighborhoods.   
 
As illustrated in the ordinance adopted by the City Council in March 2006, reasonable 
accommodation requests are to be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator.  If the request is de 
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minimus in nature, the Zoning Administrator may issue a reasonable accommodation permit.  
Requests for reasonable accommodation may include yard encroachments for ramps and other 
accessibility improvements, hardscape additions that result in noncompliance with required 
landscaping or open space provisions, and reduced parking where the disability clearly limits 
the number of persons operating vehicles.  Prior to approving a reasonable accommodation 
request, the Zoning Administrator must make findings related to special need, potential impact 
on surrounding uses, and whether the requested modification would require a fundamental 
alteration in the nature or effect of the city’s land use and zoning ordinances, programs or 
policies.  
 
Although a reasonable accommodation request could not include exemption from the 
requirement for a land use permit if one was required, an applicant could request 
accommodation in completing application forms or request an alternate time for a public 
hearing.  For example, a disabled person wanting to establish a group home for more than six 
disabled persons must obtain use permit approval by the Planning Commission.  If the applicant 
cannot drive and their caregiver cannot drive after dark, the applicant cannot request 
exemption from the land use permit process, but the applicant can request transportation to 
the evening meeting or request that the meeting occur before it gets dark so the caregiver can 
drive them. 
 
Reasonable accommodation was originally meant to provide accommodation for housing for 
people who needed accommodation on a personal basis.  To address the new expanded view, 
section 6-3401, Purpose, is revised as follows, “by providing reasonable accommodation in the 
application of its land use and zoning regulations and reasonable modification in a policy, 
practice, or procedure for housing designed for occupancy by qualified persons with disabilities 
seeking fair access to housing.” 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The City identified that prior requirements that multifamily housing obtain a use permit in the 
Downtown area, the upper floor setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO districts and the 
current parking code were constraints to housing development, especially housing that is 
affordable.  Accordingly, the prior Element contained the following programs to address these 
constraints: 
 

Program H-2.4.2:  Multifamily Housing Development: Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow 
the development of multifamily housing as of right in areas where such development now 
requires a discretionary land use permit.  Continue to require design review to ensure that 
developments are compatible with surrounding uses. 
 
Status in 2014: Housing is now allowed by right in the downtown zoning districts. 
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Program H-5.1.5:  Review and Revise the Zoning Ordinance. Review the Zoning Ordinance 
and consider revisions to the following governmental constraints or potential constraints on 
the development of housing:  

 
a)  Consider the strict regulation of the conversion of existing multiple family residential 

units in the C, C-1, SRB, and RB Zoning Districts.  
 
b) Include definitions for the following.  Ensure that zoning districts where these uses 

are allowed clearly identify such uses. 

 group homes 

 emergency shelters 

 residential care facilities 

 senior housing 

 foster care home 

 family care home 

 transitional housing 

 supportive housing 

 Single-Room Occupancy units 
 

c) Ensure that the definition of “family” is consistent with State and federal law. 
 
d) Add language to the Code that specifically indicates that transitional housing and 
supportive housing are residential uses subject only to those restrictions that apply to 
other residential uses of the same type in the same zone. 

 
Status in 2014: Conversion of housing to nonresidential use in the downtown requires a 
land use permit.  The Zoning Code has been updated to include definitions for group homes, 
emergency shelters, residential care facilities, senior housing, foster care home, family care 
home, transitional housing, and supportive housing.  The Code also imposes the same 
restrictions to transitional and supportive housing that apply to other residential uses of the 
same type in the same zone.  

 
Program H-5.1.6:  Downtown Specific Plan Implementation. Following the Downtown 
Specific Plan adoption, revise the zoning ordinance to address the following constraints 
on the development of housing:  
 

Parking 
Develop and establish measures such as allowing tandem spaces, car lifts and other 
creative ways to accommodate required parking for developments.   
 
Upper story setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO districts 
Develop design guidelines that would allow the City to reduce or eliminate the third 
story setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO districts if appropriate findings 
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such as compatibility with adjacent development, view and solar protection can be 
met.  As an alternative, develop a set of criteria for waiving the setback requirements 
for irregular lots in the Downtown. 

 

In addition, the City identified that current residential development requirements – including 
parking and density – were an impediment to the development of senior housing, especially 
that which is affordable, since senior housing typically has smaller units and less parking needs.  
Accordingly, the City Council approved the inclusion of the following program in the prior 
Element: 
 
Status in 2014:  The City is in the process of updating the Parking Ordinance and Downtown 
Zoning Districts consistent with the General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan, and Housing 
Element.  These are expected to be complete by June of 2015. 
 

Program H-3.2.1:  Senior Housing Overlay: Consider creating a Senior Housing Overlay 
Zoning District.  Include criteria that protect neighborhood character and assure good 
design, as well as flexible parking, setback and other requirements, where applicable.   

 
Status in 2014: The City Council approved the Senior Housing Overlay Ordinance in 2010.  
 
Because the development of individual, small infill lots is difficult, given topographical 
challenges as well as development standards imposed by the City to ensure compatibility with 
surrounding neighborhoods, the prior Housing Element previously included the following 
program: 
 

Program H-2.8.6: Lot Consolidation and Redevelopment of Non-Vacant Sites: Where 
appropriate and available, provide assistance to developers of residential projects to 
redevelop non-vacant sites.  The program may include incentives for lot consolidation for 
affordable housing purposes such as: 
 
1. Streamlined permitting process, including scheduling joint meetings with City Boards 
2. Priority processing of applications 
3. Financial assistance from the Redevelopment Agency to pay the processing fees for 

lot consolidations and/or purchase and consolidate small and odd-shaped lots  
4. Technical assistance to property owners and developers including providing assessor 

parcel data, posting the inventory on the City’s web site, offering tours of the 
Downtown to prospective developers and scheduling pre-application meetings free 
of charge to explain the City’s development standards and review process 

5. Fee deferrals to the Certificate of Occupancy phase of the project 
 
The development incentives contained within this section shall encourage the effective 
utilization and consolidation of parcels to encourage more viable development 
opportunities.  The City will monitor the effectiveness of these incentives on an annual 
basis and revise as needed. 
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Status in 2014: For larger projects involving lot consolidation and redevelopment of non-vacant 
sites, the City holds joint pre-application meetings of the City Council, Planning Commission and 
Design Review Commission to provide early input to developers. The inventory is posted on the 
City’s web site; tours and preapplication meetings are held free of charge. For the Woodbury 
project, the City Council deferred collection of impact fees to the Certificate of Occupancy 
stage. 
 
 

Finally, to ensure that there is always a supply of sites in the inventory to meet the City’s 
regional housing needs inventory, the following program has been added: 

 
Program H-2.4.3:  RHNA Monitoring Program: Maintain the residential sites inventory that 
can accommodate the City’s regional housing needs allocation of 361 units.  Update the 
inventory annually to monitor the consumption of residential and mixed use properties.  If 
sites in the inventory are developed for non-housing purposes, new sites will be added to the 
inventory to ensure the City’s ongoing compliance with the “no net loss” provisions of 
Housing Element Law.   Post the Housing Element sites inventory on the City’s website as a 
tool for developers, and provide as a handout at the public counter.   
 

Status in 2014: The City monitors the site inventory on an annual basis to ensure ongoing 
compliance. 
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NON-GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
 
Nongovernmental constraints include a variety of factors that negatively impact "the 
maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the 
availability of financing, the price of land, and the cost of construction" {65583(a)(5)}. Clearly, 
the potential list of all constraints on the development could be quite long, and might include 
information on national economic conditions and regional geology. However, the analysis in 
this Housing Element will focus on nongovernmental constraints that significantly impact the 
provision of housing in the community.    
 
Financing Availability 
 
The availability of financing can sometimes constrain the development or conservation of 
housing.  Until the end of 2008, home mortgage credit was readily available at attractive rates 
throughout the U.S. The beneficial effects of lower mortgage interest rates on homeownership 
affordability are profound. For example, with mortgage interest rates at 4%, and assuming a 
20% down payment, a family with an annual income of $70,000 can qualify to purchase a 
$450,000 home. As interest rates increase, however, the same income has declining purchasing 
power: for example, at an interest rate of 6%, that household can qualify to purchase a 
$375,000 home.  Mortgage interest rates clearly have an influence on homebuyers, especially 
at the lower incomes.  Qualifying for a loan, moreover, is significantly more difficult than during 
the years of subprime lending. 
 
A related issue is the financing available for the construction of new housing development.  
According to the Statewide Housing Plan, land developers purchase raw land, entitle and 
subdivide it, and, sometimes, depending on the developer and market, install on-site services 
(e.g., streets, sewers, drainage) and pay for off-site improvements. These activities are 
generally carried out two to five years ahead of unit construction. The long lead times and high 
costs associated with these activities create a considerable risk for the developer.  
 
The State notes that the high levels of risk associated with land development make it difficult 
for land developers to find investors and financing. As a result, potential land investors typically 
require large premiums over and above other types of real estate investments. Lenders who 
make land development loans impose lower loan-to-value-ratios, charge higher rates, and/or 
require the loan to be a recourse loan. If other, lower-risk lending opportunities are available, 
lenders may eschew land development loans altogether.  
 
Construction loans for new housing are difficult to secure in the current market. In past years, 
lenders would provide up to 80 percent of the cost of new construction (loan to value ratio). In 
recent years, due to market conditions and government regulations, banks require larger 
investments by the builder.  
 
Due to Federal and state budget cuts, affordable housing developers have had a much harder 
time securing funding.  Since 2009, the Federal Government has cut programs such as 
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Community Development Block Grants, HOME, and HOPE VI funding by 27-50%, according to 
ABAG.  Traditionally, these programs have been a large source of affordable housing funds. In 
addition to Federal cuts, the State dissolved Redevelopment agencies in 2012, leaving the City 
of Lafayette and other jurisdictions in the County with a loss of millions in funds for affordable 
housing. However, Low Income Housing Tax Credits still provide an important source of 
funding, so it is important for jurisdictions to consider which sites are eligible for affordable 
housing development.   
 
The foreclosure crisis hit the Bay Area hard, some areas more than others.  At the beginning of 
2009, there were about 58 units in pre-foreclosure, foreclosure, or in auctions in the City of 
Lafayette according to RealtyTrac out of a total 9,213 units, or 0.6%.  As of the first quarter of 
2014, there were 21 properties were in some stage of foreclosure (default, auction or bank 
owned) while the number of homes listed for sale on RealtyTrac at that time was 19.   Although 
home affordability has been improving as a result of foreclosures on the market, building 
permits, starts and sales continue to decline because prospective homebuyers either lack 
access to credit or the confidence to buy.   
 
Development Costs 
 

Construction Cost 
Escalating land prices and construction costs due to a high demand for housing are major 
contributors to the increasing cost of housing in the Bay Area.  A major impediment to the 
production of more housing is the cost of construction, which involves two factors:  the cost of 
materials, and the cost of labor.  However, the cost of construction varies with the type of new 
housing and the way it is built.  An affordable project constructed in Lafayette illustrates the 
real-world implications of high construction costs.  This 46-unit development cost about $22 
million, which translates to about $264,000 per unit for construction costs alone.  Soft costs 
were an additional $130,000 per unit, and land costs were about $82,000 per unit.  All told, the 
per-unit development costs total about $475,000 per unit.   
 
Cost of Land 
The cost of land varies considerably between and within jurisdictions.  Market factors, 
especially the desirability of the location, play an important role in setting property values.  
Recent projects in Lafayette translate into $100 to $150 per square foot.    
 
Overall Construction Cost 
All of these factors above serve to impact the overall cost to produce housing, including 
affordable housing.  Developer overhead and indirect costs, such as project management, 
design, marketing and taxes, typically adds about 10% to 15% of total costs.  Financing of the 
construction project typically represents another 15% of the total costs.  As noted in the 
affordable housing project example above, the total cost per unit can run more than $475,000, 
which equals more than $530 per square foot of building space.   
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ENERGY CONSERVATION, CLIMATE CHANGE, AND SUSTAINABILITY 
 
The City encourages energy conservation in residential projects.  The building orientation, 
street layout, lot design, landscaping, and street tree configuration of all residential projects are 
reviewed in order to maximize solar access and energy conservation.  Residential structures 
must meet the requirements of Title 24 relating to energy conservation features of the 
California Building Code.  
 
The City adopted its Environmental Strategy in November 2006 and amended it in 2011.  Since 
then, staff, the Environmental Strategy Task Force, and other citizen volunteers have been 
implementing this sustainability policy for the community.  Included in this effort has been the 
discussion of green building guidelines.  Most Bay Area cities have implemented or are in the 
process of developing green building programs; however, the City intends to establish a 
voluntary green building program that complements CalGreen, the State’s Green Building Code.  
Having a consistent standard throughout the region will make green programs easier to accept 
by the development and construction community. 
 
The City adopted the following mission statement and guiding principles related to its 
environmental efforts:  
 

“The City of Lafayette is committed to developing and implementing environmental policies 
and programs that will enable the City and its residents to meet their present needs without 
sacrificing the ability of future generations to meet their needs.” 

 
The City recognizes that to achieve its commitment it requires the effort of individual 
community members and that it has an important role in educating its citizens and acting as a 
model.  In fulfilling its commitment, the City of Lafayette should be guided by the following 
principles: 
 

1. The importance of environmental sustainability should be considered in City policy and 
decisions. 

 
2. The protection, preservation and restoration of the natural environment are high 

priorities of the City. 
 

3. Broad community cooperation among the City government, businesses, residents, 
community organizations, and schools and other service providers is essential to 
effective community governance. 

 
4. Community awareness, responsibility, participation and education are key elements of 

an environmentally sustainable community. 
 

5. Environmental quality, economic health and social equity are related. 
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6. The City recognizes that it is part of a wider community and that local environmental 
issues cannot be separated from their broader context. 

 

Initially utilizing a voluntary guideline program has a number of benefits.  It provides a period of 
time for public education and for staff to get familiar with green building techniques.  It also 
allows time to create a pool of qualified reviewers, either our staff with training or outside 
certified consultants.  Having this pool is one of the barriers cities faced moving forward with 
mandatory programs; there are not enough people trained to check plans for compliance with 
Build It Green or LEED standards.  Depending on the effectiveness of a voluntary program and 
any identified obstacles, the City could gradually phase-in mandatory green building 
requirements. 
 
In addition to the voluntary green building program, the City currently recognizes outstanding 
efforts that contribute to a more sustainable community and help the City achieve its 
environmental goals, the Environmental Task Force and City Council the annual Lafayette 
Awards of Environmental Excellence, more commonly known as the Lafayette Green Awards.  
Awards are chosen across five different categories: residents, local businesses, schools, 
community organizations, and green building.  The Lafayette Green Awards have been 
presented annually since 2007. 
 
ICLEI, Local Governments for Sustainability (of which Lafayette is a member), is an international 
association of local governments as well as national and regional local government 
organizations that have made a commitment to sustainable development.  Over 1,000 cities, 
towns, counties, and their associations worldwide comprise ICLEI's growing membership.  ICLEI 
works with these and hundreds of other local governments through international performance-
based, results-oriented campaigns and programs.  
 
ICLEI is attempting to standardize the work being done by cities and counties to establish 
greenhouse gas emission baselines and develop action plans for reducing these emissions.   In 
partnership with ICLEI, Pacific Gas & Electric, and the Association of Bay Area Governments, the 
City prepared a 2005 inventory of municipal greenhouse gas emissions.  An updated inventory 
was conducted for 2010, which expanded to include community-wide emissions.  The 
greenhouse gas emissions inventories are intended to be utilized as a baseline for future 
climate action planning projects, such as the City’s Environmental Action Plan. 
 
This work has taken on more importance since the passage of AB32 with its goal to reduce the 
state’s greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels by 2010 (11% reduction), 1990 levels by 2020 
(25% reduction), and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  These reductions will be accomplished 
through an enforceable state-wide cap on state-wide emissions that will be phased in starting 
in 2012.  To implement the cap, AB32 directs the California Air Resources Board to develop 
appropriate regulations and establish a mandatory reporting system to track and monitor 
emission levels.  Additionally, AB32 requires that the Board use the following principles to 
implement the cap: 
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 Distribute benefits and costs equitably 

 Ensure that there are no direct, indirect, or cumulative increases in air pollution in local 
communities 

 Protect entities that have reduced their emissions through actions prior to this regulatory mandate 

 Allow for coordination with other states and countries 
 

The second and third bullets are relevant to cities.  There is a sense that at some point – 5 
years, 10 years from now – the State will impose some level of mandatory requirements on 
cities to reduce emissions at the local level.  This could be through a mandatory sustainability 
element of general plans, adopted emission reduction actions plans, and/or green building 
ordinances.  The third bullet is important because the cities that have their general plan 
elements, action plans, green building ordinances, or other emission reduction programs in 
place before regulations take effect are in better positions.  
 
In addition to AB32, Executive Order S-3-05, created a goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 
level by 2020 and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 
 

The City of Lafayette’s General Plan encourages growth and a new direction for the Downtown, 
while preserving and enhancing the center of Lafayette as a place where residents, employees, 
and visitors can congregate, take part in civic activities, and enjoy the ambiance of small town 
life.  To ensure a vibrant Downtown that is the community’s commercial, civic, and cultural 
center, the City encourages a mix of uses, creating a pedestrian-oriented environment, 
improving the appearance and function of the commercial areas, promoting multi-family 
residential uses and mixed-use development, and preserving historic sites and structures.  The 
Downtown Specific Plan promotes sustainability through the development of downtown public 
parking, transportation options, multifamily housing, retail and employment opportunities, 
linked pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and enhancement of creeks and parks.   
 
Plans for the Downtown area promote creation of distinct, convenient, attractive, and safe 
commercial areas that serve and complement the existing residential neighborhoods 
throughout the rest of the city.  Lafayette strives to establish the Downtown Core as the center 
of commercial and cultural life, with a mix of retail, office, commercial, and residential uses to 
meet all needs of the community and visitors.  The City envisions a revitalized West End 
Commercial Area with a mix of office and office-related service activities, including an emphasis 
on restaurants, business services, office support activities, and housing.  Plans to improve the 
appearance and function of the East End Commercial Area involve consolidation and 
redevelopment of under-performing properties, and creation of new employment that will help 
restore the City’s jobs and housing balance.   
 

As Downtown Lafayette continues to evolve, new retail, residential and commercial projects 
are being introduced.  Lafayette Mercantile, a 55,000 square foot mixed-use retail and office 
building at the corner of Mount Diablo Boulevard and Lafayette Circle, was completed in early 
2008.  The Veteran’s Memorial Building, an award-winning 10,000 square foot flexible-use 
facility, opened its doors in 2005.  Eden Housing (Belle Terre), a 45-unit affordable senior 
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housing project was completed in late 2013.  Marquis Lafayette, a 23-unit townhome project 
located at Mount Diablo Boulevard and Pleasant Hill Road was completed in late 2013.  Merrill 
Gardens, a 72 unit senior housing project with a 17-bed memory care facility and ~6,000 sq. ft. 
in retail space, is in construction and is expected to open in October of 2014.  In addition, 
Lafayette will continue to encourage the construction of higher density housing in its 
downtown consistent with the goals of the General Plan.  Recently-approved applications 
include The Woodbury, a 56-unit condominium project, Town Center, a 69 unit residential 
project, and Lafayette Park Terrace, an 18-unit condominium project.   

 
Through the application of transit-oriented, mixed-use policies, Downtown Lafayette will 
address regional growth issues, creating a more sustainable jobs/housing balance, encouraging 
transit use, and improving livability.  Downtown Lafayette will be vibrant, complete community 
that will attract residents and visitors by its walkability, access to employment and educational 
opportunities, as well as the natural beauty and recreational opportunities within a half mile of 
the BART Station.  
 
In order to fully realize its vision for Downtown, the City completed the Downtown Specific 
Plan, a comprehensive vision and specific plan for housing and commerce that will guide the 
direction of development in the Priority Development Area for the next 20 years.   The City was 
awarded a $150,000 Station Area Planning grant from the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments for the environmental review of the 
plan.  Since its adoption in 2012, the City has begun implementing its programs and policies, 
including adopting Downtown Design Guidelines and updating the parking regulations, land use 
definitions, zoning standards, and sign regulations.   
 
In addition, in December 2007, the City was awarded a $75,000 climate protection planning 
grant from the Bay Area Air Quality District. The purpose of the grant is to incorporate climate 
protection modeling as part of the land use and circulation alternative analyses.   The City is in 
the process of developing its Environmental Action Plan which addresses climate protection.     
 
As a companion effort to the Downtown Strategy, the Downtown also was designated a Priority 
Development Area by the Association of Bay Area Governments.  Priority Development Areas 
(PDAs) are locally-identified, infill development opportunity areas within existing communities.  
They are generally areas of at least 100 acres where there is local commitment to developing 
more housing along with amenities and services to meet the day-to-day needs of residents in a 
pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit.  To be eligible to become a PDA, an area had 
to be within an existing community, near existing or planned fixed transit or served by 
comparable bus service, and planned for more housing. 
 
A central aspect of this Priority Development Area is to utilize and enhance existing transit 
infrastructure by improving local connections to the BART Station and County Connection bus 
routes.  The Walkways Master Plan provides Lafayette with a system of walkways for safe and 
efficient pedestrian movement throughout the city, and connects residential areas with the 
downtown, public transportation, schools, community amenities, parks, City and regional trail 
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systems.  The Bikeways Master Plan includes a citywide system of bike lanes, bike routes, bike 
paths, bicycle parking and other facilities to allow for safe, efficient, and convenient bicycle 
travel within Lafayette and connections to regional destinations. 
 
Residents, employees, and visitors to the Downtown area can also take advantage of nearby 
open spaces.  These include Briones Regional Park, which is an easy walk or bicycle ride from 
BART, and the Lafayette Reservoir, which offers paddleboats, playgrounds, miles of walking 
paths, and 550-acres of unspoiled natural oak woodland.  The Trails Master Plan will enhance 
Lafayette’s existing network of over sixteen miles of community trails and will develop and 
maintain new trail opportunities.  Trails link Lafayette’s neighborhoods and serve as feeders to 
regional trail networks and parks, such as the Lafayette-Moraga Trail, the Lafayette Reservoir, 
Briones Regional Park and Las Trampas Regional Park.  
 
Providing educational opportunities for all residents remains a priority of the City, both to 
create and sustain long term demand for housing, and to serve as a point of pride in the 
community.  The Lafayette Library and Learning Center, at the corner of Mount Diablo 
Boulevard and First Street, was completed in 2009 and has served as a place where all 
generations can gather for enriched intellectual and cultural experiences.  The Lafayette 
Community Garden and Outdoor Learning Center, located near the Lafayette Reservoir, offers 
community members educational workshops, as well as opportunities to grow their own food.  
Both are within easy walking distance of downtown residents, and provide a multitude of 
educational and cultural activities to the region.    
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INVENTORY OF HOUSING SITES METHODOLOGY 
 
In order to accurately assess the capacity for housing development – especially multifamily 
housing – in the City of Lafayette, staff conducted an extensive site-by-site review of parcels 
located in the Downtown area, to ascertain current development trends and potential for 
future development.  A number of steps were taken to ensure that each identified site could 
realistically be developed or redeveloped within the planning period: 
 
1. Review of adjacent land uses to assess compatibility with existing uses. Sites that are 

listed in the inventory are generally adjacent to existing residential uses, or in areas 
where residential uses should be encouraged. 

  
2. Analysis of adjacency of services.  Distances to services (grocery and drug stores, BART, 

bus service) were calculated. Also analyzed was the availability of infrastructure.  The 
City’s policy is to ensure that housing, especially multifamily affordable, has proximity to 
services in order to be competitive for affordable housing funding. 

 
3. Calculation of reasonable building footprint based on unusual or difficult topography. 

Each site was assessed for topographical constraints and opportunities wherein changes 
in topography could be used to add an additional storey without increasing the mass of 
development.  Realistic capacities were reduced if sites possessed challenging terrain. 

 
4. Assessment of the parcel’s past history and current status. Staff researched the sites to 

determine whether active businesses had expiring leases, whether the site contained 
abandoned or dilapidated buildings, etc.  Further, sites were reviewed to determine 
whether current uses were appropriate for redevelopment and/or relocation. 

 
5. Discussion of owner interest in selling or developing the parcels. The City has had 

extensive discussions about potential development with a wide variety of property 
owners of several sites.  The inventory notes these discussions where applicable. 

