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Chapter I 
Introduction 

The Housing Element is a State-mandated element of 

the General Plan with specific technical 

requirements which are detailed and met in this 

document. It is a reflection of the City of Benicia’s 

progress and priorities for the supply of housing 

within the framework of the General Plan’s 

overarching goal: sustainability.  This element 

prioritizes efficient land use and the integration of 

environmental, social, and economic needs to ensure 

that the demands of the present eight-year planning 

cycle will not compromise the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs.  

While public comment on this plan has been largely 

dedicated to the location of new housing, the 

Housing Element is about something greater: 

recognizing the diverse housing needs of the 

community and ensuring that those needs are met 

now and in the future.  In this cycle, the City took a 

deliberate approach in drafting the Housing Element 

and focused on ways to bring all community 

members into discussion about housing.  This effort 

included coordination with the City’s Equity, 

Diversity & Inclusion Manager to identify 

opportunities to reach out to individuals and 

organizations who are often underrepresented in 

local decision-making. New methods of outreach, 

platforms, and approaches to engage with 

community members have been piloted through this 

effort.  While the lingering social and health 

implications of the COVID-19 Pandemic have 

influenced this process and may have hindered early 

participation in community meetings, the City used 

all available engagement channels to encourage 

community participation and communication. 

 
1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Continuum of Care (CoC) Homeless Populations and 
Subpopulations Reports (2021). 
2 ABAG Data Packet, 2021. 
3 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data releases, starting with 2014-2018 through 2016-2020. 
4 HCD, 2021, Revised State Income Limits. 
5 Bureau of Labor Statistics, May 2021, Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates. 

This chapter provides an overview of the Housing 

Element, including the regional and local context in 

which the plan is being developed, and the various 

approaches to public outreach and information that 

have been employed throughout this process. 

Reliable shelter is a basic need shared by everyone. 

In Solano County, 397 individuals did not have 

reliable housing in 20211, 2.3 percent of households 

were considered overcrowded in 2019, and 34.3 

percent of households were overpaying for housing in 

2019.2 Average rental costs have increased by 44% in 

the past six years3, disproportionately impacting 

lower-income and fixed-income households. It is 

commonly noted by community members that their 

grown children cannot afford to live in Benicia due 

to the cost of living and that many current 

homeowners could not afford to rent or buy in 

Benicia if they moved here today.  

In Solano County the median household income for a 

household of four is $99,3004, which means that 

many of our community members and City of Benicia 

employees in positions such as administrative clerk, 

rehabilitation counselor, human resources assistant, 

librarian, veterinary technician, maintenance 

custodian, or police dispatcher may meet the State 

definition of “very low-” or “low-” income5, 

depending on how large their household is or 

whether their household has more than one income. 

Housing is the most significant monthly cost for most 

households, and it informs individuals’ choices about 

where to live, where to work, and more. In order for 

our City to promote the long-term viability of our 

businesses, we must promote the provision of 

housing affordable at these income levels. The 

availability of housing affordable to all income levels 

will also affect the City’s ability to welcome future 
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residents, families, business owners, and community 

members. 

The current housing affordability crisis is not unique 

to Benicia, but local solutions to the crisis must be. 

California law recognizes the vital role local 

governments play in the supply and affordability of 

housing. Each local government in California is 

required to adopt a comprehensive, long-term 

General Plan for the physical development of the 

city or county.  

The Housing Element is one of the seven mandated 

elements of the General Plan. Housing Element law, 

first enacted in 1969, mandates that local 

governments adequately plan to meet the existing 

and projected housing needs of all economic 

segments of the community. The State Legislature 

has found that “the availability of housing is of vital 

statewide importance, and the early attainment of 

decent housing and a suitable living environment for 

every Californian family, including farmworkers, is a 

priority of the highest order” (Government Code 

Section 65580(a)). 

The Housing Element establishes goals, policies, and 

programs to facilitate and encourage the provision of 

safe, adequate housing for its current and future 

residents of all income levels. 

The purposes of the Housing Element are to: 

1. Identify adequate sites for new housing to be 
located; 

2. Establish a strategy for the development of 
affordable housing, as defined by State law; 

3. Evaluate current constraints on housing 
development, including governmental 
constraints, and identify policies and 
programs to remove these barriers; 

4. Create policy that promotes equal housing 
opportunities on the basis of race, color, 
national origin, religion, sex, familial status, 
and disability; and 

5. Encourage efficient use of land and energy 
resources in residential development. 

The Housing Element differs from the other required 

elements in that the State mandates that it analyze 

population and housing trends and include specific, 

detailed information on projected housing needs. 

Also, unlike other General Plan elements, the 

Housing Element must be submitted to the California 

Department of Housing and Community Development 

(HCD) for review and certification. 

The State requires Housing Elements to be updated 

every eight years (Government Code Section 65588) 

to coincide with Regional Transportation Plans, in 

accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 375, the “anti-

sprawl” bill passed September 30, 2008. 

This chapter addresses the contents of the 2023-2031 

Housing Element, regional housing needs, data 

sources for the document, consistency with the 

City’s General Plan, and the City’s efforts to 

encourage public participation. 

1.1 The City of Benicia 2023 - 
2031 Housing Element 

The City of Benicia partnered with the cities of 

Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, 

Vallejo, and the County of Solano to form the Solano 

County REAP Housing Element Collaborative for this 

Housing Element Update. As a part of the Housing 

Element update process, the Solano County 

Collaborative combined forces to prepare a regional 

Housing Needs Assessment and a regional Assessment 

of Fair Housing. The planning period for this Housing 

Element extends from January 31, 2023, to January 

31, 2031. The Housing Element consists of the 

following major components, as required by State 

law: 

1.1.1 Public Participation (Chapter I / Appendix E) 

Public participation is a key component in updating 

the Housing Element. The City’s civic engagement 

strategy that was used to solicit participation by the 

community is outlined in Chapter 1. Meeting 

summaries and results from workshops and surveys 

are summarized in Appendix E. 

1.1.2 Program of Actions and Quantified 

Objectives (Chapter II) 

The City must develop housing programs that meet 

local housing goals and fulfill State requirements. 

The City must develop measurable objectives for 

construction of new housing and the rehabilitation 

and conservation of existing units by income 

category (i.e., very low, low, moderate, and above 
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moderate) to make sure that both the existing and 

the projected housing needs are met, consistent with 

the City’s share of the Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation (RHNA) that sets forth a specified number 

of new housing units that Benicia should plan for. 

1.1.3 Site Inventory and Analysis (Chapter III) 

The City must compile relevant information on the 

zoning, acreage, allowed density, availability of 

services (i.e.: police, fire, education), and 

infrastructure for sites that are suitable for 

residential development. A detailed list of sites is 

also included in this chapter. 

1.1.4 Housing Resources (Chapter IV) 

The City has summarized existing housing resources 

in Benicia, to include organizations and programs 

related to affordable housing. 

1.1.5 Governmental and Nongovernmental 

Constraints (Chapter IV) 

An assessment of governmental and nongovernmental 

impediments to the development of housing for all 

income levels is included in this chapter. This 

chapter also includes a discussion of energy 

conservation. 

1.1.6 Assessment of Existing Housing Needs and 

Special Housing Needs (Appendix A) 

Appendix A includes a community profile of 

population characteristics, household information, 

housing stock, tenure, and housing affordability. 

Affordable units at risk of conversion to market rate 

are also discussed in Appendix A. Appendix A 

discusses special housing needs for seniors, 

farmworkers, homeless, large households, and 

female-headed households. This includes 

designations of zones where emergency shelters will 

be allowed. 

1.1.7 Fair Housing Assessment (Appendix B) 

The United States Congress established the Fair 

Housing Act in 1968 to prohibit discrimination in the 

sale, rental, and financing of housing based on race, 

religion, and national origin. In 2018, California 

passed Assembly Bill (AB) 686 to address more 

subtle, discriminatory methods that reinforce 

patterns of segregation that persist in California 

today. The new legislation requires cities and 

counties to update their Housing Element to include 

an assessment of fair housing practices, an analysis 

of the relationship between available sites and areas 

of high or low resources, and concrete actions in the 

form of programs to affirmatively further fair 

housing. The purpose of this assessment and analysis 

is to proactively promote the replacement of 

segregated living patterns with truly integrated and 

balanced living patterns and to transform racially 

and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into 

areas of opportunity. 

1.1.8 Review of the Previous Housing Element 

(Appendix C) 

The City must review the actual outcomes of the 

goals, policies, programs, and quantified objectives 

adopted in the previous Housing Element (for years 

2014-2023) and analyze the differences between 

what was intended and what was achieved. 

1.1.9 Sites Inventory Lists (Appendix D) 

The City has provided a detailed matrix that displays 

information for each site identified to meet the 

City’s RHNA.  

1.2 Regional Housing Needs 

The State recognizes that local government plays a 

vital role in housing development and, in 1969, 

adopted a law requiring that all California 

jurisdictions plan for the housing needs of all 

residents across all income categories. Compliance 

with this State mandate is fulfilled through the 

adoption of a legally compliant Housing Element and 

RHNA. Failure to comply with housing element law 

can result in any of the following consequences: 

● Legal challenges and attorney fees. 

● Limited access to State funding and 

resources. 

● Revocation of local permitting authority and 

local discretion over affordable housing 

projects. 

● Financial penalties.  

State housing element law (Government Code Section 

65580 et seq.) requires regional councils of 

government (COGs) to identify for each city and 

county its “fair share” of the RHNA provided by HCD. 



4 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is 

the COG for the nine-county Bay Area, which 

includes Solano County. ABAG adopted the RHNA in 

December 2021 for the period June 30, 2022, to 

December 15, 2030 (see Table 1.1). Benicia’s share of 

the county’s housing need is determined by Solano 

County through the Regional Housing Needs Plan, 

adopted on September 16, 2021. The plan contains 

the RHNA and takes into account several factors in 

preparing the RHNA, including projected households, 

job growth, regional income distribution, and 

location of public transit. 

The RHNA for Benicia is shown in Table 1.1, whereby 

Benicia must have the appropriate zoning in place to 

allow 750 new units to be built through the year 

2030. Based on HCD standards, 50 percent of the 

Very Low Income RHNA number  should be planned 

for extremely low-income households. Therefore, 

there is a projected need for 106 units affordable to 

extremely low-income households and 106 units 

affordable to very low-income households in Benicia. 

750 residential units does not exceed Benicia’s build-

out projection anticipated in the Community 

Development and Sustainability Chapter the General 

Plan. However, in 2022 there was not adequate 

zoning to facilitate this magnitude of residential 

development, nor was it at a density that could 

reasonably result in the construction of affordable 

units. 

1.2.1 Definitions of Household Income 

● Extremely Low Income: Incomes less than or 

equal to 30 percent of area median family 

income (MFI). 

● Very Low Income: Incomes between 31 and 50 

percent of area MFI. 

● Low Income: Incomes between 51 and 80 

percent of area MFI. 

● Moderate Income: Incomes between 81 and 

120 percent of area MFI. 

The number of new homes are split by income 

category based on the limits for very low-, low-, 

moderate-, and above moderate-income households 

established by the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD). Solano County’s 2021 

income limits are shown in Table 1.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.1 City of Benicia Regional Housing Needs Allocation, June 30, 2022 - December 15, 2030 

 
Very Low- 

Income 
Low- 

Income 
Moderate- 

Income 
Above Moderate-

Income 
Total 

Current Regional Housing Needs Allocation 212 127 123 288 750 

Source: Solano County, 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Plan, 2021. 

Table 1.2 Solano County 2021 Income Limits 

Income Categories 
Persons Per Household 

1 2 3 4 5 

*Extremely Low Income (<30% MFI**) $20,450 $23,350 $26,250 $29,150 $31,500 

Very Low Income (30% - 50% MFI) $34,000 $38,850 $43,700 $48,550 $52,450 

Low Income (50% - 80% MFI) $54,350 $62,100 $69,850 $77,600 $83,850 

Median Income $69,500 $79,450 $89,350 $99,300 $107,250 

Moderate Income (80% - 120% MFI) $83,400 $95,300 $107,250 $119,150 $128,700 

* Defined in the California Health & Safety Code, Section50106, and discussed in Appendix A. 

**MFI = Median Family Income (Area Median Income, adjusted for family size) 

Source: HCD Revised State Income Limits 2021 
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While the City is not responsible for the actual 

construction of these units, Benicia is, however, 

responsible for creating a regulatory environment in 

which the private market could build these 

additional homes. This includes the creation, 

adoption, and implementation of City-wide goals, 

policies, programs, and zoning standards, along with 

economic incentives to facilitate the construction of 

a wide range of housing types. 

1.3 Data Sources 

Various sources of information contribute to the 

Housing Element. ABAG provides a data package that 

has been pre-approved by HCD and serves as the 

primary data source for population and household 

characteristics. Dates for data included in the ABAG 

data package may vary depending on the selection of 

data that was made to provide the best data on the 

topic. The sources included in the ABAG data 

package are listed in the Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment.  

In addition to the ABAG packet, data was drawn from 

the California Employment Development Department 

and City of Benicia records. Information on available 

services for housing comes from numerous public 

agencies including the US Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD), Solano County Assessor, 

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, California 

Department of Finance, California Department of 

Developmental Services, California Department of 

Education, and other Solano County jurisdictions. 

Information concerning constraints on housing 

production and past and current housing efforts in 

Benicia comes from City staff, other public agencies, 

and a number of private sources, including 

Zillow.com and Realtor.com. 

1.4 General Plan Consistency 

The Housing Element is one of the eight mandatory 

elements of the General Plan, which was last 

comprehensively updated by the City in 1999 (the 

Land Use Map was updated in 2005). For the General 

Plan to provide effective guidance on land use 

issues, the goals, policies, and programs of each 

element must be internally consistent. This Housing 

Element builds on the existing General Plan, but the 

City will need to update the Land Use Element and 

Land Use Diagram to retain consistency across its 

policies. Consistency between the Housing Element 

and the General Plan will continue to be evaluated 

whenever an element of the General Plan is 

amended. The City will continue to ensure that the 

Housing Element’s goals and policies are consistent 

with—and supported by—goals and policies in the 

other elements of the General Plan, or make 

amendments as necessary to maintain consistency. 

The City is concurrently updating the Safety Element 

of the General Plan, and it will be consistent with 

the Housing Element update. The City is not required 

under State law to complete a standalone 

Environmental Justice Element. 

1.5 Public Participation 

California law requires that local governments 

include public participation as part of the Housing 

Element. Specifically, Government Code Section 

65583(c)(7) states “that the local government shall 

make a diligent effort to achieve public participation 

of all economic segments of the community in the 

development of the housing element, and the 

program shall describe this effort.”  

The City has sought to engage all segments of the 

community during the preparation of the Housing 

Element update, including the individuals, 

organizations, and agencies with which the City 

consulted; the methods of community outreach; and 

a summary of comments received and how these 

comments have been addressed. All segments of the 

community were encouraged by the City to 

participate in the preparation of the Housing 

Element through a series of efforts including 

community-wide postcards that were mailed to every 

Benicia household on March 4, 2022 and again on 

July 5, 2022, announcements on the City’s social 

media channels and via the City’s e-newsletter (City 

of Benicia This Week), distribution to the Housing 

Element email listserv, and direct contacts by email 

and phone with organizations serving low-income and 

special-needs groups. The City invited 

representatives of these groups to attend the public 

workshop, open houses, Planning Commission, and 

City Council meetings on the Housing Element. The 

City has not had a documented need for translation 

or interpretation into other languages for public 

outreach; therefore, translation has not been 

offered during public meetings hosted in support of 
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the Housing Element update.  However, several 

presentations have been published to the project 

website in Spanish as well as English.  The events 

listed below were conducted to solicit input on the 

Housing Element; results of each event and the way 

input was incorporated into the Housing Element are 

described in Appendix E. 

● Housing stakeholder consultations 

● Virtual workshop 

● Open houses 

● Property owner meetings 

● Planning Commission meetings 

● City Council meetings 

● Committee United for Racial Equity (CURE) 

meeting 
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Chapter II 
Goals, Policies, and Programs

The fundamental components of a Housing Element 
include a statement of the community’s goals and 
policies relative to the maintenance, improvement, 
and development of housing. This chapter sets forth 
goals, policies, and implementation programs to 
achieve the City’s objective of providing a wide 
range of housing choices affordable to all segments 
of the community. 

Goals represent the ideal future outcome relative to 
housing needs. Policies are statements to guide 
decision-making regarding housing issues and provide 
a link between the goals and programs. Programs are 
actions the City will take to implement the policies 
to achieve the goals. Most of the programs include 
quantified targets e.g., the number of housing units 
that are expected to be constructed, conserved, or 
rehabilitated through implementation of programs 
through 2031. These targets represent measurable 
outcomes, which can be used to evaluate the success 
of the Housing Element in the future. 

Each program has an associated timeline for 
completion. The State requires programs that will: 
make sites available through zoning, assist in the 
development of affordable housing, remove 
government constraints, conserve and preserve 
existing housing in the city, and promote equal 
opportunity for housing. The programs also cite 
which City department or division is responsible for 
implementation. 

The City will annually evaluate the progress and 
effectiveness of these efforts in accordance with 
State law.  

2.1 The Regulatory 
Environment 

GOAL 1: BENICIA SHALL BE AN ACTIVE LEADER IN 
ATTAINING THE GOALS OF THE CITY’S HOUSING 
ELEMENT. 

POLICY 1.01: TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE AND WITHIN THE 
CITY’S CONTROL, THE CITY SHALL FACILITATE THE 

PRODUCTION OF HOUSING THAT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

Program 1.01 

Work with the Benicia Housing Authority to 
coordinate affordable housing activities and maintain 
good working relations with other non-profit housing 
providers by: 

• Consulting with the Benicia Housing 
Authority during the update of the Housing 
Element and the annual review of the 
Housing Element. Specifically, strategize to 
ensure the City’s programs and the Housing 
Authority’s programs are complementary and 
maximize limited housing resources; 

• Continuing to share information and 
priorities between the City, the Benicia 
Housing Authority, and other non-profit 
housing providers; 

• Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
is planning to include the adopted Housing 
Element inventories in their HESS tool once 
the 6th Cycle Housing Element is updated. 
The City plans to rely on this tool for 
availability of the inventory moving forward 
and will provide the link to this inventory on 
the City housing webpage for non-profit 
housing providers; and 



8 

• Informing the Benicia Housing Authority 
about units produced by the Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance (Benicia Municipal Code 
17.70.320) and other affordable projects and 
partnering with the Benicia Housing 
Authority to conduct affordable housing 
activities such as income verification and 
reporting. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department and Benicia 
Housing Authority 

Timeframe: Ongoing; share the HESS tool 
with non-profit housing 
providers within one year of 
Housing Element adoption; 
establish income verification 
and reporting partnership by 
2024.  

Quantified Objective: See Program 2.01 

Program 1.02 

Support the Benicia Housing Authority in the 
administration of the Section 8 housing voucher 
program and apply for additional vouchers, as 
appropriate, to facilitate housing mobility 
opportunities and reduce instances of overpayment 
among lower-income households. 

Funding Source: U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) 
Section 8 

Responsible Agency: City Council, Community 

 Development Department, and 
Benicia Housing Authority 

Timeframe: Annually, when eligible 

Quantified Objective: 16 lower income households 
access rental opportunities 
with Section 8 housing 
assistance to facilitate housing 
mobility citywide. 

Program 1.03 

Explore how to leverage financial resources and 
partner with the development community to assist 
first-time homebuyers with down payments. This 
may include partnering with the Benicia Housing 
Authority or hiring a consultant to administer the 
program. The City will evaluate funding sources 
every two years for this purpose. 

Funding Source: General Fund, CDBG, and 
Building Equity and Growth in 
Neighborhoods (BEGIN) 
Program (provides down 
payment assistance for first-
time homebuyers). 

Responsible Agency: Community Development and 
Finance Departments 

Timeframe: Evaluate funding every two 
years; partner with the 
Benicia Housing Authority or 
hire a consultant and re-
establish the program by 
2025; Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: Assist 5 first-time homebuyers 
for every year the program is 
in place. 

Program 1.04 

Work with the Public Works Department (City’s 
water and sewer provider) to ensure the availability 
and adequate capacity of water and wastewater 
systems to accommodate the housing needs during 
the planning period. Priority shall be granted to 
proposed developments that include housing 
affordable to lower-income households. In addition, 
the City will provide a copy of the Housing Element 
and any future amendments to the Public Works 
Department immediately after adoption. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department and Public Works 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing  

Quantified Objective: n/a  
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Program 1.05 

Facilitate greater housing mobility by providing 
information at City Hall, other public locations, and 
on the City’s website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us) to 
promote private, state, and federal homebuyer 
assistance programs to the public. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Add to and improve on 
resources on the City website 
by 2024 and ongoing 

Quantified Objective: Refer 10 individuals or 
households per year to these 
programs during the planning 
period to facilitate housing 
mobility citywide. 

