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January 23, 2024 

Taven Kinison Brown 
Community Development Director 
City of Gonzales 
Gonzales City Hall 
147 Fourth St 
Gonzales, CA 93926 
TKinisonBrown@ci.gonzales.ca.us 

Re: Draft Housing Element Update, 6th Housing Element Cycle, 2023-2031 

Dear Mr. Kinison Brown: 

LandWatch Monterey County submits the following comments on the City of Gonzales’ draft 6th 
Cycle Housing Element Update (“HE”). 

LandWatch supports the draft Housing Element’s proposals for objective development standards, 
ministerial permitting, and local density bonuses. We suggest that the City consider expanding 
these programs to include objective design review standards and additional ministerial permitting 
and local density bonuses. 

LandWatch opposes the City’s over-reliance on the proposed Vista Lucia Specific Plan and its failure 
to identify other available vacant sites that are already within the City as the sites for needed 
higher density affordable housing. 

Gonzales needs to plan over the long term for housing that will actually meet the needs of those 
who live and work in the City. Half of Gonzales’ population are lower income, earning less than 80% 
of the area median income. Yet only 22% of the site inventory in the draft Housing Element would 
be affordable to these lower income households. 

According to the U.S. Census, Gonzales’ median household income is $74,000. As a rule of thumb, 
for a home to be affordable it should cost 2.5-3 times the homeowners’ annual income. Based on 
this, the average Gonzales family can afford a $200,000 home. However, the median Gonzales 
home price is $600,000— impossibly expensive for most working families.  
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As LandWatch has observed in its comments on other housing element updates, Monterey County 
residents need multifamily housing, not more single-family homes. The housing local governments 
have approved is misaligned with the needs of local working families and individuals, especially 
those who work in Gonzales. By design, multifamily housing is far more affordable than single-
family housing. It is environmentally preferable because it provides local housing for local workers.  
Single-family homes by and large serve the needs of investors, second home owners, and 
commuters, not local working families and individuals.  
 
Unfortunately, Monterey County and its 12 cities, including Gonzales, have consistently approved 
single-family rather than multifamily housing. LandWatch’s Monterey County Housing Pipeline 
documents more than 21,000 residential housing units that have been entitled (approved) but not 
yet been built. Almost all of the approved units are single-family homes. There are another 13,000 
units for which entitlements are being sought, and most of these are also single-family homes. The 
data show a dire shortage of affordable multifamily rentals. 
 
The City has had a long-standing program to require that new development in specific plan areas, 
such as the proposed Vista Lucia Specific Plan, be provided in the proportion set out in the City’s 
RHNA. The proportionality requirement for new development is intended to ensure that planning 
commitments meet the City’s long-term needs.  The proportionality requirement would, for 
example, ensure that Vista Lucia design half of its units to be affordable to lower and moderate 
income households. But the draft housing Element simply abandons the proportionality program, 
setting as its goal instead merely having enough units to meet the 6th Cycle RHNA, not requiring 
that Specific Plans design all of their units in proportion to the RHNA affordability mix. One 
consequence is that the City may not be able to meet its 7th, 8th, and 9th Cycle RHNAs without 
completely redesigning the Vista Lucia Specific Plan to add more high density units. This is bad 
long-range planning. 
 
Furthermore, the draft Housing element should not treat the Vista Lucia Specific Plan as a pending 
or pipeline project. Neither the Specific Plan nor its annexation has been approved and there are 
certainly no approved or pending development projects to implement a specific plan. By treating 
the Vista Lucia Specific plan as a pipeline project, the draft Housing Element ignores the statutory 
requirement to address the lack of any mandatory program or plan to provide infrastructure.  
 
Despite the lack of any approved or even currently proposed Vista Lucia Specific Plan, the draft 
Housing Element assumes Vista Lucia will provide the majority of the RHNA for lower income 
households. But there are other sites available for lower and moderate income units that do not 
require annexation. For example, the 20-acre Gloria Road site 7 and the 135-acre D’Arrigo site 8B, 
could accommodate hundreds more units if they were zoned for higher density housing. 
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A. Gonzales needs half of its future units to be affordable to lower income families. 
 