 
6. Analysis of the feasibility of lot consolidation.  While the Element generally requires lot 

consolidation in order to achieve large enough sites to support development, the City 
has an established track record of lot consolidation for a wide variety of projects. 
Lafayette’s downtown -- in which all services such as grocery and drug stores, civic and 
cultural facilities and the BART station are located -- is almost entirely built out. Recent 
examples of successful lot consolidation efforts include (1) the Lafayette Mercantile 
project in which five parcels under different ownership (including two former gas 
stations) were purchased by the developer for a mixed use project, (2) The Woodbury 
project in which an operating motel and a newly opened restaurant under separate 
ownership were purchased for a 56-unit condominium project and (3) the Merrill 
Gardens project in which the housing developer consolidated six parcels under two 
separate owners. These parcels when purchased contained successful businesses 
including a restaurant and a garden supply store.  



HOUSING ELEMENT V-71 

7. Application of proposed Downtown Specific Plan requirements (which directs retail on 
the ground floor along Mt. Diablo frontage in the Downtown Core with housing above 
or behind).  The inventory classifies development on sites that front Mt. Diablo Blvd. as 
mixed use (housing over commercial) and development on sites away from Mt. Diablo 
Blvd. as all-housing. The yield per site was calculated based on these designations, and 
therefore are less than were these sites devoted to all-housing. 

 
8. Age of structures. The majority of the structures on the identified sites were built 

between the 1930s and 1970. Many of them are in need of upgrades to meet current 
building codes. While some of the buildings on the identified sites house operating 
businesses, parcels with operating businesses have recently been acquired and 
consolidated for larger developments such as The Woodbury and Lafayette Mercantile. 
Buildings built prior to 1950 (>60 years old) are identified in Appendix C.   

 
9. Development trends.  Of the nine major development applications or study sessions 

that the City considered in the Downtown between 2006 and 2013, seven (77%) were 
for multifamily residential projects (listed in Item 10, below) and only two for 
commercial projects – Lafayette Mercantile and the Branagh office building.  This 
demonstrates that even though sites may allow commercial or residential, the majority 
have been developed as residential in recent years.  Also during this period, land in the 
Downtown was purchased by residential developers SRM/Merrill Gardens, Eden 
Housing and The Woodbury. The City has therefore seen an increased demand for 
housing sites in the Downtown. We expect this trend to continue for the rest of the 
planning period for the following reasons: 

 
(a) Downtown revitalization. Efforts of the City and former Redevelopment Agency in 

the last decade have made Downtown Lafayette a desirable place in which to live. 
Today, in addition to the BART station, Downtown Lafayette has a state-of-the-art 
library and learning center which offers great amenities for children and seniors, 
several new family restaurants, four major grocery stores, and an improved 
pedestrian and bikeway system. 

 
(b) Lafayette’s excellent schools. One elementary school is located in the Downtown 

and the middle school is within walking distance. 
 

(c) City commitment to encourage housing in the Downtown. This is evidenced by the 
policies in this chapter, the increased densities that will be allowed through the 
senior housing overlay district, the City’s adopted density bonus guidelines and the 
requirement of the former Redevelopment Agency that each housing project set 
aside at least 15% of the units for households of very low, lower and moderate 
incomes. 

 
(d) Downtown Specific Plan. The draft Plan contains goals to promote the development 

of housing in the Downtown including: 
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i. Allow housing by right in the Downtown 

 
ii. Review and update existing development standards to ensure that the distinct 

character of the Downtown residential neighborhoods is preserved, existing 
multifamily development is protected, and new multifamily development is 
encouraged.  

 
iii. Review and update current parking codes 

 
iv. Encourage sustainable development and the location of housing close to transit 

and services 
 

(e) The availability of funds to assist affordable housing projects.  
 
10. Entitled projects/study sessions. There are sites that have already been entitled for 

housing projects and others for which study sessions have been held to review proposed 
multifamily projects.  As noted in #9 above, these are sites that could have been 
developed either with commercial or with housing, yet were developed for housing.  
They include: 

 
TABLE 49 - RECENT PROJECTS ON SITES CONVERTING FROM COMMERCIAL TO RESIDENTIAL 

 
 

APN/ Site # Name 
Number of 

units 
 

Status 

241-010-024, 033, 034, 040/ #2 Woodbury 56 Approved and under 
construction 

241-020-013, 014, 015 /part of #4 Celia’s 66 Pending application 

243-040-035/#6 Town Center Ph. III 69 Approved 

233-040-013, 014, 015, 016, 028, 
029/#15 

Merrill Gardens 72 Approved and 
constructed 

233-040-038/#18 Eden 46 Approved and 
constructed 

233-132-049/#22 Hungry Hunter 23 Approved and 
constructed 

243-070-011/#A Lenox 11 Pending application 

TOTAL  343  

 
 
11. Single owner parcels.  Not all sites in the inventory have multiple owners.  A number of 

sites are under single ownership. They are: 
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TABLE 50 - INVENTORY SITES IN SINGLE OWNERSHIP 

 
 

APN/ Site # Name 
Number of 

units 

241-010-024,033,034,040/#2 Woodbury 56 

241-020-013, 014, 015 /part of #4) Celia’s 66 

243-040-035/#6 Town Center 
Ph. III 

69 

   

233-131-020,022/#21 Park Terrace 18 

234-041-001/#9 Bruzzone 66 

   

233-040-024,039/#17 Conti 21 

243-150-017/#7 Spruzzo 10 

243-070-011/#A Lennox 11 

243-232-027 & 243-232-028/#B Lincoln 40 

TOTAL  357 

 
By including each of these factors, the inventory’s resulting capacity is conservative; for 
example, a site may have a calculated capacity of 30 dwelling units but because of the site’s 
topography or location on Mt. Diablo Blvd., its realistic capacity is only 15 units.  Although 
nothing in the inventory specifically prevents a site from being developed closer to its 
calculated capacity, the City has intentionally adopted a conservative stance to ensure that 
there is adequate capacity for the inventory, including housing that is affordable.  It has been, 
and continues to be, the City’s policy to focus housing, especially multifamily of all kinds, in the 
Downtown to preserve hillsides and the outlying areas’ semi-rural character.  Focusing housing 
on the Downtown area further improves developers’ ability to be competitive for dwindling 
housing resources at the State and federal level, since proximity to services continues to be a 
significant criterion for funding applications of all types. 
 
Additionally, only those sites larger than one acre were identified as potentially affordable sites, 
since the State’s default density for multifamily and affordable in Lafayette is 20 units to the 
acre.  Given all of these factors, the overall realistic inventory of sites is calculated at 846 units, 
of which more than half (437 units) can be counted as lower income. The following table 
summarizes the inventory calculations: 
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TABLE 51 - INVENTORY SUMMARY 
 

 
Total 
Area 

(Acres) 

   
Total Mathematical 

Capacity 

 
  

Total Realistic Capacity 

Realistic 
Capacity as a 

Percent of 
Total 

189.1 1,064 ELI/VLI LI MOD AMOD TOTAL   

    158 126 99 409 792 74% 

  RHNA 138 78 85 99 400   

    114% 162% 116% 413% 198%   

                

  Total Lower-Income 383           

  RHNA 301           

  % of RHNA 127%           
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PRESERVATION OF UNITS AT RISK OF CONVERSION TO MARKET RATE 
 

There is one development in Lafayette that is potentially at risk of conversion to market rate 
within the next ten years: Chateau Lafayette, with 66 Section 8 units (one manager unit).  This 
independent living development is owned and managed by the Lafayette Senior Housing 
Association, a 501(c)(3) nonprofit.  In addition to Section 8, funding assistance was provided by 
the State of California.  Currently, the expiration date for HUD assistance is listed as 8/28/18.  
Because this development is operated by a nonprofit, its risk for conversion to market rate is 
low.  In addition, 15 units at the Town Center development, which were financed by tax credits, 
will expire in 2016; however, the affordability covenants in the development agreement do not 
expire until 2031. 
 
Cost Analysis of Preservation 
 
Given the housing market in the Bay Area, recent significant increases in rental rates, and 
owners foreclosed throughout the Bay Area looking for rental housing, conversion to market 
rates is likely to be an attractive option for owners of at-risk properties.  Since the Chateau 
Lafayette project is considered low-risk because the owner is a nonprofit with an interest in 
preserving its units’ affordability for its residents, the likelihood of conversion is minimal.   
However, the Tax credit project’s future is much less certain. 
 
The cost of producing an affordable unit to replace a lost unit is extremely high.  The City 
assisted in the development of a 46-unit independent senior project, which was undertaken by 
Eden Housing.  This project showed the cost to develop each unit at approximately $475,000.  
Translated to Chateau Lafayette, the cost to replace the existing Section 8 property would be 
more than $31 million.  In contrast, the cost to preserve the development could be more on the 
order of $100,000 per unit in subsidy, or $6.6 million overall.  For the Town Center project, the 
cost to replace the 15 units could be as high as $8 million, whereas the cost to preserve them 
could be approximately $1.5 million. 
 
Preservation of at risk units can be accomplished in several ways, including acquisition of the 
property by qualified nonprofit housing corporations, local housing authorities, or other 
organizations that are committed to long-term affordable housing.  As part of the financing of 
this type of acquisition, long-term regulatory restrictions are recorded against the property, 
removing the risk of conversion.  
 
Resources for Preservation 
 
The City will actively work with HUD, the owner, and other interested parties to extend 
affordability restrictions to preserve the affordability, utilizing state or federal programs for any 
units that are at risk of conversion to market rate in the future.  Priority of any City housing 
resources will be given to preserve at risk units as needed.  The following is a partial list of 
qualified entities that can assist the City in preserving these units; they represent those 
organizations located in, or operating in, Northern California. 
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TABLE 52 - SELECTED LIST OF QUALIFIED PRESERVATION ENTITIES) 
 

Organization City 

A. F. Evans Development, Inc. Oakland 

Affordable Community Housing Trust Sacramento 

Affordable Housing Associates Berkeley 

Alameda County Allied Housing Program Hayward 

American Baptist Homes of the West Pleasanton 

Bank of America, N.A.  San Francisco 

BRIDGE Housing Corporation San Francisco 

Bridge Partners Walnut Creek 

C. Sandidge and Associates Hercules 

Cabouchon Properties, LLC San Francisco 

California Coalition for Rural Housing Sacramento 

California Housing Finance Agency Sacramento 

California Housing Partnership Corporation San Francisco 

California Human Development Corporation Santa Rosa 

Christian Church Homes of Northern California, Inc. Oakland 

Citizens Housing Corp San Francisco 

Community Housing Developers, Inc. San Jose 

Community Housing Development Corp. Richmond 

Community Housing Opportunities Corporation Davis 

Contra Costa Community Development Department Martinez 

Domus Development, LLC San Francisco 

EAH, Inc. San Rafael 

East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation Oakland 

Eden Housing, Inc. Hayward 

Eskaton Properties Inc. Carmichael 

Foundation for Affordable Housing, Inc. San Jose 

Hendricks & Partners Rancho Cordova 

Kendra Care Incorporated Sacramento 

Matinah Salaam Concord 

Mercy Housing California San Francisco 

National Housing Trust Walnut Creek 

Northern California Land Trust, Inc. Berkeley 

O.P.E.N. Inc Oakland 

Oakland Community Housing, Inc. Oakland 

Pacific Community Services, Inc. Pittsburg 

Paramount Financial Group, Inc. Walnut Creek 

Petaluma Ecumenical Properties Inc. Petaluma 

Phoenix Programs Inc. Concord 

Resources for Community Development Berkeley 

Resources for Community Development Berkeley 

Richmond Neighborhood Housing Service Inc. Richmond 

Rubicon Programs, Inc. Richmond 

Rural California Housing Corp West Sacramento 

Satellite Housing Inc. Berkeley 

Senior Housing Foundation Clayton 

SLSM, LLC San Francisco 

The John Stewart Company San Francisco 

The Trinity Housing Foundation Walnut Creek 

Union Partners Realty Group, Inc. San Rafael 

USA Properties Fund Roseville 

Vallejo Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc Vallejo 

Walnut Creek Walnut Creek 
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SECTION II: HOUSING GOALS, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
 
Note: Items in strikeout were completed in the previous cycle or no longer applicable (for 
example, items pertaining to the former Redevelopment Agency). 

 
Goal H-1 Conserve and improve the existing housing supply to provide adequate, safe, 

and decent housing for all residents, with emphasis on maintaining the semi-
rural character of the City. 

 
Policy H-1.1 Housing Rehabilitation: Pursue available funding for the preservation, 

rehabilitation and weatherization of viable older housing to preserve 
neighborhood character and retain a supply of housing units for all income 
categories. 

 
Program H-1.1.1:  Rehabilitation/Preservation Program: Support the Contra 
Costa County Housing Authority (CCCHA), which provides low interest loans for 
the rehabilitation of homes owned or occupied by low- to moderate-income 
households. The City will continue to assist in citizen awareness of this 
rehabilitation loan program by a) making pamphlets on this program available at 
City Hall and at the public library; b) contacting neighborhood groups in older 
residential areas with this information; c) continuing building code enforcement 
through the County's Building Division; and d) continuing to provide updated 
information through the City’s website, Vistas (the City newsletter) and other 
relevant media. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD3 
Financing: City and County funds 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-1.1.2:  Code Enforcement Program: Continue the code enforcement 
program to encourage the rehabilitation and/or elimination of physically 
obsolete and substandard housing.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
Projection: One inspection per year. 
 
Program H-1.1.3:  Rehabilitation of Multifamily Housing: Develop a program of 
incentives to encourage the rehabilitation of deteriorating multifamily housing.  
 

                                            

3 PBD: Planning and Building Department 
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Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2017 
 

Policy H-1.2 Conversion of Residential Units: Discourage the conversion of older residential 
units to other uses.  

 
Program H-1.2.1:  Maintenance of Existing Residential Zoning: Retain existing 
residential zoning and revise the Zoning Ordinance to disallow commercial uses, 
other than residential businesses, in these zones. Continue to require 
architectural review of non-residential structures (e.g. schools, churches, fire 
houses, police stations, utility structures) in residential zones to ensure 
conformity with existing neighborhood character.  
 
Responsibility: PBD 
Financing: City Funds 
Schedule: Ongoing 
 
 
Program H-1.2.2:  Conversion of Housing Units Downtown: Develop an inventory 
of residential units that have been converted to non-residential uses without the 
required permits and in violation of the Zoning Ordinance in the C, C-1, SRB, and 
RB zoning districts. Work with property owners to convert and reclaim these 
units back to their original residential use.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD, Code Enforcement 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 and 2012 for the inventory, and annually as an ongoing 

program 
 
Program H-1.2.3:  Conversion of Illegally Converted Residential Units: Work with 
property owners through the permitting process to convert and reclaim illegally 
converted units back to their original residential use.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD, Code Enforcement 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2016-2017 
Projection: Three units per year to be converted back to their original use. 
 

Policy H-1.4  Condominium Conversions: Continue to limit conversion of existing rental 
housing units to market rate condominiums. Conversion to limited equity 
cooperatives and other innovative housing proposals that are affordable to low 
and moderate-income households are permitted. 
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Program H-1.4.1:  Condominium Conversions: Consider amendments to the 
existing condominium conversion regulations (Chapter 32 of Title 6 of the 
Municipal Code). Amendments that would be considered include exemption of 
limited equity residential cooperatives that provide long-term affordability for 
the units; requirement of relocation assistance by the proponent when units are 
converted; and requirement of first right of refusal by occupants.  Where there 
are existing affordable units, require conversion projects to retain the same 
number of affordable units when they convert to ownership.  Periodically review 
the provisions of the Condominium Conversion Ordinance to ensure that it 
adequately protects the existing rental housing stock.  Conversions will require 
that 15% of the units be set aside for affordable housing. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2018 
 

Policy H-1.5 Energy Conservation, Sustainability and Climate Change: Promote available 
energy conservation programs, and develop new programs to address 
sustainability and climate change issues. 

 
Program H-1.5.1:  Energy Conservation Program: Provide information for public 
distribution on programs which provide assistance for energy conservation 
improvements, and information on sustainability and climate change. . Make this 
information available on the City’s web page, at the City offices, the Contra Costa 
County Building Inspection Department, the Lafayette Library and at the annual 
Earth Day event. Coordinate community activities and programs with Sustainable 
Lafayette. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-1.5.2:  Green Building Program: Develop a green building program for 
residential, industrial and commercial uses. Consider offering incentives to 
property owners whose buildings exceed the City’s minimum requirements such 
as granting Green Awards, posting details of the building on the City’s web site, 
and providing plaques certifying that the building exceeds the City’s minimum 
green building standards.  The draft program was developed by the City’s 
Environmental Task Force, and it is based on the Build It Green checklist. It will 
require different types of projects to achieve a minimum number of checklist 
points. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
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Scheduling: 2012 
 
Program H-1.5.2:  Green Building Incentives: Offer incentives to property owners 
whose buildings exceed minimum CalGreen requirement such as obtain a U.S 
Green Building Council Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
Certification, Build-It-Green Green Point Rated Certification (GPR), or a self-
certification equivalent. Incentives may include granting Environmental Awards 
of Excellence and posting details of the building on the City’s website, and 
providing plaques certifying that the building exceeds the City’s minimum green 
building standards. . 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-1.5.3: Annual Earth Day Event: Continue to co-sponsor the Earth Day 
event with Sustainable Lafayette and Lafayette Chamber of Commerce which is 
held annually in Downtown Lafayette. At this event, booths are provided to the 
local schools and other organizations interested in environmental sustainability 
to help them publicize their efforts to promote sustainability. 
 
Responsibility:  City Council 
Financing: City, Sustainable Lafayette and Chamber of Commerce  
Scheduling: Annual 
 
Program H-1.5.4: Home Energy Retrofit Program: Work with Contra Costa 
County through the City’s Environmental Task Force to offer subsidized home 
energy assessments and rebates on the cost of energy efficiency improvements 
to residents proposing home improvement projects that achieve at least a 20% 
reduction in home energy consumption.  
 
Responsibility:  County 
Financing: State Energy Program grant 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
Projection: One to two rebates per year. 
 
Program H-1.5.5: Implementation of AB 811 for Residential Energy Financing: 
Join the CaliforniaFIRST energy and efficiency financing program to implement 
AB 811. 

  
Responsibility: City Council 
Financing: City 
Scheduling:  Completed 
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Program H-1.5.: Environmental Action Plan: Develop an Environmental Action 
Plan, which will include specific goals, policies, and programs for community 
sustainability.  The Plan is expected to include the following: 

i. Resource Conservation  
1. Solid Waste 
2. Water 
3. Energy Use 
4. Green Construction 

ii. Community Health 
1. Local Foods 
2. Green Business 

iii. Transportation 
1. Bicycles & Pedestrians 
2. Motorized Vehicles 
3. Public Transportation 

iv. Open Space & Landscape 
v. Community Education & Outreach 

Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City, Sustainable Lafayette and Chamber of Commerce  
Scheduling: 2016 
 
 

Policy H-1.6 Expansion of Homes in Existing Neighborhoods: Review the Zoning Ordinance to 
ensure that it adequately requires the remodel or expansion of homes to be in 
keeping with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
Program H-1.6.1: Review Existing Zoning Regulations that Protect Existing 
Smaller Units: Strengthen design review findings to ensure that new homes and 
additions are in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2016 
 

Policy H-1.7 Capital Improvements.  Ensure that existing neighborhoods’ capital 
improvement needs are addressed. 
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Program H-1.7.1:  Capital Improvement Program: Provide for annual review by 
the Planning Commission and City Council of the City's Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) to determine what special priorities are needed for capital 
improvement projects required to maintain the community's older residential 
neighborhoods. Review of the CIP shall also include verification that areas 
needing improvement are scheduled for funding to address these needs at a 
specific time in the future.  
 
Responsibility:  Engineering Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
 

Policy H-1.8:  Retention of Existing Lower-Income Units.  Seek to retain existing subsidized very 
low-, low- and moderate-income housing units, especially those that will be 
available for conversion to market rate housing.  Retention of such units should 
have high priority for available funds.   

 
Program H-1.8.1: Ongoing Monitoring of Conversion Risks: Monitor affordable 
projects at risk of conversion to market rate.  Maintain regular communication 
with the owners of any subsidized projects in Lafayette to keep up-to-date on 
plans to maintain affordability.  Assist in outreach and education to tenants as 
needed. No market rate conversions are anticipated during 2009-2014. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
 
Program H-1.8.2:  Ongoing Monitoring of Federal Preservation Activities:  
Monitor Federal actions and appropriations regarding extension of Section 8 
contracts, and actively support additional appropriations.  With respect to the 
Town Center Tax credit project and Chateau Lafayette, work with the owners to 
determine expected actions and assist with any negotiations that would result in 
the preservation of these units. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2015 for Town Center and Chateau Lafayette; otherwise, 

ongoing 
 
Program H-1.8.3:  Respond to Notices of Intent to Prepay: Support efforts to 
retain existing FHA and HUD subsidized low-income units through use of local, 
regional and national resources, CDBG funds, Redevelopment Housing Set-Aside 
funds, and other solutions. 
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Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
 
Program H-1.8.4:  Support Ongoing Rental Subsidies in Lafayette: Continue to 
support the County Housing Authority housing rental subsidies to lease units in 
Lafayette for very-low and low-income households.  The Section 8 program is the 
most useful program the City has to subsidize families in rental apartments, and 
its continuation is important to maintain some subsidized rentals for families.  
The City will continue to promote the program by providing information to the 
community on the value of this program and the need for participant landlords 
through the Section 8 program.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
Projection: Request the Housing Authority distribute information on 

subsidized housing programs to senior and community groups 
annually. 

 
Goal H-2 Facilitate and encourage the development of diverse housing types and 

additional affordable housing units to accommodate a diversity of Lafayette 
citizens in terms of age and socio-economic background and to meet regional 
housing needs as quantified in this chapter.  

 
Policy H-2.1 Mixed Use: Encourage the rehabilitation and development of residential uses in 

commercial areas where the viability of the commercial activities would not be 
adversely affected. 

 
Program H-2.1.1:  Housing Rehabilitation in Non-Residential Areas: Encourage 
housing rehabilitation in commercial zoning districts, subject to funding 
availability.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 

Program H-2.1.2:  New Mixed-Use Developments: Support, as appropriate, 
projects that include a mix of both residential and commercial development in 
the Downtown by providing incentives such as scheduling joint study sessions of 
the City Council and commissions to gather early input, considering reductions in 
parking requirements if studies demonstrate different peak periods between 
land uses and facilitating interagency coordination during the development 
review process. For projects fronting downtown streets, consider requiring that 
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housing be located on upper floors, allowing for commercial uses on the ground 
floor on a project-by-project basis.  

 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 

Policy H-2.2 Limited Equity Cooperatives and Sweat Equity Projects: Support limited equity 
residential cooperatives and other nonprofit enterprises such as sweat-equity 
projects designed to provide affordable housing, consistent with the City’s 
zoning regulations. 

 
Policy H-2.3 Large Scale Commercial and Office Projects: Consider impacts on housing 

demand in the environmental review process of large-scale commercial and 
office projects. 

 
Policy H-2.4 Regional Housing Needs: Provide for additional housing by encouraging the 

construction of multifamily housing in areas where there is appropriate zoning 
for this use.  

 
Program H-2.4.1:  Downtown Strategy and Specific Plan: Implement the goals, 
policies and programs of the Downtown Strategy and Specific Plan.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: Update parking ordinance and implement a parking 

management strategy (2015) 
 Amend zoning ordinance to be consistent with the Downtown 

Strategy, Specific Plan, and Design Guidelines, including 
establishing step-backs for upper stories based on a 
percentage of lot depth (2015) 

 Develop multifamily design guidelines (2017) 
 
Program H-2.4.2:  Downtown Densities: Conduct an analysis of zoning densities 
in the Downtown area to determine whether density changes are warranted to 
address traffic, parking, neighborhood compatibility, and other impacts.    
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2017 
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Program H-2.4.2:  Multifamily Housing Development: Amend the Zoning 
Ordinance to allow the development of multifamily housing as of right in areas 
where such development now requires a discretionary land use permit.  
Continue to require design review to ensure that developments are compatible 
with surrounding uses. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011  
 
Program H-2.4.3:  RHNA Monitoring Program: Maintain the residential sites 
inventory that can accommodate the City’s regional housing needs allocation of 
400 units.  Update the inventory annually to monitor the consumption of 
residential and mixed use properties.  If sites in the inventory are developed for 
non-housing purposes, new sites will be added to the inventory to ensure the 
City’s ongoing compliance with the “no net loss” provisions of Housing Element 
Law.   Post the Housing Element sites inventory on the City’s website as a tool for 
developers, and provide as a handout at the public counter.   
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually, as part of the Housing Element Annual Report   
 
 

Policy H-2.5 Second Dwelling Units: Continue to support the construction of second dwelling 
units, pursuant to the City's Second Unit Ordinance. 