Program 1.06 

To address the 2023–2031 Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA), the City shall amend the General 
Plan and the Zoning Ordinance, as needed, and as 
detailed in Chapter III, Sites Inventory and Analysis, 
to provide adequate site(s) including allowing 20 
dwelling units per acre or greater on sites that have 
been assigned units that address the lower-income 
RHNA. There will be no minimum density on these 
sites. The City intends to amend the General Plan 
Land Use map and text, as well as the Zoning 
Ordinance and zoning map as part of this program, 
for the Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) listed in 
Appendix E, Table B of this Housing Element. This 
will include changing General Plan and zoning 
density and text as needed to allow for the increased 
densities through rezoning. An overlay zone, adopted 
on January 24, 2023, has addressed the zoning 
changes needed for some of the sites as shown in 
Figure 3.1 of Chapter III, Sites Inventory and 
Analysis. Some of the requirements of this program 
will be achieved through inclusion of new or revised 
development standards or updates to processes and 
procedures in the Zoning Ordinance to address 
constraints identified in this Housing Element and 
facilitate increased densities, particularly in areas of 
concentrated affluence and where there are existing 
single-family homes. The types of standards and 
processes that will need revising include height 

limits, private open space standards, and findings for 
design review. Specifically, these changes include: 

• Allow residential uses on the ground floor on 
commercially zoned sites included in the 
Housing Element through the housing 
overlay. 

• Examining maximum building heights in the 
Downtown zones and increase them to allow 
three-story buildings.   

• Review and revise development standards, 
as needed, to reduce any barriers to 
construction of a greater range of housing 
types within neighborhoods, particularly in 
areas of concentrated affluence and where 
there are existing single-family homes.  

• Update the design review findings to be 
objective. 

• Update the zoning regulations to specify that 
"A mixed use or multifamily housing 
development application that is consistent 
with the Objective Planning and Design 
Standards, as provided in section 17.70.430, 
shall be deemed consistent with the 
required findings.”  

• Update objective standards for clarification 
of scenic views and vistas citywide at the 
same level of detail as those already 
adopted for the Arsenal. 

• Increase the lot coverage standard from 40% 
to 45% for opportunity sites in the RS 
District. 

Some of the sites addressed in this program have 
been included in one or more programs to address 
the lower-income RHNA and are also addressed by 
Program 1.07. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Changes to General Plan and 
zoning (except for the updates 
to objective standards) were 
completed on January 24, 
2023. Changes to the  
objective planning standards 
for clarification of scenic 

http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/


10 

views and vistas will be 
completed by December 31, 
2025. 

Quantified Objective: Facilitate opportunities for 
565 lower-income units, 470 
moderate-income units, 541 
above moderate-income units, 
for a total of 1,576 units 
through redesignation and 
rezoning/zoning text 
amendments to promote the 
creation of housing in the CC, 
CO, CW, and Downtown zones 
to improve housing mobility, 
reduce displacement risk, 
reduce concentration of 
poverty and lower-income 
households, and increase the 
supply of affordable housing in 
higher opportunity and higher-
income areas. 

Program 1.07 

As specified in Appendix E, Table A, some vacant 
parcels have been included in the land inventories of 
the 5th Round and 4th Round Benicia Housing 
Elements as suitable for lower-income units to 
address the City’s RHNA allocation. Per Government 
Code Section 65583.2(c), to continue to include 
these parcels in that portion of the land inventory 
for this 6th Round Housing Element, the City will 
commit to update all required Zoning Ordinance and 
General Plan provisions to allow projects that have 
at least 20 percent affordable units (extremely low, 
very low, or low) without discretionary review or “by 
right” (Government Code Section 65583.2 (i)).  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department, City Council 

Timeframe: General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance were updated on 
January 24, 2023 

Quantified Objective: 118 lower-income units 

Program 1.08  

To facilitate subdivision of large sites, update Title 
16, Subdivisions, of the Municipal Code to provide 

objective standards for subdivisions and streamline 
the parcel map requirements and review process. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Update the Subdivision 
Ordinance by December 2024 

Quantified Objective: 112 lower-income units on 
large sites, encouraging at 
least 30 of these in areas of 
concentrated affluence to 
promote housing mobility.  

POLICY 1.02: THE CITY WILL EXPEDITE THE REVIEW OF 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS THAT INCLUDE 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS. 

Program 1.09 

Provide pre-application technical assistance by the 
Planning Division, Building Safety Division, 
Engineering Division, Utilities Divisions (water and 
wastewater), and Fire Department to affordable 
housing providers to determine project feasibility 
and address zoning compliance issues in the most 
cost-effective and expeditious manner possible. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 1.03: EDUCATE THE PUBLIC ON AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
TOPICS AND SOLICIT PUBLIC PARTICIPATION BY ALL ECONOMIC 
SEGMENTS OF THE COMMUNITY TO IMPLEMENT THE HOUSING 

ELEMENT. 

Program 1.10 

Educate the public on affordable housing through 
annual reporting to the Planning Commission and 
City Council. Current housing issues and recent 
accomplishments towards reaching the City’s 
Quantified Objectives listed in the Housing Element 
will be addressed. This report will also serve as the 
annual report required by State law (Government 
Code Section 65400) for progress in implementing 
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the City’s General Plan, including the Housing 
Element. It will include annual numbers of new 
housing units constructed and rehabilitated. This 
report shall be sent to the Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) annually in accordance with their 
due dates. Inform members of the public by 
publishing a notice in the local newspaper and by 
posting information on the City’s website. 
Educational materials will be made available, as 
appropriate. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Council, Planning 
Commission, and Community 
Development Department 

Timeframe: Annually, one month prior to 
the OPR and HCD due dates. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 1.04: THE CITY WILL REVIEW AND REVISE REGULATORY 
STANDARDS NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH STATE HOUSING LAW. 

Program 1.11 

The City defers to state Density Bonus law in its local 
ordinance. The City will review and if needed amend 
the Zoning Ordinance to comply with changes in the 
state Density Bonus law (Government Code Section 
65915 et seq.) and post information about state 
density bonus on the City’s website.  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Make zoning amendments by 
December 2024 if determined 
to be needed for consistency 
with state law and then assess 
and amend as needed every 
two years if updates to state 
law occur. 

 Information will be placed on 
the City’s website by 2024. 

Quantified Objective: 30 units citywide, encouraging 
these units to be located in 
areas of concentrated 
affluence or mixed-income 
developments to promote 
housing mobility, or include 

units with three or more 
bedrooms to expand the 
variety of housing types 
available. 

Program 1.12 

To encourage the development of accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs), develop new public information and 
technical assistance to promote the development of 
ADUs in Benicia and encourage a greater range of 
housing types in areas of concentrated affluence to 
promote housing mobility for lower- and moderate-
income households. The City will also update the 
Zoning Ordinance, as needed, to comply with State 
law. The City shall update and maintain its ADU 
webpage with information to increase public 
awareness and promote the construction of ADUs, 
and provide additional information through City 
newsletters and other widely-distributed information 
sources, particularly in areas with higher median 
incomes and concentrated affluence and where 
there are existing single-family homes, through 
means such as inserting informational flyers in 
monthly bills and providing additional information on 
the City’s website. The City already incentivizes ADU 
development by not requiring off street parking for 
any type of ADU, streamlining ADU review to just a 
building permit, and not charging any additional fees 
for ADUs beyond standard building permit fees. The 
City will develop pre-approved plans for ADUs. This 
program will facilitate the construction of ADUs and 
further provide mobility opportunities for lower 
income households in areas of high median income, 
high resource, or concentrated affluence. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development, 
Public Works, Finance 
Departments, and City Council 

Timeframe: Make zoning amendments by 
December 2023 if necessary to 
comply with State law. Make 
additional updates every two 
years if needed to stay current 
with future changes to state 
law. Create and make pre-
approved plans available to 
the public by December 2025. 
Maintain ADU information on 
City’s webpage on an ongoing 
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basis and annually inform 
residents and developers of 
available plans. 

Quantified Objective: 54 ADU building permits, 
aiming for at least 25 of these 
to be in neighborhoods with 
higher median incomes 
including the RCAA, to 
improve housing mobility, 
reduce displacement risk, 
promote income integration, 
and increase the supply of 
affordable housing in higher 
opportunity areas (39 ADUs 
are assumed to address the 
displacement risk). 

Program 1.13  

The City will monitor ADU permitting throughout the 
planning period to track whether permits are 
keeping up with the ADUs anticipated in the Housing 
Element, including their affordability.  

The City will monitor the number and affordability of 
ADUs as part of the City’s Annual Report to 
determine whether the rate is on track to meet 
target numbers anticipated in this Housing Element. 
The Annual Report will be submitted to the 
California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) on a yearly basis. Implement 
additional actions if targets are not met. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 

Timeframe: Report on ADUs annually. 
Monitor overall progress 
starting in January 2025 and 
every two years thereafter. 
Take additional actions if ADU 
permits are not tracking with 
projections. 

Quantified Objective: 10 ADU building permits 
between June 30, 2022, and 
the end of 2024, target 
educational and promotional 
efforts to homeowners in 
higher income neighborhoods 
and the neighborhoods 
designated as racially 

concentrated areas of 
affluence north of I-780. 

POLICY 1.05: THE CITY WILL CONTINUE TO PROVIDE 
INCENTIVES FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Program 1.14 

Continue to reduce the cost of providing affordable 
housing and therefore increase the supply of new 
affordable opportunities, particularly in higher 
resource areas: 

• The City processes applications for eligible 
affordable housing projects within the 
timeframes specified in Government Code 
Section 65913.4(c). The City will continue to 
implement the City’s streamlined review 
process for projects eligible for SB 35 
streamlining. The City will also provide 
training on SB 35 to the Planning Commission 
and City Council every two years if the City 
is subject to SB 35. The City also enforces SB 
330 to comply with State law; and 

• Annually, update the permit fee schedule in 
relation to the consumer price index; and 

• Defer, waive, or reduce certain development 
fees, portions of fees, or combinations of 
fees for the affordable portion of any 
project. Benicia will promote these 
incentives to developers on the City’s 
website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us) and during 
the application process. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Council and Community 
Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing. Provide SB 35 
training to Planning 
Commission and City Council 
every two years beginning in 
2024 if the City is subject to 
SB 35. 

Quantified Objective: 20 extremely low-, very low-, 
or low-income units  

Program 1.15  

To create additional opportunities for infill 
development and affordable housing, the City will 
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help facilitate lot consolidations to combine small 
lots identified as part of a larger site in the Housing 
Element (including lots on slopes) into larger 
developable lots for housing. The City will meet with 
local developers and property owners to discuss 
development opportunities and incentives for lot 
consolidation to accommodate affordable housing 
units and consider additional incentives brought 
forth by developers. As developers/owners approach 
the City with interest in lot consolidation for the 
development of affordable housing, the City could 
defer certain fees, allow more height or additional 
stories, waive lot merger fees for certain small 
contiguous lots, and provide concurrent/fast tracking 
of project application reviews to developers who 
provide affordable housing. By 2025, the City will 
review the effectiveness of this program and revise 
as appropriate. The City will also evaluate grant 
funding for parcel assemblage land banking when it 
is available. 

Funding Source: General Fund (legislative 
efforts); Grant funding 
(implementation) 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Meet with developers and 
property owners starting in 
2023 and annually thereafter. 
Based on the meetings with 
developers and property 
owners, add incentives as 
appropriate within six months, 
and again each year after 
every annual meeting occurs. 
Ongoing: Support 
consolidation as applicable 
housing applications are 
received; Pursue grant funding 
during planning period if 
California legislation and/or 
programs enable a tax-
increment or similar program 
that leads to funding for site 
assembly. 

Quantified Objective: Support 5 lot consolidations 
during the planning period to 
improve housing mobility, 
reduce displacement risk, and 
increase the supply of 

affordable housing in higher 
opportunity areas. Approval of 
more applications to merge 
parcels that result in feasible 
sites for multifamily housing 
during the planning period. 

Program 1.16  

The City will utilize City-owned sites to develop 100% 
affordable housing projects (including units in a 
range of sizes and types), mixed income housing 
projects and projects without affordable units. Nine 
of the City-owned sites (comprised of 17 total 
parcels) included in the sites inventory will require 
more focus through this program either because they 
include lower income units in the inventory or are 
non-vacant or because they require rezoning 
(opportunity sites). There are some additional vacant 
City-owned sites with moderate and/or moderate 
units assigned to them that are already suitably 
zoned.  The City will make such parcels available to 
developers building affordable housing or otherwise 
ensure the development of housing on such sites. 
This process will begin with a review of assets to 
create a City-owned site affordable housing 
inventory (will include list of surplus properties) by 
December 31, 2023. The process to make City-owned 
sites available will include outreach to create 
partnerships with affordable housing developers that 
can maximize the opportunities and number of units. 
This will include facilitation of lot consolidation (as 
described in Program 1.15) on any city sites in the 
list below that could benefit from lot consolidation 
to create a project. This process will be undertaken 
by June 2024. The City will initiate the Surplus Lands 
Act (SLA) process to pursue affordable housing 
projects in the city. The City will require an 
affordability covenant recorded against the land 
stipulating a specified percent of the total units 
developed will be affordable to lower-income 
households, in accordance with State law. The City 
will comply with State law to implement the SLA 
process as follows: 

• The City will declare land “surplus” in 
accordance with the definition listed in 
Government Code, Section 54221, 
subdivision (b)(1). 

• The City will prepare and issue a Notice of 
Availability (NOA) to the required parties 
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and provide 60 days to receive responses 
from interested parties.  

• The City will negotiate in good faith with 
any respondents for at least 90 days, 
prioritizing affordable housing uses in the 
order provided in Government Code section 
54227. 

• The City will send the proposed disposition 
to the State for review. 

• The City will address any State findings, as 
needed. 

• Upon final State approval, the City will 
execute a sale or lease of the land and 
record an affordability covenant.  

Once a list of qualified developers is complete, the 
first three RFPs will be issued by the end of 2024, in 
order to begin construction within two years and 
complete within the housing element cycle period.  
Three more RFPs on additional City-owned sites will 
be issued by the end of 2026. Three additional RFPs 
will be issued by the end of 2028.  

The City-owned sites listed in the tables at the end 
of Chapter III and Appendix D (Table A and B) subject 
to this program are: 

• Site 3: E Street Lot #1 – 19 units: 11 lower-
income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 
above moderate-income units 

• Site 4: E Street Lot #2 - 19 units: 11 lower-
income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 
above moderate-income units 

• Site 12: 356 East I Street - 4 units: 2 lower-
income units, 1 moderate-income units, 1 
above moderate-income units 

• Site 13: Senior Center and Adjacent Land - 
21 lower-income units 

• Site 22: 612 East I Street - 6 total units: 3 
moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-
income units 

• Site 23: 600 Block of East I Street - 9 total 
units: 4 moderate-income units, 5 above 
moderate-income units 

• Site 32: Benicia Fire Museum Site - 13 lower-
income units 

• Site 34:1471 Park Road - 130 units: 78 lower-
income units, 26 moderate-income units, 26 
above moderate-income units 

• Site 35: Church Street Sites - 6 units: 2 
moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-
income units 

Funding Source: General Fund for staff 
resources to administer 
program; City-owned land; 
affordable housing developer 
partners to use multiple 
funding sources. 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Create City-owned affordable 
housing site property list by 
December 31, 2023. Start 
outreach to developers by 
June 2024. Issue first three 
RFPs in 2024 and second three 
RFPs in 2026, final three RFPs 
in 2027. Building Permit 
issuance for first three 
projects by 2025; three more 
building permits issued by 
2027; final three building 
permits issued by 2028. If 
approval of residential units 
hasn’t occurred on the nine 
sites by 2028, the City will 
identify and rezone additional 
sites in 2028 to make up for 
the units that were 
anticipated on the City-owned 
sites that didn’t have projects 
approved on them. 

Quantified Objective: Issuance of building permits 
for three projects. 

Program 1.17  

The City will annually monitor housing development 
applications to determine if objective development 
standards constrain the ability to develop housing 
projects. 

In addition, every two years the City will meet with 
developers of housing projects to identify potential 
constraints to development and based on that 



15 

consultation, will amend the zoning ordinance or 
objective standards as necessary to remove 
constraints that inhibit the development of projects 
at the capacity assumed in the housing element. 
Evidence considered in determining feasibility will 
be based on, among other things, the consultation 
and examples of past or current project applications. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Monitor applications and 
entitlements beginning one 
year after adoption of the 
Housing Element and then 
annually thereafter. Meet with 
developers beginning two 
years after the adoption of 
the Housing Element, then 
every two years thereafter. 
Every two years after the 
meeting with developers, the 
City will initiate an 
amendment to the zoning 
ordinance or objective 
standards within 6 months if 
the City identified constraints 
based on the  monitoring 
and/or meetings with 
developers. 

Quantified Objective:  Monitor to achieve as many 
residential units as possible 
and amend zoning to address 
constraints as needed.  

2.2 Accommodating Housing 
Units 

GOAL 2: HAVE AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY AND MIX OF 
HOUSING TYPES TO MEET EXISTING AND FUTURE 
HOUSING NEEDS. FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
CITY WILL ADHERE TO EFFICIENT LAND USE 
PATTERNS PLACING HOUSING NEAR TRANSIT AND 
SERVICES. 

POLICY 2.01: REQUIRE AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENTS UNDER THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM. 

POLICY 2.02: REQUIRE DECISION MAKERS TO GIVE EQUAL 
PREFERENCE TO ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION OF INCLUSIONARY 

HOUSING UNITS AND ALL OTHER ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS. 

Program 2.01 

The City has an existing Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance. It is currently being updated. As the City 
updates the existing ordinance, they will: 

1. Potentially increase the range of affordability 
levels from moderate to very low. 

2. Include income verification and monitoring in 
the ordinance. 

The City provides incentives and regulatory 
concessions in the Community Benefits chapter of the 
Eastern Gateway Study citywide. In addition, the City 
evaluated the impacts of the inclusionary ordinance 
on the feasibility of development with other City 
regulations in 2022 which is informing the proposed 
changes to the ordinance. The City will also meet with 
developers ahead of updating the ordinance. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Meet with developers before 
finalizing the updates to the 
ordinance. Finalize updates to 
the Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance by June 2023. 

Quantified Objective: 150 units, particularly in areas 
of concentrated affluence 
north of I-780 and where there 
are existing single-family 
homes, to reduce 
displacement risk, promote 
housing mobility, diversify the 
types of units available, 
reduce concentrations of 
renter and overpaying 
households, and increase the 
supply of affordable housing in 
higher opportunity areas. 

POLICY 2.03: MAINTAIN AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF 

RESIDENTIAL LAND IN APPROPRIATE LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
AND ZONING CATEGORIES TO ACCOMMODATE THE CITY’S 

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION. 
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POLICY 2.04: DISPERSE AFFORDABLE HOUSING THROUGHOUT 
THE CITY TO AVOID CONCENTRATION IN ANY ONE PART OF THE 

CITY. 

Program 2.02 

As part of its next General Plan update, the City 
shall build on the work completed in the Eastern 
Gateway Study to continue to work to establish 
efficient land use and development patterns that 
conserve resources, such as fuel, water, and land, 
and allow for higher-density development in the 
vicinity of major transit nodes, set forth pedestrian-
oriented development patterns, and preserve open 
space areas in an effort to promote healthy 
environmental and living conditions with improved 
access to resources.  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: During the next 
comprehensive update of 
Benicia’s General Plan. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 2.03  

The City will annually evaluate the sites inventory 
identifying the zoning, size, and number of vacant 
and underutilized parcels suitable for residential 
development for each income category. If the sites 
inventory indicates a shortage of available sites to 
accommodate the remaining RHNA for an income 
category, the City shall rezone sufficient sites with 
appropriate densities to accommodate its remaining 
RHNA for each income category. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Annually update the sites 
inventory in conjunction with 
Government Code Section 
65400, Housing Element 
Annual Reports.  

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 2.04 

In compliance with California Government Code 
Sections 8899.50, 65583(c)(5), 65583(c)(10), 
65583.2(a) (AB 686), to develop a plan to 
“affirmatively further fair housing” (AFFH) and 
ensure that sites to address the lower income RHNA 
are dispersed more evenly across the city, Benicia 
will identify an additional 75 lower-income units on 
sites suitably zoned to accommodate lower-income 
housing (allowing up at least up to 30 du/ac to 
promote housing choices). Specifically, sites will be 
identified in Census tracts 2521.4, 2521.5, 2521.6, 
and 2521.7. Additionally, the City may revise current 
income designations on Site 35, to meet a portion of 
this need. Development standards will be established 
or modified as appropriate to facilitate achieving 
maximum allowable densities. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Make sites available including 
any needed General Plan or 
zoning code revisions, by 
January 31, 2025.  

Quantified Objective: 75 lower income units 

Program 2.05 

Government Code Section 65913.6 allows a religious 
institution to develop an affordable housing project 
at a place of worship owned by the religious 
institution even if the development requires the 
religious institution to reduce the number of 
religious-use parking spaces available. This bill 
applies only to religious facilities located in zones 
that allow residential uses. 

To facilitate housing mobility, the City will establish 
a Religious and Institutional Facility Housing Overlay 
or similar zoning text amendment with the following 
potential provisions: 

• Expanding the provisions of Section 65913.6 
to other institutional uses including property 
under the ownership of institutional uses, 
such as schools and hospitals. 