Household median income in Gonzales is only $73,906. (HE, Section 1, Table 2.) These households 
cannot realistically expect to purchase housing and they could not likely afford rental housing 
without vouchers or overcrowding – if, that is, the rental housing were even available. 
 
The failure to provide housing affordable to lower and moderate income households has in fact 
resulted in overcrowding and caused households to be housing cost burdened. In Gonzales, 45% of 
renters are cost burdened and 18% of households are overcrowded. (HE, Section 5, pp. 82, 84.) 
 
In Gonzales, 8.2% of households are Extremely Low-Income; 12.9% are Very Low-Income, and 28.1% 
are Low-Income. (HE, Section 5, Figure 16.) Thus, 49.2% of Gonzales’ households are classified as 
lower income, earning less than 80% of the area median income.  
 
If half of Gonzales’ residents need housing affordable to lower income households, then the Housing 
Element should ensure that half of new development is affordable to such households. Despite this, only 
22% of the sites - 549 of the 2,532 sites – are designated as affordable to lower income households. 
(HE, Section 3, Table 11.) 
 

B. The Housing Element Update abandons the City’s existing policy and program to require 
that new development in specific plan areas be provided in the proportion set out in the 
City’s RHNA.  

 

The General Plan and its 5th Cycle Housing element currently mandates not just that there be 
enough units planned to meet the RHNA affordability levels for a particular 8-year housing cycle, 
but that the City plan new development to accommodate the expected proportion of lower and 
moderate income units, which will ensure that there are sufficient lower and moderate income sites 
available for future RHNA cycles as well. Thus, the current 5th Cycle Housing Element requires that 
specific plans be designed to support the expected proportions of lower, moderate, and above 
moderate income units: 

Implementing Action HE-1.1.1 – Housing for All Income Levels within 2010 General Plan 
Growth Area. Using the minimum standards for the mix of housing to be achieved in new 
neighborhoods (set forth in Table II-3 of the Land Use Element), require Specific Plans to 
design each new neighborhood to contain housing suited for all income levels in roughly the 
proportion set forth in the AMBAG Regional Housing Needs Allocation of 293 units for the 2014-
2023 planning period. Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission, City 
Council Timing: Prior to or at the adoption of each new Specific Plan. 
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(Gonzales General Plan, pp. IV-53, IV-82 [Policy HE-1.1, Implementing Action HE-1.1.1], available at 
https://gonzalesca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-08/General-Plan-Housing-Element.pdf.) 
Implementing Action HE-1.1.1 is intended to support Policy HE 1.1, which calls for maintaining “a 
sufficient amount of vacant, residentially zoned land within the Gonzales Planning Area to support 
the Regional Housing Needs Allocation and reduce overcrowding in Gonzales.”  

In effect, this meant that, during the 5th Cycle, the City committed future specific plans to design at 
least 58% of their units to be affordable to lower and moderate income households because 58% of 
the 2014-23 RHNA was for lower and moderate income units. (170 of 293 total units were required 
to be for moderate, low, or very-low income households. See page 15 of Fifth Cycle RHNA at 
https://www.ambag.org/sites/default/files/2019-12/RHNP%202014-
2023_Final_revised_PDFA_2.pdf.)  

The City’s 6th Cycle RHNA is 1,266 units, of which 173 are Very-Low Income, 115 are Low-Income, 
321 are Moderate Income, and 657 are Above Moderate Income. (HE, Section 3, Table 5.) Thus, the 
proportion of the 6th Cycle RHNA that is supposed to be affordable to lower and moderate income 
households is 48%. If the City is not to abandon its previous commitment that specific plans be 
designed in proportion to the City’s RHNA, the proposed Vista Lucia Specific Plan must be designed 
so that about half of the units are affordable to lower and moderate income households. This 
requires, for example, that about half of the units be located on sites zoned at medium to high 
density.  