 
Program H-2.5.1:  Second Dwelling Unit Construction: Periodically review the 
existing Second Unit Ordinance and the number of such units that have been 
built in the past three years to determine what modifications of this section of 
the Zoning Ordinance may be required to increase the number of these units 
constructed. Continue to fast track processing for units meeting established 
standards. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD  
Financing: City and Housing Developers  
Scheduling: Ongoing 
Projection: Three new second units per year. 
 
Program H-2.5.2: Amnesty Program for Existing Unpermitted Second Units: 
Establish a process to legalize nonconforming second units.  Work with property 
owners to ensure that these units are compatible with the neighborhood and are 
built to current building standards. 
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Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2015 
Projection: Three to four second units per year. 
 
 
Program H-2.5.3: Second Unit Costs: Assess the fiscal burden on homeowners in 
establishing second units.  Work with other agencies to discern whether 
Lafayette’s development fees are appropriate and consistent with other 
jurisdictions. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2017 
 
 

Policy H-2.6 Manufactured Housing: Allow placement of manufactured housing units on 
permanent foundations in existing developments. 

 
Program H-2.6.1:  Manufactured Housing: Review standards for placement of 
manufactured housing units on permanent foundations in existing 
developments, and amend the Zoning Ordinance accordingly. Require that these 
structures conform to the City’s design review guidelines. Provide information 
and assistance to developers and private citizens interested in the use of 
manufactured housing components for residential expansion, conversion, or 
rehabilitation.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD  
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2012 
 

Policy H-2.7 Infill Housing: Encourage private housing development on existing infill sites in 
order to efficiently utilize existing infrastructure.  

 
Program H-2.7.1:  Infill Sites: Maintain an inventory of vacant and/or 
underdeveloped residential land, distinguishing between land within the City 
limits and land within the City's Sphere of Influence.  
 
Responsibility: PBD  
Financing: City   
Scheduling: Initial inventory completed, will be updated annually 
 

Program H-2.7.2: Lot Consolidation and Redevelopment of Non-Vacant Sites: 
Where appropriate and available, provide assistance to developers of residential 
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projects to redevelop non-vacant sites.  The program may include incentives for 
lot consolidation for affordable housing purposes such as: 

 
1. Streamlined permitting process, including scheduling joint meetings with City 

Boards 
2. Priority processing of applications 
3. Financial assistance from the Redevelopment Agency to pay the processing 

fees for lot consolidations and/or purchase and consolidate small and odd-
shaped lots  

4. Technical assistance to property owners and developers including assessor 
parcel data as described in H-2.8.5, posting the inventory on the City’s web 
site, offering tours of the Downtown to prospective developers and 
scheduling pre-application meetings free of charge to explain the City’s 
development standards and review process 

5. Fee deferrals to the Certificate of Occupancy phase of the project 
 
The development incentives contained within this section shall encourage the 
effective utilization and consolidation of parcels to encourage more viable 
development opportunities.  The City will monitor the effectiveness of these 
incentives on an annual basis and revise as needed. 
 

                          Responsibility: PBD 
                          Financing: City   

Scheduling: 2016 and ongoing 
Projection: Three during this cycle 
 
 

Policy H-2.8 Redevelopment Agency: Continue Redevelopment Agency implementation of 
housing programs, particularly those related to very-low to moderate-income 
housing. 

 
Program H-2.8.1:  Housing Rehabilitation: Utilize redevelopment funds to assist 
in the rehabilitation and conservation of existing multiple family units as well as 
the construction of new units. Work with owners to ensure some units remain at 
below market rents.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
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Program H-2.8.2: Redevelopment Funding Compliance: Continue to comply with 
State Redevelopment Law by requiring the set-aside of 20% of Redevelopment 
Tax Increment into a Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund, as well as 
requiring housing projects within the Redevelopment Project Area to provide at 
least 15% of the units as affordable.  Use funds collected in the Low and 
Moderate Income Housing Fund for the development, preservation and 
rehabilitation of affordable housing.   
 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/PBD  
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Ongoing  
 
Program H-2.8.3: Redevelopment Funding Criteria: Develop criteria to prioritize 
the funding of affordable housing projects through the Agency’s 20% housing set 
aside funds.  Establish a target of contacting at least two affordable housing 
developers in a fiscal year and offering them financial assistance if their projects 
meet the City’s housing goals.   Priority may be given to those projects that: 
 

1. Contain extremely low-income units or units for larger families 
2. Utilize a site in the housing inventory 
3. Meet more than one goal of the Housing Element 
4. Use the funds to leverage additional funding from the County, State 

or federal governments 
5. Consolidate small lots 
6. Require financial assistance to meet the City’s parking requirements 

on site 
 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/PBD  
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: 2011  
 
Program H-2.8.4: Redevelopment Housing Implementation Plan: Adopt a 
housing implementation plan every five years. The plan shall contain programs 
that facilitate the development, preservation and rehabilitation of affordable 
housing and shall include funding allocations for each program. 
 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/PBD  
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Completed. See section on Redevelopment for a list of 

proposed programs. 
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Program H-2.8.5: Notice of Funding Availability: It is estimated that by the end of 
the planning period the Redevelopment Agency housing set aside fund will total 
approximately $7.3 million. Publish a Notice of Funding Availability in the local 
newspapers when monies in the Agency’s housing fund exceed $500,000. 
 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/PBD  
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Annually  
 

Policy H-2.8 Employee Housing: The City will continue to comply with provisions of State law 
regarding employee housing, including but not limited to allowing any employee 
housing providing accommodations for six or fewer employees to be treated as a 
single-family structure with a residential land use designation.   
 

Goal H-3 Expand affordable housing opportunities for persons with special housing 
needs such as the elderly, developmentally disabled, households with very low 
to moderate incomes, and first time home buyers.  

 
Policy H-3.1 Available Funding Sources: Utilize County, State and federal programs and 

funding sources that provide housing opportunities for lower-income 
households. 

 
Program H-3.1.2:  Housing Fund: Create a Housing Fund with contributions of 
funds collected from private and public sources to implement and/or 
supplement the City's housing programs. Consider funding programs specifically 
designed to make housing available to extremely low, very low, low and 
moderate-income populations. Use of the Housing Fund will be governed by 
guidelines as set out in the Municipal Code. There are several possible sources 
and uses of this fund. Loans, grants, developer fees and other funding sources 
could be used to reduce the cost of land acquisition and construction for 
affordable housing, and to prevent and reduce homelessness.  Give priority to 
projects that contain extremely low-income units.  Explore the feasibility of 
imposing fees to fund affordable housing, for example, through building permit 
surcharges or commercial linkage fees.  Any return of Redevelopment Funds 
(through repayments or other activities) will be added to the Housing Fund for 
re-use as affordable housing funds. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD and Finance, City Manager  
Financing: City and other sources listed above 
Scheduling: 2019 
Projection: One project to qualify for the housing fund. 
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Program H-3.1.3:  Tax-Exempt Financing: Require developers utilizing tax-exempt 
financing to include language in agreements with the City permitting persons 
and households eligible for HUD Section 8 rental assistance or Housing Voucher 
Folders to apply for below-market-rate units provided in the development. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City and housing developers utilizing tax-exempt revenue bonds.   
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-3.1.4:  Available Funding: Support efforts to obtain available State 
and federal assistance to develop affordable housing for seniors, large 
households, households with children and those with special needs by providing 
City Council/Redevelopment Agency Board resolutions of support to developers 
of affordable housing projects. Also consider, on a case-by-case basis, providing 
the developers of affordable housing projects with Redevelopment Agency 
housing set aside funds to improve the chances of securing State and federal 
assistance.  Give funding priority to projects that contain extremely low-income 
units. Actively pursue such grant opportunities as the Transportation for Livable 
Communities and Station Area Grant. 
 
Responsibility: PBD 
Financing: Local, State and federal sources 
Scheduling: Ongoing; includes Tax Credits (usually July and March); 

HOME/CDBG funds (November); AHP funds (March), and 
other HUD programs (usually once a year or more).  The City 
will support applications for all funding opportunities 
according to applicable NOFA schedules. 

Projection: One project to qualify for available funding. 
 
 
Program H-3.1.5:  Tax Increment Financing Activities: Support State and regional 
efforts to reinstate redevelopment-like tools to require the provision of and fund 
the development of affordable housing. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD and Finance, City Manager  
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
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Program H-3.1.5:  Establish an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance: Complete an 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to require developers of residential 
developments outside the Redevelopment Area to provide up to 10% of their 
units at rents or purchase prices affordable to very-low to moderate income 
households.  Continue to enforce the 15% inclusionary requirement that is 
already in place within the Redevelopment Area.  The ordinance will include the 
implementation of an in-lieu fee for certain housing developments.  The funds 
collected will be used to facilitate the development of additional affordable 
housing units.  
 
As part of this program, the City will consider development of a list of incentives 
for providing mandated units.  Preliminary discussions have included reduced 
finishes in BMR units, the payment of in-lieu fees rather than the building of 
units, customized analyses to determine in-lieu fees, etc.   In addition, the City 
will review the potential constraints on the cost and supply of housing again, as 
the ordinance is finalized, to ensure that no undue impacts occur given the 
conditions of the housing market at that time. 
 
Responsibility: PBD 
Financing:  Residential developers 
Scheduling: 2013 
 

Policy H-3.2 Senior Housing: Provide opportunities for senior housing.  
 

Program H-3.2.1:  Senior Housing Overlay: Consider creating a Senior Housing 
Overlay Zoning District.  Include criteria that protect neighborhood character and 
assure good design, as well as flexible parking, setback and other requirements, 
where applicable.   
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Completed 
 

Program H-3.2.1:  Senior Housing: Support the establishment of a virtual senior 
village which enables seniors to remain in their homes and which provides a one-
stop resource by providing transportation, health, legal, financial and other 
assistance to its members. 

Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
Projection: Virtual senior village to be complete by 2020. 
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Policy H-3.2.1 House Sharing: Support house-sharing programs for seniors. 
 

Policy H-3.3 Housing for the Disabled: Continue to facilitate housing for disabled persons. 
 

Program H-3.3.1:  Developmentally Disabled: Consider implementing programs 
to coordinate housing activities and outreach with the. Regional Center and its 
partners, as well as Las Trampas and Futures Explored, to encourage housing 
providers to designate a portion of new affordable housing developments for 
persons with disabilities, including persons with developmental disabilities, and 
pursue funding sources designated for persons with special needs and 
disabilities.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City and the Regional Center 
Scheduling: 2019 
Projection: One qualifying project during this cycle. 
 

 
Policy H-3.4 Density Bonus: Provide a density bonus to projects that provide a required 

percentage of total units affordable to very-low and low-income households and 
for units meeting the special housing needs identified in this Element.  

 
Program H-3.4.1:  Density Bonus Regulations: Consistent with State Density 
Bonus Law and the City’s Density Bonus Ordinance, support developments that 
provide affordable housing and/or senior housing utilizing density bonuses.  
Provide concessions and waivers as required by law. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City and developers 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
Projection: One project to qualify for density bonus during this cycle. 
 
 

Policy H-3.5 Large Families: Recognize the need for providing multifamily housing for large 
families.   Encourage developers of housing to include larger units (2+ bedrooms) 
in their proposed projects for families. 

 
Program H-3.5.1: Larger Units: Consider requiring that developers include three-
bedroom units in proposed multifamily developments.  As part of this analysis 
determine what percentage of the total units should be three bedroom units, 
and what size of development should trigger this requirement.  Provide fast 
tracking to projects that provide larger units suitable for families. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
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Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2017 
Projection: Two projects to qualify for fast tracking during this cycle. 
 
 
Program H-3.5.2 Ensure that the definition of “family” is consistent with State 
and federal law. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2017 
 
 

Policy H-3.6 Emergency Shelters: Allow emergency shelters within the City as a permitted use 
in the C-1 (General Commercial) Zoning District.   

 
Program H-3.6.1:  Emergency Shelter: In conformance with the requirements of 
SB 2, revise the Zoning Ordinance to allow an emergency shelter as a permitted 
use in the General Commercial Zoning District 1 (Zoning Map symbol C-1), 
Require that the Uniform Housing Code (UHC) Space and Occupancy Standards 
be applied to shelters pursuant to Health and Safety Code §50807. Design 
Review approval shall also be required prior to issuance of a building permit.  
Any shelter shall be limited in size to 30 or fewer beds, consistent with the 
unmet needs shown in the bi-annual homeless count conducted by the County.  
In addition, any shelter developer must submit a management plan for the 
facility’s operation.  The City commits to ensuring that shelters will be subjected 
to the same development standards that apply to other allowed uses within 
these zones. 
 
Responsibility: PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 
 

 This use would be allowed by right and without a use permit in the C-1 Zoning 
District. Design review would apply to issues such as lighting, fencing, and 
building design where new construction is involved. Flexible parking requirements 
would apply to such facilities, which would allow reduced parking requirements 
to be applied on the basis that many of the residents of such a facility would not 
have a vehicle. 

 

Program H-3.6.2:  Emergency Shelter Capacity Monitoring Program: Ensure that 
there are sufficient sites in appropriate zones to accommodate an emergency 
shelter of up to 30 beds.  If C-1 sites identified in the inventory are developed for 
non-shelter purposes, new sites and/or zones will be identified after a detailed 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-94 

analysis of available land has been conducted to ensure that the new sites are of 
appropriate size and have suitable and adequate capacity to accommodate the 
City’s emergency shelter needs. 

 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as part of the Annual Report on the Housing Element 

 
Policy H-3.7 Inter-Agency Cooperation: Work with private, County, and State agencies to 

provide emergency housing for the homeless. 
 

Program H-3.7.1:  Ongoing Estimates of the Demand for Emergency Housing: 
Consult with the Contra Costa County Task Force on Homelessness to maintain 
ongoing estimates of the demand for emergency housing in Lafayette.   
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing every other year 
 

Goal H-4 Promote housing opportunities for all persons regardless of race, age, gender, 
sexual orientation, marital status or national origin. 

 
Policy H-4.1 Equal Housing Opportunity: Continue to facilitate non-discrimination in housing 

in Lafayette. 
 

Program H-4.1.1:  Equal Housing Opportunity: Promote equal housing 
opportunity by supporting the investigation and disposition of housing 
discrimination complaints.  Work with service providers to ensure that 
information is disseminated to the community as needed. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-4.1.2:  Nondiscrimination Clauses: Provide nondiscrimination clauses 
in rental agreements and deed restrictions for housing constructed with City 
assistance.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 

Policy H-4.2 Landlord-Tenant Disputes: Continue to refer landlord-tenant disputes to housing 
counseling organizations such as the Housing Alliance. 



HOUSING ELEMENT V-95 

 
Goal H-5 Adopt and implement a Housing Element that is in compliance with State Law.  
 
Policy H-5.1 City Leadership: Provide active leadership in implementing the policies and 

programs contained in the Housing Element. 
 

Program H-5.1.1:  Fast-Track Processing: Provide fast track processing for 
projects with affordable housing. Fast track processing means giving projects 
with affordable housing units a priority over other non-public health and safety 
related projects in the processing and review by City staff. It does not mean 
eliminating any of the City’s regular public notice and hearings or other project 
review procedures.  Publicize this incentive by adding it to the City’s 
development application forms and posting it on the City’s web site. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-5.1.2: Application Fees: Consider a reduction in development 
application fees for housing projects containing 25% or more units that are 
affordable to extremely low, very low, low and moderate income households. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
Projection:  One project that will qualify for reduction during this cycle. 
 
Program H-5.1.3: Development Impact Fees: Consider deferring the collection of 
City impact fees to the certificate of occupancy stage for projects containing 25% 
or more units that are affordable to very low- and low-income households.  
Consider, on a case-by-case basis, reduction in traffic mitigation fees if project is 
affordable and located near transit. 
 

Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-5.1.4:  CEQA Process: Follow CEQA procedures to expedite permit 
processing for all development, including a) encouraging preliminary project 
review by staff and b) considering the use of mitigated negative declarations, 
focused EIR’s and other procedures where appropriate.  
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
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Scheduling: Ongoing 
 
Program H-5.1.5:  Review and Revise the Zoning Ordinance. Review the Zoning 
Ordinance and consider revisions to the following governmental constraints on 
the development of housing:  
 
a)  Consider the strict regulation of the conversion of existing multiple family 

residential units in the C, C-1, SRB, and RB Zoning Districts.  
 
b) Include definitions for the following.  Ensure that zoning districts where these 

uses are allowed clearly identify such uses. 

 group homes 

 emergency shelters 

 residential care facilities 

 senior housing 

 foster care home 

 family care home 

 transitional housing 

 supportive housing 

 Single-Room Occupancy units 
 

 
d) Add language to the Code that specifically indicates that transitional housing 

and supportive housing are residential uses subject only to those restrictions 
that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone. 

 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2016  
 

Policy H-5.2 Public Participation: Encourage and support public participation in the 
formulation and review of the City's housing and development policies. 

 
Policy H-5.3 Annual Review of Housing Element Implementation: Provide for annual review 

by the Planning Commission and City Council of progress in implementing the 
Housing Element.  

 
Program H-5.3.1:  Annual Report: Prepare an annual report to the City Council 
and Planning Commission that describes the amount and type of housing activity 
correlated with an updated summary of the City's housing needs.   
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
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Scheduling: Annually (include with the annual review of the CIP by the 
Planning Commission) 

 
Program H-5.3.2:  Demographic Information: Update demographic information 
on the City’s website as the complete results of the 2010 Census, and other data, 
become available.   This includes relevant demographic information from the 
American Community Surveys.  Incorporate this information in the Annual 
Housing Element Report, as warranted. 
 
Responsibility:  PBD 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix A – Review of the Prior Element -- matrix 
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Appendix C – Individual Site Listings: Tables and Maps 
Appendix D – Residential Design Review Guidelines and Downtown Design Guidelines 



 1 

Appendix A:  Review of the Prior Element Implementation Programs 
 

Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

Program H-1.1.1:  Rehabilitation/Preservation Program: Support 
the Contra Costa County Housing Authority (CCCHA), which 
provides low interest loans for the rehabilitation of homes 
owned or occupied by low- to moderate-income households. 
The City will continue to assist in citizen awareness of this 
rehabilitation loan program by a) making pamphlets on this 
program available at City Hall and at the public library; b) 
contacting neighborhood groups in older residential areas with 
this information; c) continuing building code enforcement 
through the County's Building Division; and d) continuing to 
provide updated information through the City’s website, Vistas 
(the City newsletter) and other relevant media. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City and County 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing. Pamphlets are available at the City offices and Contra Costa 
Building Inspection Department.   Pamphlets were also mailed 
to all homeowners associations and are posted on the City’s 
web page. 
 
Effectiveness: Low. The City received only one or two inquiries 
about assistance for rehabilitating homes. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program to educate and 
spread awareness about the loan programs. 
 

Program H-1.1.2:  Code Enforcement Program: Continue the 
code enforcement program to encourage the rehabilitation 
and/or elimination of physically obsolete and substandard 
housing.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department  
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
 

Ongoing   
 

The City hired a full time Code Enforcement Officer in 2006. The 
Lafayette Municipal Code was updated in 2009 to provide new 
regulations for a more robust code enforcement and property 
maintenance program.  In 2013, the Code Enforcement Officer 
handled two hundred and nine cases. Fifty seven cases involved 
property maintenance and upkeep.  
 
Effectiveness: High.  
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program. 

Program H-1.2.1:  Maintenance of Existing Residential Zoning: 
Retain existing residential zoning and revise the Zoning 
Ordinance to disallow commercial uses, other than residential 

Ongoing 
 

In 2013, the City held hearings on twelve use permit and design 
review applications for nonresidential structures 
(telecommunications facilities) in residential neighborhoods. 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

businesses, in these zones. Continue to require architectural 
review of non-residential structures (e.g. schools, churches, fire 
houses, police stations, utility structures) in residential zones to 
ensure conformity with existing neighborhood character.  
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Schedule: Ongoing 

Notices for these public hearings were mailed to residents in 
the vicinity. In an ongoing effort to preserve the residential 
character of neighborhoods, the City adopted an ordinance in 
December 2012 which regulates the placement of wireless 
communications facilities. 
 
Effectiveness: High 
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program. 

Program H-1.2.2:  Conversion of Housing Units Downtown: 
Develop an inventory of residential units that have been 
converted to non-residential uses without the required permits 
and in violation of the Zoning Ordinance in the C, C-1, SRB, and 
RB zoning districts. Work with property owners to convert and 
reclaim these units back to their original residential use.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 and 2012 for the inventory and annually as an 
ongoing program 

Completed  
 
 

The inventory revealed only two parcels with approximately 30 
units that were converted to nonresidential use without the 
benefit of permits. The City Council approved a five-year sunset 
period to restore illegally converted units to their prior 
residential use.  The property owners of the two parcels were 
notified of this directive. In 2014, the zoning ordinance was 
amended to codify the language regarding the sunset period. 

 
Effectiveness: High. 
 
Appropriateness:  Completed. 

Program H-1.4.1:  Condominium Conversions: Consider 
amendments to the existing condominium conversion 
regulations (Chapter 32 of Title 6 of the Municipal Code). 
Amendments that would be considered include exemption of 
limited equity residential cooperatives that provide long-term 
affordability for the units; requirement of relocation assistance 
by the proponent when units are converted; and requirement 
of first right of refusal by occupants.  Where there are existing 
affordable units, require conversion projects to retain the same 
number of affordable units when they convert to ownership.  
Periodically review the provisions of the Condominium 

Not completed   No units were proposed for conversion during the current and 
previous reporting periods. 
 
Effectiveness: Not known.  
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

Conversion Ordinance to ensure that it adequately protects the 
existing rental housing stock.  Conversions will require that 15% 
of the units be set aside for affordable housing. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Review in 2010; amendments as required 

Program H-1.5.1:  Energy Conservation Program: Provide 
information for public distribution on programs which provide 
assistance for energy conservation improvements, and 
information on sustainability and climate change. Make this 
information available on the City’s web page, at the City offices, 
the Contra Costa County Building Inspection Department, the 
Lafayette Library and at the annual Earth Day event. Coordinate 
community activities and programs with Sustainable Lafayette. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 

Ongoing The materials were prepared and are available at City offices, 
community center and the library.  Pamphlets were mailed to 
all homeowners associations and posted on the City’s webpage. 
In 2010, the City’s Environmental Task Force worked on an 
update to the City’s Environmental Strategy and this update 
was approved in 2011.  
 
In 2010, the City of Lafayette applied for and received funding 
from the California Energy Commission in the form of an Energy 
Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG).  The $137,000 
received in grant funds was used in 2011 to upgrade downtown 
streetlights to be more energy efficient.   
 
In 2013, the City received a $5,700 grant from StopWaste and 
East Bay Energy Watch for outreach assistance to promote 
energy efficiency upgrades with an emphasis on multi-family 
residences. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate to high.  Although specific data is not 
available, anecdotal information suggests that homeowners 
continue to seek ways to cut costs, especially during this time 
of escalating energy costs and the concomitant downturn in the 
economy. 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

Appropriateness: Continue with the program. 

Program H-1.5.2:  Green Building Program: Develop a green 
building program for residential, industrial and commercial 
uses. Consider offering incentives to property owners whose 
buildings exceed the City’s minimum requirements such as 
granting Green Awards, posting details of the building on the 
City’s web site, and providing plaques certifying that the 
building exceeds the City’s minimum green building standards.  
The draft program was developed by the City’s Environmental 
Task Force, and it is based on the Build It Green checklist. It will 
require different types of projects to achieve a minimum 
number of checklist points. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2012 

Green Awards: 
Ongoing 
 
Green building 
program: Not 
completed. 

Each year, the City Council presents Environmental Awards of 
Excellence to local residents, institutions and businesses to 
recognize their contributions to a more sustainable Lafayette. 
Beyond the awards, an incentives program has not yet been 
developed. 
 
The Task Force is developing an Environmental Action Plan, 
which is expected to be adopted in 2014; it includes a section 
devoted to Green Construction.  
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: This program has been replaced with a more 
proactive program that offers green building incentives (new H-
1.5.2) 
 

Program H-1.5.3: Annual Earth Day Event: Continue to co-
sponsor the Earth Day event with Sustainable Lafayette and 
Lafayette Chamber of Commerce which is held annually in 
Downtown Lafayette. At this event, booths are provided to the 
local schools and other organizations interested in 
environmental sustainability to help them publicize their efforts 
to promote sustainability. 