• Allowing religious and institutional uses to 
construct up to four multifamily units, and 
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up to four ADUs and JADUs (total of eight 
units) onsite when an affordable housing 
development may not be feasible. 

Funding Source:          General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe:  

• Beginning in 2024, conduct outreach 
annually, via direct mail and/or a group 
meeting to religious and institutional 
facilities regarding the Overlay opportunity. 

• By March 2025, establish a Religious and 
Institutional Facility Housing Overlay to 
extend the provisions of Section 65913.6 to 
other institutional and religious uses. 

Quantified Objective: 50 lower income units 
citywide with a target of 50 
percent of the units (or 25 
units) in areas of high median 
income, high resource, or 
concentrated affluence. 

Program 2.06 

The City shall amend the Zoning Ordinance to 
eliminate the discretionary design review 
requirement for mixed use and multifamily housing 
of up to 4 residential units citywide, outside of a 
historic district. This will expand ministerial review 
of missing middle housing and facilitate housing 
mobility on sites in the Housing Element inventory. 
In addition, this change will more broadly apply in 
the medium and high density residential districts and 
the Community Commercial and Office Commercial 
districts, which permit multifamily housing above the 
ground floor.   

Adopt an ordinance to increase the permitted 
residential density of single family (RS) parcels 
(“upzone”) to fifteen dwelling units per acre for 
sites located adjacent to minor arterial roadways in 
Census Tracts 2521.4, 2521.5, 2521.6, and 2521.7 
(Rose Drive,  Cambridge Drive, Hastings Drive, 
Panorama Drive, Chelsea Hills Drive) .  Establish 
objective development standards to facilitate 
maximum densities.  The ordinance will include a 
map demarcating the parcels subject to this 
upzoning. 

In addition, develop a fair housing factsheet to be 
included in the SB 9 application packet, emphasizing 
the fair housing responsibility of being a landlord, 
including compliance with the source of income 
protection. Develop outreach materials to educate 
the community regarding SB 9 opportunities, 
particularly in higher resource neighborhoods. 
Distribute materials through social media and other 
platforms.  

Funding Source:          General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Amend zoning by December 
31, 2023. Develop SB 9 fair 
housing fact sheet by June 
2024. Develop outreach 
materials regarding SB 9 
opportunities by December 
2024. Adopt ordinance 
upzoning low density 
residential sites by January 
31, 2026. 
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Quantified Objective: Achieve 10 SB 9 permits during 
the planning period. Adopt an 
ordinance to increase baseline 
density with an upper density 
range of 15 du/acre, housing 
choices and affordability in 
low density residential areas 
targeting Census Tracts 
2521.4, 2521.5, 2521.6, and 
2521.7 (Rose Drive,  
Cambridge Drive, Hastings 
Drive, Panorama Drive, 
Chelsea Hills Drive) with a 
target of 50 units in the 
planning period. 

POLICY 2.05: SEEK APPROPRIATE PRIVATE, LOCAL, STATE, 
AND FEDERAL FUNDING TO SUBSIDIZE COSTS OF HOUSING FOR 

EXTREMELY LOW-, VERY LOW-, LOW-, AND MODERATE-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS IN BENICIA. 

POLICY 2.06: ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF SECOND- 
AND THIRD-STORY RESIDENTIAL UNITS ALONG FIRST STREET IN 
DOWNTOWN BENICIA. 

Program 2.07 

The City will monitor available funding sources and 
activities to pursue based on competitive funding 
considerations, the funding cycles of various State 
and federal sources, and housing provider interest. 
The City will contact these funding sources to make 
sure they are on all pertinent distribution lists for 
funding opportunities. The City will keep these 
funding sources updated on appropriate contact 
persons at the City. 

Funding Source: General Fund; HOME matching 
grants, Community 
Development Block Grant, 
Farmworker Housing Grant 
Program, and other 
appropriate federal and state 
funding. 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Monitor annually, following 
Housing Element Adoption. 
Apply for funding at least 
every two years. 

Quantified Objective: Secure funds for a variety of 
new residential units on a 
citywide geography. 

POLICY 2.07: THE CITY OF BENICIA WILL WORK WITH THE 

ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS (ABAG) AND SOLANO 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY TO CREATE A REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT PATTERN THAT IS COMPACT AND CONNECTED 

AND ENCOURAGES FUTURE POPULATION AND HOUSING IN AREAS 
NEAR TRANSIT.  FUTURE GROWTH IN THE CITY OF BENICIA WILL 

BE TARGETED TOWARDS PRIORITY DEVELOPMENT AREAS (PDAS) 
AND PRIORITY PRODUCTION AREAS (PPAS) WITHIN CITY LIMITS, 
WHERE A DIVERSITY OF HOUSING, JOBS, ACTIVITIES, AND 
SERVICES ARE PRESENT TO MEET THE DAILY NEEDS OF 
RESIDENTS.  THE MAP OF THE PDAS CAN BE FOUND IN APPENDIX 

D. 

Program 2.08 

Consult with ABAG and apply for financial assistance 
from the One Bay Area (OBAG) program for projects 
within priority development areas in the City. 

Funding Source: General Fund and ABAG 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing as funding 
opportunities arise. Apply for 
funding at least every two 
years. 

Quantified Objective: Secure OBAG funds for a 
variety of new residential 
units in all of the priority 
development areas in the city. 

2.3 Special Needs 

GOAL 3: ACCOMMODATE THE HOUSING NEEDS OF 
SPECIAL POPULATION GROUPS. 

POLICY 3.01: FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF SHELTERS 
FOR THE HOMELESS, TRANSITIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE HOUSING, 
HOUSING FOR SENIORS, AND HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH 
PHYSICAL, DEVELOPMENTAL, OR MENTAL DISABILITIES. 
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Program 3.01 

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with Senate 
Bill 2 under the Housing Accountability Act to limit 
the standards applying to emergency shelters to only 
those that comply with state law. This will include, 
but may not be limited to, distance requirements, 
parking requirements, amenities required to be 
provided, and compatibility with surrounding uses. 
The purpose of these standards are to encourage and 
facilitate homeless shelters through clear and 
unambiguous guidelines for the application review 
process, the basis for approval, and the terms and 
conditions of approval. Amend the Zoning Ordinance 
to allow supportive housing in compliance with AB 
2162. This law requires that supportive housing be 
allowed without discretionary review in areas zoned 
for residential use in zones where multifamily and 
mixed uses are permitted, including in non-
residential zones permitting multifamily uses. In 
addition, to comply with AB 101, the City will amend 
the Zoning Ordinance to define and specifically 
reference low-barrier navigation centers as 
permitted without discretionary review in areas 
zoned for mixed use and nonresidential zones 
permitting multifamily uses. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Amend zoning by December 
2024. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 3.02 

Pursuant to the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 
1988 and the requirements of Chapter 671, Statues 
of 2001 (Senate Bill 520), the City adopted a 
reasonable accommodation ordinance addressing 
rules, policies, practices, and procedures that may 
be necessary to ensure equal access to housing for 
those with disabilities. The City will review and 
update the reasonable accommodation procedure 
findings in Chapter 17.132 of the Zoning Ordinance 
for constraints and conflicts with State law. 
Specifically, the following two findings for approval 
of a reasonable accommodation request will be 
reviewed and updated if needed: 

1. There are no other reasonable alternatives 
that would provide an equivalent level of 
benefit without requiring a modification or 
exception to the city’s applicable rules, 
standards, and practices. 

2. The requested accommodation will not, under 
the specific facts of the case, result in a 
direct threat to the health or safety of other 
individuals or substantial physical damage to 
the property of others. 

The City promotes its reasonable accommodations 
procedures with a handout on its website. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Evaluate findings and update 
zoning by December 2024. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 3.02: SUPPORT SOLANO COUNTY AND THE COMMUNITY 
ACTION COUNCIL (CAC) IN APPLYING FOR FUNDS TO MAINTAIN 

ADEQUATE LOCAL AND COUNTY FACILITIES FOR HOMELESS 
PERSONS THROUGH LETTERS OF SUPPORT SIGNED BY THE CITY 

MANAGER AND CONTINUANCE OF AN ANNUAL ALLOCATION 
FROM THE CITY’S BUDGET. 

Program 3.03 

The City will assist the CAC in promoting the 
availability of resources by posting notifications on 
the City’s website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us). The CAC 
is part of a County-wide consortium of community 
service groups who join together in applying for 
applicable state and federal funds for their 
organizations. They have found this collaborative 
approach, supported by their respective 
governmental jurisdictions, much more successful 
than if each individual agency applied for funds. 
Continue to refer persons in need of transitional 
housing assistance to the CAC. Meet annually with 
the CAC to determine the need for transitional 
housing facilities. 

Funding Source: General Fund and Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Program 
(a federal law that created 
funding for homeless 
assistance programs) 
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Responsible Agency: Community Development and 
Finance Departments, City 
Manager, and Community 
Action Council 

Timeframe: Meet annually; Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 3.03: WORK WITH THE BENICIA COMMUNITY ACTION 

COUNCIL (CAC) AND THE BENICIA HOUSING AUTHORITY TO 
FACILITATE PROGRAMS TO ASSIST SPECIAL NEEDS GROUPS IN 

BENICIA. 

POLICY 3.04: TO THE EXTENT FEASIBLE, THE CITY WILL 
SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING SERVING LARGE FAMILIES 

AND FEMALE- HEADED HOUSEHOLDS. 

Program 3.04 

The City will require the provision of needed social 
services in all City-funded affordable housing 
projects. These services should address the needs of 
single mothers and families and could include 
childcare, counseling, and education. If necessary, 
the zoning ordinance will be amended to allow these 
uses at these project locations. 

In addition, consider the following measures to 
address the following housing needs in the city: 

• Incentivize on-site child care in mixed use 
and multifamily development as a 
community benefit, particularly for projects 
in areas with higher proportions of single 
parent households  

• Promoting intergenerational facilities, such 
as senior centers located in the same place 
with or near child care centers. 

After studying these options, determine whether to 
initiate a program and/or modify existing zoning to 
achieve the purposes of this program. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Study options for additional 
program related to child care 
and intergenerational 
facilities by December 2026. If 
program is to be established, 
establish by December 2027. 

Ongoing as City-funded 
projects are approved.  

Quantified Objective: Target integrative support 
services on City-owned sites.  

Program 3.05  

City staff will work with housing providers to ensure 
that special housing needs and the needs of lower-
income households are addressed for persons with 
disabilities and developmental disabilities, seniors, 
large families, single parent-headed households with 
children, and extremely low-income households. The 
City will identify opportunities to reach out to 
developers of special-needs housing through the 
Surplus Lands Act process to pursue housing projects 
in the city. The City will seek to support special 
housing needs through a combination of regulatory 
incentives and zoning standards. In addition, as 
appropriate, the City will assist and/or provide 
support for funding applications under state and 
federal programs designated specifically for special-
needs groups. Using available data sources, the City 
will monitor the migrant student population in the 
Benicia Unified School District and take additional 
actions to serve the farmworker population if an 
increase in the population occurs. In addition, the 
City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with 
the Employee Housing Act, specifically Health and 
Safety Code Section 17021.5 that requires employee 
housing for six or fewer employees to be treated as a 
single-family structure and permitted in the same 
manner as other dwellings of the same type in the 
same zone. The City will specifically define this type 
of employee housing in the Zoning Ordinance and 
permit it in all zoning districts that allow single-
family residences. The City will also amend the 
Zoning Ordinance as necessary to comply with Health 
and Safety Code Section 17021.6 to allow employee 
housing/farmworker housing as an accessory use to 
the permitted agricultural uses in the Open Space 
District. 

Funding Source: Federal Housing Opportunities 
for Persons with AIDS, 
California Child Care Facility 
Financing Program, and other 
state and federal programs 
designated specifically for 
special-needs groups 
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Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Seek funding opportunities 
beginning in 2023 and annually 
thereafter;  monitor migrant 
student population starting in 
2023 and annually thereafter; 
all implementation action 
components are ongoing. 
Amend the Zoning Ordinance 
to comply with the Employee 
Housing Act by December 
2024. 

Quantified Objective: Assist with creation of 30 units 
for those with special needs to 
reduce displacement risk and 
expand mobility opportunities 
citywide.  

POLICY 3.05: THE CITY SHALL ENCOURAGE HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT THAT MEETS THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF PERSONS 

WITH DISABILITIES, INCLUDING INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED, AND ENSURE THAT MULTIPLE 

FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS COMPLY WITH THE HANDICAPPED 
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE AND 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA). 

Program 3.06 

The City shall prioritize the creation of housing that 
includes units for persons with disabilities, including 
developmental disabilities, in areas with access to 
transit, services and amenities to reduce 
displacement risk for this population and facilitate 
mobility. Currently, rental assistance programs for 
those with disabilities are in place with the Family 
Resource Center and Benicia Housing Authority. A 
repairs program is also operated by the Benicia 
Housing Authority to reduce displacement risk. The 
City will continue to work with disability service 
providers to identify and address gaps in housing that 
meets the special needs of persons with disabilities. 
Generally, such models could include the following: 
(a) coordinating with the North Bay Regional Center, 
North Bay Housing Coalition, and other local 
agencies to pursue funding to maintain housing 
affordability for persons with disabilities, including 
developmental disabilities; (b) encourage affordable 
housing projects to dedicate a percentage of housing 
for disabled individuals; (c) assisting in providing 
housing services that educate, advocate, inform, and 

assist persons with disabilities to locate and maintain 
housing; and (e) assisting in the maintenance and 
repair of housing for persons with developmental 
disabilities. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing; Meet with service 
providers by December 2023 
to discuss strategies to 
improve outreach and service 
capacity. Implement those 
strategies, as identified, 
within the planning period. 

Quantified Objective: 30 units that are accessible to 
residents with disabilities 
during the planning period. 

Program 3.07  

To comply with State law and to affirmatively 
promote more inclusive communities, the City will 
review and revise the City’s requirements for 
residential care facilities with less than seven and 
seven or more persons and permit them as a 
residential use subject only to those uses. These 
types of facilities are still subject to State licensing 
requirements if it is a facility that requires a state 
license. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Amend zoning by December 
2024. 

Quantified Objective: 10 residential care beds in 
areas of concentrated 
affluence, and where there 
are existing single-family 
homes to improve housing 
mobility, reduce displacement 
risk, and increase the supply 
of affordable housing for 
lower-income households in 
higher opportunity areas. 
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Program 3.08  

To comply with State law, amend the Zoning 
Ordinance to clearly define single-room occupancy 
units as a use under the definition for Group 
Residential housing.  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Amend zoning by December 
2024. 

Quantified Objective: 20 units; of these, encourage 
10 units in areas of 
concentrated affluence to 
reduce concentrations of 
poverty and introduce mixed 
housing types in higher income 
neighborhoods. 

2.4 Preserve and Maintain 
Housing Stock 

GOAL 4: HOMES IN BENICIA ARE PRESERVED AND 
WELL-MAINTAINED. 

POLICY 4.01: APPLY FOR PRIVATE, STATE, AND FEDERAL 

FUNDING ASSISTANCE TO REHABILITATE HOMES WHERE NEEDED. 

Program 4.01 

Establish a rehabilitation grant or reimbursement 
program to assist homeowners, particularly for 
mobile home park residents and lower-income 
households, with rehabilitation needs to provide 
weatherization, accessibility retrofits, or other 
rehabilitation services. In addition, announce the 
availability of such funds through noticing on the 
City’s website, local government access channel, 
through several display ads, advertisements at the 
Benicia Library, and at the Planning Counter. Also, 
create and provide flyers to the Community Action 
Council, Benicia Housing Authority, and other 
affordable housing affiliates. 

Funding Source: CDBG funds, and CHFA funds 

Responsible Agency: City Manager, Community 
Development Department, and 
Non-Profit Developer(s). 

Timeframe: Establish new program by 
2025. Annually review existing 
available resources and apply, 
as needed, for additional state 
funding.  

Quantified Objective: Assist 40 units citywide with 
rehabilitation opportunities 
and reduce displacement and 
foster place-based 
revitalization during the 
planning period. 

POLICY 4.02: LIMIT THE CONVERSION OF RESIDENTIAL 

STRUCTURES TO NON-RESIDENTIAL USES AND AFFORDABLE 
UNITS TO MARKET-RATE. 

Program 4.02 

Implement procedures applicable to inclusionary for-
sale units, such as the resale control mechanism, 
equity recapture, qualifications for subsequent 
buyers, and other relevant issues that are not listed 
in the inclusionary housing ordinance, to ensure 
ongoing affordability. For this planning period this 
will include creating an updated affordable housing 
agreement and setting up a program to administer 
and report on affordable units, including Inclusionary 
Units, and review regulations and guidance from 
other jurisdictions to implement best practices for 
administration of inclusionary units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Manager and Community 
Development Department 

Timeframe: Update affordable housing 
agreement and review best 
practices from other 
jurisdictions by 2024; 
establish new administration 
and reporting program by 
2025; ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 
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Program 4.03  

Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 1521, the City will 
monitor the list of all dwellings in Benicia that are 
subsidized by government funding or low-income 
housing developed through local regulations or 
incentives. The list will include, at a minimum, the 
number of units, the type of government program, 
and the date on which the units are at risk to 
convert to market-rate dwellings. There have been 
24 units (see Analysis of At-Risk Housing section in 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment) identified as at 
risk of converting to market rate within 10 years of 
the beginning of the 6th round Housing Element 
planning period. The list will include, at a minimum, 
the project address; number of deed-restricted 
units, including affordability levels; associated 
government program; date of completion/ 
occupancy; and the date on which the units are at 
risk to convert to market rate. The City will work to 
reduce the potential conversion of any units to 
market rate to reduce the potential for displacement 
and placement of additional constraints on the 
existing affordable housing stock through the 
following actions:  

• Monitor the status of affordable projects, 
rental projects, and manufactured homes in 
Benicia. Should the property owners indicate 
the desire to convert properties, consider 
providing technical and financial assistance, 
when possible, to incentivize long-term 
affordability.  

• If conversion of units is likely, work with 
local service providers as appropriate to 
seek funding to subsidize the at-risk units in 
a way that mirrors the HUD Housing Choice 
Voucher (Section 8) program. Funding 
sources may include state or local funding 
sources to reduce potential for displacement 
of residents.  

Pursuant to State law (Government Code Sections 
65853.10, 65863.11, and 65863.13), owners of deed-
restricted affordable projects are required to 
provide notice of restrictions that are expiring to all 
prospective tenants, existing tenants, and the City 
within 3 years, 12 months, and 6 months before the 
scheduled expiration of rental restrictions. In 
addition, the City or owner will provide notice to 
HUD, HCD, and the local legal aid organization. 

Owners shall also refer tenants of at-risk units to 
educational resources regarding tenant rights and 
conversion procedures and information regarding 
Section 8 rent subsidies and any other affordable 
housing opportunities in the city. In addition, notice 
shall be required prior to conversion of any units to 
market rate for any additional deed-restricted 
lower-income units that were constructed with the 
aid of government funding, that were required by 
inclusionary zoning requirements that were part of a 
project granted a density bonus, or that were part of 
a project that received other incentives. 

If a development is offered for sale, HCD must 
certify persons or entities that are eligible to 
purchase the development and to receive notice of 
the pending sale. Placement on the eligibility list 
will be based on experience with affordable housing. 

When necessary, the City shall continue to work with 
property owners of deed-restricted affordable units 
who need to sell within 55 years of the unit’s initial 
sale. When the seller is unable to sell to an eligible 
buyer within a specified time period, equity-sharing 
provisions are established (pursuant to the 
affordable housing agreement for the property), 
whereby the difference between the affordable and 
market value is paid to the City to eliminate any 
incentive to sell the converted unit at market rate. 
Funds generated would then be used to develop 
additional affordable housing within the city. The 
City shall continue tracking all residential projects 
that include affordable housing to ensure that the 
affordability is maintained for at least 55 years for 
owner-occupied units and 55 years for rental units, 
and that any sale or change of ownership of these 
affordable units prior to satisfying the 45- or 55-year 
restriction shall be “rolled over” for another 45 or 55 
years to protect “at-risk” units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing communication with 
owners, service providers, and 
eligible potential purchasers; 
work with owners of deed-
restricted units on an ongoing 
basis, in particular at the time 
of change of ownership. 
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Quantified Objective: Continue to monitor the 24 
assisted units, and if any 
become at risk, work with 
property owners to develop a 
strategy to provide assistance 
to maintain or replace 24 at-
risk units as affordable to 
reduce potential for 
displacement of tenants and 
loss of affordable housing 
stock in the city. 

POLICY 4.03: ENCOURAGE CONTINUED UPKEEP OF EXISTING 

ECONOMICALLY VIABLE MOBILE HOME PARKS AND WORK WITH 
THE STATE TO ENSURE REGULATORY COMPLIANCE. 