The obvious rationale for mandating that the specific plans be designed to provide housing in 
proportion to the RHNA affordability levels, and not just mandating enough units to meet one 8-year 
RHNA Cycle, is that the specific plan areas represent the majority of the sites available for future 
housing. The AMBAG Regional Growth Forecast projects that Gonzales will absorb 2,227 units from 
2025-2045, a rate of 111.35 units per year. (AMBAG, Regional Growth Forecast, available at 
https://www.ambag.org/sites/default/files/2022-
12/REVISED_PDFAAppendix%20A_2022%20RGF.pdf.)  

Thus, the 3,498 units proposed for the Vista Lucia Specific Plan represents 31 years of housing 
absorption – almost four RHNA cycles. The City’s purported rationale for annexation of this large 
area has been the claim that the annexed land is needed for future growth. (HE, Section 2, p. 21 
[“The City must rely on annexation to accommodate its RHNA, therefore the City will complete the 
annexation of the Vista Lucia area within the first three years of the planning period”].) As the 
growth area for the City, the Specific Plan area is the primary available land to meet future RHNA 
targets. As the growth area, the Vista Lucia Specific Plan should be designed to support the 
expected proportions of lower, moderate, and above moderate income units over multiple RHNA 
cycles. If the Specific Plan area is not designed to support these proportions, the City will either 
have to redesign it or to annex additional land when it prepares future housing elements. 
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Despite this, the Housing Element proposes to abandon the prior mandate that specific plans be 
designed to provide housing in proportion to the RHNA affordability levels. The language of the 
revised Implementation Action HE-1.1.1 drops the references to proportionality and makes no 
reference to specific plan designs. It merely requires that the city plan “to accommodate the 2023-
2031 RHNA:”  

Implementation Action HE-1.1.1: Maintain Sites Inventory  
The City will maintain a current sites inventory of Housing Element sites throughout the 
planning period to accommodate the 2023-2031 RHNA. When rezoning or approving 
development projects that differ from the assumed number of units and/or affordability 
levels in the inventory, the City will evaluate the impact on its ability to meet the 2023-
2031 RHNA. The City shall comply with the no net loss provisions stipulated in Government 
Code § 65863. When identifying sites, the City will focus on finding replacement sites in 
moderate resource areas, the highest designation in Gonzales, to affirmatively further fair 
housing. [Source: 2015- 2023 Gonzales Housing Element HE-1.1.1, modified]  
� Action (A): Maintain a site inventory of adequate densities and appropriate development 
standards to facilitate a range of housing opportunities.  

� Action (B): Establish a formal procedure to review sites and ensure no net loss of sites to 
accommodate remaining RHNA and to identify additional sites or rezone within 180 days 
when net loss would occur.  

Merely accommodating the 6th Cycle RHNA units during this 8-year planning period is not sufficient 
to ensure that new development areas, including the Vista Lucia Specific Plan growth area, will 
support future RHNA cycles.  

And indeed, the Vista Lucia Specific Plan has not been designed so that half of the units would be 
affordable to lower and moderate income households. An April 17, 2023 presentation regarding 
plans for affordable units in the Specific Plan area identifies only 211 Very-Low Income units, 211 
Low Income Units, and 281 Moderate Income units. These would comprise only 20% of the 3,498 
Specific Plan units that have been assumed to be the scope of the Vista Lucia Specific Plan. (Vista 
Lucia Master Plan: Comprehensive Housing and Lifestyles for Gonzales, April 17, 2023, attached.) 
And a previously circulated description of the Vista Lucia Specific Plan showed that only 15.5% of 
the total units would be on land zoned at 20 units per acre, the applicable Mullen density for lower 
income units. (Vista Lucia Project Description, Table 2.2: Vista Lucia/Villages One and Two: 
Residential Land Use and Zoning Summary, attached.) 

In sum, the Housing Element should retain the requirement from the 5th Cycle Housing element 
that mandates specific plans be designed to provide housing in proportion to the RHNA 
affordability levels. 
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C. The Vista Lucia Specific Plan site should not be treated as a pipeline or pending project. 