 
Responsibility: City Council 
Financing: City, Sustainable Lafayette and Chamber of 
Commerce  
Scheduling: Annual 

Ongoing The ninth and tenth annual Earth Day celebrations were held 
on April 27, 2013 and April 21, 2014 respectively. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
 

Program H-1.5.4: Home Energy Retrofit Program: Work with 
Contra Costa County to offer subsidized home energy 

Ongoing 
 

In 2011, City staff attended an informational workshop on this 
program to learn about the benefits of this program for 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

assessments and rebates on the cost of energy efficiency 
improvements to residents proposing home improvement 
projects that achieve at least a 20% reduction in home energy 
consumption.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: State Energy Program grant 
Scheduling: 2010 and 2011 

Lafayette residents. Flyers about the program are available in 
the City offices. 
 
Effectiveness:  Low to moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program. 

Program H-1.5.5: Implementation of AB 811 for Residential 
Energy Financing: Join the CaliforniaFIRST energy and efficiency 
financing program to implement AB 811. 
  
Responsibility: City Council 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Completed 

Completed The City became a member in May 2010.  
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Completed. 
 

Program H-1.6.1: Review Existing Zoning Regulations that 
Protect Existing Smaller Units: Consider a “House Size 
Ordinance” to ensure that adequate protection exists to 
prevent the replacement of small units with larger and more 
expensive units that are not in keeping with the character of the 
neighborhood. 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2009-2011 
 

Completed and 
amended 

Over the last several years, the City has received requests to 
substantially enlarge smaller, older homes in existing 
neighborhoods or replace them with larger homes – both of 
which can undermine the existing character of the 
neighborhoods, have impacts on neighboring properties, and 
adversely affect the variety of single family house types and 
supply of affordable housing in the City.  The committee 
appointed to address this concern presented its report to the 
City Council in 2012. The committee recommended against a 
house size ordinance and its report found that the existing 
discretionary review process and the findings for design review 
and hillside development permit are proven tools in preventing 
the construction of large additions or new homes that are out 
of character with the city’s neighborhoods.  The City Council 
accepted the committee’s report and directed staff to further 
clarify the factors to be considered when evaluating 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

neighborhood compatibility. 

Effectiveness:    High. While the study revealed that the City’s 
design review guidelines already ensure compatibility of new 
homes in established neighborhoods, the City will strengthen 
its compatibility finding to ensure that new homes and 
remodels are in keeping with the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
Appropriateness: Amend program to focus on strengthening 
the compatibility finding. 

Program H-1.7.1:  Capital Improvement Program: Provide for 
annual review by the Planning Commission and City Council of 
the City's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to determine 
what special priorities are needed for capital improvement 
projects required to maintain the community's older residential 
neighborhoods. Review of the CIP shall also include verification 
that areas needing improvement are scheduled for funding to 
address these needs at a specific time in the future.  

 
Responsibility: Engineering Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 

Ongoing  
 

The Planning Commission and the City Council review the CIP 
annually. 
 
The City has an established track record of channeling 
resources to areas of Lafayette that need it the most. In 2013, 
the following streets in the older neighborhoods closest to the 
downtown were resurfaced – Old Tunnel Road, Second Street 
and School Street. 
 
Also in 2013, the City received $540,000 from the Contra Costa 
Transportation Authority to construct medians on Mt. Diablo 
Blvd. in the East End which improves safety and circulation in 
the downtown.  
 
Effectiveness:  High.   
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-1.8.1: Ongoing Monitoring of Conversion Risks: 
Monitor affordable projects at risk of conversion to market rate.  
Maintain regular communication with the owners of any 
subsidized projects in Lafayette to keep up-to-date on plans to 

Ongoing  No market rate conversions were considered or approved 
during the current reporting period.  
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
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Status 

 
Comments 

maintain affordability.  Assist in outreach and education to 
tenants as needed.  
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 

 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-1.8.2:  Ongoing Monitoring of Federal Preservation 
Activities:  Monitor Federal actions and appropriations 
regarding extension of Section 8 contracts, and actively support 
additional appropriations. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 

Ongoing 
 

Two projects may be at risk during the next RHNA cycle – Town 
Center and Chateau Lafayette.  
 
Effectiveness:  Low for this RHNA round; high for next round. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program in the next RHNA 
round and indicate that the City will work with the owners of 
these two properties to determine expected actions and assist 
with any negotiations that would result in the preservation of 
these units. 

Program H-1.8.3:  Respond to Notices of Intent to Prepay: 
Support efforts to retain existing FHA and HUD subsidized low-
income units through use of local, regional and national 
resources, CDBG funds, Redevelopment Housing Set-Aside 
funds, and other solutions. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 

Ongoing   Eden Housing’s 46-unit very-low income senior housing project 
in downtown Lafayette has been completed. The project has 
project-based Section 8 vouchers issued by the Contra Costa 
County Housing Authority and the project is also funded 
through HOME and CDBG funds from Contra Costa County and 
$3.8M from the former Lafayette Redevelopment Agency. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-1.8.4:  Support Ongoing Rental Subsidies in 
Lafayette: Continue to support the County Housing Authority 
housing rental subsidies to lease units in Lafayette for very-low 
and low-income households.  The Section 8 program is the most 
useful program the City has to subsidize families in rental 
apartments, and its continuation is important to maintain some 

Ongoing 
 
 

See Programs H-1.8.1 and H-1.8.3. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate.  
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
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Comments 

subsidized rentals for families 
 

Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 

Program H-2.1.1:  Housing Rehabilitation in Non-Residential 
Areas: Encourage housing rehabilitation in commercial zoning 
districts.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing 
 

No homes were rehabilitated in the commercial zoning districts 
during the reporting period. 
 
Effectiveness: Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue the program. 

Program H-2.1.2:  New Mixed-Use Developments: Support 
projects that include a mix of both residential and commercial 
development in the downtown, as appropriate. For projects 
fronting downtown streets, consider requiring that housing be 
located on upper floors, allowing for commercial uses on the 
ground floor.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing In 2012, the City approved the Merrill Gardens assisted living 
project which is a mixed use development with 72 senior 
housing units and 6,000 SF of commercial space. The City is 
currently processing an application for 66 condominium units 
with retail and a restaurant on the ground floor. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate-high. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
 

Program H-2.4.1:  Downtown Strategy and Specific Plan: 
Complete the Downtown Strategy and Specific Plan. Ensure that 
the policies and programs in the Specific Plan are consistent 
with this Chapter and do not add constraints to the 
development of housing in the Downtown.   

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City and Redevelopment Agency 
Scheduling: 2011 

Completed  
 

Adopted by unanimous vote of the City Council in September 
2012.  The policies and programs in the adopted Downtown 
Specific Plan are consistent with the housing chapter of the 
general plan and a number of them are aimed towards the 
removal of constraints on housing. In 2012, the City Council 
approved an amendment to the zoning code which makes 
housing a use allowed by right in the downtown commercial 
districts.   
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Comments 

Effectiveness:  High.  
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the implementation of the 
Downtown Specific Plan. 

Program H-2.4.2:  Multifamily Housing Development: Amend 
the Zoning Ordinance to allow the development of multifamily 
housing as of right in areas where such development now 
requires a discretionary land use permit.  Continue to require 
design review to ensure that developments are compatible with 
surrounding uses. 
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 

Completed 
 
 

This amendment to the zoning ordinance removes a 
governmental constraint on the production of housing in the 
downtown.   
 
Effectiveness:  High.  
 
Appropriateness: Completed. 
 

Program H-2.4.3:  RHNA Monitoring Program: Maintain the 
residential sites inventory that can accommodate the City’s 
regional housing needs allocation of 361 units.  Update the 
inventory annually to monitor the consumption of residential 
and mixed use properties.  If sites in the inventory are 
developed for non-housing purposes, new sites will be added to 
the inventory to ensure the City’s ongoing compliance with the 
“no net loss” provisions of Housing Element Law.   Post the 
Housing Element sites inventory on the City’s website as a tool 
for developers, and provide as a handout at the public counter.   

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as part of the Housing Element Annual 
Report 

Ongoing  The assessment is conducted annually. The assessment reveals 
that Lafayette has enough sites in the downtown to meet and 
exceed its regional housing needs allocations. The inventory has 
been posted on the City’s website. 
 
Effectiveness:  High.  
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-2.5.1:  Second Dwelling Unit Construction: 
Periodically review the existing Second Unit Ordinance and the 

Ongoing  In 2013, the City approved applications for three second units. 
The City Council has subsidized the fees for this type of 
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Status 

 
Comments 

number of such units that have been built in the past three 
years to determine what modifications of this section of the 
Zoning Ordinance may be required to increase the number of 
these units constructed. Continue to fast track processing for 
units meeting established. 
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City and Housing Developers  
Scheduling: Ongoing 

application. 
 
Effectiveness:   High.  Although few units are produced in a 
given year, this program is important because it provides an 
affordable housing type throughout the city.  Consider ways to 
increase the  number of second units in the next RHNA cycle. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 
 

Program H-2.6.1:  Manufactured Housing: Review standards for 
placement of manufactured housing units on permanent 
foundations in existing developments, and amend the Zoning 
Ordinance accordingly. Require that these structures conform 
to the City’s design review guidelines. Provide information and 
assistance to developers and private citizens interested in the 
use of manufactured housing components for residential 
expansion, conversion, or rehabilitation.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City  
Scheduling: 2012 

Completed  The City reviewed and updated its standards for the placement 
of manufactured housing units, including factory built, mobile, 
modular, and manufactured homes.  Manufactured housing is 
permitted on any property on which single-family homes are 
permitted and is to be treated the same as single-family homes 
regarding development standards and design review.  
 
Effectiveness: Low. The City issued no permits for 
manufactured housing units during the current or previous 
reporting periods.  
 
Appropriateness: Completed. 
 

Program H-2.7.1:  Infill Sites: Develop and maintain an inventory 
of vacant and/or underdeveloped residential land, 
distinguishing between land within the City limits and land 
within the City's Sphere of Influence.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City   
Scheduling: Completed 

Completed 
 
 

Effectiveness: Moderate to high.  This information has been 
provided to developers interested in building in Lafayette and 
posted on the City’s web site. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program and periodically 
update the inventory. 

Program H-2.8.1:  Housing Rehabilitation: Utilize Redevelopment Prior to the elimination of redevelopment, the Redevelopment 
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Comments 

redevelopment funds to assist in the rehabilitation and 
conservation of existing multiple family units as well as the 
construction of new units. Work with owners to ensure some 
units remain at below market rents.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as an ongoing program 
 

has been 
eliminated 
 

Agency committed $3.8M to Eden Housing towards the 
construction of a 46-unit project for very low income seniors.  
 
The City Council/Redevelopment Agency also required the 
Woodbury condominium project to income-restrict and make 
available 18 existing apartment units in downtown Lafayette to 
very low, lower and moderate income households. 
 
Effectiveness: High (when redevelopment agencies were in 
existence.) 
 
Appropriateness:  Remove this program given that 
redevelopment is no longer available as a tool to promote, fund 
and build affordable housing units.   

Program H-2.8.2: Redevelopment Funding Compliance: 
Continue to comply with State Redevelopment Law by requiring 
the set-aside of 20% of Redevelopment Tax Increment into a 
Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund, as well as requiring 
housing projects within the Redevelopment Project Area to 
provide at least 15% of the units as affordable.  Use funds 
collected in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund for 
the development, preservation and rehabilitation of affordable 
housing.   

 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/ Planning Department 
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Redevelopment 
has been 
eliminated 
 
  

Prior to the elimination of redevelopment and during the 
reporting period, the City conditioned a 23-unit townhouse 
project to set aside 15% of the units for households of very low 
and moderate income. 
 
Effectiveness:  High (when redevelopment agencies were in 
existence.) 
 
Appropriateness:  Remove this program given that 
redevelopment is no longer available as a tool to promote, fund 
and build affordable housing units. 

Program H-2.8.3: Redevelopment Funding Criteria: Develop 
criteria to prioritize the funding of affordable housing projects 
through the Agency’s 20% housing set aside funds.  Establish a 
target of contacting at least two affordable housing developers 

Redevelopment 
has been 
eliminated 
 

Effectiveness:  Unknown. 
 
Appropriateness: Remove this program given that 
redevelopment is no longer available as a tool to promote, fund 
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Comments 

in a fiscal year and offering them financial assistance if their 
projects meet the City’s housing goals.   Priority may be given to 
those projects that: 

 
1. Contain extremely low-income units or units for larger 

families 
2. Utilize a site in the housing inventory 
3. Meet more than one goal of the Housing Element 
4. Use the funds to leverage additional funding from the 

County, State or federal governments 
5. Consolidate small lots 
6. Require financial assistance to meet the City’s parking 

requirements on site 
 

Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/ Planning Department 
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: 2011 

 and build affordable housing units.  
 

Program H-2.8.4: Redevelopment Housing Implementation 
Plan: Adopt a housing implementation plan every five years. 
The plan shall contain programs that facilitate the 
development, preservation and rehabilitation of affordable 
housing and shall include funding allocations for each program. 

 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/ Planning Department 
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Completed  
 

Redevelopment 
has been 
eliminated 
 

In February 2010, Lafayette adopted a Five Year 
Implementation and Housing Compliance Plan (2010-2014) for 
the Lafayette Redevelopment Project Area. The 
Implementation Plan identified the following potential housing 
programs:   
 

(a) Emergency Housing Fund 
(b) Affordable Housing Grant Applications 
(c) Special Needs Housing 
(d) Family Housing 
(e) Housing Rehabilitation Assistance 
(f) Processing Fees Assistance 
(g) Purchase of Affordability Covenants 
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Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
Appropriateness: Remove this program given that 
redevelopment is no longer available as a tool to promote, fund 
and build affordable housing units.  

Program H-2.8.5: Notice of Funding Availability: It is estimated 
that by the end of the planning period the Redevelopment 
Agency housing set aside fund will total approximately $7.3 
million. Publish a Notice of Funding Availability in the local 
newspapers when monies in the Agency’s housing fund exceed 
$500,000. 

 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/ Planning Department 
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: Annually 

Redevelopment 
has been 
eliminated 
 
 
 

A NoFA was not published because the amount in the Agency’s 
housing fund did not exceed $500,000 during the reporting 
period.  
 
Effectiveness:  Unknown. 
 
Appropriateness: Remove this program given that 
redevelopment is no longer available as a tool to promote, fund 
and build affordable housing units.  
 

Program H-2.8.6: Lot Consolidation and Redevelopment of Non-
Vacant Sites: Where appropriate and available, provide 
assistance to developers of residential projects to redevelop 
non-vacant sites.  The program may include incentives for lot 
consolidation for affordable housing purposes such as: 

 
1. Streamlined permitting process, including scheduling 

joint meetings with City Boards 
2. Priority processing of applications 
3. Financial assistance from the Redevelopment Agency to 

pay the processing fees for lot consolidations and/or 
purchase and consolidate small and odd-shaped lots  

4. Technical assistance to property owners and developers 
including assessor parcel data as described in H-2.8.5, 
posting the inventory on the City’s web site, offering 
tours of the Downtown to prospective developers and 
scheduling pre-application meetings free of charge to 

Ongoing 
 

In 2013, the City held joint meetings of the City Council, 
Planning Commission and design Review Commission to 
consider a mixed use project in the downtown. 
 
The inventory of sites in the downtown has been posted on the 
City’s new website. The new website also contains an 
informational page on housing. 

 
The City’s website now has a map room where property owners 
and developers can access information on parcel size, zoning 
and other details. 
 
In 2012, the Woodbury project sought and received approval to 
pay impact fees at the certificate of occupancy stage. 

 
Effectiveness:  Moderate-high. 
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explain the City’s development standards and review 
process 

5. Fee deferrals to the Certificate of Occupancy phase of 
the project 

 
The development incentives contained within this section shall 
encourage the effective utilization and consolidation of parcels 
to encourage more viable development opportunities.  The City 
will monitor the effectiveness of these incentives on an annual 
basis and revise as needed. 

 
Responsibility: Redevelopment Agency/ Planning Department 
Financing: Redevelopment Agency/City   
Scheduling: 2011 and ongoing  

Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-3.1.2:  Housing Fund: Create a Housing Fund with 
contributions of funds collected from private and public sources 
to implement and/or supplement the City's housing programs. 
Consider funding programs specifically designed to make 
housing available to extremely low, very low, low and 
moderate-income populations. Use of the Housing Fund will be 
governed by guidelines as set out in the Municipal Code. There 
are several possible sources and uses of this fund. Loans, grants, 
developer fees and other funding sources could be used to 
reduce the cost of land acquisition and construction for 
affordable housing, and to prevent and reduce homelessness.  
Give priority to projects that contain extremely low-income 
units. 

 
Responsibility: Planning and Finance, City Manager  
Financing: City and other sources listed above 
Scheduling: 2012 

Not completed 
 

Effectiveness: Low after the elimination of redevelopment.  The 
Redevelopment Agency’s support of Eden’s senior project is 
one example of the success of this program. 
 
Appropriateness:  The City continues to seek ways to fund 
affordable housing. Program will be amended to explore 
possibility of linkage fees. 
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Program H-3.1.3:  Tax-Exempt Financing: Require developers 
utilizing tax-exempt financing to include language in 
agreements with the City permitting persons and households 
eligible for HUD Section 8 rental assistance or Housing Voucher 
Folders to apply for below-market-rate units provided in the 
development. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City and housing developers utilizing tax-exempt 
revenue bonds.   
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing Effectiveness: Moderate. 
 Appropriateness: Continue to encourage developers to use all 
types of financing to build affordable housing projects.  
 

Program H-3.1.4:  Available Funding: Support efforts to obtain 
available State and federal assistance to develop affordable 
housing for seniors, large households, households with children 
and those with special needs by providing City 
Council/Redevelopment Agency Board resolutions of support to 
developers of affordable housing projects. Also consider, on a 
case-by-case basis, providing the developers of affordable 
housing projects with Redevelopment Agency housing set aside 
funds to improve the chances of securing State and federal 
assistance.  Give funding priority to projects that contain 
extremely low-income units. Actively pursue such grant 
opportunities as the Transportation for Livable Communities 
and Station Area Grant. 
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: Local, State and federal sources 
Scheduling: Ongoing; includes Tax Credits (usually July and 
March); HOME/CDBG funds (November); AHP funds (March), 
and other HUD programs (usually once a year or more).  The 
City will support applications for all funding opportunities 

Ongoing 
 

Effectiveness: High. The City has and will continue to actively 
pursue grant opportunities. Redevelopment funds are no 
longer available. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 
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according to applicable NOFA schedules. 

Program H-3.1.5:  Establish an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance: 
Complete an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to require 
developers of residential developments outside the 
Redevelopment Area to provide up to 10% of their units at 
rents or purchase prices affordable to very-low to moderate 
income households.  Continue to enforce the 15% inclusionary 
requirement that is already in place within the Redevelopment 
Area.  The ordinance will include the implementation of an in-
lieu fee for certain housing developments.  The funds collected 
will be used to facilitate the development of additional 
affordable housing units.  

 
As part of this program, the City will consider development of a 
list of incentives for providing mandated units.  Preliminary 
discussions have included reduced finishes in BMR units, the 
payment of in-lieu fees rather than the building of units, 
customized analyses to determine in-lieu fees, etc.   In addition, 
the City will review the potential constraints on the cost and 
supply of housing again, as the ordinance is finalized, to ensure 
that no undue impacts occur given the conditions of the 
housing market at that time. 
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: Residential developers 
Scheduling: 2013 

Underway 
 
  

A draft inclusionary housing ordinance covering the former 
redevelopment project area (downtown) was scheduled to be 
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in 
November 2013. However, given the California Supreme 
Court’s recent ruling on Palo Alto's inclusionary housing 
ordinance, this task has been put on hold. 
 
Effectiveness:  Unknown at this time. 
 
Appropriateness:  Unknown at this time. Consider eliminating 
this program. 

Program H-3.2.1:  Senior Housing Overlay: Consider creating a 
Senior Housing Overlay Zoning District.  Include criteria that 
protect neighborhood character and assure good design, as well 
as flexible parking, setback and other requirements, where 
applicable.   

Completed 
 
 

Effectiveness:  High. In 2011, the City approved one 72-unit 
senior housing project under the terms of this overlay. 
 
Appropriateness: Completed.  
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Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Completed 

Program H-3.4.1:  Density Bonus Regulations: Consistent with 
State Density Bonus Law, support developments that provide 
affordable housing and/or senior housing utilizing density 
bonuses, when affordability is provided above and beyond what 
is already required in the redevelopment area.  Provide 
concessions and waivers as required by law. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City and developers 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Completed 
 

The City adopted a density bonus ordinance in 2014. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate.  
 
Appropriateness: Ordinance completed. Continue to support 
developments that provide affordable housing. 

Program H-3.5.1: Consider requiring that developers include 
three-bedroom units in proposed multifamily developments.  
As part of this analysis determine what percentage of the total 
units should be three bedroom units, and what size of 
development should trigger this requirement.  Provide fast 
tracking to projects that provide larger units suitable for 
families. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2012 

Ongoing The City continues to encourage developers to provide larger 
units in projects. One of the below market rate units in the 
Signature townhome project is a three bedroom unit.  
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
 

Program H-3.6.1:  Emergency Shelter: In conformance with the 
requirements of SB 2, revise the Zoning Ordinance to allow an 
emergency shelter as a permitted use in the General 
Commercial Zoning District 1 (Zoning Map symbol C-1), Require 
that the Uniform Housing Code (UHC) Space and Occupancy 
Standards be applied to shelters pursuant to Health and Safety 

Completed The emergency shelters ordinance was adopted by the City 
Council on September 10, 2012. 
 
Effectiveness:  Specific effectiveness unknown. No applications 
for shelters or transitional units were received during the 
reporting period. 
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Code §50807. Design Review approval shall also be required 
prior to issuance of a building permit.  Any shelter shall be 
limited in size to 30 or fewer beds, consistent with the unmet 
needs shown in the bi-annual homeless count conducted by the 
County.  In addition, any shelter developer must submit a 
management plan for the facility’s operation.  The City commits 
to ensuring that shelters will be subjected to the same 
development standards that apply to other allowed uses within 
these zones. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 

 
Appropriateness:  Completed. 
 

Program H-3.6.2:  Emergency Shelter Capacity Monitoring 
Program: Ensure that there are sufficient sites in appropriate 
zones to accommodate an emergency shelter of up to 30 beds.  
If C-1 sites identified in the inventory are developed for non-
shelter purposes, new sites and/or zones will be identified after 
a detailed analysis of available land has been conducted to 
ensure that the new sites are of appropriate size and have 
suitable and adequate capacity to accommodate the City’s 
emergency shelter needs. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually as part of the Annual Report on the 
Housing Element 

Ongoing The 2013 homeless count conducted by Contra Costa Health 
Services reveals that there were no homeless persons in 
Lafayette.  
 
Two sites in C-1 zone were developed for senior housing during 
the reporting period. However, although the inventory overlaps 
sites to accommodate emergency shelters and housing 
projects, it identifies the potential for over 700 units, and 
therefore the City is confident there are sufficient sites to 
accommodate an emergency shelter. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-3.7.1:  Ongoing Estimates of the Demand for 
Emergency Housing: Consult with the Contra Costa County Task 
Force on Homelessness to maintain ongoing estimates of the 
demand for emergency housing in Lafayette.   

Completed 
 

The 2013 homeless count conducted by Contra Costa Health 
Services reveals that there were no homeless persons in 
Lafayette.  
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Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing every other year 

Effectiveness:  Moderate.  The City will continue to participate 
in Countywide efforts to count the homeless. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 

Program H-4.1.1:  Equal Housing Opportunity: Promote equal 
housing opportunity by supporting the investigation and 
disposition of housing discrimination complaints.  Work with 
service providers to ensure that information is disseminated to 
the community as needed. 
 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Completed 
 

Pamphlets are available at City offices.   
 
Effectiveness: Moderate.  Since the City is not equipped to 
handle housing discrimination complaints, it will refer inquiries 
to the appropriate agencies. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program. 

Program H-4.1.2:  Nondiscrimination Clauses: Provide 
nondiscrimination clauses in rental agreements and deed 
restrictions for housing constructed with City assistance.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 
 

Ongoing  Nondiscrimination clauses in rental agreements and deed 
restrictions are required for housing constructed with City 
assistance.  
 
Effectiveness: Moderate.   Nondiscrimination clauses were 
included in the agreements with Eden Housing and Town 
Center Phase II developments, both of which received City/RDA 
financing. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue with the program.  

Program H-5.1.1:  Fast-Track Processing: Provide fast track 
processing for projects with affordable housing. Fast track 
processing means giving projects with affordable housing units 
a priority over other non-public health and safety related 
projects in the processing and review by City staff. It does not 
mean eliminating any of the City’s regular public notice and 
hearings or other project review procedures.  Publicize this 
incentive by adding it to the City’s development application 

Ongoing No applications for affordable housing were received in 2013. 
 