Program 4.04 

Work with the owners of the mobile home parks to 
determine future plans and the feasibility of 
continuing mobile home park use. The City will work 
with the owners to ensure maintenance, upkeep, and 
compliance with State regulations. If appropriate, 
the City will assist the owner in accessing state or 
federal funds for improvements to substandard or 
dilapidated parks and units or in converting the park 
to resident ownership. Maintaining affordable units 
in mobile homes parks will be a priority of the City in 
order to reduce displacement risk and maintain the 
existing stock of affordable housing while facilitating 
place-based revitalization. 

The City will also continue to implement its mobile 
home park conversion ordinance to ensure that any 
conversion of a mobile home park is preceded with 
adequate notice and relocation assistance. A 
relocation plan must be submitted to the Planning 
Commission for approval as part of the application 
for conversion. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department and HCD. 

Timeframe: Contact owners annually 

Quantified Objective: Work with owners of mobile 
home parks to maintain 238 
units of affordable housing to 
prevent displacement of 
occupants. 

POLICY 4.04: PURSUANT TO STATE LAW (RECOGNIZING 
LIMITED ALLOWED CIRCUMSTANCES), THE CITY WILL COUNT 

EXISTING UNITS TOWARD MEETING THEIR REGIONAL HOUSING 
NEED. THE CITY MAY TAKE CREDIT FOR EXISTING UNITS THAT 

WILL BE: (1) SUBSTANTIALLY REHABILITATED, (2) CONVERTED 
FROM NON-AFFORDABLE TO AFFORDABLE (MULTIFAMILY 

RENTAL HOUSING OF FOUR OR MORE UNITS), OR (3) PRESERVED 
AT AFFORDABLE HOUSING COSTS TO LOW- OR VERY LOW- 
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS. 

Program 4.05 

As new projects, code enforcement actions, and 
other opportunities arise, the City will continue to 
investigate ways to meet its housing needs through 
rehabilitation and preservation of existing units. This 
will include working with the Housing Authority and 
other local agencies to develop a program that 
invests in Benicia’s existing multifamily housing 
stock and creates a path to the permanent 
affordability of these units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing; Meet with Housing 
Authority and other local 
agencies by December 2025. 

Quantified Objective: Support rehabilitation and/or 
preservation of at least 20 
affordable units, as there is 
need. 

Program 4.06  

To reduce displacement risk and in accordance with 
California Government Code Section 65583.2(g), the 
City will require replacement housing units subject 
to the requirements of California Government Code 
Section 65915(c)(3) on sites identified in the sites 
inventory when any new development (residential, 
mixed-use, or nonresidential) occurs on a site that 
has been occupied by or restricted for the use of 
lower-income households at any time during the 
previous five years. 

This requirement applies to: 

• Non-vacant sites; 

• Vacant sites with previous residential uses 
that have been vacated or demolished. 
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Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing, the replacement 
requirement will be 
implemented immediately and 
applied as applications on 
identified sites are received 
and processed. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 4.07  

Continue to enforce City Codes on property 
development and maintenance, including on 
foreclosed homes, to promote place-based 
revitalization. Conduct a windshield survey of 
substandard homes twice during the planning period, 
and use the Code Enforcement program as the primary 
tool for the City to identify and confirm dwelling units 
that are unsafe to occupy. Initiate appropriate actions 
to bring substandard housing units into compliance for 
the improvement of overall housing conditions in 
Benicia and to minimize the impact of substandard 
housing on displacement risk for lower income 
households. If units are rented, and rehabilitation or 
habitability results in the need for tenants to vacate 
the property, require the property manager or 
landlord to provide relocation assistance. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Code Enforcement Division 

Timeframe: Ongoing; Conduct a windshield 
survey of substandard homes, 
which may include foreclosed 
homes, twice during the 
planning period (in 2027 and 
2030). 

Quantified Objective: Survey 10 substandard homes 
during each survey to 
facilitate place-based 
revitalization. 

Program 4.08 

The City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit 
reconstruction of non-conforming multi-family 
residential structures if a hazardous event results in 
destruction of such units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Amend zoning by December 
2025. 

Quantified Objective:  n/a 

2.5 Equal Access 

GOAL 5: ENSURE EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR ALL PERSONS IN BENICIA REGARDLESS OF 
AGE, RACE, RELIGION, GENDER, MARITAL STATUS, 
ANCESTRY, NATIONAL ORIGIN, DISABILITY, 
FAMILY STATUS, SEXUAL ORIENTATION, 
POLITICAL AFFILIATION, SOURCE OF INCOME, OR 
OTHER BARRIERS THAT PREVENT CHOICE IN 
HOUSING. 

POLICY 5.01: CONTINUE TO PROVIDE A POINT OF CONTACT 
FOR REFERRAL OF DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS. 

Program 5.01 

In compliance with California Government Code 
Sections 8899.50, 65583(c)(5), 65583(c)(10), 
65583.2(a) (AB 686), develop a plan to “affirmatively 
further fair housing” (AFFH). The AFFH plan shall 
take actions to address significant disparities in 
housing access and needs for all persons regardless 
of race, color, religion, sex, gender, sexual 
orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry, 
familial status, source of income, or disability and 
any other characteristic protected by the California 
Fair Employment and Housing Act (Part 2.8, 
commencing with Section 12900, of Division 3 of 
Title 2), Government Code Section 65008, and any 
other state and federal fair housing and planning 
law. 

Specific actions include: 

• Implement the following strategies to 
affirmatively further fair housing in 
coordination with the efforts of this action.  

o Strategies to facilitate housing 
mobility/expand affordable housing in 
high opportunity areas: Programs 1.01, 
1.03, 1.05, 1.06, 1.11, 1.14, 2.01, 3.06, 
3.07, 3.08, 5.01, 5.02 

o Strategies to reduce or prevent 
displacement/place-based revitalization 
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strategies: Programs 1.01, 1.03, 1.05, 
1.06, 1.11, 1.14, 2.01, 3.07, 3.08, 4.01, 
4.07, 5.01, 5.03 

• Continue to implement the complaint 
referral process for those persons who 
believe they have been denied access to 
housing due to discrimination, particularly in 
higher need areas of the city, through the 
process listed below. The City will assist at 
least 20 residents annually through the 
complaint referral process. If fewer than 20 
residents use the process, provide assistance 
to all that do. 

o Educate selected staff in the 
Community Development, City 
Attorney, and City Manager 
departments on responding to 
complaints received regarding potential 
claims of housing discrimination. 
Provide the selected personnel with a 
handout detailing the process for 
someone with a complaint and the 
agencies that should be contacted 
regarding a claim: Legal Aid of Northern 
California.  

o Notify and maintain a log of all 
complaints received at the City 
Attorney’s office.  

o Make information regarding the housing 
discrimination complaint referral 
process available by the Benicia Housing 
Authority and CAC to their clients and 
on the City’s website 
(www.ci.benicia.ca.us). The City will 
also continue to maintain a supply of 
complaint forms and informational 
brochures at City Hall. 

• Within one year of adoption, meet with 
SolTrans to identify unmet transit demand, 
particularly determining if Benicia residents 
would benefit from more frequent or 
expanded service. Meet with SolTrans by 
December 2023, and conduct a survey of 
unmet needs by December 2025. Continue to 
meet with SolTrans on an annual basis. 

• By December 2023, distribute information 
via mailers, flyers at City Hall, and on the 
City’s website to landlords and property 
managers about the Housing Choice Voucher 
(Section 8) program and avoiding 
discriminatory practices based on income or 
other protected classes. Include information 
about the benefits on advertising their units 
to voucher holders. Resend information 
annually and coordinate with the Benicia 
Housing Authority to track whether the 
number of available units has increased. The 
City will also coordinate with fair housing 
providers to conduct biannual trainings for 
landlords and property owners regarding fair 
housing laws and requirements. The City will 
seek to engage at least 8 housing providers 
for each training. The intent of this outreach 
and training is to encourage landlords and 
property managers to increase the supply of 
units available to Section 8 participants by 
at least 30 and reduce complaints about 
source of income discrimination by at least 
50 percent over the course of the planning 
period. 

• Contract with a fair housing provider to 
provide housing audits in order to reduce 
displacement risk, particularly in lower 
opportunity areas of Benicia. By August 
2023, the City will issue a Request for 
Proposals for partnership with an external 
consultant to provide this service. The City 
will initiate solicitation and contracting with 
an organization to assist the City with 
providing housing audits annually. The City 
will either renew the contract or seek a new 
fair housing provider to provide the same 
service on a yearly basis. 

• Conduct targeted and multilingual outreach 
strategies and programs described in 
Program 5.02 for groups with special needs, 
including Latinx residents, to increase access 
to City housing programs and remove 
barriers to homeownership.  

Funding Source: General Fund and CDBG Funds 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 
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Timeframe: Refer to each strategy in this 
Affirmatively Furthering Fair 
Housing (AFFH) program for 
specific timeframes (see 
above). 

Quantified Objective: See individual strategies 
bulleted in Program 5.01 
above with specific targets.  

Program 5.02  

The City will implement multilingual communication 
and outreach strategies for City-funded affordable 
housing developments as follows:   

• Survey residents by December 2023 to 
determine whether there is a need for 
translation services at public meetings and 
in public materials. Following the initial 
survey, the City will then reassess 
translation needs every two years, updating 
public materials accordingly. 

• Provide translation services for languages 
identified through the survey at all public 
meetings by July 2024 and ensure all public 
materials are translated and made available. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Refer to each strategy in the 
Affirmatively Furthering Fair 
Housing (AFFH) program for 
specific timeframes. 

Quantified Objective: See individual strategies 
bulleted in Program 5.02 
above with specific targets. 

POLICY 5.02: THE CITY SHALL WORK WITH HOMEBUILDERS TO 
ENCOURAGE UNIVERSAL DESIGN IN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND 

REMODELS. UNIVERSAL DESIGN IS BASED ON THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT THROUGHOUT LIFE, PEOPLE MAY 

EXPERIENCE CHANGES IN THEIR ABILITIES. THE GOAL OF 
UNIVERSAL DESIGN IS TO DESIGN ENVIRONMENTS TO BE USABLE 
BY ALL PEOPLE, TO THE GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE, WITHOUT 

THE NEED FOR ADAPTATION OR SPECIALIZED DESIGN. 

Program 5.03 

The City will consider adoption of residential 
standards in the City’s Building Code to encourage 
universal design features in new homes, and expand 
consumer awareness by providing information on 
universal design features at the City’s Permit Center 
and develop resource information for the City’s 
website.  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Adopt design standards and 
create promotional 
information by December 
2026. Determine whether to 
establish incentives by 
December 2026. If determined 
that incentives will be 
established, establish by 
December 2027. 

Quantified Objective: Encourage construction of 5 
universal design housing units 
that are accessible to 
occupants or visitors with 
disabilities  

POLICY 5.03: THE CITY SHALL FURTHER CONDUCT 
REVITALIZATION EFFORTS AND REDUCE ENVIRONMENTAL 

HEALTH CONCERNS NEAR INDUSTRIAL USES. 

Program 5.04  

Environmental health is determined by air quality, 
climate change related outcomes, water quality, 
cancer prevalence, and more. Neighborhoods with 
poor environmental health conditions are often 
correlated to their proximity to industrial uses, major 
transit corridors, and other larger pollution sources. 
The City will facilitate environmental health-oriented 
place-based revitalization of neighborhoods, 
particularly for housing in closer proximity to the 
Valero Refinery and other industrial uses on the 
eastern side of the city, which are more heavily 
impacted by pollution from prior industrial uses, 
diesel particulate matter from proximity to regional 
freeways, and the Valero Refinery through the 
following strategies: 

http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building
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• Continue to enhance parks, open space, and 
tree plantings in these areas to improve 
environmental health. Facilitate safe 
pedestrian and bicycle access to parks or 
open space to reduce environmental health 
disparities across the city. 

• Work with Port lessees and Caltrans to 
reduce regional air quality impacts 
associated with regional transportation 
facilities. The City will meet with Port 
lessees and Caltrans annually, as feasible, to 
identify options for air quality improvements 
and coordinate action implementation. 

• Increase active transportation facilities in 
eastern Benicia to reduce dependence on 
automobiles and enhance safe connections 
to existing pedestrian and bicycle routes, 
such as the Carquinez Strait Scenic Loop 
Trail on the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. The 
City will identify at least two active 
transportation projects in eastern Benicia by 
December 2024. 

• Review and update the City of Benicia’s 
planning standards to address proximity 
disclosures for residences within ¼ mile of 
industrial districts and ensure that adequate 
physical separation and landscape buffers 
are provided. 

Further, neighborhoods at risk of environmental 
hazards, such as flooding, face additional barriers to 
environmental health. The City of Benicia has 
launched a comprehensive floodplain webpage that 
can be accessed by selecting the Floodplain FEMA 
link at: www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building. This webpage 
includes links to flood hazard maps, as well as 
information about flood risk, mitigation strategies, 
insurance information and financial assistance. The 
City will post additional information about flood-
related resources on the flood maps page on the 
City's website and provide public notices in utility 
bills or other direct methods to neighborhoods at risk 
of flooding, including the Rancho Benicia mobile 
home park and other residential areas adjacent to 
the Benicia Marina. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department and Public Works 
Department 

Timeframe: Refer to each strategy in this 
Affirmatively Furthering Fair 
Housing (AFFH) program for 
specific timeframes (see 
above). Post and distribute 
flood-related information at 
least every other year. All 
other actions are ongoing. 

Quantified Objective: See individual strategies 
bulleted in Program 5.04 above 
with specific targets. 

2.6 Energy Efficiency and 
Water Conservation  

GOAL 6: HOUSING IN BENICIA IS ENERGY 
EFFICIENT. 

POLICY 6.01: ENFORCE STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR ENERGY 

CONSERVATION IN NEW RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS AND 
ENCOURAGE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPERS TO EMPLOY ADDITIONAL 
ENERGY CONSERVATION MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO SITING OF 

BUILDINGS, LANDSCAPING, AND SOLAR ACCESS. 

Program 6.01 

The City will continue to implement the latest 
version of the California Green Building Standards 
Code  (last adopted by reference in 2019 by City 
Council Ordinance 19-14). The City will evaluate 
opportunities for integrating additional green 
building standards into the Zoning Ordinance and 
Landscape Code. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Track energy use annually; 
ongoing. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 6.02: ENFORCE THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 

ENERGY-EFFICIENCY REQUIREMENTS IN NEW HOUSING AND 
ENCOURAGE THE INSTALLATION OF ENERGY-SAVING DEVICES IN 

PRE-1975 HOUSING. 
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Program 6.02 

Continue to implement the Property Assessed Clean 
Energy (PACE) and Residential Solar Rebate 
Programs. Continue to maintain partnerships with 
MCE and local solar vendors in promoting the 
Residential Solar Rebate Program. These programs 
will help finance energy efficiency and renewable 
energy upgrades to buildings.  

Funding Source: General Fund, grants, private-
public partnerships 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Property Assessed Clean 
Energy (PACE) programs: 
Ongoing. 

 Residential Solar Rebate 
Program needs additional 
financing: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: Connect 20 eligible Benicia 
residents with energy- and 
cost-saving programs to 
reduce overpayment on 
housing costs. 

Program 6.03 

Promote water conservation by continuing to partner 
with the Solano County Water Agency (SCWA) to 
provide rebates for the Turf Replacement Program. 
Continue to promote SCWA’s water-efficiency rebate 
programs. 

Funding Source: General Fund, grants, private-
public partnerships 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: Connect 10 eligible Benicia 
residents with water 
conservation programs to 
reduce overpayment on 
housing costs. 

Program 6.04 

Continue to distribute information from PG&E, MCE, 
and others that detail energy conservation measures 
for existing buildings and new construction. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

POLICY 6.03: ENCOURAGE GREEN BUILDING DESIGN 

STANDARDS IN NEW CONSTRUCTION TO ACHIEVE INCREASED 
ENERGY CONSERVATION. 

Program 6.05 

Continue to expand digital outreach and education 
through comprehensive web-based resources and 
regular electronic newsletters.  

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 
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2.7 Summary of Quantified 
Objectives 

Table 2.1 summarizes the quantified objectives for 
all these programs.  

 

 

 

 

Table 2.1 Summary of Quantified Objectives  

 Income Categories 
Extremely 

Low Very Low Low Moderate Above-
Moderate Total 

New Construction1 106 106 127 123 288 750 

Rehabilitation2 3 7 10 20 0 40 

Preservation/Conservation3 25 127 136 5 5 298 

Total 134 240 273 148 293 1,088 

1 Corresponds to RHNA. 

2 Corresponds to quantified objective in Program 4.01. 

3 The 24 units to be conserved/preserved correspond to the at-risk assisted units in the city (see Program 4.03 and Table 2-41 in the 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment) as well as the quantified objectives listed in Programs 1.02, 4.04, and 4.07. 
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Chapter III 
Sites Inventory and Analysis 

 

3.1 Sites Inventory 

State law emphasizes the importance of an adequate 

land supply by requiring each Housing Element to 

identify “ ...sites...to facilitate and encourage the 

development of a variety of types of housing for all 

income levels...” (Government Code Section 

65583(c)(1)). To provide for new housing, enough 

land must be zoned to allow for the construction of a 

variety of housing at densities that will satisfy the 

objectives of the Housing Element. The land must 

also have access to appropriate public services, such 

as water, sewage treatment, and roads. 

The combination of development standards that 

define the areas available for housing include: 

● Lot coverage 

● Parking 

● Height/stories 

● Setbacks 

● Landscaping 

● Density 

3.1.1 Typical Built Densities 

There is a range of built densities in the city that 

vary by zoning district and topography. South of 

I-780, the City has not consistently experienced 

typical built densities or development, such as 

subdivisions or apartment complexes, due to their 

varied, unique built environment and a history of 

typically smaller residential projects. In the 1970s, 

the City absorbed the development of over 7,000 

acres north of I-780 with low-density single-family 

homes in what is now the Southampton 

neighborhood.  Overall, building density is primarily 

concentrated along the I-780 corridor, including the 

Southampton Drive, Warwick Drive, Lori Drive, and 

Military East corridors, with additional density 

layered in Downtown. The city typically follows a 

grid development pattern south of Interstate 780 (I-

780) and northwest of the I-780/I-680 interchange 

because land is relatively flat. Above I-780, hillside 

topography increases construction costs for 

multifamily and affordable housing development, 

and the area has developed with planned 

subdivisions, reflecting a lower-density footprint 

compatible with steeper topography. 

Vacant residential land is in short supply, as 

evidenced by the few units developed since the 

previous planning period and the scarcity of listings 

of vacant residential land for sale. While the most 

common type of development is low-density 

residential housing, sites may be developed from far 

below the maximum density allowance up to 80 

percent or more of the available density. Neither the 

General Plan land use designations nor the zoning 

districts prescribe minimum density requirements to 

allow greater flexibility in development. Even 

without these governmental requirements, housing 

development has remained relatively stagnant since 

the previous planning period. 

Until recently, the City has received very few 

residential development proposals since the 2000s, 

when the Waters End neighborhood was approved 

and constructed. Projects proposed during the 5th 

Cycle Housing Element were primarily custom single-

family homes in low-density residential zones. 

Multifamily development developed in Benicia is 

displayed in Table 3.1. From 1980 and on, projects 

developed were an average of 81 percent of the 

maximum density allowed in the residential zone. 

Since 2000, multifamily housing has been developed 

at an average of 101 percent of the maximum 

density allowed.  

The City has received two proposals for streamlined 

ministerial review of housing developments under 

Senate Bill (SB) 35 since the law went into effect in 

2018. Both applications were deemed non-compliant 

with SB 35 criteria, but they were resubmitted on 

May 31st. The City rendered a determination of 
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consistency on these applications in late summer 

2022. The SB 35 development applications proposed 

densities comparable to historic development trends. 

The City has approved one project for a residential 

project below identified densities for sites in the 5th 

Cycle Housing Element sites inventory. The project is 

the Jefferson Ridge project approved under SB 35 in 

2022.  

3.1.2 Realistic Development Capacity 

Realistic development capacity is based on allowed 

density and historic residential development trends 

in the city. The average percentage of allowed 

maximum density applied to multifamily residential 

developments from 1954 to present in Benicia and 

additional recent projects in nearby jurisdictions to 

present day is 91 percent (see Table 3.1). To be 

conservative, the City has reduced this to 77 percent 

of maximum allowed development, and this is the 

realistic development capacity applied to parcels in 

residential zones in the Sites Inventory. Table 3.2 

summarizes how the various factors in housing 

element statute (Government Code Section 

65583.2(c)(2) result in an adjusted average site 

capacity of 77 percent of the maximum densities in 

the residentially zoned areas of Benicia. 

Some of the sites where lower income RHNA is 

proposed to be accommodated allow one hundred 

percent non-residential development. Only two of 

the example projects in Table 3.1, Harbor Walk and 

the recently approved Jefferson Ridge project have 

this type of zoning. Jefferson Ridge was approved at 

more than 80 percent of maximum density and 

Harbor Walk was approved at nearly 70 percent of 

maximum density. Both were mixed use 

developments on sites that were zoned for 

commercial and/or mixed use.  Because of the 

limited track record of multifamily residential 

projects on non-residentially zoned sites, the City is 

proposing a realistic capacity percentage of 55 

percent on that type of site. Please note that the 

City is adopting this conservative yield figure, but 

believes that actual yields will be greater than 55%. 