The Housing Element discusses the Vista Lucia Specific Plan under its heading for “Planned, 
Approved and Pending Projects” and it takes credit for 429 lower income units on 20 acres. 
However, a Vista Lucia Specific Plan has not even been released to the public, much less approved.  

HCD’s Site Inventory guidance requires that an agency demonstrate that a project is “expected to 
be built within the planning period” to take credit for it toward the RHNA obligation. (HCD, 
Housing Element Site Inventory Guidebook, June 2020, p. 5.) It is not clear that a specific plan, even 
if it had been approved, is qualified to be treated as a pending or approved “project” within the 
meaning of the Site Inventory Guidebook.  
 
There is no specific development project under consideration. There is no subdivision map, nor 
even a proposed map. There is no approved infrastructure plan. There is no infrastructure financing 
plan. There has been no environmental review. The land has not been annexed to the City. There 
has been no public disclosure of a committed plan to dedicate 20 acres to building 429 lower 
income units. And as discussed above, it is clear that the Vista Lucia plan does not conform to the 
current General Plan mandates to design specific plans in proportion to the RHNA affordability 
levels.  
 
Again, even if a specific plan had been approved and the land had been annexed, there are no 
actual development proposals pending. There are no project-level entitlements under review. 
 
The City’s lower income RHNA obligation is 288 units. Only 120 units will be provided by sites 
other than the Vista Lucia Specific Plan – ADUs, vacant sites, non-vacant sites, and the pending 
CHISPA project. (HE, Section 3, pp. 44, 54, Tables 6, 11.) Thus, the Housing Element critically 
depends on a single, speculative specific plan – the Vista Lucia Specific Plan – to provide the other 
168 lower income units. i.e., the majority of its lower income requirement. But the Housing 
Element fails to establish any actual likelihood that the Vista Lucia Specific Plan will be built 
within the 6th Cycle.  
 
By treating the Vista Lucia Specific Plan as a “pending” project, the City has abdicated its obligation 
to demonstrate what must be demonstrated for other vacant sites. In particular, there is no 
discussion of a committed plan or program to build out new infrastructure for the Vista Lucia 
greenfield space now in agricultural use, and there is no discussion of the need to provide 
agricultural mitigation funding. The Housing Element provides only a generalized and cursory 
infrastructure discussion with no reference to the Vista Lucia Specific Plan area. (HE, Section 3, pp 
55-56.) It references a “Technical Background Report,” but that report was not appended or 
circulated for public review.  
 
HCD requires that a site must demonstrably “have sufficient water, sewer, and dry utilities available 
and accessible to support housing development or whether they are included in an existing 
general plan program or other mandatory program or plan, including a program or plan of a public 
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or private entity to secure sufficient water, sewer, and dry utilities supply to support housing 
development on the site in time to make housing development realistic during the planning 
period.” (HCD, Site Inventory Handbook, p. 7.) There is no existing or mandatory program or plan to 
supply infrastructure to the Vista Lucia Specific Plan area within the plan period.  
 
The Housing Element should look elsewhere to ensure that the City has sufficient sites for lower 
and moderate income units. 

D. Additional sites are available for affordable and market rate housing. 

The proposed site inventory unaccountably fails to consider as available for affordable housing the 
substantial areas of vacant land that are already within the existing City limits. 

Preliminarily, it is difficult to discern for each affordability level just where the site inventory 
proposes the units may be sited, because the draft Housing Element fails to identify units by 
affordability level for each vacant and non-vacant site. This should be corrected.  
  
However, some of this can be pieced together. Table 11, showing aggregate units by affordability 
levels for vacant, non-vacant, pipeline, and ADU sites, lists only 70 lower income units on vacant 
sites. Presumably these are the 70 multi-family residential (MFR) units in the Rincon project, i.e., 
site 8B, which were discussed in the 5th Cycle Housing Element but which have not yet been built. 
(City of Gonzales 2015-2023 Housing Element, pages IV-32 to 33.) The 2011 Vesting Tentative Map 
discussed in 5th Cycle Housing Element has now expired. Thus, this vacant 135-acre site, long-
planned and currently zoned for residential use, is no longer constrained by previous entitlements. 
Presumably, it should now be able to accommodate more lower income and moderate income units 
than were previously proposed – simply through higher density zoning consistent with smart 
growth development planning. 
 