Effectiveness:  High.     
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 
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forms and posting it on the City’s web site. 
 

Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Program H-5.1.2: Application Fees: Consider a reduction in 
development application fees for housing projects containing 
25% or more units that are affordable to extremely low, very 
low, low and moderate income households. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing No development proposal qualified for the reduction in 2013. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
 

Program H-5.1.3: Development Impact Fees: Consider deferring 
the collection of City impact fees to the certificate of occupancy 
stage for projects containing 25% or more units that are 
affordable to very low, low and moderate income households. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing 
 

The City approved a request from the developers of the 
Woodbury to defer collection of impact fees to the certificate 
of occupancy stage. The 56-unit Woodbury project is 
conditioned to provide 18 affordable units (5 very low, 5 low, 8 
moderate) at an off-site location. 
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 

Program H-5.1.4:  CEQA Process: Follow CEQA procedures to 
expedite permit processing for all development, including a) 
encouraging preliminary project review by staff and b) 
considering the use of mitigated negative declarations, focused 
EIR’s and other procedures where appropriate.  

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

Ongoing 
 

Development projects are reviewed for compliance with CEQA.  
Most infill housing projects in the neighborhoods receive 
categorical exemptions.  
 
Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness:  Continue with the program. 
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Program H-5.1.5:  Review and Revise the Zoning Ordinance. 
Review the Zoning Ordinance and consider revisions to the 
following governmental constraints on the development of 
housing:  

a)  Consider the strict regulation of the conversion of 
existing multiple family residential units in the C, C-1, 
SRB, and RB Zoning Districts.  

b) Include definitions for the following.  Ensure that zoning 
districts where these uses are allowed clearly identify 
such uses. 
 group homes 
 emergency shelters 
 residential care facilities 
 senior housing 
 foster care home 
 family care home 
 transitional housing 
 supportive housing 
 Single-Room Occupancy units 

c)  Ensure that the definition of “family” is consistent with 
State and federal law. 

d) Add language to the Code that specifically indicates that 
transitional housing and supportive housing are 
residential uses subject only to those restrictions that 
apply to other residential uses of the same type in the 
same zone. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2012 

Completed. Effectiveness: High. 
Appropriateness: Completed. 

Program H-5.1.6:  Downtown Specific Plan Implementation. Underway This task is on the approved 2014-15 work plan for the 
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Following the Downtown Specific Plan adoption, revise the 
zoning ordinance to address the following constraints on the 
development of housing:  

 
Parking 
Develop and establish measures such as allowing tandem 
spaces, car lifts and other creative ways to accommodate 
required parking for developments.   
 
Upper story setback requirements in the C, C-1 and MRO 
districts 
Develop design guidelines that would allow the City to 
reduce or eliminate the third story setback requirements in 
the C, C-1 and MRO districts if appropriate findings such as 
compatibility with adjacent development, view and solar 
protection can be met.  As an alternative, develop a set of 
criteria for waiving the setback requirements for irregular 
lots in the Downtown. 

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: 2011 and 2012 

department. This program is very similar to H-2.4.1: Downtown 
Strategy and Specific Plan. 
 
Effectiveness: High when completed. 
 
Appropriateness: Merge program with H-2.4.1: Downtown 
Strategy and Specific Plan. 

Program H-5.3.1:  Annual Report: Prepare an annual report to 
the City Council and Planning Commission that describes the 
amount and type of housing activity correlated with an updated 
summary of the City's housing needs.   

 
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Annually  

Ongoing 
 
 

Effectiveness:  Moderate. 
 
Appropriateness: Continue the program. 
 

Program H-5.3.2:  Demographic Information: Update Ongoing  Effectiveness: Moderate. 
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Program  
 
Status 

 
Comments 

demographic information as the complete results of the 2010 
Census, and other data, become available.  
Responsibility: Planning Department 
Financing: City 
Scheduling: Ongoing 

   
Appropriateness: Continue to update data.   

  
 



Appendix B.xlsx

Site Name APN Area

Mathematical 

Capacity ELI/ VLI LI MOD AMOD Total

% of 

Mathematical 

Capacity

Effective 

Density 

(du/ac)

Included in 

previous 

Element

Distance to 

grocery store

Distance to 

BART Site Conditions/Notes

6% 

inclusionary 

units

1 Guinan Blaney 241-010-022, 023, 029 0.81 28 1 22 23 81% 28 Y 0.45 0.65 Hilly site; adjacent to multi family; realistic capacity factors in difficult site 

constraints. Assumes all housing project
1

2 Woodbury 241-010-024,033,034,040 2.42 85 56 56 66% 23 Y 0.35 0.58
In 2012, the developer requested, and the City approved a reduction to 56 

units.  The City has required the developer to income-restrict eighteen units (5 

very low, 5 lower, 8 moderate) in an existing apartment complex (Palo Verde)

3

3 Kelly Moore 241-050-006,007,017,018 0.95 33 1 23 24 72% 25 Y 0.25 0.47 Level site. Adjacent to multi family; realistic capacity assumes mixed use 

development (housing over commercial)
1

4 Celia's 241-020-013,014,015 2.37 83 30 30 6 66 80% 28 Y 0.07 0.25 Level site, backs up to the aqueduct ROW.  Realistic capacity assumes mixed 

use development (housing over commercial)
4

5 Diamond K 241-030-002,003,004,031 1.50 53 18 18 4 40 76% 27 Y 0.07 0.30 Level in front, drops down in the rear.  Adjacent to multi family and offices; 

realistic capacity takes advantage of topography and assumes mixed use 

development (housing over commercial)

2

6 TC III 243-040-035 1.47 51 8 61 69 134% 47 Y 0.25 0.00 Plans for a 69-unit condo project were approved in 2012.  Eight MOD units will 

be provided on-site.  There is a possibility that building permits will be issued in 

the current RHNA period.

4

7 Spruzzo 243-150-017 0.38 13 1 9 10 75% 26 Y 0.19 0.19 Small level site. Located near apartments and offices; realistic capacity takes 

into consideration site conditions. Assumes all housing project
1

8 949 Moraga / Church 243-180-016, 243-210-

013,014,015,016,004
2.26 79 29 29 58 73% 26 Y 0.35 0.22 Level site in rear bounded by creek; contains mature oak trees.  Land slopes up 

towards Moraga Road. Realistic capacity takes into consideration site 

conditions. Note that the site can be broken up and viewed as two separate 

development sites – (1) church   parking lot, (2) properties fronting Moraga 

Road. Assumes mixed use development (housing over commercial)

3

9 Bruzzone 234-041-001 2.38 83 34 32 66 79% 28 Y 0.45 0.54 Flat site; bounded on three sides by roads and fourth by creek.  Southern end 

of the downtown; realistic capacity takes into consideration site conditions. 

Assumes all housing project

4

10 Park Theater 243-222-013,014,015,016,017 0.96 34 2 24 26 77% 27 Y 0.12 0.35 Site bounded by creek on south side.  Existing senior housing project south of 

creek; realistic capacity assumes mixed use development (housing over 

commercial)

2

11 GG Way 243-232-010,011,012,013 0.74 26 1 18 19 73% 26 Y 0.28 0.52 Flat site, narrow depth of lots -- multi family to the west; realistic capacity 

assumes mixed use development (housing over commercial)
1

12 Taco Bell - Hamlin 243-221-002.003,012,020 0.80 28 1 19 20 71% 25 Y 0.16 0.41 Change in topography between Golden Gate Way and Mt. Diablo Blvd. New 

library building to the east; realistic capacity assumes mixed use development 

(housing over commercial)

1

13 Boswell's - Haws 243-231-009,010,021, 243-231-

022
1.48 52 12 12 12 36 69% 24 Y 0.23 0.48 Change in topography between Golden Gate Way and Mt. Diablo Blvd. Upper 

portion on Mt. Diablo Blvd. is flat.  Realistic capacity assumes mixed use 

development (housing over commercial)

2

14 Link's 243-011-016,030,042,056 0.96 34 2 23 25 74% 26 Y 0.32 0.57 Slight change in topography.  Adjacent to multi family; realistic capacity 

assumes mixed use development (housing over commercial)
2

16 Blackwood Lane 233-040-006,007,035,026,027 1.40 49 14 14 8 36 73% 26 Y 0.40 0.60 Linear site; significant rise in topography from south to north and can be used to 

increase the number of units.  Multi family to the west; realistic capacity 

assumes mixed use development (housing over commercial)

2

17 Conti 233-040-024,039 0.80 28 1 20 21 75% 26 Y 0.40 0.60 Level site. Adjacent to multi family (Eden); realistic capacity assumes mixed use 

development (housing over commercial)
1

19 Stuart Street (east) 233-021-011,012,017 0.60 21 1 15 16 76% 27 Y 0.60 0.87 Hilly site.  Adjacent to residential; realistic capacity takes into consideration site 

conditions. Assumes all housing project
1

20 Ace Auto - Service Center 233-022-003,004,005,006 0.80 28 1 19 20 71% 25 Y 0.73 0.92 Level site.  Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development (housing over 

commercial)
1

21 Park Terrace 233-131-020,022 2.16 76 1 2 15 18 24% 8 Y 1.27 1.52 Hilly site; approved for 18 condominiums. All housing project 1

A Lennox - Mountain View 243-070-011 0.32 11 8 8 71% 25 N 0.06 0.30 Preliminary Plans for an 8-unit condominium project

B Lincoln Building 243-232-027 & 243-232-028 1.47 51 15 15 10 40 78% 27 N 0.20 0.50 Existing ~40 unit building with ~26 illegally converted to commercial.  Owner 

interested in tearing down and building housing.

D Scattered sites SF Homes 45 45 45 100% N Represents annual SF home permits over 8-year period.

E Palo Verde 241-050-004 1.17 41 5 5 8 18 44% 15 N 0.10 0.50 Off-site restricted units planned for Woodbury.

F Bollinger 237-160-033, 034, 035, 060, 061, 

237-420-006, 007
160.86 32 32 32 100% 0.20 N 1.90 4.10 Vacant lot in a hillside area zoned for single familiy residental development

189.1 1,064 158 126 99 409 792 74%

RHNA 138 78 85 99 400

114% 162% 116% 413% 198%

Total Lower-Income 383

RHNA 301

% of RHNA 127%
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Site A – Lennox 

APN: 243-070-011 

  

Trader Joe’s 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

 

Single Family 

Residential 

 



 

 

Site B – Lincoln Building 

APNs: 243-232-027 & 028 

  

Single Family 

Residential 

 

Commercial 

Commercial 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

 

Lafayette 

Elementary 

School 

 

Lafayette Library  

& Learning Center 

 

Safeway &  

Whole Foods 

 



 

 

Site E – Palo Verde 

APN: 241-050-004 

Single Family 

Residential 

 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

 

Veterans 

Memorial  

Building 

 

Office 

 

Office 

 

Proposed 

Multi-Family 

Residential 

 

Commercial 



 

 

Site F – Bollinger 
APNs: 237-160-033, 034, 035, 060 & 061,  

237-420-006 & 007 

 

Single Family 
Residential 

Vacant Single-
Family Residential  

Single Family 
Residential 

Single Family 
Residential 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 1 

Number Item Data 

1.  Parcel numbers 241-010-022, 023, 029 

2.  Size (acres)  0.81 

3.  GP designation West End Commercial 

4.  Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5.  Vacant (Y/N) N 

6.  If not vacant, existing uses Two 2-story office buildings, one 2-story residence 

7.  Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8.  Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Site is irregularly shaped and relatively steep. Lots have a 
combined frontage of approximately 350’ along Risa Road 
with a 20’-25’ difference in grade between the southern 
and northern boundaries.   

9.  Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10.  Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Adjacent to existing multi family and a proposed 65 unit  
residential condominium project; realistic capacity factors 
in difficult site constraints  

11.  Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

12.  Distance to transit (miles) 0.65 

13.  Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.45 

14.  Realistic development capacity 
calculation accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls 
(dwelling units) 

23 

15.  Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 1: Detailed analysis of parcels 

  
241-010-022 

 
241-010-023 

 
241-010-029 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.26 0.26 0.29 0.81 

Existing uses Office Office Single family 
home 

 

Status Operating 
business  

 Operating 
business  

Occupied home   

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 9 9 10 28 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

5 5 5 15 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

In 2005, the City Council created a Senior Housing Task Force to help it 
meet its goal of providing affordable senior housing in Lafayette. The task 
force evaluated all sites listed in the previous housing element’s inventory 
as well as sites that had been previously considered for higher density 
housing. Letters were mailed to the owners of all properties in the 
inventory enquiring if there was interest in having the properties 
considered for this higher density use.  The property owners of all three 
parcels in Site 1 expressed interest in having their properties considered.   
Given owner interest and the City’s experience with lot consolidation on 
other parcels, such as The Woodbury, the Lafayette Mercantile, SRM’s 
acquisition on Second Street and others, this site could be developed within 
the planning period. 

This site can either be developed on its own or combined with the adjacent 
site (Site #2). 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Site is irregularly shaped and relatively steep. Lots have a combined 
frontage of approximately 350’ along Risa Road with a 20’-25’ difference in 
grade between the southern and northern boundaries.   

The three APNs that make up this site have a maximum realistic capacity of 
5 units per APN because of the significant site constraints.  Although 
mathematically each site could have 9 or ten units developed on it, it is 
unlikely that this maximum buildout could be achieved.   

Relocation Issues Uses will have to be relocated if housing is built on this site. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE 2 

Number Item Data 

1.  Parcel numbers 241-010-024, 033, 034, 040  

2.  Size (acres) 2.42 

3.  GP designation West End Commercial 

4.  Zoning designation P-1 

5.  Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6.  If not vacant, existing uses Old single storey motel buildings were demolished after 
project received approval. 

7.  Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8.  Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Site has a gentle slope from north to south. The EBMUD 
aqueduct right-of-way lies to the south of this site. 

9.  Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10.  Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

City originally approved an 80 unit project (The Woodbury) 
which was reduced to 56 at the developer's request. 18 
affordable units to be provided off site in an existing 
apartment complex. 

11.  Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

12.  Distance to transit (miles) 0.58 

13.  Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.35  

14.  Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

Approved for 56 units, plus 18 units of affordable off-site. 

15.  Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 2: Detailed analysis of parcels 

  
241-010-024 

 
241-010-033 

 
241-010-034 

 
241-010-040 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.65 0.67 0.34 0.76 2.42 

Existing uses Former motel 
(closed down in 

2008) 

Former 
motel 

(closed 
down in 

2008) 

Former 
motel 

(closed 
down in 

2008) 

Former 
restaurant 

(closed 
down in 

2008) 

 

Status Three story motel 
building has been 
retained and the 

units are 
temporarily being 
rented out until 
building permits 

are issued for The 
Woodbury 

Vacant; 
building 

demolished 

Vacant; 
building 

demolished 

Vacant; 
building 

demolished 

 

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

23 23 12 27 85 

Maximum Realistic 
Units on Individual Lots 

18 19 6 21 64 

 

Potential for 
parcel 
consolidation 

Single owner. All parcels were purchased by the developer of a proposed 65-unit 
residential condominium project in 2008. The project received approval in 2007.  

Methodology 
used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

The number of units (56) is what was approved by the City Council. Note that the City 
originally approved an 80 unit project which was reduced to 56 at the developer's 
request.  

Each of the individual APNs included in this aggregated site are significant enough in size 
to generate a significant number of units individually.  At 35 units to the acre, the 
mathematical capacity is a total of 85 units.  Applying an 80% of maximum rule of thumb 
for the realistic capacity of each site, the range of units on individual APNs are from 10 to 
21 units, for a total of 68 units.  However, the issue of individual APN development is at 
this time moot, since a project on the entire site has been approved and the site is under 
single ownership.   

It should be noted that in addition to the 56 units approved on site, the developer has 
agreed to provide 18 units of affordable housing (5 very low, 5 lower and 8 moderate 
income) at another location (See Site E).   

Relocation Issues None.   
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 3 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 241-050-006, 007, 017, 018 

2 Size (acres) 0.95 

3 GP designation West End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) One building is boarded up 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Restaurant building, 2 office buildings 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Flat site adjacent to existing multifamily residential complex.  

9 Infrastructure including 
planned water, sewer, and 
other dry utilities supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development 
capacity calculation 
(accounting for site 
improvements & land use 
controls) 

24 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Several restaurants have operated for short periods of time and 
closed at this location. There have also been previous noise and 
nuisance complaints associated with the operation of a restaurant 
so close to a residential development.  One building has been 
boarded up for many years. Realistic capacity assumes mixed use 
development, with ground floor retail facing Mt. Diablo. With 
mixed-use development on site, this reduces the maximum 
realistic capacity of housing units to 25. 

12 Identification of zoning 
appropriate for housing for 
lower-income households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.47 

14 Distance to grocery store 
(miles) 

0.25  

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 3: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

 
 

 
241-050-006 

 
241-050-007 

 
241-050-017 

 
241-050-018 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.45 0.95 

Existing uses None  Realty 
offices 

Nail salon, 
offices 

None  

Status Vacant, 
boarded up, 
built in 1940 

Operating 
business  

Operating 
businesses, 

built in 1965 

Restaurant, 
built in 1945 

 

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 6 5 7 16 33 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

3 2 4 11 20 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Although the parcels are under separate ownership, one of the four 
buildings on the site is vacant and has been boarded-up for several years. 
The site is flat, adjacent to a multi family development and within walking 
distance to BART – factors that make it attractive to mixed use or 
residential developers.  

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity assumes 
mixed use development (commercial on ground floor, housing above).  
This is consistent with the direction set forth in the draft Downtown 
Specific Plan which presently requires commercial uses on the ground 
floor of buildings fronting Mt. Diablo Blvd.  The capacity for residential in 
this configuration is therefore less than it would be were the site used 
completely for residential. 

Individual APNs for this site could be developed one at a time but the 
capacity would be difficult to achieve at maximum levels.  This is 
principally the result of the smallness of the sites, which vary from 0.14 
acres to 0.45 acres.  Although the largest APN could conceivably carry 
more units, it still would be a very small development.   

 

Relocation Issues Potentially minor and potentially only temporary – some of the businesses 
can be worked into the ground floor commercial portion of the mixed use 
development. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 4 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 241-020-013, 014, 015, 008 

2 Size (acres) 2.37 

3 GP designation West End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Auto repair, consultative services, restaurant 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Flat site adjacent to the EBMUD aqueduct right of way 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

60 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development. The 
City processed a study session in March 2009 for a mixed 
use project containing 46 residential units on one parcel 
of this site. In May 2010, City staff met again with the 
developer to review updated plans for a mixed use 
project. The current project calls for 66 units. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.25 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.07 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 4: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 
 

 
241-020-013 

 
241-020-014 

 
241-020-015 

 
241-020-008 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 1.17 0.30 0.18 0.72 2.37 

Existing uses Auto repair, 
salon, 

insurance 
services, etc. 
built in 1950 

Offices Offices Restaurant 
built in 1938 

 

Status Operating 
businesses 

Operating 
businesses 

Operating 
businesses 

Operating 
business 

 

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 41 11 6 25 83 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

33 5 4 18 60 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

The site is flat and within walking distance to BART – factors that make it attractive to 
mixed use or residential developers. In March 2009, a study session on parcel 241-020-
013 was held by the Design Review Commission to consider a proposal for a ~75,000 sq. 
ft. three-story mixed use development over subterranean parking. The plans called for 
retail on the ground floor and approximately 46 residential units above. The proposal 
was well received by the Commission. 

Even if all the parcels are not consolidated, the two larger parcels (241-020-013 and 241-
020-008) can be developed individually and can accommodate a total of about 60 
residential units. 

In May 2010, the property owner of Parcel 241-020-013 met with staff to review revised 
plans for the mixed use project (multifamily residential, retail) Project to be scheduled 
for a study session with the Design Review Commission in the fall of 2010. As previously 
stated, this parcel is large enough that it can be developed independently; however, 
because it fronts on Mt Diablo Blvd. the number of units able to be achieved would be 
less than maximum because of the need to provide a mixed-use development.  If the 
parcels are consolidated and developed as a whole, there is an opportunity for the 
existing restaurant to be incorporated into the new development. Given owner interest 
and the City’s experience with lot consolidation on other parcels, such as The Woodbury, 
the Lafayette Mercantile and others, this site could be developed within the planning 
period. 

Methodology used 
to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity assumes mixed use 
development (commercial on ground floor, housing above and in the rear of the site). 
This is consistent with the direction set forth in the draft Downtown Specific Plan which 
presently requires commercial uses on the ground floor of buildings fronting Mt. Diablo 
Blvd. 

Relocation Issues Potentially minor and potentially only temporary – some of the businesses like the 
restaurant can be worked into the ground floor commercial portion of the mixed use 
development. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 5 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 241-030-002, 003, 004, 031 

2 Size (acres) 1.50 

3 GP designation West End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Building materials supply store and materials storage area, 
offices 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Level in front, drops down in the rear.  Adjacent to multi 
family and offices. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

40 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Site is underutilized as it is located within walking distance 
to BART and services. Realistic capacity takes advantage of 
topography and assumes mixed use development 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.30 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.07 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 5: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 
 

 
241-030-002  

 
241-030-003 

 
241-030-004 

 
241-030-031  

 
Total 

Size (acres) 1.00 0.12 0.16 0.22 1.50 

Existing uses Stone and 
yard 

supplies, 
built in 1946 

Art gallery Contractor’s 
office/yard, 
built in 1949 

Contractor’s 
office/yard, 
built in 1947 

  

Status Operating 
business 

Operating 
business 

Operating 
business 

Operating 
business 

  

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 35 4 6 8 53 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

20 2 3 4 29 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels 241-030-004 and 241-030-031 are in common ownership. The site 
is adjacent to a multifamily development and within walking distance to 
BART and grocery stores – factors that make it attractive to mixed use or 
residential developers.  Given the City’s experience with lot consolidation 
on other parcels, such as the Woodbury, the Lafayette Mercantile and 
others, this site could be developed within the planning period. 

Individual APNs for this site could be developed one at a time but the 
capacity would be difficult to achieve at maximum levels.  This is 
principally the result of the smallness of the sites, which vary from 0.12 
acres to 1.00 acre.  Although the largest APN could conceivably carry more 
units, it still would be a small development, especially given the City’s goal 
of providing mixed-use developments along Mt. Diablo Blvd. 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity takes advantage of the change in topography between 
the front of the site and the rear. There is about a ten foot drop in 
elevation between the front and rear of this site. Given the lot depth of 
the site, it would be possible to accommodate an additional story in the 
rear of the site. 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity assumes 
mixed use development (commercial on ground floor, housing above and 
in the rear of the site).  Individually, the smaller APNs could probably only 
achieve 50% of maximum capacity. 

 

Relocation Issues Uses will have to be relocated if housing is built on this site. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 6 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-040-035 

2 Size (acres) 1.47 

3 GP designation Downtown Core 

4 Zoning designation P-1 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6 If not vacant, existing uses - 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Level site adjacent to the BART station. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

69 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

KB Home owns which is governed by a development 
agreement. This is the remaining portion of a PUD 
approved for 69 units. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre across entire PUD site 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.0 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.25 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 6: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

 
 

 
243-040-035 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 1.47 1.47 

Existing uses Vacant land   

Status Processing 
application   

  

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

51 51 

Maximum Realistic Units 
on Individual Lots 

82 82 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Not applicable. Single parcel. 

 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

KB Home owns which is governed by a development agreement. This 
is the remaining portion of a PUD approved for 69 units  

Relocation Issues None.  Parcel is vacant land. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 7 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-150-017 

2 Size (acres) 0.38 

3 GP designation Downtown Core 

4 Zoning designation SRB (Special Retail Business) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6 If not vacant, existing uses - 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Small level site. Located near apartments and offices; 
realistic capacity takes into consideration site 
conditions 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

10 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

- 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.19 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.19 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 7: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

 
 

 
243-150-017 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.38 0.38 

Existing uses Vacant land   

Status None   

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

13 13 

Maximum Realistic Units 
on Individual Lots 

10 10 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Not applicable. Single parcel. 

 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

The realistic capacity assumes an all-residential project.  Considering 
the nature of the site and its size, the buildout assumes a maximum 
of about 80% of the mathematical capacity, or 10 units. 

Note that the property owner has acquired an adjacent parcel and 
has indicated via letter to HCD dated August 18, 2010 that he intends 
to build a mixed use project containing approximately 50 residential 
units. 