Table 3.3 summarizes how the various factors in 

housing element statute (Government Code Section 

65583.2(c)(2) result in an adjusted average site 

capacity of 55 percent of the maximum densities in 

the areas of Benicia where sites are identified that 

also allow non-residential uses. Table 3.4 provides 

examples of projects developed on non-vacant sites 

in communities near Benicia to demonstrate regional 

development trends supporting redevelopment of 

non-vacant sites with housing. 

Benicia’s height limits allow for three-story 

structures with a height limit of 35 feet in height in 

the RM and RH Zoning Districts and 40 feet or 2.5 

stories in the Town Core Zoning District. In the 

commercial districts, building heights may be 40 feet 

or 3 stories. In the MU-I district, building heights may 

be 40 feet or 3 stories, but increases may be 

permitted through the provision of community 

benefits (see the Constraints chapter for details on 

community benefits). In the MU-L district, building 

heights may be 35 feet or 3 stories, but building 

heights may be increased to 45 feet or 4 stories if 

the parcel is at least 15,000 square feet in size and 

within 150 feet of the I-780 right-of-way. Half stories 

are allowed to have the height of the full story with 

50 percent of the total floor area of the story 

directly underneath. Program 1.06 amends the City’s 

General Plan and Zoning Ordinance to provide 

adequate site(s) for lower-income units and also 

includes review of and changes needed to zoning 

(including development standards) to facilitate the 

feasibility of residential development at the 

densities proposed on the sites subject to the 

program.  

Benicia’s historic track record, as shown from 1954 

to current day in Table 3.1, support the realistic 

development capacity assumptions provided on the 

sites listed in the Sites Inventory. In addition, some 

more recent projects from nearby jurisdictions are 

also included in Table 3.1. No residential units or 

projects found to be compliant with local and state 

regulations have been denied by the City of Benicia 

in the current Housing Element reporting period.  

The City reviewed all of the sites with zoning that 

allows non-residential uses in the City’s 2015-2023 

Housing Element and compared that with current 

uses on the site. The details about the sites analyzed 

are below: 

● 17 parcels in the inventory allowed non-

residential uses 

● Five of those parcels have approved or built 

projects on them since adoption of the 5th 

cycle Housing Element. There have been no 

structures added to the remaining 12 parcels 

which remain available for development. 
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● Four of the five parcels have residential uses 

on them. Approved or built units on the four 

parcels total 121 residential units. The 

percent of realistic unit capacity from the 

2015-2023 Housing Element on the four 

parcels where development has been 

approved or built is 79 percent. This 

percentage is based on the units approved 

divided by the units listed in the 2015-2023 

Housing Element for those four parcels.  

Therefore, this analysis did not result in 

identification of a need to adjust realistic capacity 

assumptions on this type of site since the realistic 

capacity assumption applied to non-residentially 

zoned sites is 55 percent. 

With implementation of the zoning amendments 

called for in Program 1.06, the City’s land use and 

development standards are not an impediment to 

achieving the housing needed to support the yield 

capacity discussed in Sections 3.1.3 through 3.1.5. 

3.1.3 Sites Suitably Zoned for Residential Uses 

The City’s land inventory was developed using the 

Solano County geographic information system (GIS) 

database. As shown in Table 3.5, there are 142 

parcels on approximately 115 acres that are suitably 

designated and zoned for residential development 

that have the capacity to accommodate 1,695 

additional homes (see also Figure 3.1.A through 

3.1.E, and for the complete list of suitably zoned 

parcels by Assessor’s Parcel Number see Appendix 

D.) In addition, sites that include lower income units 

are detailed in tables and exhibits at the end of this 

section. The sites in the maps are numbered, but 

some sites are grouped together, Therefore, not all 

parcels are specifically assigned a different number. 

For sites that are overlaid by the Housing 

Opportunity Sites Overlay District, that is also 

indicated on the maps. 

To meet the very low- and low-income Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) allocation (or 

lower-income portion of the RHNA combined), the 

California Department of Housing and Community 

Development (HCD) requires land zoned to allow at 

least 20 units per acre. Accordingly, 339 units must 

be met on land that is zoned to allow at least 20 

units per acre.  

With enough land that could provide for 1,627 new 

units, including land to accommodate 600 lower-

income units, Benicia’s RHNA of 750 new units can 

be met by already suitably zoned land that allows 

residential uses (see Table 3.7). 
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Table 3.1 High-Density Site Analysis  

Project 
Name 

Address Year Built 
Lot 

Area 
(acres) 

Zoning 
Previous 

Use 

Maximum 
Allowed 
Density 
(units/ 
acre) 

Total 
Units 

Project 
Built 

Density 
(units/ 
acre) 

Percentage 
of Allowed 

Density 
Applied 

Benicia Projects 

Capitol 

Heights 
1645 Bayview Cir 1954 8.70 RM Vacant 14 75 8.62 61.6% 

Waterview 

Apartments 
801 Southampton Rd 1972 12.80 RM Vacant 14 180 14.06 100.4% 

Bay View 

Villas 
900 Southampton Rd 1975-1976 9.90 RM Vacant 14 170 17.26 123.3% 

Grove Condos Grove Circle 1978 11.50 RM Vacant 14 104 9.04 64.6% 

Bay Vista 

Town Homes 
London Drive 1980 24.00 RM Vacant 14 139 5.79 41.4% 

Bridgeview 

Heights III 
Bridgeview Ct 1983-1985 3.40 RM Vacant 14 31 9.12 65.1% 

Bridgeview 

Heights  
Bridgeview Ct 1982-1983 6.40 RM Vacant 14 96 15.00 107.1% 

Hampton Bay 

Condos 
Devonshire Dr 1984-1985 15.50 RM Vacant 14 100 6.45 46.1% 

Club Pacifica 
1300 Southampton 

Rd 
1987 19.11 RM Vacant 14 224 11.72 83.7% 

Bay Ridge 

Apartments 
1061 Rose Dr 2004 3.72 RM Vacant 14 50 13.44 96.0% 

Burgess Point  
91 Riverview 

Terrace 
2004 3.75 RM Vacant 14 56 14.93 106.7% 

Harbor Walk 151 East B St 2005 1.72 TC Vacant 21 36 20.93 99.7% 

Jefferson 

Ridge 

Adams, Jefferson 

and Washington 

Streets 

Approved in 
2022 

7.21 (4 
parcels) 

CO Vacant 21 121 16.78 80.1% 

1451 Park 

Road 
1451 Park Road 

Approved in 
2022 

0.65 PD Vacant 21 17 26.15 125.0% 

Other Regional Projects 

214 Center 

Ave 

214 Center Ave, 

Pacheco 

Under 
construction 

0.41 
small 
site 

P-1 Vacant 19 
8  
(1 

moderate) 
19.5 102% 

Willow View 

Apartments 

3600 – 3628 Willow 

Pass Road, Bay Point 
2021 7.34 P-1 Vacant 21.99 

193 (19 
affordable) 

26 119% 

Pony Express 

Senior 

Apartments 

Vacaville 
Under 

construction 
1.82 CG (RO) Vacant 

No 
maximum 
density 

60 
affordable 

units 
33 

110% (of 
default 

density of 30 
du/ac) 

Rocky Hill 

Veterans 

Housing 

Vacaville 2018 1.42 RH 
Vacant 
hillside 

site 
24 

39 
affordable 

units 
27 112% 

Blossom 

Apartments 
Suisun City 

Under 
construction 

9.09 RM Vacant 20 180 19.8 99% 

Average Percentage of Maximum Allowed Density – projects from 1980 to present 92.8% 

Source: City of Benicia, 2022 
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Table 3.2 Capacity Adjustment Factors – Residential Zones  

Capacity Factor Adjustment Reasoning 

Land use controls and site improvements 89% 
For net acreage due to on-site improvements (sidewalks, 

easements) 

Realistic capacity of the site 91% Adjustment based on past redevelopment trends  

Typical densities 102% 
Recently approved 100% residential projects are between 80-125% 

of maximum capacity 

Infrastructure available No adjustment Not applicable – all utilities available, no constraint 

Environmental constraints 95% 
Environmental Constraints have minimal impact on whether the 

sites can be developed. Mitigation for environmental hazards will 
also limit the impacts of environmental constraints. 

Source: City of Benicia, 2022  

 

Table 3.3 Capacity Adjustment Factors – Other Zones 

Capacity Factor Adjustment Reasoning 

Land use controls and site improvements 95% 
For net acreage due to on-site improvements (sidewalks, 

easements). More permissive than residential zones in terms of 
setbacks and built to line requirements 

Realistic capacity of the site 85% Adjustment based on past redevelopment trends 

Typical densities 80% 
No recent approvals but because mixed use is an option reducing 
the typical densities on recent residential projects to represent 

adjustment for these areas 

Infrastructure available No adjustment No applicable-all utilities available, no constraint 

Environmental constraints 95% 
Environmental Constraints have minimal impact on whether the 

sites can be developed. Mitigation for environmental hazards will 
also limit the impacts of environmental constraints. 

Source: City of Benicia, 2022 



36 

Table 3.4 Regional Project Examples on Non-Vacant Sites  

Project Name Location Existing Use Units Status 

Walnut Grove Concord 
Underutilized single-family 

home 
14 (2 low income) 

Approved. Filing for 
building permits. 

Oakmont of Concord Concord 
Underutilized telephone 

switching station 
51 Completed 

The Argent Concord 
Underutilized/vacant 

commercial site 

181 (179 lower income, 
2 moderate/above 

moderate income) 

Under construction 

RMG Affordable Housing Concord 
Underutilized commercial 

retail 

75 (30 lower income, 
45 moderate/above 

moderate income) 
Under construction 

Villas at Walters Place Concord 
Three underutilized 

detached homes 

17 (1 lower income or 
2 moderate income 

units) 

Approved. Building 

permit application 
received. 

Clayton Road Townhomes Clayton 
Underutilized commercial 

retail 
70 attached single 

family 
Under construction 

The Choice in Aging 

Campus 
Pleasant Hill 

Underutilized existing 
commercial structure 

82 (81 lower income) Completed 

85 Cleaveland Road Pleasant Hill 

Underutilized – former 
Wells Fargo 

Bank office building and 
parking lot 

189 (9 very low, 9 

moderate) 
Completed 

401 Taylor Road Pleasant Hill 
Underutilized office 

building 

31 single family units 

and 6 lower income 
ADUs 

Under construction 

100 Mayhew Way Pleasant Hill 
Underutilized PG&E office 

building 

44 single family units 
and 15 ADUs 

Completed 

Brookside Assisted Living 

Expansion 
Martinez Assisted living facility 

40 new beds (42 beds 
existing) 

Pending project 

Portside Lofts Martinez Underutilized commercial 
13 apartments (1 very 
low income), 1,800 s.f. 

commercial 

Approved. Building 
Permit 

Submitted – not yet 
issued. 

Source: City of Martinez Housing Element, March 2023  
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Table 3.5 City of Benicia: Residentially-Zoned Land Inventory  

Zone Acres 
General Plan 
Designation 

No. of 
Parcels 

Maximum 
Units/Acre 

Maximum 
Units 

Realistic 
Units 

RS (Single-Family Res) 13.82 
Low-Density 
Residential 

59 7 96 62 

PD (Planned 
Development) 

0.08 
Low-Density 
Residential 

1 7 1 1 

Subtotal Low Density 13.90   60   97 63 

RS with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

6.02 
Low-Density 
Residential 

11 30 180 61 

RM (Medium-Density Res) 6.38 
Medium-Density 

Residential  
5 14 89 68 

RM with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

3.36 
Medium Density 

Residential 
10 30 100 67 

RH with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

49.51 
High Density 
Residential 

13 30 1,485 729 

MU-I (Mixed-Use Infill) 21.59 Mixed-Use Infill 18 44 949 560 

MU-L (Mixed-Use Limited) 0.19 Mixed-Use Limited 1 30 5 4 

CO (Office Commercial) 0.56 Office Commercial 1 21 11 9 

CO with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

1.51 Office Commercial 3 30 45 23 

CC with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

0.12 
Community 
Commercial 

1 30 3 1 

NG with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

2.30 Commercial Downtown 3 30 69 23 

TC (Town Core) 1.93 Commercial Downtown 3 29.9 57 43 

TC with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

0.43 Commercial Downtown 1 30 12 7 

TC-O with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

0.35 Commercial Downtown 4 30 10 4 

PS with Housing 
Opportunity Sites Overlay 

6.90 Public/Quasi-Public 8 30 207 34 

Subtotal High Density 101.15   82   3,222 1,632 

Total 1 115.05   142 - 3,319 1,695 

Notes: 

1 City policy on rounding states any fraction of a unit (less than 0.50) may be disregarded and any fraction of a unit (greater than or equal to 

0.50) shall be rounded up to the next whole number. Total reflects City’s policy on rounding fraction of units. 

Source: Solano County GIS with input from the City of Benicia, 2022  
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Table 3.6 provides a subset of the acreage/parcels displayed in Table 3.5 that are suitable for addressing the 

lower-income RHNA. 

Table 3.6 Very Low- and Low-Income Sites Yields 

Zoning Acres # of Parcels 
Maximum 
Units/Acre 

Realistic Lower 
Income Unit Capacity 

RS with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 4.96 8 30 23 

RM with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 1.80 2 30 19 

RH with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 48.70 11 30 427 

MU-I (Mixed-Use Infill) 4.00 3 44 74 

CO (Office Commercial) 0.56 1 21 5 

CO with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 1.22 2 30 10 

NG with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 1.66 1 30 7 

TC (Town Core) 1.68 2 29.9 22 

PS with Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 6.90 8 30 34 

Total1 71.48   621 

Notes: 

1 City policy on rounding states any fraction of a unit (less than 0.50) may be disregarded and any fraction of a unit (greater than or equal to 

0.50) shall be rounded up to the next whole number. Total reflects City’s policy on rounding fraction of units. 

Source: Solano County GIS with input from the City of Benicia, 2022 

3.1.4 Suitable Residentially-Zoned Sites Yield 

Analysis for Very Low- and Low-Income RHNA 

Requirements 

To ensure the City could meet the very low- and low-

income RHNA requirement of 339 affordable units, 

the City first conducted a yield analysis using 101 

parcels in the City of Benicia that allowed residential 

uses of various types. The unit potential on those 

sites did not sufficiently address the RHNA. 

Therefore, the city conducted the following analysis 

prior to changing the zoning (in some cases by 

applying an overlay) on 70 parcels to allow for 

additional opportunities for residential development. 

Sites that were rezoned were selected based on land 

availability and capacity. The factors considered to 

choose these sites consisted of many elements, 

including, but not limited to, vacancy status, City 

ownership, site size, proximity to existing residential 

areas, services, and amenities, few or limited 

physical constraints, expressed property owner 

interest, open space status, and community input 

received. Not all of these factors were weighted 

equally, with vacancy status, City ownership, and 

expressed owner interest typically more important 

because they indicated to City staff that 

development is highly likely in the next eight years. 

For each site, Table A in Appendix D and tables at 

the end of this section provide detailed information, 

including the site address and size, General Plan land 

use designation and zoning, vacancy status, allowed 

density, realistic residential development capacity, 

property owner interest, whether the site was 

included in the past two Housing Elements for sites, 

and other relevant information.  

Larger sites are anticipated to generate the most 

housing in Benicia, as projects are likely better able 

to achieve cost efficiencies for development. City 

ownership and expressed owner interest indicate 

that development is sought out by the property 

owner themself, so housing development is more 

likely to occur. City outreach to property owners and 

community outreach efforts for the Housing Element 

to date is detailed in Chapter I, Introduction. The 

public and local decisionmakers advocated for the 

Housing Element to distribute affordability 

throughout the city rather than concentrating 

affordable units on specific sites. On all of the sites 

that include lower-income units, 60 percent of the 

units were assumed to address the lower-income 

RHNA and 40 percent are assumed for moderate- and 

above-moderate income units. 
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Approximately 27 percent of the sites, or 19 parcels 

that accommodate lower-income units, are smaller 

than half an acre. Of those 19 parcels, 18 parcels are 

proposed as part of sites made up of more than one 

parcel. Five of the seven sites are larger than .5 

acres once combined into a site and all the parcels 

have common ownership. One of the sites is made up 

of 3 parcels but is still smaller than .5 acres when 

combined. One site is one parcel and is smaller than 

.5 acres. It is included because it is owned by the 

City. Eight of these small parcels are owned by the 

City, and the City has expressed interest in 

developing them with housing, including the one 

stand-alone small parcel as mentioned in the prior 

sentence. On three of the other small parcels, the 

City has received interest from the property owner 

to develop housing. Details on each of these sites are 

included in the tables at the end of this section. To 

create opportunities for housing development on 

these sites, Program 1.15 is proposed to facilitate lot 

consolidation to combine small parcels into larger 

parcels more suitable for multi-family housing. In 

addition, Benicia has adopted procedures for 

development on substandard lots. Benicia Municipal 

Code 17.70.130 allows for development of lots 2,500 

square feet or more subject to same yard and 

density requirements as a standard lot. In residential 

districts, the City may allow a 10 percent reduction 

of required interior side yard width and 20 percent 

reduction of required street side yard width. 

For non-vacant parcels, information in the tables at 

the end of this section demonstrates the potential 

for housing development within the planning period 

on those sites. The other sites in those tables are 

currently suitably zoned for residential development 

and can either accommodate lower-income 

development or were recently rezoned. 

3.1.5 Accessory Dwelling Unit Potential 

From 2018 to 2021, City planning permit records 

indicate that an average of five accessory dwelling 

units (ADUs) received building permits per year.  

● 2018 – 3 ADUs received building permits 

● 2019 – 3 ADUs received building permits  

● 2020 – 6 ADUs received building permits 

● 2021 – 9 ADUs received building permits 

The increase in ADUs permitted in 2020 and 2021 was 

likely due to updates to the City’s ADU regulations 

that became effective in 2020. The 2020 updates to 

the regulations were for consistency with state law 

regarding ADUs. Based on the average of 5 ADUs per 

year, an additional 44 ADUs can be projected for the 

2022-2030 6th cycle projection period. The 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 

prepared a Draft Affordability of Accessory Dwelling 

Units report for the entire ABAG region in early 

2022. The analysis made findings for affordability of 

ADUs based on data gathered on current rents and 

occupancy of ADUs in addition to industry research 

about affordability levels of ADUs, including those 

that do not reach the rental market. In addition, 

ADU research conducted by the University of 

California, Berkeley’s (UC Berkeley’s) Center for 

Community Innovation indicates that 40 percent of 

ADUs are typically rented to family members or 

friends at either no cost or below-market rental 

rates. Table 3.7 shows the projected 44 ADUs broken 

into income categories based on the ABAG analysis. 

The Benicia ADU regulations encourage this housing 

type and allow flexibility in their development. 

Program 1.12 has been included in Chapter II to 

ensure continued consistency with state ADU law, 

promotion of ADUs as a housing type in Benicia, and 

monitoring of progress of ADU permitting moving 

forward during the Housing Element planning period. 
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Table 3.7 City of Benicia: Residentially-Zoned Land Capacity and the RHNA 

  
Very Low-

Income 
Low-

Income 
Moderate-

Income 
Above Moderate-

Income 
Total 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation 212 127 123 288 750 

Residential Units Approved Since 

6/30/221 7 7 0 124 138 

Estimated Units Accommodated by 

Residentially-Zoned Vacant Land 137 125 198 460 

Estimated Units Accommodated by 

Residentially-Zoned Non-Vacant Land2 463 348 356 1,167 

Projected Units to be Accommodated 

by ADUs 13 13 13 5 44 

Surplus Units +301 +363 +395 
 

Source: City of Benicia 2022; ABAG 2022 

1 The Jefferson Ridge and 1451 Park Road projects were approved in late summer 2022. They were both approved through the SB 35 

process and both contain approved deed-restricted affordable units. Jefferson Ridge contains 6 very low and 6 low income units 

and 109 above-moderate income units. 1451 Park Road contains 1 very low and 1 low income unit and 15 above-moderate income 

units.  

2 The Solano Square site (Site 26) is no longer included in calculations towards meeting the RHNA in this table but is still included in 

the sites maps and Appendix D as it has been included in the rezoned set of parcels that allow greater residential development 

capacity. 
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Figure 3.1.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory #1 
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Figure 3.1.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory #2 
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Figure 3.1.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory #3 
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Figure 3.1.D. City of Benicia Sites Inventory #4 
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Figure 3.1.E. City of Benicia Sites Inventory #5 
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Detailed Sites Exhibits on Select Sites 

The following tables display the following types of sites:  

● Sites suitably zoned for residential development that can accommodate lower-income development.  

● Sites suitably zoned for residential development that were recently rezoned. 

● Non-vacant sites. 