There appears to be no reason that affordable units could not also be located on site 7, the 20-acre 
Gloria Road site. The site inventory identifies none of this site as available for lower income housing 
even though it proposes other affordability levels on this site. No explanation is given for this 
limitation. The City is in position to create substantial real estate value by granting entitlements for 
highway commercial uses on a portion of this site. It would not be difficult or unreasonable to ask 
in exchange that part of the site be designed at densities suitable to support lower income units.  
 
Indeed, the speculative 1,269 units from the Vista Lucia Specific Plan would not be necessary at all 
to meet the RHNA obligations if the City were to identify more higher density units on sites 7 and 
8b. With the sites identified in the Housing Element other than Vista Lucia, the City would be only 3 
units short of its 1,266 RHNA target. The City could easily propose sites for these missing units, and 
sites for a substantial surplus over the RHNA target, on Sites 7 and 8B, which together represent 
155 vacant acres of land already annexed into the City..  
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E. Inadequate provision for concurrent, integrated housing for lower income households. 

The Housing Element apparently proposes only two large sites for any significant number of lower 
income housing units. Even that proposal is confused. 

 It proposes 429 units on 20 acres within the Vista Lucia Specific Plan, but, as noted, it does not 
actually identify a particular site because there is no specific plan. (HE, Section 2, p. 21.)  

It also proposes 70 units on three acres of a 138-acre parcel it states is zoned R-2, Medium Density 
Residential. (HE, Section 2, p. 21; see also HE, Section 3, Table 7, Parcel 8b.)  (Id.) This 138-acre parcel 
appears to be the same site as site 8B identified as a 135-acre parcel that is zoned R-1-PUD, Low 
Density Residential, in Table 8 in HE, Section 3. This site should be consistently and accurately 
described with regard to its size and zoning. 1  

In addition to the inadequate identification of these sites, the required provisions to ensure that 
lower income units can actually be built on large sites are inadequate. 

First, it is not clear that the low or medium density zoning, which are both inconsistently identified 
for site 8B, the 135 or 138-acre parcel, would meet the 20-unit per acre Mullen density required for 
a safe-harbor determination of suitability for lower income units in Monterey County. As noted 
above, the vesting tentative map has now expired. Thus, development on the site is now subject 
only to the existing zoning. However, the medium density residential zoning of the 138-acre parcel 
permits only 16 units per acre. Thus, this parcel is not on its face suitable for lower income housing 
without rezoning.  

Second, the Implementation Action HE-1.1.2, purporting to facilitate development of sites greater 
than ten acres for lower income units, is insufficient. Implementation Action HE-1.1.2 proposes that 
the City “encourage the development of large sites through an allowance of phasing of 
development and off-site improvements and, where applicable, through a Master Plan or Specific 
Plan process.” There is no reasons to assume that a Specific Plan will ensure provision of affordable 
units; as noted above, the presentation on affordable housing for the Vista Lucia Specific Plan does 
not actually meet the City’s needs for lower income units over the long haul. In addition, merely 
permitting phasing of infrastructure will not by itself support provision of lower income housing 
without some other mandate or incentive to develop lower income units.  
 
Indeed, permitting phasing of infrastructure would likely permit developers to provide only the 
necessary infrastructure for the more profitable market rate units without providing the 
infrastructure for lower income units. Phased infrastructure plans will normally tie in to existing 
urban infrastructure; and LAFCO typically requires that urban development be phased so that it 

 

1 Furthermore, the Table at the end of Implementation Action HE-1.1.2 fails to include this 135-acre 
or 138-acre parcel, referencing only the Vista Lucia parcel.  
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remains contiguous with existing urbanization. Thus, for example, in the previously proposed Vista 
Lucia site plans, a phasing plan that would first develop areas contiguous with the existing City of 
Gonzales roadway, water, and sewer infrastructure, would result in developing only the areas 
designated for low density residential use. The only areas proposed for high density residential use, 
i.e., areas that could support lower income units, are proposed well within the proposed Vista Lucia 
“Village One” and relatively distant from the areas contiguous to the existing City infrastructure.  In 
short, merely calling for phased infrastructure does not ensure provision of lower income units and 
may in fact enable a developer to avoid providing infrastructure for lower income units.  
 