 

 

Relocation Issues None.  Parcel is vacant land. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 8 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-180-016, 243-210-013,014,015,016,004 

2 Size (acres) 2.26 

3 GP designation High density multi family residential, Downtown Core, 
Administrative/Professional Office 

4 Zoning designation MRA/MRO/RB ((Multiple family 
residential/Professional office, Retail Business District) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Parking lot for a church,  single story doctor and 
insurance offices, two residences (1 vacant) 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Level site in rear bounded by creek; contains mature 
oak trees.  Land slopes up towards Moraga Road.  

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

58 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity takes advantage of changes in 
topography. Properties fronting Moraga Road are 
underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.22 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.35 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 8: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

  243-
180-
016 

243-210-
013 

243-210-
014 

243-210-
015 

243-210-
016 

243-210-
004 

Total 

Size (acres) 1.06 0.12 0.35 0.10 0.17 0.46 2.26 

Existing uses Parking 
lot 

Office, 
built in 
1950 

Vacant 
house 

Parking 
lot 

Office, 
built in 
1947 

House, 
built in 
1949 

 

Status              

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

37 4 12 4 6 16 79 

Maximum Realistic 
Units on Individual 
Lots 

28 2 6 2 3 8 49 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Four of the contiguous parcels are in common ownership (243-210-013, 
014, 015 and 016) and the City recently acquired them. The parcels will 
be initially used for public parking while the City works with the church 
on a joint development project. The City is in ongoing contact with the 
church to determine if it would be willing to participate in a joint 
project that would permit higher density housing on the parking lot and 
provide convenient parking for the church. 

The site is adjacent to multifamily development and within walking 
distance to BART and grocery stores – factors that make it attractive to 
mixed use or residential developers.  Note that the site can be broken 
up and viewed as two separate development sites – (1) church parking 
lot, (2) properties fronting Moraga Road. 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity takes advantage of the change in topography 
between the front of the site and the rear. There is about a twenty foot 
drop in elevation between the parcels fronting Moraga Road and the 
church’s parking lot. This would allow for additional floors for either 
parking or residential use to be accommodated in the rear of the site. 

Individually, the smaller APNs would be difficult to develop at more 
than about 50% of maximum, while the larger parcels could potentially 
be developed closer to 80%.   Because the site fronts Moraga Road, the 
realistic capacity assumes mixed use development (commercial on 
ground floor fronting the street, housing above and in the rear of the 
site) 

Relocation Issues As part of the acquisition of the four parcels, the City will relocate the 
existing uses.  
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 9 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 234-041-001 

2 Size (acres)  2.38 

3 GP designation Administrative, professional office & high density multi family 
residential 

4 Zoning designation MRO (Multiple family residential/Professional office) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6 If not vacant, existing uses - 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Flat site; bounded on three sides by roads and fourth by creek.  
Southern end of the downtown; realistic capacity takes creek 
setback requirements and access issues into consideration 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry 
utilities supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use 
controls) 

66 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

- 

12 Identification of zoning 
appropriate for housing for 
lower-income households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.54 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.45 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 9: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

 
 

 
234-041-001 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 2.38 2.38 

Existing uses Vacant land   

Status None   

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

83 83 

Maximum Realistic Units 
on Individual Lots 

60 60 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Not applicable. Single parcel. 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity takes creek setback requirements and access issues 
into consideration and assumes an all-residential project.  While the 
maximum capacity for this site mathematically could be as high as 83 
units, given the site constraints the maximum realistic capacity 
would be likely less than 80% of maximum, or 66 units. 

 

Relocation Issues None – parcel is vacant  
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 10 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-222-0131,014,015,016,017 

2 Size (acres)  0.96 

3 GP designation Downtown Core 

4 Zoning designation RB (Retail Business district) and R-6 (single family residential) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Movie theater (vacant for 3 years), parking lots, vacant parcel 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Site bounded by creek on south side.  Existing senior housing 
project south of creek.  

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry 
utilities supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use 
controls) 

26 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development and takes 
into account site constraints. Properties are underutilized given 
zoning potential. 

In 2008, this site was evaluated by Eden Housing, Inc. who 
deemed it to be suitable for multifamily development.  
Preliminary plans for an independent living senior housing 
project were prepared and submitted to the Senior Housing Task 
Force for review. Eden however was unable to come to terms 
with the property owner on the asking price.  

12 Identification of zoning 
appropriate for housing for 
lower-income households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.35 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.12 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 

                                                 
1
 While the parcel in question is zoned single family, its historical use is that of a commercial parking lot. The parcel is accessed from 

Golden Gate Way – a commercial street. The owner of the parcel has leased the 21 spaces to nearby businesses.  It is flanked on the east, 
west and north by commercially zoned properties. If redeveloped, it will most likely be rezoned commercial  
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 10: Detailed analysis of parcels 

   
243-222-013 

 
243-222-

014 

 
243-222-

015 

 
243-222-016 

 
243-222-

017 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.31 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.27 0.96 

Existing uses Parking lot Vacant Vacant Parking lot Movie 
theater 

(closed for 
3 years), 
built in 
1941 

 

Status            

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

11 5 5 4 9 34 

Maximum Realistic 
Units on Individual 
Lots 

4 2 2 2 4 14 
 

 

Potential for 
parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels 243-222-013 and 243-222-014 are in common ownership as are Parcels 243-222-015 
and 243-222-016. The owner of the movie theater has expressed an interest in developing a 
mixed use project (housing over commercial) on the site and has contacted owners of the 
other parcel to determine their interest in selling the lots.  

In 2008, this site was evaluated by Eden Housing, Inc. who deemed it to be suitable for 
multifamily development.  Preliminary plans for a 45 unit independent living senior housing 
project were prepared and submitted it to the Senior Housing Task Force for review. Eden 
however was unable to come to terms with the property owner on the asking price. 

Methodology 
used to 
calculate 
realistic 
capacity 

Realistic capacity takes the narrow depths of parcels into consideration and assumes a mixed 
use development (housing over commercial).  This is based in part on Eden Housing’s 
extensive site review as part of its efforts to discern the viability of this site for senior housing 
and the fact that non-senior housing units are larger in area than senior housing units.  

The individual APNs would be very difficult to develop individually for housing because of the 
site constraints, including the lot shapes and the fact there is a creek running behind the 
property.  Although mathematically there could be as many as 34 units, it is unlikely that 
more than 26 units could be built.   

Relocation 
Issues 

Two of the lots are vacant, and another includes a vacant movie theatre whose prospects for 
re-use are marginal at best. Parking in the two operating lots would have to be relocated or 
accommodated on site. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 11 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-232-010,011,012,013 

2 Size (acres)  0.73 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Small businesses, parking lots 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Flat site, narrow depth of lots -- multi family to the west, 
creek to the rear.  

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

19 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development. 
Properties are underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.52 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.28 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 11: Detailed analysis of parcels 

   
243-232-010 

 
243-232-

011 

 
243-232-

012 

 
243-232-013 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.09 0.15 0.21 0.28 0.73 

Existing uses Retail Parking lot Pool 
supplies, 
built in 
1941 

Parking lot  

Status Operating 
business 

  Operating 
business 

   

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 3 5 7 10 26 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

2 3 4 5 13 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

The Lafayette Library and Learning Center opened in November 2009.  Since its 
opening, the level of pedestrian activity along Golden Gate Way has increased 
tremendously. As anticipated, the City is receiving more inquiries about 
development opportunities (housing and retail) along this street. The draft 
Downtown Specific Plan envisions that the Library “will be a hub of community 
activities seven days a week and into the evenings; therefore, uses that take 
advantage of and create relationships with these activities will be the focus of this 
area. These include restaurants, stores, offices, senior housing, family housing, 
and additional civic uses.”   

The potential for lot consolidation for this particular site is challenging because 
each parcel is in separate ownership. But given the site’s location adjacent to the 
Library, elementary and middle schools and the draft Specific Plan’s vision for 
Golden Gate Way as a retail and residential street, the City believes that it should 
be listed as a potential site in this inventory.  Further, given developer interest, 
the intensification of development trends in this area, and the City’s experience 
with lot consolidation on other parcels, such as the Woodbury, the Lafayette 
Mercantile and others, this site could be developed within the planning period. 

Methodology used to 
calculate realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity takes the narrow depths of parcels into consideration and 
assumes a mixed use development (housing over commercial) 

Individually it would be extremely difficult to develop these parcels for housing 
because of their small sizes.  Assuming a realistic development capacity of 
approximately 50% of mathematical, the most any individual APN could achieve is 
probably 5 units.  However, as consolidated, these APNs could collectively provide 
about 19 units. 

Relocation Issues Potentially minor and potentially only temporary - the businesses can be worked 
into the ground floor commercial portion of the mixed use development. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 12 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-221-002.003,012,020 

2 Size (acres)  0.80 

3 GP designation Downtown Core 

4 Zoning designation RB (Retail Business) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Two eating establishments, dry cleaners, offices, excess City 
right of way 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Change in topography between Golden Gate Way and Mt. 
Diablo Blvd. New library building to the east.   

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

20 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Site is underutilized as it is located within walking distance 
to BART and services. Realistic capacity takes advantage of 
topography and assumes mixed use development 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.41 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.16 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 12: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
243-221-002 

 
243-221-

003 

 
243-221-

012 

 
243-221-020 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.14 0.22 0.19 0.25 0.80 

Existing uses Restaurant, 
built in 1950 

Cleaners Offices Fast food  

Status  Operating 
business 

Operating 
business 

Operating 
businesses 

Operating 
business 

 

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 5 8 7 9 28 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

2 4 3 4 13 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels 243-221-002 and 243-221-003 are in common ownership. The Lafayette 
Library and Learning Center opened in November 2009. Since its opening, the 
level of pedestrian activity along Golden Gate Way has increased tremendously. 
As anticipated, the City is receiving more inquiries about development 
opportunities (housing and retail) along this street. The draft Downtown 
Specific Plan envisions that the Library “will be a hub of community activities 
seven days a week and into the evenings; therefore, uses that take advantage 
of and create relationships with these activities will be the focus of this area. 
These include restaurants, stores, offices, senior housing, family housing, and 
additional civic uses.”   

The property owner of Parcel 243-221-012 has expressed an interest to work 
with the City to revitalize this block.  If the parcels are consolidated and 
developed as a whole, there is an opportunity for the existing businesses to be 
incorporated into the new development.  Given owner interest and the City’s 
experience with lot consolidation on other parcels, such as the Woodbury, the 
Lafayette Mercantile and others, this site could be developed within the 
planning period. 

Methodology used to 
calculate realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity of 20 units takes advantage of topography and assumes mixed 
use development (housing over commercial).  Development of individual APNs 
would be difficult because of the small size of individual lots.   Assuming a 
realistic capacity at 50% of maximum, the greatest number of units that could 
be generated is 14 total, or between 2 and 4 individually.   

Relocation Issues Although there are existing uses on these individual lots, they are relatively 
small uses surrounded by significant parking areas, making them underutilized 
sites.  As noted above, there are opportunities for the existing uses to be 
incorporated into the new development, so whatever relocation that is needed 
would be temporary. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 13 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-231-009,010,021,022 

2 Size (acres)  1.48 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Auto repair shops, stationery store 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Change in topography between Golden Gate Way and Mt. 
Diablo Blvd. Upper portion on Mt. Diablo Blvd. is flat.   

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

36 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development. 
Properties are underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.48 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.23 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 13: Detailed analysis of parcels 

   
243-231-009 

 
243-231-

010 

 
243-231-

021 

 
243-231-022 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.10 0.16 0.46 0.76 1.48 

Existing uses Duplex Offices Auto repair Retail  

Status  Operating 
business  

 Operating 
business  

 Operating 
business  

 

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 4 6 16 27 52 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

2 3 13 22 40 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

City staff has had initial meetings with the owner of parcel 243-231-021 
to discuss the possibility of a mixed use development. City staff has also 
met with the owner of the auto repair business to discuss the Downtown 
Specific Plan’s goal of encouraging retail and housing on Golden Gate 
Way and his plans to relocate to another part of the Downtown. 

The Lafayette Library and Learning Center opened in November 2009. 
Since its opening, the level of pedestrian activity along Golden Gate Way 
has increased tremendously. As anticipated, the City is receiving more 
inquiries about development opportunities (housing and retail) along 
this street. The draft Downtown Specific Plan envisions that the Library 
“will be a hub of community activities seven days a week and into the 
evenings; therefore, uses that take advantage of and create relationships 
with these activities will be the focus of this area. These include 
restaurants, stores, offices, senior housing, family housing, and 
additional civic uses.”   

Given developer and owner interest, the intensification of development 
trends in this area, and the City’s experience with lot consolidation on 
other parcels, such as the Woodbury, the Lafayette Mercantile and 
others, this site could be developed within the planning period. 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity of 36 units takes advantage of topography and 
assumes mixed use development (housing over commercial), as well as 
consolidated lots.  Individual APNs – especially the larger ones – could be 
developed as stand-alone sites but the smaller parcels would produce 
few units. 

 

Relocation Issues Consistent with the draft Downtown Specific Plan, the retail uses can be 
accommodated within the new development while the auto repair uses 
will need to be relocated. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 14 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-011-016,030,042,056 

2 Size (acres)  0.96 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Boarded up buildings, fourplex 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Slight change in topography.  Adjacent to multi family; 
realistic capacity assumes mixed use development.  Right-of-
Way reduces effective site capacity. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

25 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

- 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.57 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.32 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 14: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
243-011-016 

 
243-011-

030 

 
243-011-

042 

 
243-011-056 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.11 0.27 0.17 0.41 0.96 

Existing uses Multifamily Parking lot Boarded up 
buildings 

Parking lot  

Status          

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 4 9 6 14 33 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

2 5 3 7 17 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels 243-011-056 and 243-011-042 are in common ownership and are 
for sale. Site is adjacent to existing multi family and is across the street 
from Site #15 which is owned by a housing developer.  

In January 2010, Parcels 243-011-056 and 243-011-042 were listed for sale. 
The City has since received a number of inquiries from developers 
proposing a mixed use project (housing over commercial). No application 
for development has been submitted to date. Note that these two parcels 
can be development independent of the two smaller parcels.  

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity of 25 units 
assumes mixed use development (commercial on ground floor, housing 
above), and lot consolidation.  Smaller individual APNs would likely not 
produce the number of units needed for a viable development, except 
perhaps the largest one, at 0.41 acres. 

 

Relocation Issues If APN 243-011-016 is included in the development, the tenants of the four 
units will have to be relocated. 



Housing Element Appendix C 
City of Lafayette 

 29 

SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 16 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 233-040-006,007,035,026,027 

2 Size (acres) 1.77 (includes private road right of way) 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Auto related businesses, consignment store 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Linear, rectangular site; significant rise in topography from 
south to north and can be used to increase the number of 
units.  Multifamily to the west.  

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

36 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Realistic capacity assumes mixed use development. 
Properties are underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.60 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.40 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 16: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
233-040-

006 

 
233-040-

007 

 
233-040-

026 

 
233-040-

027 

 
233-040-

035 

 
Total 

Size (gross acres) 0.32 0.67 0.21 0.15 0.42 1.77 

Size (net of ROW) 0.26 0.54 0.17 0.12 0.34 1.42 

Existing uses Auto 
services 

Auto 
services 

Auto repair Auto repair, 
built in 
1948 

Commercial  

Status Operating 
businesses  

 Operating 
businesses  

Operating 
businesses  

Operating 
businesses  

Operating 
businesses  

 

Maximum Units @ 35 
du/ac 

9 19 6 4 12 50 

Maximum Realistic Units 
on Individual Lots 

5 13 3 2 6 29 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels 233-040-035, 26 and 27 as well as Site #17 are in common 
ownership. City staff met with the property owner in March 2010 and was 
informed that sale of these properties would be considered in a few years 
when the leases on the existing businesses expires.  

Site is adjacent to existing multi family.  

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity assumes 
mixed use development (commercial on ground floor, housing above) and 
land area net of private road right of way, which accounts for 
approximately 20% of each APNs’ area.  The calculations above for 
individual APNs show the development potential on the net acreage. 

 

 

Relocation Issues Uses will have to be relocated if housing is built on this site. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 17 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 233-040-024,039 

2 Size (acres) 1.29 (includes private road right of way) 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Auto sales showroom (closed), auto related services 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Level site. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

21 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Major business on site (auto sales) has closed. Adjacent to 
proposed multi family (Eden Housing); realistic capacity 
assumes mixed use development. 

In 2008, this site was evaluated by Eden Housing, Inc. who 
deemed it to be suitable for multifamily development.  Eden 
however was unable to come to terms with the property 
owner on the asking price. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.60 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.40 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 17: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
233-040-024 

 
233-040-

039 

 
Total 

Size (gross acres) 1.09 0.20 1.29 

Size (net of ROW) 0.87 0.16 1.03 

Existing uses Vacant building fronting 
Mt. Diablo Blvd., 

temporary building in 
the rear has auto uses, 

built in 1944 

Vacant 
building 

 

Status Operating business    

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 30 6 36 

Maximum Realistic Units on Individual Lots 20 3 23 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Both parcels in common ownership. Property owner was willing to sell 
the site to Eden Housing in 2008.  Eden, however, was unable to come to 
terms with the property owner on the asking price. City staff met with 
the property owner in March 2010 and was informed that sale of these 
properties would be considered in a few years when the leases on the 
existing businesses expires. 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Because the site fronts Mt. Diablo Blvd., the realistic capacity assumes 
mixed use development (commercial on ground floor, housing above) 
and land area net of private road right of way, which accounts for 
approximately 20% of each APNs’ area.  The calculations above for 
individual APNs show the development potential on the net acreage. 

 

Relocation Issues Site is expected to be sold and developed after existing leases expire.   
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 19 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 233-021-011,012,017 

2 Size (acres) 0.60 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Two vacant lots, multifamily 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Hilly site.  Adjacent to residential; realistic capacity takes 
into consideration site conditions 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry 
utilities supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use 
controls) 

16 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Property is underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning 
appropriate for housing for lower-
income households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.87 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.60 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 19: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
233-021-

011 

 
233-021-

012 

 
233-021-

017 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.60 

Existing uses Vacant Vacant 4 units, 
built in 
1942 

 

Status     Occupied  

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 7 7 7 21 

Maximum Realistic Units on Individual Lots 3 4 4 11 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Two parcels 233-021-011 and 233-021-012 are in common ownership and 
can be developed independent of the third parcel. They are for sale and 
being marketed with plans for a 15-unit condominium project.  If the 
parcels are consolidated and developed as a whole, there is an opportunity 
for the existing units to be incorporated into the new development. 

 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

The realistic capacity assumes an all-residential project, with 16 units on the 
aggregated site.  Individual APNs for this site could be developed one at a 
time but the capacity would be difficult to achieve at maximum levels.  This 
is principally the result of the smallness of the sites, which average 0.20 
acres.  Based on a 50% of maximum capacity ratio, the sites individually 
could only carry a total of about 11 units, perhaps even less. 

 

 

Relocation Issues If the parcels are consolidated and developed as a whole, there is an 
opportunity for the existing units to be incorporated into the new 
development. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 20 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 233-022-003,004,005,006 

2 Size (acres) 0.80 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Auto repair, offices, residence 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Level site.  Realistic capacity assumes mixed use 
development 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

20 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Property is underutilized given zoning potential. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.92 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.73 

15 Income category Moderate and Above 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 20: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

 

   
233-022-

003 

 
233-022-

004 

 
233-022-

005 

 
233-022-

006 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.22 0.20 0.28 0.10 0.80 

Existing uses Auto repair Auto repair Offices Single 
family, built 

in 1934  

 

Status  Operating 
business 

 Operating 
business 

Operating 
business 

Occupied  

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 8 7 10 4 28 

Maximum Realistic Units on 
Individual Lots 

4 4 5 2 14 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Site is adjacent to existing multi family and has sufficient width and depth 
to accommodate a mixed use development with commercial use on the 
ground floor and housing above. 

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

There is a significant grade change between the lots fronting Mt. Diablo and 
those of at the rear of the site; most of the residential bulk would be 
located towards the back of the site above Mt. Diablo.  Given the change in 
grade between the commercial portion (auto use) of the site and the 
residential portion, there should be no impacts because the grade change 
provides a reasonable buffer. 
 
Based on the limited size of each individual lot – and in conjunction with the 
topography of the sites -- the likelihood of achieving full build-out is not 
possible.  Lot consolidation – along with appropriate incorporation of 
certain current uses – will achieve a reasonable development size.  

 

Relocation Issues Auto related businesses are a permitted and desired use in this zoning 
district and therefore the existing uses can be incorporated into a new 
development with housing on the upper floors and in the rear of the site.   
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                             
SITE # 21 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 233-131-020,022 

2 Size (acres) 2.16 

3 GP designation Low density multifamily 

4 Zoning designation MRA (Multiple family residential) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses One single family residence 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Hilly site located between single family and multi family 
developments 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

18 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Approved for 18 multi family condos.  

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned to 17 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 1.52 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 1.27 

15 Income category Low, moderate, above moderate per development 
agreement 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE 21: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
233-131-

020 

 
233-131-

022 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.50 1.66 2.16 

Existing uses Single 
family 

Vacant  

Status Occupied     

Maximum Units @ 17 du/ac 9 28 37 

Maximum Realistic Units on Individual Lots 2 20 22 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Both parcels are in common ownership. In 2008, the City Council approved 
an 18-unit residential condominium project on the site.  

 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Realistic capacity reflects approved project. 

 

Relocation Issues Residential use will have to be relocated. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS      
SITE – A (Lennox) 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-070-011 

2 Size (acres) 0.32 

3 GP designation West End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y  

6 If not vacant, existing uses Vacant building (former residence used as office) 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Flat site flanked by residential uses on two sides and 
commercial uses on the other two sides. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

8 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Site contains one single family home that was 
converted to offices. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.30 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.06 

15 Income category Above moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE - A: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
243-070-011 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 0.32 0.32 

Existing uses Vacant residence 
used as office 

 

Status Vacant  

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 11 11 

Maximum Realistic Units 8 8 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Single parcel. Property for sale. 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Application filed for an 8 unit condo project 

 

Relocation Issues None 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS      
SITE – B (Lincoln Building) 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 243-232-027 & 243-232-028 

2 Size (acres) 1.47 

3 GP designation East End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C-1 (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Apartment building where many of the apartments 
have been illegally converted to general personal 
services like hair salons and nail salons.  

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Creek borders site on the south side. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

40 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Property was acquired a few years ago with the intent 
of redevelopment. City has met with property owner 
to discuss preliminary plans for a mixed use (housing 
over retail) project. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.50 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.20 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE - B: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
243-202-027 

 
243-232-028 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 1.06  0.41 1.47 

Existing uses Mostly general 
personal services, 
a few apartments 

Parking lot - 

Status Occupied; month 
to month rents 

  

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac - - 51 

Maximum Realistic Units - - 40 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels are under same ownership. 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

The realistic capacity reflects a mixed use project with housing over ground 
floor commercial uses. It also accounts for creek setback requirements. 

 

Relocation Issues Uses will have to be relocated if housing is built on this site. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS      
SITE – E (Redwood Creek/Palo Verde Apartments) 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 214-050-004 

2 Size (acres) 1.17 

3 GP designation West End Commercial 

4 Zoning designation C (General Commercial) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) N 

6 If not vacant, existing uses Apartment building with 41 units 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

The site is located off the main boulevard. A creek 
borders the southern edge of the parcel. 

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

Y 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

18 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

As a condition of approval, the developers of the 
Woodbury condominium project purchased this 
apartment building and are required to income restrict 
18 units as follows: 5 very low, 5 lower, and 8 
moderate-income. 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for 35 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 0.50 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 0.10 

15 Income category Very low, low, moderate 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE - E: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

   
214-050-004 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 1.17 1.17 

Existing uses Apartment 
building 

 

Status Occupied   

Maximum Units @ 35 du/ac 41 41 

Maximum Realistic Units 18 18 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Single parcel.  

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

Existing market rate apartment building will have 18 units income restricted 
per terms of the Woodbury agreement. 

 

Relocation Issues Property owner is required to handle potential relocations. 
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS      

SITE – F (Bollinger Canyon) 

 

Number Item Data 

1 Parcel numbers 237-160-033, 034, 035, 060, 061, 237-420-006, 007 

2 Size (acres) 160.8 

3 GP designation Rural Residential Single Family  

4 Zoning designation LR-10 (Low Density Residential - 10) 

5 Vacant (Y/N) Y 

6 If not vacant, existing uses - 

7 Map attached (Y/N) Y 

8 Environmental constraints _______ 

 

Rolling hills with a few relatively level areas where the 
homes can be clustered. The eastern portion of the 
property is extremely steep. Access to the property is 
from St. Mary’s Road and Driftwood Drive.  