Site 1: East 4th Street and East L Street 

 
Parcel Number 0088124130 

Address East 4th Street and East L Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.52 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning Mixed Use Infill (MU-I) 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density was changed since previous Housing Element 
so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Density Allowed (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 
17 units: 10 lower-income units, 3 moderate-income units, and 4 above 
moderate income-units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Eastern Gateway Study Area and across the street from the Benicia Community Center. This site is informally called the 

“Scout parcel” and was rezoned to accommodate affordable housing in the past. The site is currently vacant. The City is interested in 

developing this site with housing. 
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  Site 2: Park Road 

 

Parcel Number 0080150010 

Address Park Road 

Site Size (acres) 0.56 acres 

Current General Plan  Lower Arsenal Mixed Use 

Current Zoning CO 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, “by right” zoning has been applied via implementation of Program 1.07 
in Chapter IV in January 2023. 

Density Allowed (units per acre) 21 

Realistic Units 
9 units: 5 lower-income units, 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant. 
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Site 3: E Street Lot #1 

 

Parcel Number 0089371030 

Address 100 block of East E Street 

Site Size (acres)  0.83 acres 

Current General Plan  Commercial Downtown 

Current Zoning TC 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, “by right” zoning has been applied via implementation of Program 1.07 
in Chapter IV in January 2023. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 29.9 

Realistic Units 
19 units: 11 lower-income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA and adjacent to Site 4. The site is undeveloped and currently used as an unpaved and paved parking lot 

for limited special event parking. The City has considered developing the site in the past, but conceptual land use discussions were met 

with public dissent. Public engagement will be needed to ensure any residential development proposed on the site meets the 

community’s goals. In addition, the zoning has been changed because this site has been included in two Housing Elements and projects 

with at least 20% affordable units will receive by right processing. There are no existing leases or contracts in place for this site that 

would perpetuate the existing use or prevent additional residential development. 
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Site 4: E Street Lot #2 

 

Parcel Number 0089372090 

Address 100 block of East E Street 

Site Size (acres)  0.85 acres 

Current General Plan  Commercial Downtown 

Current Zoning TC 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, “by right” zoning has been applied via implementation of Program 1.07 
in Chapter IV in January 2023. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 29.9 

Realistic Units 
19 units: 11 lower-income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA and adjacent to Site 3. The site is undeveloped and currently used as an unpaved and paved parking lot 

for limited special event parking. The City has considered developing the site in the past, but conceptual land use discussions were met 

with public dissent. Public engagement will be needed to ensure any residential development proposed on the site meets the 

community’s goals. In addition, the zoning has been changed because this site has been included in two Housing Elements and projects 

with at least 20% affordable units will receive by right processing. There are no existing leases or contracts in place for this site that 

would perpetuate the existing use or prevent additional residential development. 
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Site 5: 498 Military East 

 

Parcel Number 0088124140  

Address 498 Military East 

Site Size (acres) 0.26 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 3 units: 1 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel is within the Eastern Gateway Study Area. The property owner is interested in converting the existing commercial uses on the 

second floor to residential uses.   
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Site 6: 1401 East 5th Street 

 

Parcel Number 0088092040 

Address 1401 East 5th Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.43 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 15 units: 7 moderate-income units, 8 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and within the Eastern Gateway Study Area. It appears non-vacant in the image above because the site underwent 

demolition in 2022. The owner has expressed interest in developing the site with mixed use development. 
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Site 7: 475 Military East 

 

Parcel Number  0088123140 

Address 475 Military East 

Site Size (acres) 0.14 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is within the Eastern Gateway Study Area. The site is currently occupied with commercial uses and a parking lot. The property 

owner has expressed an interest in redeveloping the site to construct residential units on a second floor. 
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Site 8: 502 East N Street 

 

Parcel Number 0088102040, 0088102140, and 0088102050 

Address 502 East N Street 

Site Size (acres) 
1.01 acres total = 0088102040: 0.43 acres, 0088102140: 0.14 acres, and 
0088102050: 0.14 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 32 units: 16 moderate-income units, 16 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is within the Eastern Gateway Study Area. These parcels are occupied with an RV park. None of the existing units are lower-

income units. These parcels are adjacent and share the same owner. The property owner is interested in redeveloping the parcels with 

denser housing. 
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Site 9: 385 Military East 

 

Parcel Number 0088121110  

Address 385 Military East 

Site Size (acres) 0.14 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is within the Eastern Gateway Study Area. The site is developed with one single-family home. The property owner is interested 

in redeveloping this site with denser housing. 
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Site 10: 456 Military East 

 

Parcel Number1 0088124040 

Address 456 Military East 

Site Size (acres) 0.25 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 8 units: 5 moderate-income units, 5 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel is vacant and within the Eastern Gateway Study Area.  
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Site 11: King Solomon Missionary Baptist Church Site 

 

Parcel Number 0086062110 

Address 1280 West 11th Street 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 1 acre / 0.67 acres  

Current General Plan  Medium Density Residential 

Current Zoning Medium Density Residential with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30  

Realistic Units 
15 units: 9 lower-income units, 3 moderate-income units, 3 above-moderate 
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is owned and occupied by the King Solomon Missionary Baptist Church, but most of the site is vacant. The units proposed assume 

only a portion of the parcel that is currently vacant would be developed, and the realistic capacity estimated for this site reflects 

development capacity on the developable acreage. There are no existing leases or contracts in place for the undeveloped portion of this 

site that would perpetuate the existing use or prevent additional residential development. There is community support for housing 

development at this location. Allowing for residential development on this site supports strategies to address fair housing considerations. 
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Site 12: 356 East I Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089062030  

Address 356 East I Street 

Site Size (acres)  0.21 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning Low Density Residential with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
4 units: 2 lower-income units, 1 moderate-income units, 1 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units Yes 

This site is owned by the City and occupied by a vacant house. The house has water damage and is therefore uninhabitable. The City is 

interested in redeveloping it with denser residential uses. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned sites available 

for residential development. There are no existing leases or contracts in place for this site that would perpetuate the existing use or 

prevent additional residential development. 
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Site 13: Senior Center and Adjacent Land 

 

Parcel Numbers 
0088141060, 0088141070, 0088113010, 0088113030, and 

0088113020  

Addresses 230 East L Street, 150 East L Street, and 187 East L Street 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 

7.68 acres total (1.3 developable acres total) = 0088141060: 5.16 acres 
(0.45 developable acres), 0088141070: 0.94 acres (0.22 developable acres), 
0088113010: 0.95 acres (0.37 developable acres), 0088113030: 0.43 acres 
(0.11 developable acres), and 0088113020: 0.20 acres (0.17 developable 
acres)  

Current General Plan  Public/Quasi-Public 

Current Zoning PS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 21 lower-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site currently contains the senior center, surface parking, and lawn areas adjacent to municipal services. The City intends to 

consolidate and redevelop the senior center and develop the adjacent surface parking lot and lawn areas to provide deed-restricted 

senior housing. The ground floor of the housing development would retain a space for the senior center. This site is in the Downtown 

PDA. The realistic capacity estimated for this site reflects development capacity on the developable acreage and by adding stories to 

existing structures. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned sites available for residential development. There 

are no existing leases or contracts in place for this site that would prevent additional residential development. 
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Site 14: 1030 West 6th Street 

 

Parcel Number 0087144010 and 0087144060 

Address 1030 West 6th Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.40 acres total = 0087144010: 0.38 acres, 0087144060: 0.02 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Partially Non-Vacant (0087144010) 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 9 units: 4 moderate-income units and 5 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

These two parcels are adjacent and share the same owner. The owner has indicated that the site will be placed up for sale and will be 

marketed for multifamily development in the near future. They are adjacent to existing residential uses and near existing services. 
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Site 15: 255 Military West 

 

Parcel Number 0087122200  

Address 255 Military West 

Site Size (acres) 0.43 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 9 units: 4 moderate-income units, 5 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is adjacent to the Downtown PDA and across the street from Site 28. The site is underutilized with an older single-family house 

on a fairly large lot. 

  



61 

Site 16: 1400 Military West 

 

Parcel Number 0086047040  

Address 1400 Military West 

Site Size (acres) 0.84 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density have changed as part of implementation of 
Program 1.06 so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 19 total units: 11 lower-income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 above 
moderate-income total units  

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel is vacant and located near a transit stop. The site has been listed for sale multiple times over the past few years.  
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Site 17: East N Street 

 

Parcel Number 0088091120, 0088091110, 0088091100 

Address 353, 363, and 373 East N Street 

Site Size (acres) 
0.72 acres total =0088091120: 0.24 acres, 0088091110: 0.24 acres, 
0088091100: 0.24 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning RS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
15 units: 9 lower-income units, 3 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site includes three separate parcels with the same owner, each developed with a side-by-side duplex currently. The owner is 

considering selling and open to positioning the properties for redevelopment with higher-density housing. There are no existing leases or 

contracts in place for this site that would perpetuate the existing use or prevent additional residential development. 
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Site 18: West 2nd Street Site 

 

Parcel Number 0087200090  

Address West 2nd Street, between Military West and West N Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.38 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 8 total units: 4 moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is located between existing residential uses and Solano Square (Site 26) at a similar elevation to adjacent residential uses. This 

lot is within close proximity to transit, residential uses, and existing services. This site is in the Downtown PDA, and it has been offered 

for sale multiple times in the past.  



64 

Site 19: West 5th Street Site 

 

Parcel Number  0087143130 

Address 1113 through 1115 West 5th Street 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 1.14 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
26 units: 16 lower-income units, 5 moderate-income units, 5 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel has three existing market-rate residential units, but it is largely undeveloped. This site is near other residential uses and 

existing services. Approximately 70 percent of this lot is developable, and that is reflected in the realistic units proposed on this site. 
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Site 20: East 6th Street Site 

 

Parcel Numbers 0089074100  

Address East 6th Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.22 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density have changed as part of implementation of 
Program 1.06 so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 5 units: 2 moderate-income units and 3 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel is vacant and graded for development. This parcel is adjacent to Sites 22, 23, and 24 and across the street from Site 25. 
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Site 21: East 6th Street Site 

 

Parcel Numbers 0089074330  

Address East 6th Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.80 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 18 units: 10 lower-income units, 4 moderate-income units, 4 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

The property owner of APN 0089074330 has expressed interest in assembling 
adjacent sites. There is property owner interest in residential development in 
the planning period  

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

These parcels are vacant and graded for development. These parcels are adjacent to Sites 21, 23 and 24 and across the street from Site 

25. 
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Site 22: 612 East I Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089074020 

Address 612 E I Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.29 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning RS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 6 total units: 3 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-income units  

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and adjacent to or near Sites 16 and 18. The City is interested in consolidating this site with adjacent sites to 

redevelop with housing. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned sites available for residential development. 
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Site 23: 600 Block of East I Street 

 

Parcel Number(s) 0089074030 

Address 600 block of East I Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.43 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning RS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 9 total units: 4 moderate-income units, 5 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and adjacent to or near Sites 16 and 17.  
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Site 24: Yuba Site 

 

Parcel Number 0080180050, 080180150, 0080180110, 0080180130 

Address 670 East H Street 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 35.7 acres / 22.2 acres  

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
512 units: 308 lower-income units, 102 moderate-income units, 102 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units Yes 

This is a shoreline parcel and a former industrial site. All buildings have been removed from the site except for one façade which is no 

longer on a foundation but is up on cribbing on a trailer and can be easily moved. The façade was part of a historic building that needed 

to be demolished because it was unsafe. Retaining the façade onsite was required under an agreement with the property owner under the 

prior zoning on the site, when the plan was to develop an office building and a parking lot. Since the site has now been rezoned for 

residential development, there are no longer plans to develop offices and parking so the façade does not need to be retained related to 

any plans for the property. There is also a temporary trailer on the property. It was being used for security personnel to work from before 

the historic building was demolished as there was concern about vandalism or impacts to that building. The photos that start below this 

table and on the following pages from early May 2023 show the site following removal of all but the façade and trailer. The façade and 

temporary trailer will not preclude future development on the site and can be easily moved and ahead of upcoming development. The 
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trailer will be moved before development occurs and the façade will be moved or incorporated into future development on the site. The 

area of developable land is dependent upon aligning with a wetland delineation and sea level rise considerations. Therefore, the 

proposed developable area is a relatively small portion of the parcel and will for the most part avoid the areas of potential flooding and 

sea level rise shown on figures in the 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 series of figures later in this chapter. Building is allowed in the AE flood zone 

with mitigations which will address any remaining constraints associated with flooding and sea level rise. There is no known pollution on 

the site that would prevent residential development . This site does not appear on the Cortese List which lists locations of hazardous 

materials release sites. The City has experienced very little development over the past decade and therefore does not have development 

trends similar to the subdivision of a parcel greater than 10 parcels per acre. Instead, the City will implement Program 1.08. Program 

1.08 will update Title 16, Subdivisions, of the Municipal Code to provide objective standards for subdivisions and streamline the parcel 

map requirements and review process. Furthermore, the owner is interested in developing housing on the site and has submitted written 

support to the City. The realistic units estimated for this site reflects development capacity on the developable acreage. This site is 

across the street from Sites 21, 22, 23 and 51 and is located in a residential area of the city. There are no existing leases or contracts in 

place for this site that would perpetuate the existing use or prevent additional residential development. 

 

  



71 

  



72 

  



73 

  



74 

  



75 

 

Site 25: Southampton Shopping Center 

 

Parcel Number 0086151110  

Address 802 Southampton Road 

Site Size (acres) 13.67 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 330 units: 165 moderate-income units, 165 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This is Southampton Shopping Center. The existing buildings are lower than the height that is now allowed with the additional 

development capacity on this site with the recent rezoning. Redevelopment of this site with housing would not remove the existing uses 

but rather develop mixed uses above the existing commercial uses. Both the community and the property owner have expressed interest 

in this site’s redevelopment with mixed-use commercial and housing. The City has received written interest in rezoning and development 

of residential units on this site along with participation from Kimco, owner of Southampton Center, in this process. The written document 

of interest is included in Appendix F. Because the zoning district for this site is MU-I, residential development within this shopping center 

shall not reduce commercial gross floor area to less than 75 percent of the commercial gross floor area that existed as of December 31, 

2022. The rezoning of this site to Mixed Use Infill allowed the introduction of residential uses into the existing commercial settings and is 

specifically tailored to infill (such as horizontal mixed use and/or residential above ground floor retail with or without podium or 

structured parking). Based on discussions with the development community, the City understands that there are a few ways that housing 

is likely to be introduced: 
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• Gradually in a phased approach as leases expire on adjacent tenant spaces 

• Retaining ground floor leasable commercial space to the extent feasible and providing multifamily above 

• On outlots, as vacancies occur in small strip spaces and/or as outlot tenants vacate sites 

Kimco has a track record of developing mixed use projects on shopping centers sites across the U.S. and in multiple places in California, 

including the approved Westlake Shopping Center project in Daly City. 
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Site 26: Solano Square 

 

Parcel Numbers 
0087200100, 0087200040, 0087200050, 0087200060, 

0087200070, 0087200080, 0087200130, and 0087200120 

Address 10 through 90 Solano Square 

Site Size (acres) 
7.37 acres total; 0087200100: 0.47 acres, 0087200040: 1.0 acres, 
0087200050: 1.19 acres, 0087200060: 1.88 acres, 0087200070: 0.67 acres, 
0087200080: 0.73 acres, 0087200130: 0.77 acres, and 0087200120: 1.15 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 
206 units: 124 lower-income units, 39 moderate-income units, 43 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Staff has spoken with property owner on a number of occasions; Owner has 
not indicated interest in residential development. 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This is Solano Square, an existing shopping center. All of these parcels have one shared property owner. The existing buildings are lower 

than the height that is now allowed with the additional development capacity on this site with the recent rezoning. Redevelopment of 

this site with housing would not remove the existing uses but rather develop mixed uses above the existing commercial uses. The 

community has expressed interest in this shopping center’s redevelopment with housing. These parcels are in the Downtown Priority 

Development Area (PDA). Because the zoning district for this site is MU-I, residential development within this shopping center shall not 

reduce commercial gross floor area to less than 75 percent of the commercial gross floor area that existed as of December 31, 2022.  

The rezoning of this site to Mixed Use Infill allowed introduction of residential uses into the existing commercial settings and is 

specifically tailored to infill (such as horizontal mixed use and/or residential above ground floor retail with or without podium or 
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structured parking). Based on discussions with the development community, the City understands that there are a few ways that housing 

is likely to be introduced: 

• Gradually in a phased approach as leases expire on adjacent tenant spaces 

• Retaining ground floor leasable commercial space to the extent feasible and providing multifamily above 

• On outlots, as vacancies occur in small strip spaces and/or as outlot tenants vacate sites 

Retail Bank outlot parcels of 0.51 and 0.73 acres (Westamerica Bank and Bank of America) with floor areas of appx 4,080 sq.ft. and 6,760 

sq.ft. respectively. Other outlot parcels are of 0.77 and 0.37 acres and floor areas of 7.300 and 1,200 sq.ft. respectively. 

This site is no longer being counted towards meeting the City’s RHNA but has been rezoned and therefore is available for housing 

development should it occur on this site. 
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Site 27: 200 Block Between Military West and West K Street 

 

Parcel Numbers 0087161010, 0087161140, 0087161150, and 0087161220 

Address 200 block between Military West and West K Street 

Site Size (acres) 
1.10 acres total; 0087161010: 0.47 acres, 0087161140: 0.08 acres, 
0087161150: 0.09 acres, and 0087161220: 0.46 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density have changed as part implementation of 
Program 1.06 so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 23 units: 14 lower-income units, 4 moderate-income units, 5 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

These four parcels are vacant and have the same owner. These parcels are near the Downtown PDA and adjacent to existing residential 

uses. These parcels are across the street from Site 16. 
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Site 28: 2170 Columbus Parkway 

 

Parcel Number 0079020360 

Address 2170 Columbus Parkway 

Site Size (acres) 2.47 acres 

Current General Plan  Mixed Use Infill 

Current Zoning MU-I 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 44 

Realistic Units 83 units: 50 lower-income units, 16 moderate-income units, 17 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This parcel is vacant and across the street from new residential uses under construction in the neighboring city (Vallejo). The property 

owner has expressed interest in developing housing on this site. This parcel is adjacent to existing services and has nearby access to the 

Benicia State Recreation Area and I-780. 
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Site 29: 507 Claverie Way 

 

Parcel Number(s)  0087144100 

Address 507 Claverie Way 

Site Size (acres) 0.12 acres 

Current General Plan  Community Commercial 

Current Zoning CC with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 1 above moderate-income unit 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is occupied with commercial uses, and the property owner has expressed interest in redeveloping this site with residential 

uses. This site is adjacent to existing residential uses. 
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Site 30: 560 First Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089371110  

Address 560 First Street 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 1.66 acres / 0.75 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning NG with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
12 units: 7 lower-income units, 2 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. The parcel has an existing parking lot and office building, and the developable acreage is located on the 

existing parking lot. The realistic units estimated for this site reflects development capacity on the developable acreage. If the right 

project opportunity arose, this site could be merged with Site 33 at 190 East F for multi-family under new Housing Opportunity overlay 

zoning. 

 



83 

Site 31: 190 East F Street 

 

Parcel Number  0089371020 

Address 190 East F Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.43 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Mixed Use 

Current Zoning NG with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 7 units: 3 moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No  

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA and adjacent to Site 31. It currently has two single-family dwelling units, and the rest of the parcel is 

undeveloped. This site is currently held in estate trust with out of town owners. If the right project opportunity arose, this site could be 

merged with Site 32 at 560 First Street for multi-family under new Housing Opportunity overlay zoning. 
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Site 32: Benicia Fire Museum Site 

 

Parcel Number 0089053110, 0089053100, and 0089053090 

Address 900 East 2nd Street 

Site Size (acres) 
0.86 acres total; 0089053110: 0.43 acres, 0089053100: 0.22 acres, and 
0089053090: 0.22 acres 

Current General Plan  Public/Quasi-Public 

Current Zoning PS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Partially Non-Vacant (0089053110 and 0089053100) 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 13 lower-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

These three parcels are in the Downtown PDA. The parcels are owned by the City and are the current site of the Benicia Fire Museum. 

The City is interested in consolidating and redeveloping this site with lower-income housing and the Benicia Fire Museum in a mixed-use 

development. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned sites available for residential development. There are no 

existing leases or contracts in place for this site that would prevent additional residential development in the manner envisioned in this 

paragraph. The City’s current lease with the museum was drafted with redevelopment in mind. 
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Site 33: 827 First Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089044090  

Address 827 First Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.43 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning TC with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 7 units: 3 moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. This site has an aging building with ground floor offices and residential and office uses above.  
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Site 34: 1471 Park Road 

 

Parcel Number 0080140670  

Address 1471 Park Road 

Site Size (acres) / Developable Size (acres) 9.41 acres / 5.65 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RH with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 
130 units: 78 lower-income units, 26 moderate-income units, 26 above 
moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is underutilized. This site has a reduced realistic development capacity to ensure adequate buffers are provided on site and to 

separate residential development from nearby uses (i.e., an adjacent pipeline and Interstate 780). This site does not appear on the 

Cortese List which lists locations of hazardous materials release sites. The realistic units estimated for this site reflects development 

capacity on the developable acreage minus the buffers. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned sites available for 

residential development. There are no existing leases or contracts in place for this site that would perpetuate the existing use or prevent 

additional residential development in the undeveloped part of the site. There are wireless leases on the site and they limited to portion 

of site within the proposed buffers mentioned above. 
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Site 35: Church Street Sites 

 

Parcel Number 0086050030 and 0086050040 

Address Church Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.29 acres total; 0086050030: 0.16 acres and 0086050040: 0.13 acres 

Current General Plan  Medium Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 6 units: 2 moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes (City-owned) 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is a former right-of-way and vacant. The parcels are adjacent and owned by the City. They are also adjacent to existing 

residential uses and near a transit route and the local public high school. Program 1.16 addresses the City’s plan for making City-owned 

sites available for residential development. 
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Site 36: 163 East H Street 

 

Parcel Number1 0089052290 

Address 163 East H Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.21 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning NG with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. The site is vacant and adjacent to existing residential uses.  
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Site 37: 800 Block of East 7th Street 

 

Parcel Numbers 0089076120, 0089076130, 0089076140 

Address 800, 808, and 888 East 7th Street 

Site Size (acres) 
0.42 acres total; 0089076120: 0.14 acres, 0089076130: 0.14 acres, 
0089076140: 0.14 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning RS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? No 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 9 units: 5 lower-income units, 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-
income units  

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units 

Yes, but these three sites have the same property owner and would be 
consolidated. Although no response has been received yet from the property 
owners of Site 50, the City will continue efforts to reach out to the owner 
regarding consolidate the parcels to develop a housing project. 