And indeed, the Vista Lucia developer proposes that the first two phases of development be low 
density residential units and that the next two phases be medium density residential units. (Vista 
Lucia Master Plan: Comprehensive Housing and Lifestyles for Gonzales, April 17, 2023, attached.) 
No phasing is indicated for the area designated for high density residential use. 
 
In sum, if the Housing Element is going to rely on infrastructure phasing as a means to ensure 
lower income units actually get built on large sites, it must require that the initial phases of the 
infrastructure plan actually include high density parcels.  
 

F. Objective development standards 
 
LandWatch supports increased use of objective development standards, e.g., the incorporation of 
objective development standards in Action B of Implementing action HE-1.3.1.  
 
We suggest that this program be amended to provide for both objective development standards 
and objective design review standards to provide the certainty and streamlining that reduce housing 
production costs.  
 

G. The City should implement additional ministerial permitting. 
 
LandWatch applauds the proposed ministerial permitting in Implementing Actions HE-1.2.1 (SB 35), 
HE-1.3.1 (SB 10), and HE-1.3.2 (permanent supportive housing, low barrier navigation centers), and 
HE-2.1.1 (affordable and workforce housing overlay zones).  
 
We suggest that ministerial permitting be extended to cover most multi-family infill development 
in all zones that permit any residential uses. Qualifying developments that meet the objective 
zoning, design review, and use standards should be permitted through ministerial review and 
without any requirement for a conditional use or other discretionary permit.  
 
Regardless whether the proposed ministerial permitting is extended to cover additional MFR 
housing, we offer the following suggestions for implementing ministerial permitting, largely based 
on SB 35. 
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Qualifying projects should be limited to infill sites, e.g., as defined by Government Code Section 
65913.4(a)(2) [SB 35] or Public Resources Code Section 21094.5(e)(1)(B) [CEQA infill exemption]. 
Limiting the program to infill sites should simplify CEQA review for the adoption of the program 
itself. 
 
The City should continue to require discretionary review of projects on specified sites that are 
environmentally sensitive, e.g., habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species; farmland of 
statewide and local importance; wetlands; earthquake/seismic hazard zones; federal, state, and 
local preserved lands, NCCP and HCP plan areas, and conservation easements; riparian 
areas; Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) facilities and sites; landslide hazard, flood 
plains and, floodways; and wildfire hazard as determined by the Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. (See, e.g., Gov. Code § 65913.4(a)(6)(B) through (K) [sites excluded from ministerial 
permitting in SB 35].)  
 
The City could address concerns for gentrification and historic resources by continuing to require 
discretionary review for projects on existing affordable housing, mobile home sites, or historic 
resources. (See, e.g., Gov. Code § 65913.4(a)(7), (10) [SB 35].) 
 
Application, design review, and expiration terms could be based on the language used to 
implement SB 35. (Gov. Code § 65913.4(b), (c), (e).) 
 
Ministerial permitting of residential projects in infill areas is appropriate because CEQA review 
should be accomplished at the program rather than the project level. That is, CEQA review should 
take place when the City amends its General Plan or zoning code, not when a developer comes to 
the City with a conforming project. 
 

H. The city should consider additional local density bonuses. 
 
LandWatch applauds the proposed density bonuses that would be in addition to those mandated 
by the State Density Bonus (“DBL”) law in Implementing Actions HE-1.2.4 (urban agriculture, 
universal design, large family). 
 