9 Infrastructure including planned 
water, sewer, and other dry utilities 
supply (Y/N) 
 

N 

10 Realistic development capacity 
calculation (accounting for site 
improvements & land use controls) 

32 

11 Analysis of non-vacant and 
underutilized lands 
 

Lots are vacant 

12 Identification of zoning appropriate 
for housing for lower-income 
households? 

Zoned for .1 du/acre 

13 Distance to transit (miles) 4.10 

14 Distance to grocery store (miles) 1.90 

15 Income category Above moderate  
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SITES INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                            
SITE - F: Detailed analysis of parcels 

 

  
237-160-

033 
237-160-

034 
237-160-

035 
237-160-

060 
237-160- 

061 
237-420-

006 

 
237-420-

007 

 
Total 

Size (acres) 3.8 18.1 14.9 24.4 71.6 7.1 20.9 160.8 

Existing uses Open 
space 

Open 
space 

Open 
space 

Open 
space 

Open 
space 

Open 
space 

Open 
space  

Open 
space 

Status vacant  vacant  vacant  vacant  vacant  vacant  vacant  vacant  

Maximum Units 
@ .1 du/ac 

1 1 1 2 7 1 2 15 

Maximum 
Realistic Units 

1 3 2 6 15 1 4 32 

 

 

Potential for parcel 
consolidation 

Parcels are under same ownership. 

Methodology used to calculate 
realistic capacity 

The realistic capacity reflects rezoning to LR-5 (.2 du/ac), lot consolidation, 
clustered development, and secondary dwelling units based on slope, 
vegetation, access, and off-site visibility. The City and the property owner 
have had discussions on development of this property at a density of 1 unit 
in 5 acres. 

Relocation Issues Lots are vacant.  
 

 

 
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Introduction 

PURPOSE 

The City Council adopted a strategic plan for the downtown, the Downtown Specific Plan, “DSP”, which calls 
for the development of the Downtown Design Guidelines, “Guidelines”.  The Guidelines support the 
Downtown Specific Plan and the General Plan, and outline the City’s design objectives for downtown 
development.  They will be used by designers, developers, planners, hearing bodies, and the public to gain a 
better understanding of the community’s vision for downtown development and to evaluate the merits of a 
project.  The purpose of the Guidelines is to maintain and enhance the City’s informal, small-town character.  
The Guidelines hold values of the town, which include high quality design and construction and sensitivity to 
character and place.   

 
VISIONS, GOALS, AND GUIDELINES 

The Downtown Design Guidelines are a set of design tools that guide downtown development.  These tools 
promote the informal character of the downtown and encourage variety in design, height, setbacks, upper 
story step-backs, and spacing between buildings.  The Guidelines are comprised of visions, goals, and 
guidelines that are organized into a downtown-wide section, and district-specific sections and their character 
areas.  The visions describe unique characteristics for that district or area.  The goals describe the desired 
performance that must be met for that specific topic area and are deliberately broad so that they can be 
achieved in a variety of ways.  The guidelines describe possible design solutions to achieve the visions and 
goals.  The guidelines are intended to provide ideas, stimulate thinking, and promote quality design.  They 
are not empirical standards, but rather reflect how the community envisions development in the downtown, 
and balances the needs of the businesses, residents, and visitors.  While not all guidelines can be 
implemented in any one design, a project must satisfy all of the applicable visions and goals.   
 
APPLICABILITY 

The Guidelines apply to any project that would alter the physical appearance of any building or site and its 
relationship to the street within the four downtown commercial districts of the DSP.  They do not apply to 
the public right-of-way, which is governed by the Downtown Street Improvement Master Plan “DSIMP,” nor 
do they apply to Downtown Neighborhoods I, II, and III, which will be governed by separate guidelines.  The 
goals for each topic are intentionally broad so that they can be accomplished in multiple ways.  This provides 
flexibility and allows the guidelines to apply to any project, large or small.  The hearing body will ultimately 
determine substantial compliance with the Guidelines based on the location, scope, and nature of the 
project.  The guidelines serve as a tool to satisfy the goals and vision; however, not all of the guidelines can 
be met for a particular project.   
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Introduction 

PROCESS 

The process for downtown development starts with a dialogue between the developer and the City before the 
design begins.  The intent behind this early interaction is for clear communication of the City’s goals and 
community’s needs as they relate to the site specific opportunities and constraints.  The goal is for collaborative 
construction of a project, rather than drastically modifying or denying the project after an application is filed.  The 
next step in the process is a study session, which may be required based on the extent and scope of the project.  A 
study session is an opportunity to receive feedback from the Design Review Commission on a preliminary design 
before much time and resources are invested in the project.   

 

Once a formal application is submitted, the discretionary review process begins.  The hearing bodies consist of the 
Zoning Administrator, Design Review Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council.  The Zoning Administrator 
acts on small-scale downtown projects, the Planning Commission acts on new downtown projects, and the Design 
Review Commission acts on all other downtown projects.  The City Council takes final action on Planning 
Commission appeals and building height exceptions.  

 

 

 

 

 

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANNING TOOLS 

While the Guidelines are an essential tool for good development, they do not work alone.  Together with the 
discretionary review process, Zoning Code, and findings, the community has the tools needed for successful 
downtown development.   

 

 Zoning Code provides standards that all development must comply with, including use, setbacks, parking, 
and height.   

 Findings are the basis for the hearing body to approve or deny a project.  Findings communicate the 
reasoning behind the hearing body’s action, present the facts and policy considerations that contributed to 
the action, ensure adherence to procedures and requirements, and serve as an essential element of 
defense if the action is challenged.   

 Discretionary Review Process provides a forum for the evaluation of projects.  Through this process, 
planners, hearing bodies, and the public provide input and direction to the applicant.  The Guidelines and 
Zoning Code provide the criteria applied in the discretionary review process.  The hearing body bases its 
decision on the required findings.  

Initial Dialogue • Study Session • Discretionary 
Review Process 
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Format of The Guidelines 

District  

Identifies context. Section 

Indicates topics within 
each  district. 

Goal 

Written statements of 
desired performance 
within each section. 

Guidelines 

Offer possible design 
solutions as ways of 
accomplishing the 
section’s vision and 
goals. 

Side Bar 

Highlights the 
applicable district and 
section.  

Illustration or 
Photograph 
These visuals are 
illustrative in nature, 
demonstrating the 
noted guidelines. 

Map 

Shows the 
boundaries of the 
district. 

Vision 

Describes the character 
of the district or area 
and sets forth broad 
directives for 
development. 

 

Standards 

Identify the 
requirement for height, 
stories, and density, as 
stated in the Zoning 
Code and Downtown 
Specific Plan.  

Outdoor Space Guidelines : 

1. 

CrNks&landscape 2. Design large scale buildings with elements of differ changes in massing. and a variety of 
details, materials, and colors to avoid monolithic building form. 

3. Provide upper story step-backs and varied building heights to: 
P•"i"'&Circul•lion a. provide diversity from adjacent and nearby developments 

Hiiifi 
b. reduce the massing of the building 

c. preserve views of surrounding hillsides and ridges 
4. Step-back second or third stories with enough dimension to .1 llow for actual uses and related 

amenities. 

BuildinsDesisn 5. Mitigate height and scale using topography and backdrops, such as hillsides, freeway, trees, and 
existing development. 

Guidelin!!$land2 

Pagel6 City of Lafayette 

SECTIO N West End District 

All DISTRICTS 

Buildinc Piacement 

Ou1doorSp•ce 

CreekJ&landscape 

Service&Utitity 

59+1·5 w est End District Zoning Standards: 
• He ight : 35ft. 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL • Stories: 3 
• Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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GENERAL PLAN 

 General Plan 

MASTER PLANS & SPECIFIC PLANS 

 Bikeways Master Plan 

 Downtown Specific Plan 

 Downtown Street Improvement Master Plan 

 Environmental Strategy 

 Parks and Recreational Facilities Master Plan   

 Public Art Master Plan 

 Trails Master Plan 

 Trees for Lafayette 

 Walkways Master Plans 

GUIDELINES  

 Plaza Way Overlay Design Guidelines 

MUNICIPAL CODE / ZONING CODE  

 Creek Setback Regulations 

 Demolition in the Downtown 

 Historic Landmarks 

 Plaza Way Overlay 

 Public Art Regulations 

 Sign Regulations 

 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Regulations 

 Tree Protection Regulations 

 Zoning District Development Standards 

FEDERAL, STATE, AND REGIONAL STANDARDS 

 California Building Code 

 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

 California Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance   

 Contra Costa County Flood Control District 50 Year Plan  

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

 Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

 Stormwater C.3 Guidebook 

Other Applicable Plans and Regulations 

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER CODES AND PLANS  

In addition to the Guidelines, development is informed 
by the General Plan, master plans and specific plans, 
and the Zoning Code, as described below. A project 
must comply with all applicable goals, policies, 
programs, guidelines, and standards in order to be 
approved.   

 

 General Plan is a broad policy document that 
articulates the community's vision through goals, 
policies and programs.  It is a long-range and 
comprehensive plan that coordinates all major 
components of the community's physical 
development.  All other codes and regulations must 
be consistent with the General Plan. 

 

 Master Plans & Specific Plans build on the General 
Plan to provide a more detailed framework to guide 
development based on a specified area and/or on 
specific topics.  These plans are implemented 
through goals, policies, and programs.   

 

 Zoning Code is the implementation tool that 
translates General Plan policies and programs into 
action by dividing the City into zoning districts and 
applying different development standards, including 
use, setbacks, parking, and height.  The Zoning Code 
also outlines criteria, such as process and the 
required findings, that are applicable for a particular 
project. 

http://www.lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=34&parent=1905
http://www.lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=214
http://www.lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1507
http://www.lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=34&parent=1622
http://www.lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1847
http://www.ci.lafayette.ca.us/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2281
http://www.lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1762
http://www.lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1666
http://lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=34&parent=2507
http://www.lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=216
http://www.ci.lafayette.ca.us/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2385
http://www.lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=743
http://www.ci.lafayette.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2599
http://lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=758
http://www.lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2063
http://www.lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=777
http://www.lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=784
http://lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2780
http://www.lovelafayette.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=794
http://www.lovelafayette.org/index.aspx?page=34&parent=500
http://www.bsc.ca.gov/
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/
http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/landscapeordinance/
http://ca-contracostacounty.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/6853
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/
http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/TPS/standguide/
http://www.cccleanwater.org/stormwater-c-3-guidebook/
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Section 1: All Districts 
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SECTION All Districts 

Downtown Vision – All Districts: 

Lafayette has a linear downtown organized around Mt. Diablo Boulevard.  The downtown is characterized by its small-town environment within 
a unique natural setting, including physical and visual access to creeks, hillsides, and ridgelines.  The downtown character is informal with 
variations in architectural designs, building heights, setbacks, and spacing of buildings.  The downtown provides a sense of place where the 
community can congregate, shop, dine, and enjoy cultural activities.  Development should respond to the site’s unique characteristics with 
custom design that weaves into the fabric of the downtown.  It should also enhance the pedestrian experience and provide internal connections 
to improve the existing circulation network.  Opportunities for public benefit and sustainable practices should be explored for each project.   

 

The downtown is comprised of four downtown commercial districts, some of which contain character areas.  Each district has unique qualities 
which defines its character.  As such, specific guidelines are provided in the district and character areas that build on these qualities.  Guidelines 
within the All Districts section apply to all projects; whereas district specific guidelines apply to development located within that district.  In 
transitional areas, the hearing bodies may apply guidelines from neighboring districts as well.    
 

 West End district is semi-rural in nature and represents the transition from the open hills to the downtown.  Uses are largely offices and 
residential.   

 Downtown Retail district is the pedestrian oriented center of the city with retail and shopping as the focal uses. The Shield Block Character 
Area, in the Downtown Retail District, is defined by a wooded setting with large established trees and a creek as a central feature.  

 Plaza district is the cultural and civic focus of the community, fostering a hub of activities.  The Plaza Way Character Area, in the Plaza 
District, is the historic center with uses that embrace the Lafayette Plaza.   

 East End district provides a mix of uses with an emphasis on auto-services.  The Brown Avenue Character Area, in the East End District, is a 
mixed use area with a residential character.  

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION All Districts 

BUILDING PLACEMENT  

Goal:   

Building placement should be varied to create visual interest, allow views, complement the 
natural environment, and enhance Lafayette’s informal and distinctive character. 

 

Guidelines: 

1. Provide varied position and spacing between buildings to: 

a. enhance Lafayette’s informal character 

b. enable diversity in look and feel 

c. provide articulation in the building frontage 

d. allow views of hillsides, ridges, and creek corridors 

e. provide visual relief and openness 

2. Locate buildings to provide a semi-public space to expand and promote use of the public 
realm.  

3. Design corner lots by ensuring that the corner has an active use to draw the public into the 
block.     

4. Locate buildings to enhance natural day lighting.  

Guideline 1  

Guidelines 2 and 3 

 

Guideline 1 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

Goal:  

Outdoor space should foster social interaction and embrace natural features to enhance Lafayette’s 
small-town character.   

 

Guidelines: 

1. Activate and expand the public realm by linking outdoor spaces to existing assets such as 
courtyards, creeks, established trees, sidewalks, and the aqueduct path.   

2. Incorporate upper story decks, balconies, and rooftop gardens to add vitality and eyes on the 
street. 

3. Locate and design outdoor space to minimize noise and privacy impacts when adjacent to 
residential uses.  

4. Reduce the impacts of paving by limiting its use, using permeable surfaces, and treating and 
filtering runoff.  

5. Incorporate outdoor space with amenities for public use, such as pocket parks, play structures, 
and water features.  

All Districts 

Guideline 1 

Guideline 1 

Guideline 2 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE 

Creeks 

Goal: 

Development design should embrace creeks and connect the public to them. 

 

Guidelines: 

1. Maintain and restore native riparian areas. 

2. Provide views of the creek through window placement, decks, balconies, and outdoor spaces.  

3. Orient development to take advantage of the creek for walkways, dining, and outdoor space.   

4. Maintain an open character by deemphasizing property lines and reinforcing the continuity of 
the creek. 

5. Transition landscaping toward and along the creek corridor for a consistent native riparian 
plant palette. 

6. Provide public creek crossings to link neighborhoods to the downtown.  

 

 

All Districts 

Guideline 2 

Guideline 3 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE (CONTINUED) 

Landscape 

Goal: 

Landscaping should enhance the aesthetic quality and design of the downtown, create an inviting 
environment for pedestrians, and mitigate impacts related to noise, privacy, and environmental 
quality. 

 

Guidelines: 

7. Preserve downtown trees by designing development around existing trees and minimizing 
encroachment within the dripline of the trees.  

8. Integrate plantings into development to: 

a. provide screening and establish a buffer, particularly when adjacent to residential 
properties 

b. enhance the pedestrian experience 

c. visually break-up large paved areas 

d. soften the built environment 

e. mitigate freeway impacts 

f. reinforce the visual identity of the districts and streets   

9. Incorporate drainage features as part of the landscape design.     

10. Minimize water usage by using drought tolerant plants and designing irrigation systems with 
hydrozones and moisture sensors.  

All Districts 

Guidelines 7 and 8  

Guideline 8 

Guideline 9 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

PARKING & CIRCULATION 

Motorized Vehicles 

Goal:   

Parking and circulation should provide a continuous flow of motorized vehicles, enhancing safety, 
and maintaining the pedestrian and bicycling experience.   

 

Guidelines: 

1. Improve parking facility efficiency through structured parking, lifts, and shared parking.  

2. Limit interruptions and maximize on-street parking by: 

a. minimizing the number of curb cuts through shared driveways with adjacent 
properties 

b. reducing the width of curb cuts to the minimum needed for safe ingress and egress 

c. locating driveways away from street corners and on secondary streets instead of 
primary streets 

d. connecting and sharing parking lots 

3. Design parking lots to avoid dead-end parking aisles and vehicles backing onto streets, 
pedestrian paths of travel, or main drive aisles.  

4. Provide access driveways to allow smooth flow of vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot 
and minimize conflicts with vehicles and bicycles. 

5. Incorporate dedicated passenger pick-up & drop-off points near building entries and outside 
the path of travel for an uninterrupted vehicular circulation.  

6. Locate truck loading facilities on-site with access from secondary streets to minimize noise 
and traffic impacts to encourage consolidation of freight deliveries to increase efficiency and 
reduce congestion.  

7. Incorporate lighting, surveillance, sight lines, or other measures to enhance personal safety.     

8. Incorporate charging stations and other incentives to encourage the use of alternative fuel 
and low emission vehicles.   

9. Reduce the impacts of paving by using permeable surfaces and treating and filtering runoff.  

10. Design parking structures to relate to the development’s architecture. 

 

All Districts 

Guideline 9 

Guideline 2 

Guideline 2 and 4 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION All Districts 

PARKING & CIRCULATION (CONTINUED) 

Bicycles 

Goal:  

Bicycle parking & circulation should be easily accessible, convenient, safe, and visible to encourage 
bicycling in the downtown.   

 

Guidelines: 

11. Provide bicycle parking in well illuminated, secured, covered, and convenient areas.  Short-term 
bicycle parking should be visible from building entrances.  

12. Close gaps and develop links to the existing and planned bicycle network. 

13. Provide on-site facilities, such as employee lockers, changing rooms, and showers. 

14. Improve awareness and safety of bicycle circulation through concepts like signage, colored 
pavement, striping, rear-in angled parking, and traffic calming measures.  

 

 

Guideline 11 

Guideline 11 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

PARKING & CIRCULATION (CONTINUED) 

Pedestrians 

Goal:   

Pedestrian circulation should be easily accessible, direct, safe, and aesthetically pleasing to 
encourage walking in the downtown.  

 

Guidelines 

15. Integrate Americans with Disabilities Act, “ADA”, improvements seamlessly into the project 
design.  

16. Design walkways to allow unobstructed pedestrian circulation with dimension for added 
amenities.  

17. Provide direct walkways which discourage shortcuts.  

18. Incorporate dedicated pedestrian paths of travel between: 

a. buildings 

b. parked vehicles and building entries 

c. the street and the building 

19. Close gaps and develop links to natural features and the existing and planned pedestrian 
network through paths, trails, and walkways. 

20. Create or improve pedestrian connections between neighborhoods and the downtown. 

21. Improve pedestrian access to public services and transportation by providing connections, 
enhancing crosswalks, and installing way finding signage.    

22. Provide low screening at parking lot edges adjacent to public streets for visual relief, and 
separation for pedestrians. 

23. Improve safety where pedestrian and vehicle routes cross through: 

a. reduced width and quantity of driveways  

b. shortened crossing distance, such as curb extensions or bulb-outs 

c. minimized width of drive aisles 

d. reversed diagonal parking spaces  

e. specialized pavement materials, such as textured or colored paving 

f. enhanced striping and signage 

g. improved lighting 

h. increased visibility and sight distance 

 

All Districts 

Guidelines 18 and 20 

Guideline 23 

Guideline 22 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

HEIGHT & SCALE  

Goal:   

Height and scale of buildings should enhance diversity in building form and relate to the character of 
surrounding development.  Buildings on Mt. Diablo Boulevard should have a two-story scale.  

 

Guidelines: 

1. Develop variation in the building form relative to the streetscape to avoid a monotonous height 
and scale.  

2. Design large scale buildings with elements of different sizes, changes in massing, and a variety of 
details, materials, and colors to avoid monolithic building form.   

3. Provide upper story step-backs and varied building heights to: 

a. provide diversity from adjacent and nearby developments 

b. reduce the massing of the building 

c. preserve views of surrounding hillsides and ridges 

4. Step-back second or third stories with enough dimension to allow for actual uses and related 
amenities.   

5. Mitigate height and scale using topography and backdrops, such as hillsides, freeway, trees, and 
existing development.  

 

 

All Districts 

Guideline 1 and 2 

Guidelines 1 and 2 

Guideline 3 and 4 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION All Districts 

BUILDING DESIGN 

Goal: 

Building design should complement the diverse, informal small-town character.   

 

Guidelines: 

1. Design buildings to be adaptable to multiple uses and occupants for extended life-cycles.  

2. Design additions that integrate well into the building design.  

3. Maximize ground floor transparency to allow views of the use and activity within the building.   

4. Clearly identify the primary entrance to a building.  

5. Incorporate upper-story elements to create view opportunities to the street, such as windows, 
balconies, and terraces.  

6. Design corner buildings to serve as an anchor to development with architectural features, 
such as taller elements, chamfered edges, and detailing.  

7. Incorporate details and elements that complement the architectural style and bolster the 
overall character of the development.  

8. Use an appropriate range of colors and durable materials in a direct and authentic manner.   

9. Use materials to create a casual but distinctive quality and diverse palette relative to the 
downtown.  

10. Avoid building design which uses a formulaic corporate theme in form or coloration.  

11. Incorporate energy collectors into the building design to appear visually unobtrusive. 

12. Design projects with a competent and coherent architectural style.  

13. Provide frontages that open up at the ground level for more transparency and interaction be-
tween public and private space.   

14. Design buildings with entrances and display windows facing the interior of the block, as well as 
the street, to foster interior pedestrian flow.   

Guideline 3 

Guideline 7 

Guideline 8 

Before                                                                                         After 
 

Guideline 6 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

AMENITIES 

Lighting 

Goal: 

Lighting should enhance safety, provide ambiance, and create a lively environment for pedestrians.   

 

Guidelines: 

1. Choose light fixtures that are in scale with and complement the architecture of the building. 

2. Locate fixtures so that illumination is not obstructed by landscaping or structures.  

3. Design lighting so that the orientation and intensity of illumination will not produce a glare or 
otherwise adversely affect nearby users.  

4. Reduce lighting to minimize light pollution and energy consumption, while providing adequate 
illumination for safety.  

 

Signage 

Goal:   

Signage should exhibit quality materials and variety that reflects the small-town character of 
Lafayette.   

 

Guidelines: 

5. Design signs with external illumination that complements the architectural character of the 
building or setting.   

6. Prepare a master sign plan for all multi-tenant buildings and shopping centers to establish 
locations, dimensions, colors, materials, and illumination.   

7. Coordinate signage and landscape elements to ensure appropriate visibility.  

8. Provide pedestrian-oriented signage in areas of high pedestrian activity.   

9. Scale signage appropriately so that it does not overpower its setting.  

10. Design creative and unique signage which complements the building architecture.  

All Districts 

Guideline 1 

Guidelines 5, 8, and 9 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

AMENITIES (CONTINUED) 

Public Art 

Goal:  

Public art should contribute to the cultural experience and unique character of the community. 

 

Guidelines: 

11. Design public art to relate to its setting, be site specific, and be integral to the project.   

12. Provide public art in visible and accessible locations to enhance ambiance and encourage 
congregation. 

 

Furnishings 

Goal: 

Furnishings should provide comfort, perform a function, and enhance the downtown vitality. 

 

Guidelines: 

13. Provide furnishings, including trash and recycling receptacles, that complement the design 
and use of the building. 

14. Consider furnishings as artistic elements to enhance the development’s design concept. 

15. Provide amenities that serve a range of users.  

All Districts 

Guidelines 11 and 12 

Guidelines 13, and 14 

Guideline 11 and 12 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

SERVICE & UTILITY 

Goal:   

Service and utility areas should be sited and designed to minimize visual and physical impacts.  

 

Guidelines: 

1. Locate service and utility areas internal to the building or underground.  Otherwise, screen 
them from public view.  

2. Incorporate architectural styles, colors and other elements from the building design to 
adequately screen service and utility areas.   

3. Locate service and utility areas:  

a. in a convenient and safe area,  

b. to minimize conflicts and nuisances with other on-site and off-site uses, and  

c. away from primary streets. 

4. Cluster and consolidate service areas of adjacent businesses and properties together.  

 

All Districts 

Guideline 1 

Guideline 2 

Guideline 1 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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Section 2: West End District 
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SECTION 

West End District Vision:  

The West End district is primarily an office and commercial district, comprised of larger buildings.  Development should be sited in an 
informal pattern with an emphasis on spacing between and around buildings and flexible parking configurations.  The design intent is to 
maintain an open character with generous landscaped front and side setbacks.  There should be an emphasis on native plants for 
landscaping as the area transitions from the downtown core to the more rural area to the west of the district.  Safe and continuous 
pedestrian access is a priority as this district connects the downtown with the Lafayette Reservoir and is within walking distance to BART.   

 

West End District Zoning Standards: 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 3 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 

West End District  

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION West End District 

West End District Guidelines: 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

1. Incorporate outdoor space for use within complexes.  When outdoor space is part of the 
public realm, it should relate to the natural environment.  

 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE 

2. Emphasize use of native plants in a natural and informal manner to reflect the transition 
between the downtown core and the more rural area to the west of the district.   