These sites are all adjacent, vacant, and share the same property owner. These parcels are adjacent to Site 44. Program 1.15 calls for a 

program for consolidation of parcels for development of multi-family residential units. 
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Site 38: East 7th Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089076090 

Address East 7th Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.34 acres 

Current General Plan  Low Density Residential 

Current Zoning RS with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 7 units: 3 moderate-income units, 4 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units 

No. However, the City would like to consolidate this site with the adjacent 
Site 49. Although no response was received yet from the property owners of 
this site the City will continue efforts to reach out to them about 
consolidating the parcels to develop a housing project. 

This parcel is vacant and adjacent to Site 43. 
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Site 39: 1043 Grant Street 

 

Parcel Number  0080150260 

Address 1043 Grant Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.29 acres 

Current General Plan  Lower Arsenal Mixed Use 

Current Zoning CO with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site currently has one small building on a largely undeveloped parcel. The property owner is interested in redeveloping this site with 

housing, and the parcel is adjacent to Sites 46 and 47. Note that the property owner has submitted a yield analysis to demonstrate the 

development potential for six units; however, for the purposes of the Housing Element a more conservative yield of four units is 

projected. 
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Site 40: 1025 Grant Street 

 

Parcel Number 0080150320 

Address 1025 Grant Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.71 acres 

Current General Plan  Lower Arsenal Mixed Use 

Current Zoning CO with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density have changed as part of implementation of 
Program 1.06 so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 11 units: 6 lower-income units, 2 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and adjacent to Sites 45 and 47. The City has received prior residential proposals on this site from the same owner. 
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Site 41: Grant Street Site 

 

Parcel Number 0080150330  

Address n/a 

Site Size (acres) 0.51 acres 

Current General Plan  Lower Arsenal Mixed Use 

Current Zoning CO with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Repeat Site? 
Yes, but the zoning and density have changed as part of implementation of 
Program 1.06 so by-right requirements do not apply. 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 8 units: 4 lower-income units, 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-
income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and adjacent to Sites 45 and 46. The City has received prior residential proposals on this site from the same own  
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Site 42: 100 Block of East H Street 

 

Parcel Number  0089052160 

Address First block of East H Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.09 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning TC-O with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 1 above moderate-income unit 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. The current use on this site is a parking lot.  
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Site 43: 100 Block of West E Street 

 

Parcel Number  0089173190 

Address First block of West E Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.12 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning TC-O with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 1 units: 0 moderate-income unit, 1 above moderate-income unit 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

Yes 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. This parcel is currently undeveloped.  
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Site 44: 111 West H Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089044320 and 0089044330 

Address 111 West H Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.25 acres total =0089044320: 0.14 acres, 0089044330: 0.11 acres 

Current General Plan  Downtown Mixed Use/Downtown Commercial 

Current Zoning TC-O with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point  

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is in the Downtown PDA. The parcels are adjacent and share the same owner. The parking lot (2 parcels) is owned independently 

of the adjacent commercial development. They are currently developed with a parking lot. This site was included in the last Housing 

Element but has been upzoned from how it was zoned in the last Housing Element.  
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Site 45: 500 Block of East H Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089072170 

Address 500 block of East H Street  

Site Size (acres) 0.22 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 5 units: 2 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is vacant and adjacent to Site 53 but does not share a property owner. 
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Site 46: 535 East H Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089072160 

Address 535 East H Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.22 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Non-Vacant  

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 5 units: 2 moderate-income units, 3 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

This site is adjacent to Sites 52 and 54 but does not share a property owner. This 9,375 square foot parcel is improved with a 325 square 

foot aging single-family dwelling and is flanked on either side by similarly sized vacant parcels. This site is currently held in estate trust. 
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Site 47: 543 East H Street 

 

Parcel Number 0089072150 

Address 543 East H Street 

Site Size (acres) 0.21 acres 

Current General Plan  High Density Residential 

Current Zoning RM with Overlay Zone 

Vacant or Non-Vacant Vacant 

Allowed Density (units per acre) 30 

Realistic Units 4 units: 2 moderate-income units, 2 above moderate-income units 

Property Owner Interest in Residential Development 
during Planning Period? 

No response received from property owner up to this point 

Small or large site if addressing lower income units No 

 This site is vacant and adjacent to Site 59 but does not share a property owner. 
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3.1.8 Hazards 

There are 28 properties in the Sites Inventory that 

are constrained by environmental conditions: 7 sites 

are impacted by fire hazards, 14 sites are impacted 

by inland flooding, and 22 sites are affected by 

shoreline flooding or sea level rise. Nine of the 28 

sites include lower income units. Of those sites, Sites 

17 and 39 have potential fire impacts. Neither is in 

the high severity fire zone. Mitigation included in the 

Safety Element should address potential impacts on 

these sites and development won’t be constrained 

during the planning period. Similarly, Site 30 has 

potential fire impacts and is not in the high severity 

fire zone. It also has some potential flooding 

impacts, but they aren’t anticipated to impact the 

entire parcel. Development would be feasible within 

the potential fire and flooding constraints. The rest 

of the nine sites 3,4,13,25, 32, and 34 are expected 

to be subject to shoreline flooding and/or sea level 

rise impacts by the year 2100. However, no 

constraints are expected during the planning period. 

Some of the sites are potentially subject to other 

hazards at an earlier date but it is anticipated that 

development is feasible outside of the constrained 

parts of the parcels. Two of these sites 32 and 34 

have had the expected units reduced based on a 

realistic capacity of 55% of maximum allowed density 

so those two sites will have more flexibility to design 

around constraints. The mitigation measures in the 

Safety Element mentioned later in this section will 

address the potential flooding and sea level rise 

hazards, in particular Policy 4.11.3 which calls for 

development of a sea level rise and flooding 

adaptation plan. In addition to the City’s existing 

regulations and ongoing programs to address flood 

control, that plan will address many flooding and sea 

level rise issues at a greater level of detail than the 

Safety Element, including mitigation to facilitate 

development in areas with higher potential for 

flooding and sea level rise. The parcels with wildfire 

hazards are generally located in the grassy, hillsides 

of the city, as shown in Figure 3.7. Wildfire risk is a 

widespread issue in the hillside areas of the city 

closer to Lake Herman, and sites near wildfire 

hazards are also near existing residential 

development for various income categories. Areas of 

the city that are not shown in these maps do not 

have substantial risk of wildfire hazards.  

Similarly, the sea level rise anticipated for 2050 and 

2100 and shoreline flooding (both for 2050 and 

2100), runs along the Carquinez Strait and impacts 

areas closer to sea level. Given that the city is 

located on the Carquinez Strait where sea level rise 

is relatively unavoidable, some threat of water 

inundation issues cannot be entirely avoided in the 

city. Sea level rise and shoreline flooding affect 22 

sites in the Sites Inventory and existing residential 

development for various income categories in areas 

at the lower elevation within the city, as shown in 

Figures 3.2 through 3.7. Areas of the city that are 

not shown in these maps do have substantial risk of 

shoreline flooding or sea level rise. 

Inland flooding is caused by heavy rainfall, long 

periods of moderate rainfall, or clogged drains 

during periods of light rainfall. The city experiences 

chronic inland flooding in several places due to 

proximity to the shoreline and the compounding 

impacts of high tides, water tables, flow through the 

Carquinez Strait, and surcharged outfalls. The lower 

downtown and lower eastside, Benicia Wastewater 

Treatment Plant, and Benicia Industrial Park have 

historically experienced flooding. The City’s Fire 

Department supports a sandbag program to help 

residents and businesses prepare for flooding events 

in the city. As shown in Figure 3.2, inland flooding 

affects 14 sites in the Sites Inventory as well as 

existing residential development for various income 

categories. Areas of the city that are not shown in 

these maps do have substantial risk of inland 

flooding. 

The City plans to provide a cost-effective strategy to 

ensure safe, resilient housing development on these 

sites. Wildfire, sea level rise, and flood risks are 

discussed in the Physical Constraints section of this 

housing element. 

The Safety Element requires mitigation measures to 

protect and minimize fire risk (including emergency 

preparedness and response) to existing homes and 

sites identified in the Sites Inventory. Those policies 

are listed below: 

● Existing policy (renumbered in draft Safety 

Element Update) – Policy 4.14.7:  Promote the 

use of fire-resistant landscaping in public and 

private developments.  

● Proposed policies for Safety Element to be 

updated in January 2023 
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o Policy 4.14.1: Require new 

developments consisting of 10 dwelling 

units or more in the wildland-urban 

interface to provide fire protection 

plans that include a risk analysis, 

evacuation plan, defensive space 

requirements, fire safety requirements 

for infrastructure, building ignition 

resistance, fire-protection 

maintenance, and assess fire response 

capabilities.  

o Policy 4.7.2: Develop at least two exit 

routes, where feasible, for new 

developments. One of the exits could be 

a pedestrian route.  

The Safety Element requires mitigation 

measures to protect and minimize risks 

posed by sea level rise, inland and 

shoreline flooding to existing homes and 

sites identified in the Sites Inventory. 

Those policies and programs are listed 

below: 

● Existing program (renumbered in draft Safety 

Element update) – Program 4.9.B: Encourage 

use of meandering drainage channels in all 

new developments and wherever channels are 

replaced. 

● Existing policy (renumbered in draft Safety 

Element update) – Policy 4.9.3: Regulate 

runoff from new development so that post-

development site peak-flow rates are no 

greater than pre-development levels.  

● Existing policy (renumbered in draft Safety 

Element update) – Policy 4.9.5: Ensure that 

new development pays its fair share cost of 

drainage system improvements.  

● Proposed policy for Safety Element to be 

updated in January 2023 – Policy 4.11.3: 

Prepare a sea level rise and flooding 

adaptation plan for the Downtown area and 

industrial park. The plan should offer 

strategies for effective sea level rise 

adaptation and flood protection, identify 

potential funding opportunities, assess the 

threshold for sea level rise that the 

community should plan for, identify and 

prioritize short-term infrastructure 

improvements to address flooding, and offer 

recommendations for capital projects and 

development standards. 

These policies and programs will enhance public 

safety without significantly augmenting the cost of 

development. Therefore, fire, flooding, and sea level 

rise risks pose a mitigatable constraint to housing in 

Benicia. 
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Figure 3.2.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Inland Flooding Map #1 

 
Source: National Levee Database, Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 

Note: This map is based on existing flood maps 



 

103 

Figure 3.2.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Inland Flooding Map #2 

 
Source: National Levee Database, Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 

Note: This map is based on existing flood maps 
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Figure 3.2.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Inland Flooding Map #3 

 
Source: National Levee Database, Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 

Note: This map is based on existing flood maps 
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Figure 3.2.D. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Inland Flooding Map #4 

 
Source: National Levee Database, Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 

Note: This map is based on existing flood maps 
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Figure 3.3.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2050 Map #1 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.3.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2050 Map #2 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.3.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2050 Map #3 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.4.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2100 Map #1 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.4.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2100 Map #2 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.4.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2100 Map #3 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 



112 

Figure 3.4.D. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2100 Map #4 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.4.E. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Shoreline Flooding 2100 Map #5 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.5.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise 2050 Map #1 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.5.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise Map 2050 #2 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI  
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Figure 3.6.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise Map 2100 #1 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI  
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Figure 3.6.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise 2100 Map #2 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI  
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Figure 3.6.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise 2100 Map #3 

 

Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.6.D. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Projected Sea Level Rise 2100 Map #4 

 
Source: Adapting to Rising Tides 2020, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.7.A. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Wildfire Map #1 

 

Source: Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.7.B. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Wildfire Map #2 

 

Source: Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Figure 3.7.C. City of Benicia Sites Inventory Wildfire Map #3 

 

Source: Solano County, PlaceWorks 2022, ESRI 
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Chapter IV 
Housing Resources 

 

4.1 Housing Assistance 

The Benicia Housing Authority administers housing 

choice vouchers and public housing, including senior 

housing. 

Funding for these programs is provided through 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

revolving loan fund monies, Section 8 vouchers, and 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) subsidies.  

4.1.1 Housing Choice Voucher Program 

The Housing Authority operates the Housing Choice 

Voucher Program in Benicia with financial assistance 

from HUD. The program provides subsidies to low-, 

very low-, and extremely low-income tenants renting 

privately owned dwellings. 

Currently, this program has authorized funding to 

assist 372 households, of which, 32 percent are 

extremely low-income households, 18 percent are 

very-low income households, and 50 percent are low-

income households. Assisted tenants generally pay 30 

percent of their income towards the total cost of 

rent and utilities and the voucher covers the 

difference between the tenant contribution and the 

total cost of rent and utilities. The Housing Authority 

inspects the units annually to ensure that the 

assisted tenants are living in decent, safe, and 

sanitary dwellings. 

The market rent plus average utility costs for the 

dwelling must be less than the Voucher Payment 

Standard (VPS) schedule for the number of bedrooms 

in the dwelling (see below for a discussion of VPS). In 

some cases, the tenant family may rent a dwelling 

unit that costs more than the VPS schedule, but in 

that case, they must pay the overage, which cannot 

increase their contribution above 40 percent of their 

income. Participation in the program is voluntary on 

the part of tenants and landlords. 

The Housing Authority provides preference in 

admission to the program to veterans, persons with 

disabilities, families with a head of household or 

spouse who works or attends school or a training 

program, victims of federally declared disasters, and 

persons who already live or work in Benicia. 

4.1.2 Public Housing Program 

The Benicia Housing Authority owns or manages the 

following affordable housing developments: 

Capitol Heights Public Housing 

Location: Riverhill Drive and Bayview Circle  

Units: 75 

Constructed: 1954 

Current deed restriction expires: Not applicable 

(N/A) (this development is a federal project owned 

by the Benicia Housing Authority) 

Casa de Vilarrasa I Senior Housing  

Location: 383 East I Street 

Units: 40 

Constructed: 1984 

Current deed restriction expires: 2045 

Casa de Vilarrasa II Senior Housing  

Location: 921 East 4th Street  

Units: 40 

Constructed: 1986 

Current deed restriction expires: 2045 

Bay Ridge Apartments 

Location: Rose Drive at Cambridge Drive  

Units: 50 

Constructed: 2003 

Current deed restriction expires: 2034 
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Burgess Point Apartments  

Location: 91 Riverview Terrace  

Units: 56 

Constructed: 2003 

Current deed restriction expires: 2074 

The 75-unit Capitol Heights development consists of 

one-, two-, three-, and four-bedroom units built in 

1953 and completely remodeled in the 1990s. Six of 

the units were remodeled with accessibility features. 

Admission is limited to families with gross family 

incomes of 80 percent or less of Solano County’s 

median income. Rent is limited to 30 percent of 

family income, and the Authority receives federal 

subsidies to make up the difference between its rent 

roll and the total costs of operating and maintaining 

the project. The same preferences listed for 

admission to the Housing Voucher program also 

extend to the public housing program. The Capitol 

Heights units are very popular and vacancies are 

limited. 

The Housing Authority manages the 50-unit Bay Ridge 

Apartments and the 56 units at Burgess Point 

Apartments, both built in 2003. The Bay Ridge 

development was not funded by the Inclusionary 

Housing Ordinance; however, four of the units were 

mitigation for the Harbor Walk project, which was 

subject to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 

Fifty of the Bay Ridge units were mitigation for the 

Water’s End subdivision. Although the project pre-

dated the inclusionary ordinance, the developer 

agreed to construct affordable units as part of their 

agreement with the City. 

4.1.3 Senior Housing 

The Benicia Housing Authority manages u 80 units of 

senior housing in the Casa de Vilarrasa development. 

All the Casa de Vilarrasa units have one-bedroom 

apartments and tenants have access to spacious 

lobby areas and a community room. Casa de Vilarrasa 

was built in two phases in 1984 and 1986. The 

project was refinanced in 2005 when the City 

authorized a loan of approximately $1.4 million to 

fund rehabilitation, with additional loan funds 

received in 2010, for a total loan amount of over 

$1.7 million.  

4.2 Voucher Payment 
Standards 

To control the costs of the Housing Choice Voucher 

program, the federal government sets limits on the 

amount of subsidy that may be provided to any 

participating family. The chief mechanism for 

controlling costs is the rule regarding establishment 

of VPS. Each year, on or about October 1, HUD 

publishes Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for every 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and non-

metropolitan county in the United States. 

The FMRs for any housing market area are HUD’s 

determination of the 40th percentile rent (or 50th 

percentile rent in certain high-cost areas) for 

standard quality rental units occupied by recent 

movers in that market area by bedroom size. The 

purpose of HUD publishing FMRs is to ensure that a 

reasonable number of rental units are available for 

rent to tenants participating in the Housing Choice 

Voucher program while limiting program costs to the 

cost of renting modestly priced housing units. 

4.3 Financial Resources 

Many State of California programs exist to provide 

cities, communities, and counties financial 

assistance in the development, preservation, and 

rehabilitation of units for workforce housing. The 

Department of Housing and Community Development 

identifies and provides detailed information on the 

grants and loans available for affordable and 

workforce housing, which include those listed in 

Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: State Financial Resources for Housing Activities 

Program Name Description Eligible Activities 

Local Housing Trust Fund 

Matching Grant Program 

Provides matching grants to local housing trust funds 
that are funded on an ongoing basis from private 
contributions or public sources that are not otherwise 
restricted in use for housing programs.  

New Construction 

Homebuyer Assistance 

Single-Family Housing 

Bond Program (Mortgage 

Revenue Bonds) 

Bonds issued to local lenders and developers so that 
below-market interest rate loans can be issued to 
first-time homebuyers. 

Homebuyer Assistance 

Mortgage Credit 

Certificates (MCC) 

Provides qualified first-time homebuyers with a 
federal income tax credit that reduces the borrower’s 
federal tax liability, providing additional income, 
which can be used for mortgage payments.   

Homebuyer Assistance 

Prop 63 Mental Health 

Services Act Funds 

Funding for capital improvements and operating 
subsidies for supportive housing for formerly homeless 
or at-risk individuals with mental disabilities.  

Special-Needs Programs 

New Construction 

CalHome Program 

Grants awarded to jurisdictions for owner-occupied 
housing rehabilitation and first-time homebuyer 
assistance. 

Homebuyer Assistance  

Rehabilitation 

Low-income Housing Tax 

Credit (LIHTC) 

A 4-percent annual tax credit that helps owners of 
rental units develop affordable housing. 

Construction of Housing 

Affordable Housing 

Partnership Program 

(AHPP) 

Provides lower-interest-rate California Housing 
Finance Agency (CHFA) loans to homebuyers who 
receive local secondary financing. 

Homebuyer Assistance 

Permanent Local Housing 

Allocation (PLHA) 

PLHA provides a permanent source of funding for all 
local governments in California to help cities and 
counties implement plans to increase the affordable 
housing stock. The two types of assistance are: 
formula grants to entitlement and non-entitlement 
jurisdictions, and competitive grants to non-
entitlement jurisdictions. 

Predevelopment 

Development 

Acquisition 

Rehabilitation 

Preservation  

Matching Funds 

Homelessness Assistance 

Accessibility Modifications 

Homeownership Assistance 

Fiscal Incentives 

Local Early Action Planning 

(LEAP) Grants 

The LEAP grants provide over-the-counter grants 
complemented with technical assistance to local 
governments for the preparation and adoption of 
planning documents, and process improvements that 
accelerate housing production. 

Facilitate compliance to implement the sixth-cycle 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment. 

Housing Element Updates 

Updates to Zoning, Plans, or Procedures to 
Increase or Accelerate Housing Production 

Pre-Approved Architectural and Site Plans 

Establishing State-Defined Pro-Housing Policies 

See Complete List in Program Materials 

Senate Bill 2 Technical 

Assistance Grants 

Financial and technical assistance to local 
governments to update planning documents and the 
Development Code to streamline housing production, 
including, but not limited to, general plans, 
community plans, specific plans, implementation of 
sustainable communities’ strategies, and local coastal 
programs. 