We suggest that the City offer an additional density bonus for affordable units that goes beyond the 
state requirements in order to more effectively promote affordable housing development. For 
example, the City could provide a local density bonus greater than the state DBL bonus, e.g., a 50% 
bonus for projects providing 8% very low-income units instead of the state DBL’s 27.5% bonus. Such 
an approach is being taken by Sand City, which is proposing a 250% density bonus as long as 15% 
of the units are affordable to lower income households. In addition, the City could increase the 
number of concessions given at specified levels of affordability beyond the number mandated by 
the State DBL. 
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I.  The City should consider waiver or reduction of both permitting and impact fees for 
affordable housing. 

 
LandWatch supports the proposal in Implementing Action 2.1.1 to defer fees for affordable 
housing. The proposal should be clarified so that it would defer both permitting and impact fees. In 
addition, the City should exercise its discretion to waive or reduce some fees for affordable units, 
not just to defer them. Finally, when undertaking nexus studies, the City should apportion fees 
based on a per square footage rather than a per unit basis wherever this tends to reduce fees for 
affordable units.   
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Michael D. DeLapa 
Executive Director 
 
 
Attachments  
• Vista Lucia Master Plan: Comprehensive Housing and Lifestyles for Gonzales, April 17, 2023, 

attached 
• Vista Lucia Project Description, Table 2.2: Vista Lucia/Villages One and Two: Residential 

Land Use and Zoning Summary 
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Housing Market Summary

Sources: California Association of Realtors®
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Project Site Location Map
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Overall Land Use Plan
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Greenway Connections – over 7 miles 
trails, promenades, bikeways
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Overall Land Use Plan
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High Density Apartment Concept Illustration

Conceptual Map for Discussion Purposes
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Typical Apartments
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Phase 3 Small Lot Detached Homes 

Conceptual Map for Discussion Purposes
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Phase 3 Small Lot Detached Homes 

Conceptual Map
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Examples of Small Lot Detached Homes 
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 VISTA LUCIA PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

  

VISTA LUCIA  
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
This Project Description provides an 
overview of the Vista Lucia Specific Plan 
project for the environmental analysis to 
be contained in a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR).  



 

 VISTA LUCIA PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Table 2.2: Vista Lucia/Villages One and Two:  Residential Land Use and Zoning Summary 

Residential Land Use 
Designation and  Zoning Gross Acres 1 

Allowable 
Gross Density 

Range by 
Residential 
Category 
(du/ac)  4  

Target  
Dwelling Units 2 

Total 
Units 

Percentage 
of Total 
Units3 

 Village 
One 

Village 
Two  Village 

One 
Village 

Two 
  

 Neighborhood 
Residential Low (VL-NRL) 137 105 3-6 (5 du/ac 

target) 685 525 1,210 35.0 % 

Neighborhood Residential 
Medium (VL-NRM) 92 69 6-9 (7 du/ac 

target) 644 483 1,127 32.0 % 

Neighborhood Residential 
Medium-High (VL-NRMH) 20 25 9-15 (12 du/ac 

target) 240 300 540 15.5 % 

Neighborhood Residential 
High (VL-NRH) 11 11 15-24 (24 

du/ac target) 270 271 541 15.5 % 

Neighborhood 
Commercial /Mixed Use5 
(VL-NC/MU)  

25 65 105  (10 du/ac 
target) 20 60 

80 2.0 % 

Sub-Totals by Village 260  210  1,864 1,634   

Overall Totals: 
Villages One and Two 470 7.4 average 

du/ac.   3,498 100 % 

Notes: 
1. Gross acres include all land parcels (including interior local streets and rights-of-way) designated for a particular 

residential category. According to City standards, the density of dwelling units per gross residential acre “is 
calculated exclusive of schools, parks, drainages, commercial areas, and major rights-of-way.” 

2. Unit counts within each residential land use category or parcel may vary, as long as the City requirement of a 7.0 
du/ac. overall minimum density is met for the overall project, and the overall unit count shown above is not 
exceeded. 

3. Unit counts must conform to General Plan requirements for minimum percentage of units by density category.  
4. Allowable gross density ranges for parcels within each category are taken from City’s 2008 “Neighborhood Design 

Guidelines and Standards” for the New Growth Area. 
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