3. Provide generous landscaped areas in front of and between buildings so that the landscape 
reads as the connecting aspect of the district. 

 

PARKING & CIRCULATION 

4. Screen vehicular parking from public vantage points with native plants.   

5. Provide informal walkways with recognizable separation of pedestrians and vehicles. 

 

HEIGHT & SCALE  

6. Use increased setbacks, spacing between buildings, topography, and substantial landscaping 
to allow buildings to appear two-story in scale. 

 

Guideline 1 

Guidelines 2 and 3  

Guideline 6 Guideline 6 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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Section 3: Downtown Retail District 
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SECTION 

Downtown Retail District Vision: 

The Downtown Retail district is the “heart” of the downtown with a pedestrian ambiance and an active set of uses.  Buildings should be sited 
close to the sidewalk and close together, making a tightly knit downtown fabric.  Parking should be integrated into or behind buildings to 
maximize an active retail frontage.   Buildings should cluster around plazas, courtyards, connecting corridors, seating, and outdoor dining 
areas.       

 

This district supports a high volume of pedestrian activity.  Ground floor uses should maintain a human scale, attracting pedestrians through 
window displays and signage.   Uses should spill into the sidewalk blurring the edge between the public and private realm to provide an 
attractive and vibrant downtown with public amenities.  The design intent is to maintain the ambiance of a small-town with people strolling, 
shopping, dining, gathering, working, and living in an interesting, vital, and lively environment.  This district, along with the Plaza district, 
make up the core of the downtown  

 

Downtown Retail District Zoning Standards: 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 3 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 

Downtown Retail District 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

Downtown Retail District Guidelines: 

BUILDING PLACEMENT 

1. Locate buildings close to the sidewalk and close together, establishing a continuum of 
frontages. 

2. Provide variations in building placement along street edges to provide a less formal 
appearance, create visual interest, and allow for articulation.  

 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

3. Design spaces in front of and between buildings to promote active uses and to create a variety 
of complementarity environments.   

4. Allow transparency through outdoor space enclosures, when provided, to enliven the area.   

 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE 

5. Integrate landscape elements into the built environment to accommodate for high pedestrian 
activity.  

6. Provide pathway connections and footbridge crossings at intervals along the Happy Valley and 
Lafayette creeks to improve access with the neighborhoods. 

 

PARKING & CIRCULATION 

7. Integrate parking into or behind buildings to provide storefront continuity and maximize the 
pedestrian experience.   

8. Pursue opportunities for shared parking and improved access to increase use of existing 
parking. 

 

HEIGHT & SCALE 

9. Provide a rhythm of narrow storefront bays for a human-scaled environment and to reduce 
the apparent building scale.  

10. Visually step-back or setback taller development from Mt. Diablo Boulevard while still 
maintaining a building presence close to the sidewalk.  

 

 

Downtown Retail District 

Guideline 1 and 9 

Guideline 4 and 5 

Guideline 10 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION Shield Block Character Area 

Shield Block Character Area Vision: 

The Shield Block, as further described in the 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP), is defined by a 
wooded setting, with large trees and the creek as the 
central core.  This block is developed with low scale, 
older buildings, with retail and parking internal to the 
block, and meandering pedestrian passageways.  
Building placement should be loose and allow 
physical and visual access through properties.  
Emphasis should be placed on providing creekside 
walkways, passageways, creek crossings, and outdoor 
dining areas to enhance the natural setting.  The 
design intent is to create an attractive area to entice 
people to shop, dine, and stroll.  To further this 
concept, the DSP envisions a passive park adjacent to 
the creek (the Town Green), as a place for the public 
to gather, relax, and enjoy community events.    

 

Shield Block Character Area Zoning Standards: 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 3 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 

 
Shield Block Character Area Guidelines: 

1. Provide low scale buildings sited close to the 
sidewalk to maintain the village scale.  

2. Use natural materials to maintain the village 
character of the area, which includes wood and 
brick-clad buildings.   

3. Provide shared parking, improved access, and 
connections between lots to increase use of 
existing parking, expand the pedestrian network, 
and maintain visual and physical access. 

4. Retain the creek side setting and preserve the 
existing trees to reinforce the visual identity of 
the area.  

Guidelines 1 and 2 Guideline 2 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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Section 4: Plaza District 
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SECTION Plaza District  

Plaza District Vision: 

The Plaza district is the civic and cultural hub of the downtown with community activities revolving around Lafayette Plaza.  A critical 
component of this district is uses that take advantage of these activities.  Outdoor space should reinforce this district as the central 
community gathering space and take advantage of the proximity to the creek.  Development should draw on the Lafayette Library and 
Learning Center as a cultural and educational asset and create a synergy of complementary uses.  The Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) 
expanded on this concept by envisioning an active park southwest of the Library to complement the surrounding uses.  This district, along 
with the Downtown Retail district, make up the core of the downtown.        

 

The Plaza district, which is bordered by the Lafayette Creek, is defined by four distinct streets: Mt. Diablo Boulevard, Moraga Road, Plaza 
Way, and Golden Gate Way.  Development along the south side of Mt. Diablo Boulevard should serve as the transition between the retail-
based Downtown Retail district and the commercial-based East End district.  Development along Moraga Road should be less concentrated 
with greater setbacks and a residential character to transition between the core of the downtown and the neighborhoods to the south.  
Development along Plaza Way and Golden Gate Way should be sited close to the sidewalk and close together, with parking behind buildings 
or underground to create a pedestrian-friendly environment and maximize an active retail frontage.  Traffic on Golden Gate Way is slower 
paced, creating a more relaxed setting than the other streets.    

 

Plaza District Zoning Standards (except for Plaza Way Character Area): 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 3 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

Plaza District Guidelines: 

BUILDING PLACEMENT 

1. Locate buildings close to the sidewalk and close together, establishing a continuum of 
frontages. 

2. Provide variations in building placement along street edges to provide articulation, an 
informal appearance, and visual interest. 

 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

3. Connect outdoor spaces to expand the public realm, creating a community living room.    

4. Provide adequate space for dining fronting the street or creek to create a vibrant pedestrian 
environment. 

 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE 

5. Integrate landscape elements to accommodate high pedestrian activity.  

6. Enhance creek access.  

 

PARKING & CIRCULATION 

7. Pursue opportunities for shared and connected parking to improve parking utilization to 
accommodate a variety of uses, events, and activities.  

8. Integrate parking into or behind buildings to provide storefront continuity and maximize the 
pedestrian experience.   

9. Develop connections to, along, and across Lafayette Creek to the extent feasible.  

 

HEIGHT & SCALE 

10. Provide a rhythm of narrow storefront bays for a human-scaled environment and to reduce 
the apparent building scale.  

 

 

Plaza District 

Guidelines 3 and 5 

Guideline 2 

Guideline 1 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION Plaza Way Character Area 

Plaza Way Character Area Vision: 

Plaza Way, as further described in the Downtown 
Specific Plan (DSP), is the community’s historic 
center.  The design intent is to preserve and 
enhance the historic village character of the area 
which begins on Plaza Way and extends down 
Golden Gate Way.  These narrow, slow-paced 
streets promote walking, bicycling and a relaxed 
pedestrian-friendly environment.  Development 
should complement the historical buildings and 
take advantage of its relationship to the plaza and 
the creek.  Buildings should be sited close to the 
sidewalk with variations in building height to create 
a vibrant pedestrian environment.  In addition to 
the guidelines below, development in this 
character area must also comply with the Plaza 
Way Overlay Design Guidelines.  

 

Plaza Way Character Area Zoning Standards: 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 2 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per 
acre 

 

Plaza Way Character Area Guidelines: 

1. Design facades in a rhythmic pattern along the 
sidewalk to maintain continuity and relate to 
the existing context.  

2. Provide authentic architectural detailing and 
decorative elements relating to the historic use 
of the buildings or surrounding development.   

3. Limit materials and colors to simple patterns 
and applications to reclaim the historic 
development’s simplicity. 

4. Orient development toward the Lafayette Plaza 
to foster interaction with the public space.  

Guideline 2 and 3 Guideline 4 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 

\ Kl ~ g ¼' 

ffi 

* Him:.-i<:Landmark 

~ 
• Tree 

~ 
- Building 

- Out doorSpace 

' - ""' -- ereek·OpenChannel 

-- ereek.Subsurfate 

http://lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1507
http://lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=1507
http://lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2385
http://lovelafayette.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=2385


P a g e  3 2   C i t y  o f  L a f a y e t t e   

Section 5: East End District 
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SECTION East End District 

East End District Vision: 

The East End district is primarily a commercial and auto-service district offering a variety of uses.  The informal arrangement of buildings and 
variety in design is encouraged to avoid the district from developing into a strip commercial zone.  Buildings can be singular in their context 
and designed to accommodate functional uses.  The location and configuration of parking and loading facilities are flexible and can be 
provided in a variety of locations.  Safe and continuous pedestrian access is a priority and should balance the needs of vehicles and 
pedestrians.  Trees and landscape help to enhance the district's character and to mitigate the freeway.  The area near the Lafayette Park 
Hotel is an opportunity for retail and restaurant uses to support visitor services.  In addition, the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) envisions a 
passive park adjacent to the Gazebo to serve as an amenity to the surrounding uses, including senior housing, regional trails, the bicycle 
network, and the creek.    

 

East End District Zoning Standards (except Brown Avenue Character Area): 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 3 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre  

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION 

East End District Guidelines 

BUILDING PLACEMENT 

1. Maintain an informal arrangement of buildings through varied setbacks and spacing.  

 

OUTDOOR SPACE 

2. Consider locating outdoor space internal to the site to provide a visual or sound buffer from the 
street.  

 

CREEKS & LANDSCAPE 

3. Mitigate freeway impacts by incorporating trees and dense vegetation. 

4. Increase landscaping between the development and the street to improve aesthetics and the 
pedestrian experience.  

 

PARKING & CIRCULATION 

5. Provide continuous pedestrian circulation through: 

a. Closing walkway gaps,  

b. Delineating a walking route with striping where a traditional walkway would limit access  
to a business, or 

c. Providing meandering, informal walkways with recognizable separation of pedestrians  
and vehicles 

 

HEIGHT & SCALE 

6. Use increased setbacks and backdrops, such as topography, the freeway, and existing 
development, to mitigate building height. 

East End District 

Guidelines 1 and 4 

Guideline 2 

Guideline 2 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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SECTION Brown Avenue Character Area 

Brown Avenue Character Area Vision: 

Brown Avenue, as further described in the Downtown Specific Plan 
(DSP), is a mixed-use area with a small-scale residential character.  
This district is characterized by an eclectic mix of one and two-story 
buildings or clusters of buildings.  The intent is to maintain the small-
scale development, and encourage café style restaurants, boutique 
retail, small offices, and multi-family residential housing.    
 

Brown Avenue Character Area Zoning Standards: 

 Height: 35 ft. 

 Stories: 2 

 Housing Density: 35 dwelling units per acre 
 

Brown Avenue Character Area Guidelines: 

1. Maintain the appearance of buildings with residential character 
through small-scale development with entry porches, 
landscaped front yards, dormers, small windows, or pitched 
roofs.  

Guideline 1 

Guideline 1 

ALL DISTRICTS 

Building Placement 

Outdoor Space 

Creeks & Landscape 

Parking & Circulation 

Height & Scale 

Building Design 

Amenities 

Service & Utility 

WEST END 

DOWNTOWN RETAIL 

PLAZA 

EAST END 
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1. Amenities are features that provide comfort, convenience, or 
pleasure, such as benches, lighting, public art, signage, 
receptacles, and water fountains.  They are important features 
in the downtown in that they blend the public and private 
realm, enhance the vitality of an area, create visual interest, 
and tie the building to the greater context.        

2. Connected parking is a parking management tool through 
which property owners provide access between their parking 
lots.  This tool reduces the number of driveways, improves 
circulation on and off-site, and better utilizes existing parking by 
making the parking lots more accessible.  

3. Public realm is a public, semi-public, or private space that is 
physically or visually accessible from public space.  This is 
important in the downtown in that it provides a sense of 
openness by expanding sidewalks or opening up views of hills 
or creeks.      

4. Riparian areas are comprised of the vegetative and wildlife 
areas adjacent to perennial and intermittent streams.  Riparian 
areas are delineated by the existence of plant species normally 
found near freshwater. 

5. Semi-public space is privately owned property that provides 
some  physical or visual public access.  This is often a 
transitional area between public and private spaces, and may 
have restricted access.   The goal is to seamlessly blend the 
spaces and not to delineate property lines. 

6. Service and utility areas are commodities or services provided 
by a public utility and include, but are not limited to: refuse/
recycling enclosures, mechanical equipment, transformers, 
HVAC units, electrical and communication transformers/
cabinets, wireless communications facilities, antennas, satellite 
dishes, backflow prevention/anti-siphon valves, pipes, meters, 
meter boxes, utility poles and wires, etc.  

 

Definitions 

7. Setback is the horizontal separation required between lot lines 
and the nearest point of a building or structure.  

8. Shared parking is a parking management tool through which 
adjacent or nearby property owners share their parking lots and 
reduce the number of parking spaces that each would provide 
on their individual properties.  Typically the peak period of use 
is different for each businesses’ use.   

9. Step-back is when an upper floor is set back from the edge of 
the lower level to reduce its apparent mass and height.  
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Residential. 

DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES 

---
July 30 , 1990 



July 30, 1990 

GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR RESIDENTIAL 

DESIGN REVIEW 

The purpose of this document is to h:ighlight, 
filing for Design Review, the expectations of 
The City of Lafayette requires design review 
residences in order to, 

for the benefit of those 
the City of Lafayette. 
of certcain single-family 

1. Minimize the visibility of structures and other illlprovements 
and to protect views to t.lte hills. 

2. Retain natural features of the land . 

3. Protect vulnerable habitat. and native vegetation. 

These guidelines are intended to provide a general underst:.anding of the 
criteria applied in the design review process. Each application, 
however, is considered unique, the reviewin body will base its decision 
on findings and conclusions appropriate to each individual application. 

I. RESIDENTIAL GUIDELI N ES FOR HILLSIDE 

AND RIDGELINE AREAS 

A. SITE DESIGN 

1. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT, 

a. An accurate land survey and contour roap with tree 
locations, driplines and special features is necessary. 
Surveys must be wet signed by a registered Civil 
Engineer or Land surveyor. 

b. Sit.e buil dings to preserve trees 
features such as creeks and swales, 
and prominent knolls. 

and natural land 
rock out-croppings 

c. Removal of trees requires review by 1:he City Landscape 
consultant to evaluate condition and value in the 
landscape, and is generally not permitt.ed except where 
there is no appropriate alternative t.o development of 
the site. 

d. No tree should be removed before approval is granted by 
Design Review, Planning Department and other necessary 
regulatory agencies. 

1 



GENERAL GUIDELillES FOR DESIGN REVIEvl 

e. Impacts on the natural visual character of the site 
should be minimized when viewed from offsite (FIGURE AJ. 

f. Hinimize the visual i.mpacts of grading. (FIGURE BJ . 

g . Minimize cut and fill slopes. Retaining walls within 
building footprint are preferred over exter i or ones. 
Ease top and toe of cuts and fills. Wnere feasible cut 
and fills should balance . 

h . Do not change the grade within the dripline of trees. 

i. Identify and protect nati;ral animal habitat. 

2. PHYSICAL IllPACTS/PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SERVICES: 

a. 

b , 

Foundations, retaining walls , etc. should not be placed 
within the dripline o f trees. Any construction requested 
within the dripline of a tree must be reviewed and 
approved by the City landscape Consultant. 

Provide for a storm drainage system. Keep imp~rmeable 
surfaces to a minimum of total property area. Include 
detention basins or ground water recharge facilities 
where appropriate. Downspouts should be tied to system. 

c. Sedimentation , erosion, and soil stabil i ty should be 
addressed with the aid of a full soils report. 

d. Utilities should be coor dinated with adjacent facilities 
and be designed t o minimize tree and grade disturbance. 

e. Hinimize impacts to ne i ghbor' s views arid pr ivacy. 

f, Solar shading of adjacent properties should be avoided. 

g . Avoid siting compressors, pumps, and other mechanical 
equipment where i t is visible or will create a noise 
problem for adjacent property owners. 

h. Adequate parking and safe turn-around facilities should 
be provided. Parking should be hidden from off-site 
view whenever possible. 

i. Access roads should be as short as possible . 

2 
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GENERAL GUTDm.INES FOR DESIGN REVIEW 

j. D:dicati on of right- o f-way along public roads for paths, 
sidewalks , curbs, and gutters should be considered, if 
applicable. 

k. To avoid severe erosion caused by rains existing 
vegetation should not be removed from the site until 
replaced by a building or permanent landscaping. 

3. LANDSCAPE: 

a. Use Trees for Lafayette by Russell A. Beatty as a guide. 

b. Provide planting t o screen buildings from off-site views 
and to protect privacy of neighbors. 

c. Utilize natural appearing groupings of plants. 

d. Confine fenc ing t.o tile immediate vicinity ·of house, pool 
or garden. 

e. Consider drought tolerance , climate, fire-prevention, 
and deer compatibility in plant selection. 

f. On open hillsides and in environmentally sensitive areas 
emphasize appropriate native plant species. 

g . Limit exotic plants and the need 
immediate vicinity of the home. 
to their water needs .. 

f or irrigation to the 
Group plants according 

h. Landscape and irrigation plans should include location, 
size , species, type of irrigation and pr otection from 
deer and gopher s. 

B. BUILDING DESTGN 

1. S I ZE AfID SCALE: 

a. Buildings should be compatible 
features and /or other development. 

with surrounding land 
(FIGURE E ) 

b. Buildings, through design, color, and materials should 
appear to be in scale with site and neighborhood, 
generally t o mi nimize size or mass. 

c . Buildings in hillside areas should fi~ exis ting contours 
without need for expansive flat grading. Underpinning 
for structures should be screened and no more than 6 ' 
high. (FIGURE F) 
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GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR DESIGN REVIEW 

2. ARCHITECTURAL FORM: 

a. Building facades should be articulated to provide 
shadows and breakup massing. The downhill facades of 
two- story homes should step back to the hill. 

b. Roof lines should empbasize horizontal lines and related 
to the site's slope. (FIGURE G) 

c. Low profile buildings are encouraged on high visibility 
sites. 

d . Rouses with small footprints are encouraged ;mere a site 
is restricted by existing natural feat.Ures. 

3. HATERL''-.I.S AND COLORS: 

a. Colors that are simiiar to ones wi thin tile surrounding 
site environment. are encouraged. 

b. On highly visible lots, colors 
environmental backdrop and nmi 
building. 

should blend with 
draw attention to 

the 
the 

c . . Haterials should be durable and selected to reduce mass 
and scale . 

d. Roofing materials should 
reflective and chosen to 
backdrop. 

be fire resistive, non­
blend with the adjacent 

C. MOST COHMON ~!!STAKES IN HILLSIDE DESIGN 

1. Inaccurate 
contours. 

site information, including 

2. Excessive grading and padd.ing of sites. 

3. Oversized homes for building site. 

tree location, 

4. Colors that do not blend with setting and draw attention to 
building. 
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I I . 

A. 

RESIDENTIAL GUIDELINES FOR ADDITIONS, 
REMODELING AND NEW HOMES WITHIN 
VALLEY AND INFILL AREAS 

SITE DESIGN 

l. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT: 

a. i'.ccurate land surv-ey and contour map with tree 
locations, driplines and special features including 
locations, footprints and heights of all structures on 
adjacent properties. Surveys shall be wet signed by a 
registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor. 

b. Site buildings to preserve trees and natural land 
features such as creeks and swales, rock out-croppings 
and prominent knolls. 

c. l'fnen siting buildings and their associated outdoor 
living and service areas, respect the privacy and views 
of existing adjacent residences. (FIGURE HI 

d. Site buildings to preserve visually established front 
and side yard setbacks. 

e. Removal o f trees requires review by the City Landscape 
Consultant to evaluate condition and value in the 
landscape, and is generally not pennitted except where 
there is no appropriate alternatives to development of 
the site. 

f. !lo tree should be removed before approval is granted by 
Design Review, Planning Department and other necessary 
regulatory agencies. 

g. Impacts of the natural visual charact:.er of the site 
shall be minimized when viewed from offsite. (FIGURE I) 

h. Hinimize visual impa=s of grading. 

i. Hinimize 
building 
Ease top 
balance . 

cut and fill slopes. Retaining walls within 
footprint are preferred over eXU!rior ones. 

and toe of cuts and fills. Cut and fill should 

j, Do not grade under tile dripline of trees. 

k. Identify and protect natural animal habitat. 
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2. PHYSIC.!J. IHPACTS/PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SERVICES, 

a. Foundations, retaining walls, etc. 
within the dripline of trees. 
requested wi thin the dripline of a 
and approved by the City Landscape 

should not be placed 
Any construction 

tree must be reviewed 
Consultant. 

b. Provide for a closed storm drain sys~m. Keep 
impermeable sur faces to a minimum of the total property 
area . Downspouts should be tied t o the closed system. 

c. Utilities should be coordinated with existing adjacent 
facilities and servi·ce should be designed to minimize 
tree and grade disturbance. 

d. On hillside sites, sedimentation, erosion, 
stability should be addressed with the 
comprehensive soils report. 

and 
aid 

soil 
of a 

e . Jtinimize impacts to a ne i ghbor 's views and privacy. 

f. Solar shadi ng of adjacent pr operties should be avoided. 
T-wo- story structures in predominantly . single- story 
neighboi:-hoods must. increase upper story sideyard 
setbacks to minimize impacts. (FIGURE J ) 

g. /I.void siting compressors, pumps and other mechanical 
equipment 1vhere it is visible or will create a noi se 
problem for adjacent. property owners. 

h. Adequate parking and safe automobile ingress and egi:-ess 
should be provided. 

i. 

3 . LANDSCAPE: 

Dedication 
sidewalk:., 
considered 
development. 

of rights-of-way along 
curbs and gutters, and 
if consistent wit h 

public 
bikeways 
existing 

roads for 
shoul d be 
adjacent 

a. Use Trees for Lafavette by Russell A. Beatty . 

b. lfhen building within an est::ablished neighborhood, f ront 
yard landscaping should strive for consistency with the 
established vi sual character . 

c. If buil ding on a 
with nati ve plans 
visual relief. 

visible hillside location, landscaping 
should be provided for screening and 
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GENER/\L GUIDELINES FOR DESI GN REVTu""l-1 

d. Protect the privacy of neighbors with screen planting. 

e. Utilize natural appearing groupings of plants. 

f. Landscape and irrigation plans should include location, 
size, species, type of irrigat ion, and protection from 
deer and gophers. 

B. BUILDING DESIGN 

1 . SIZE PJID SCALE : 

a. Buildings shoul d be compatible with existing development 
and surrounding land features. 

b. Buildings, thr ough design, col or , and materials, should 
appear co be in scale with the existing -neighborhood and 
site. (FI GURE K) 

c. Infill pro jects in hillside areas should fit existing 
contours wi thout need for ext ensive padding of the s i te . 
Underpinning for s t ructures should be scr eened, 
architectur ally treated and no more than 6 ' in height. 

2. ARCHITECTURAL FORH: 

a. Building forms on i nfill s ites shall not. contrast 
sharply with the existing visual envi ronment. Attention 
should be given to predominant roof slopes and roof 
desiqn, amount of facade articulation, orientation of 
entries and garages, et c. (FIGURE L) 

b. L-0w profile buildings are encour aged on high visibi lit y 
sites. 

c. Houses with small footprints are encouraged where a s ite 
is restricted by existing natural f eatures. 

d. ovei;:all scale and square footage of building should 
relate to existing neighborhood visual scale and square 
footage. (FIGURE H) 

3 . H.~ AND COLO.RS: 

a . Colors that are similar to ones within the surrounding 
neighborhood are encouraged. 

b . on highly visibl e sites, colors should blend with the 
environmental/neighbo rhood backdrop and not draw 
attention t o the building. 
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GENERAL GUIDELD!ES FOR DESI GN REVIEW 

C. 

c, Haterials should be durable and selected to emphasize 
neighborhood scale and continuity. 

d. Roofing materials should meet 
requirements, be non-reflective 
the predominant adjacent visual 

MOST COHHON HISTJIKES ON INFILL SI'!'ES 

current fire resistive 
and chosen to blend with 
conten. 

1. Oversized building for neighborhood and site. 

2. Inaccurate site information including tree locations, 
contours, and location of adjacent structures. 

3. Colors that do not blend with neighborhood or setting, 

4. Excessive grading and/or padding of sites. 

7-30stf.ca 
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