Technical Assistance 

Planning Document Updates 
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Program Name Description Eligible Activities 

Housing and Disability 

Advocacy Program (HDAP) 

Services to assist disabled individuals who are 
experiencing homelessness apply for disability benefit 
programs while also providing housing assistance. 
HDAP has four core requirements: outreach, case 
management, disability advocacy, and housing 
assistance. 

Rental Assistance 

No Place Like Home 

Loans to counties or developers in counties for 
permanent supportive housing for those with mental 
illness who are homeless or at risk of homelessness. 

New Construction 

Homeless Emergency Aid 

Program (HEAP) 

A block grant program designed to provide direct 
assistance to cities, counties, and Continuums of Care 
to address the homelessness crisis throughout 
California.  

Identified Homelessness Needs 

Capital Improvements Related to Homelessness 

Rental Assistance 

California Emergency 

Solutions and Housing 

(CESH) 

Provides funds for activities to assist persons 
experiencing or at risk of homelessness. Program funds 
are granted in the form of five-year grants to eligible 
applicants. 

Homelessness Service System Administration  

New Construction  

Rental Assistance  
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Chapter V 
Constraints 

 

State housing law requires the City of Benicia (City) 

to review both governmental and nongovernmental 

constraints to the construction of affordable housing 

to remove or mitigate potentially negative effects. 

This chapter analyzes constraints to housing 

production and, where necessary, provides 

recommendations to remove or minimize their 

impacts. 

5.1 Local Government 
Constraints 

Local policies and regulations can affect the quantity 

and type of residential development. Since 

governmental actions can constrain the development 

and the affordability of housing, State law requires 

the Housing Element to “address and, where 

appropriate and legally possible, remove 

governmental constraints to the maintenance, 

improvement, and development of housing” 

(Government Code Section 65583(c)(3)). 

The City’s primary policies and regulations that 

affect residential development and housing 

affordability include the Zoning Ordinance, the 

General Plan, the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan, 

the Downtown Historic Conservation, the Downtown 

Mixed Use Master Plan, Objective Standards for 

Mixed Use and Multifamily Housing, development 

processing procedures and fees, on- and off-site 

improvement requirements, and locally adopted 

supplemental building requirements. In addition to a 

review of these policies and regulations, an analysis 

of governmental constraints on housing production 

for persons with disabilities is included in this 

section. 

5.1.1 Zoning Ordinance 

The Zoning Ordinance includes three residential 

zoning districts, four commercial districts, two 

mixed-use districts, one industrial district, one open 

space district, and four form-based zones that allow 

residential development. The maximum residential 

density allowed is 44 units per acre. 

These districts are addressed here, followed by 

specific development regulations for accessory 

dwelling units and emergency shelter. Tables 5.1 and 

5.2 show the types of permits necessary for 

residential uses in the city. 

a) Single-Family Residential (RS) District 

The RS district makes up over 80 percent of all 

residential land in the city. All new residential 

development in this district must be single-family 

dwellings, accessory dwelling units, approved 

accessory structures, or other development 

permitted by State laws, such as Senate Bill 9. 

Single-family residences and accessory dwelling units 

are subject to specific development standards, 

identified in Benicia Municipal Code Section 17.24 

and Section 17.70.060.D (see Table 5.6). The 

maximum allowable density is seven units per acre. 

Creation of ADUs and split lots resulting from SB 9 

could result in additional density in this district. The 

RS district is consistent with and implements the 

Residential Low-Density land use designation of the 

General Plan. 

b) Medium-Density Residential (RM) District 

The RM district makes up 12 percent of all 

residential land. Housing types include duplexes, 

townhouses, and clustered housing with landscaped 

open space for resident use. Accessory dwelling units 

are permitted by right in the RM district, subject to 

specific development standards identified in Benicia 

Municipal Code, Section 17.70.060.D (see Table 5.6). 

The maximum allowable density is 14 units per acre. 

The RM zoning district is consistent with and 

implements the Residential, Medium-Density land 

use designation of the General Plan. 
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c) High-Density Residential (RH) District 

The RH district makes up seven percent of all 

residential land. Housing types include apartments 

and townhouses with relatively high land coverage at 

appropriate locations along the waterfront and the 

East H Street corridor and near convenience 

commercial nodes at Southampton Road, East Fifth 

Street, and West Seventh Street. Accessory dwelling 

units are permitted by right in the RH district, 

subject to specific development standards identified 

in Benicia Municipal Code, Section 17.70.060.D (see 

Table 5.6). The maximum allowable density is 21 

units per acre. The RH zoning district is consistent 

with and implements the High-Density Residential 

land use designation of the General Plan. 

d) Community Commercial (CC) District 

The CC district is applied to areas appropriate for 

businesses serving the daily needs of nearby 

residential areas. The zone establishes development 

standards that prevent adverse effects on residential 

uses adjoining the CC district. In addition to 

commercial uses, residential uses (i.e., work/live 

quarters, non-ground-floor supportive housing, non-

ground floor transitional housing, and second-story 

single-, and multifamily residential) are permitted by 

right in the CC district. General day care and 

residential care for seven or more residents are 

allowed with a Use Permit. The CC district 

implements the Community Commercial land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

e) Commercial Office (CO) District 

The CO district allows/includes offices of residential 

scale and residential development that is protected 

from the more intense levels of activity associated 

with retail commercial development. Second-story 

single- and multifamily residential, non-ground floor 

supportive housing, and non-ground floor transitional 

housing are permitted in the CO district. General day 

care and residential care for seven or more residents 

are allowed with a Use Permit. Emergency shelters 

are also permitted pursuant to Benicia Municipal 

Code, Section 17.70.390. The CO district implements 

the Business and Professional Office land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

f) General Commercial (CG) District 

The CG district is applied to areas appropriate for 

the full range of retail and service businesses, 

including businesses not permitted in other 

commercial districts because they attract heavy 

vehicular traffic or have certain adverse impacts. In 

addition to commercial uses, work/live quarters are 

permitted in the CG district. Group residential is 

allowed with a Use Permit. Emergency shelters are 

also permitted pursuant to Benicia Municipal Code, 

Section 17.70.390. The CG district is consistent with 

and implements the General Commercial land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

g) Waterfront Commercial (CW) District 

The CW district is applied to areas appropriate for 

waterfront-related development around the Benicia 

marina and along the shoreline. In addition to 

commercial uses, work/live quarters and multifamily 

residential are permitted in the CW district. 

Residential care, limited, is also permitted by right 

in this district. Second-floor single-family 

residential, non-ground floor supportive housing, and 

non-ground floor transitional housing are all allowed 

with a Use Permit. The CW district is consistent with 

and implements the Waterfront Commercial land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

h) Limited Industrial (IL) District 

The IL district is applied to areas appropriate for 

business and commercial services and light 

manufacturing. In addition, work/live quarters are 

allowed with a Use Permit in the IL district. General 

day care is allowed with a Use Permit. The IL district 

implements the limited industrial land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

i) Open Space (OS) District 

The OS district is applied to areas appropriate for 

large public or private sites. In addition to open 

space uses, single-family residential, supportive 

housing, and transitional housing are permitted in 

the OS district inside the urban growth boundary. 

Residential is limited to one dwelling unit and one 

accessory dwelling unit per site, subject to specific 

development standards identified in Benicia 

Municipal Code, Section 17.70.060.D. The OS district 

implements the Open Space land use designation of 

the General Plan. 
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j) Form-Based Zones/Downtown 

Land use regulations and development standards for 

the downtown are regulated by the Downtown 

Mixed-Use Master Plan. The Downtown Mixed-Use 

Master Plan sets forth four form-based zones that are 

designed to ensure that mixed-use development is 

compatible with and contributes to the character of 

the street, the downtown, and adjoining 

neighborhoods (see Table 5.2). These zones 

implement the mixed-use Downtown land use 

designation of the General Plan. 

Residential development is allowed in four zoning 

districts in the Downtown. In the Town Core (TC) and 

the Town Core Open (TC-O), residential is allowed on 

the upper floors, and on the ground floor behind a 

street-fronting commercial use. In the Neighborhood 

General (NG) and Neighborhood General Open (NG-

O), residential is allowed on both the ground and 

upper floors. Additionally, accessory dwelling units 

are allowed by right in these four zone districts. 

k) Mixed-Use Infill (MU-I) District 

The purpose of the MU-I district is to encourage the 

production of new multifamily housing; 

accommodate a diversity of neighborhood-serving 

businesses; encourage a mixed-use development 

pattern that supports walking, biking, and transit; 

and ensure that the design of infill development is 

sensitive to its surrounding context. The MU-I 

category permits a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) 

of 2.0 for residential projects (including mixed-use 

projects). Maximum density is 44 units per gross 

acre, with additional density allowed for projects 

providing community benefits specified in Section 

17.70.440 of the Benicia Municipal Code. This zone 

implements the Mixed-Use Infill land use designation 

of the General Plan. 

l) Mixed-Use Limited (MU-L) District 

The MU-L district’s purpose is to provide opportunity 

for smaller-scale multifamily housing types and 

limited commercial uses in infill neighborhood 

settings. The MU-L category permits a maximum FAR 

of 1.0, with 1.5 allowed for four-story projects in 

specified locations. Maximum density is 30 units per 

acre, with up to four multifamily dwelling units 

allowed by right on an existing parcel regardless of 

the parcel size. This zone implements the Mixed-Use 

Limited land use designation of the General Plan. 

5.1.2 Proposed Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 

District 

Concurrent with adoption of the Housing Element, 

the City will amend the Benicia Municipal Code to 

adopt a Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay District. 

The Housing Opportunity Sites overlay is a residential 

overlay zone that is proposed to allow multifamily 

development as a permitted use on certain sites 

identified in Appendix D, Table B of the Housing 

Element at densities of up to 30 du/ac. The overlay 

is also proposing to allow group residential, 

transitional housing and supportive housing as 

permitted uses on these sites. The proposed overlay 

would not require affordable units for projects 

utilizing the overlay zoning beyond citywide 

inclusionary requirements. The proposed overlay 

would not require discretionary review beyond 

review required under the base zoning. In addition, 

the City offers reduced impact fees for affordable 

housing (www.ci.benicia.ca.us/finance).  

Any housing proposed in the proposed overlay 

district shall comply with the City of Benicia’s 

Objective Planning and Design Standards for Mixed-

Use Residential and Multifamily Development 

pursuant to BMC Section 17.70.430. The Housing 

Opportunity Sites overlay will include standards for 

zones that don’t already have residential 

development standards (see Table 5.5). In addition, 

some standards are less restrictive under the 

proposed overlay including a smaller minimum site 

area per unit, increased maximum height (for sites in 

some zoning districts where the overlay will be 

applied), increased number of stories allowed, 

increased lot coverage for sites in the RS District 

from 40% to 45%), and a decreased front setback 

based on existing conditions on the blockface. It also 

specifically states “Where a standard of this Overlay 

District is in conflict with the base zoning regulations 

of the Zoning Ordinance or Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan Form Based Code, the standard that is 

more permissive of housing production shall prevail.” 

The proposed overlay would incentivize development 

of higher density residential projects through the 

increased allowed density, three story height 

allowed including a higher maximum height than the 

underlying zone in some cases, reduced setbacks in 

some cases, increased lot coverage in some cases, 

and smaller minimum site area per unit. 
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Table 5.1 Zoning Districts Permitting Residential Uses 

Residential Uses 

Zoning District 

RS RM RH CC CO CG CW IL10 OS MU-
I15 

MU-L 

Single-Family P7 P7 P7 P1
 P1

 — P1
 — P2 — P 

Multifamily — P6 P6 P1
 P1

 — P — — L11 P 

Group Residential — U5,6 U5,6 — — U — — — L11 P 

Work/live Unit — — — P — P P U — L11 P 

Family Day Care, Large (9 to 14 children) P4 P4 P4 U U — U U — P L12 

Family Day Care, Small (8 or fewer children) P P P U U — U U — P P 

Residential Care, General, 7 or  more clients13 — U5,6 U5,6 U U — — — — — — 

Residential Care, Limited, 6 or fewer clients13 P P P — — — P — — L11 P 

Day Care Center U U U U U — U U — U U 

Accessory Dwelling Unit14 P7 P7 P7 P1 P1 — P1 — P2 L11 P 

Mobile Homes and Manufactured Housing P8 P8 P8 P1,8 P1,8 — P1,8 — P2,8 — P 

Emergency Shelter3
 — P3 — — P3 P3 — — — L3 P3 

Transitional Housing P P P P1 P1 — P9 — P2 L11 P 

Supportive Housing P P P P1 P1 — P9 — P2 L11 P 

Low-Barrier Navigation Center — — — — — — — — — — — 

Employee Housing — — — — — — — — — — — 

Single-Room Occupancy — — — — — — — — — — — 

Notes: P: Permitted U: Use Permit L: Limited —: Not allowed 

1 Not permitted on ground level. 

2 Not permitted on lands outside urban growth boundary. On lands inside the urban growth boundary, limited to one primary dwelling unit and 

one accessory dwelling unit per site. 

3 See Benicia Municipal Code (BMC) Section 17.70.390, Emergency shelter. 

4 Community Development Director shall issue a permit for large family day care homes caring for 9 to 14 children, as defined in Chapter 3.4 

of the California Health and Safety Code, upon determining that the proposed large family day care complies with requirements. If the 

proposed large family day care will not be able to conform to the referenced requirements (see BMC Sections 17.24.020.P.1 - 

17.24.020.P.7.c), the community development director shall refer the application to the Planning Commission for a Use Permit, as provided 

in Chapter 17.104 of the BMC, except that the public notification radius shall be reduced to 300 feet.   

5 Approval of a Use Permit shall require a finding that (1) the proposed use will have no significant unmitigated environmental impacts, and 

(2) the building design is compatible with surrounding buildings. 

6 Design review shall be required; see Chapter 17.108 of the BMC. 

7 Rooms in a dwelling unit may be rented for occupancy by not more than three persons who are not members of a single housekeeping unit, 

provided that not more than two bedrooms shall be rented in each unit. 

8 See BMC Section 17.70.280, Manufactured Homes. 

9 Not permitted on ground level for a single dwelling unit. 

10 Evaluate a nonindustrial or noncommercial project against criteria when considering findings for Use Permits or variances. See BMC Sections 

17.32.020.L.1 – 17.32.020.L.4. 

11 A Use Permit is required when the use occupies ground floor space facing the street in locations shown in the Zoning Ordinance. In all other 

locations, the use is permitted. 

12 Permit requirements are the same as in the residential districts. See BMC Section 17.24.020.E. 

13 Program 3.07 proposes to update the City’s requirements for Residential Care Facilities with less than seven and seven or more persons and 
permit them as a residential use subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same 
zone. 

14  Junior ADUs are allowed where there is an existing single-family dwelling. 

15  Residential use limitations - Shopping centers existing on December 31, 2022. Residential development within a shopping center shall not 
reduce commercial gross floor area to less than 75 percent of the commercial gross floor area that existed as of December 31, 2022. 

 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance (last updated September 21, 2021) 
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Table 5.2 Downtown Mixed-Use Master Plan Zoning Districts Permitting Residential Uses 

Residential Uses 
Form-Based Code Zoning District 

TC TC-O NG NG-O 

Work/Live Unit — P — P 

Mixed-use project residential component P1 P — P 

Dwelling: Single family — — P P 

Dwelling: Multifamily-Rowhouse P1 P — — 

Dwelling: Multifamily-Duplex P1 P P P 

Dwelling: Multifamily-Triplex P1 P — — 

Dwelling: Multifamily Fourplex P1 P — — 

Ancillary Building P P P P 

Residential Care, 7 or more clients P1 U — U 

Residential Care, 6 or fewer clients P1 MUP — MUP 

Day care center: Child or Adult P1 MUP MUP MUP 

Day care center: Large Family (7 to 14 children) P1,2 P2 P2 P2 

Day care center: Small Family (8 or fewer children) P1 P P P 

Mobile Homes and Manufactured Housing — — — — 

Emergency Shelter — — — — 

Transitional Housing P1 P P P 

Supportive Housing P1 p p p 

Low-Barrier Navigation Center — — — — 

Employee Housing — — — — 

Single-Room Occupancy — — — — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit3 P1 P P P 

Notes: P: Permitted MUP: Minor Use Permit Required - staff review only  U: Use Permit Required —: Use not allowed 

1 Allowed only on upper floors or behind ground floor use (except along the waterfront). 

2 See Benicia Municipal Code (BMC) Section 17.24.020.P.  

3 Accessory dwelling units shall comply with the provisions of BMC Section 17.70.060.  

Source: City of Benicia Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan, 2007. Amended in January 2019. 

5.1.3 Development Standards 

Table 5.3 provides development standards for the 

residential districts. Table 5.4 provides development 

standards for the Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan 

Zoning Districts. As discussed in Chapter V, the yield 

analysis shows that Benicia’s current zoning 

development standards and General Plan 

requirements allow for development of residential 

densities reflected in the General Plan and Zoning 

Ordinance. The combination of height limits, lot 

coverage, setbacks, parking, landscaping, and other 

standards provide no impediment to development. 

However, to encourage the development of accessory 

dwelling units, the City has proposed Program 1.12. 

The City maintains the current Development Code 

with zoning and development standards on the City’s 

website.
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Table 5.3 Zoning Districts Allowing Residential Uses Development Standards 

Zoning District 
 

RS RM RH CC CO CG CW IL OS MU-I22 MU-L 

Minimum Site Area (sq. ft.)  

per unit 
6,000 3,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 n/a 

See Benicia 
Municipal Code 

(BMC) 
17.36.040 

1,000 1,452 

With sq. ft. density bonus for:         No minimum site 
area for eligible 
projects under 
the Community 

Benefits 
Program, BMC 

17.70.440 

n/a 

Low- or Moderate-Income 
Housing2 4,800 2,400 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 1,600 n/a 

Elderly Housing2 — 2,000 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300 n/a 

Low-Income Elderly Housing2 — 1,500 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 n/a 

Minimum Site Area (sq. ft.)3,4,5 6,0001
 6,0001

 7,5001
 10,000 10,000 7,500 5,000 20,000 n/a n/a 

Minimum Site Width (ft.) 606 60 60 70 70 60 50 100 n/a n/a 

Setbacks (ft.)16           

Front7,8 20 20 20 15 15 10 15 15-2518 0-1023 
0-15, 

depending on 
site orientation 

Side7,9,10 5 6; 10 (avg.) 6; 10 (avg.) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0-15 5-10 

Corner Side7,9 10 15 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a 10 0-15 0-15 

Rear7 15 15 15 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0-15 0-15 

Courts n/a See BMC 17.24.030(I)  See BMC 17.26.030 

Maximum Height (ft.)11,12 30 35 35 40 40 40 40 50 40 20 
35-45, based on 
parcel size or 

location 

Maximum Coverage 40% 45% 50% 50% 50% 75% 50% 50% 75% 75% 

Maximum Nonresidential 

(FAR)13 
0.4 0.45 0.5 0.817 0.817 1.217 0.817 n/a 1.217 1.519 

Maximum FAR n/a n/a n/a 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.8 2.017 1.519 

Outdoor Living Area See BMC 17.24.030(M)21 See BMC 17.28.030(K)(L)21 n/a 100 sq. ft. shared space per unit 

Minimum Site Landscaping14,15 35% 30% 30% 20% 20% 10% 20% 10% 

See BMC 17.26.030 

Fences and Walls See BMC 17.24.030(P) See BMC 17.28.030(M)(N) 
See BMC 

17.32.030(I)(J) 

Off-Street Parking and Loading 

No portion of a driveway located in a 
front setback area shall be used for 
required parking. See BMC Chapter 

17.74. 

See BMC 17.28.030(O)(P) 
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Zoning District 
 

RS RM RH CC CO CG CW IL OS MU-I22 MU-L 

Signs See BMC Chapter 17.78 

Outdoor Facilities 
See BMC 17.70.200, Outdoor facilities, and BMC 17.70.250, Satellite antennas and microwave 

equipment 
See BMC 

17.36.040 
See BMC 17.26.030 

Parking Required 

Single-Family Residential:  2 spaces, including 1 covered/unit.  

Multifamily Residential: Studios and 1-bedroom - 1.0 spaces/unit; 2 bedroom - 1.5 spaces/unit; 3 or more bedrooms - 2.0 spaces/unit 

Work/Live Quarters: 1 space per unit 

Senior Citizens’ Housing: 0.50 spaces per unit 

Residential Care, Limited: 1 space per 3 beds 

Group Residential: 1 space per 2 beds; plus 1 space per 100 sq. ft. used for assembly purposes 

Supportive and Transitional Housing: Single-family residential projects are subject to single-family residential use parking requirements. Multifamily 
residential projects are subject to multifamily residential use parking requirements. 

Notes: 

1 Uses requiring a Use Permit have a minimum of 12,000 square feet  

2 See BMC 17.70.270, Affordable housing density bonus. 

3 See BMC 17.70.130, Development on substandard lots. 

4 See BMC 17.70.140, Development on lots divided by district boundaries. 

5 The minimum site area shall be 12,000 square feet for use classifications requiring a Use Permit; see BMC 17.24.020. 

6 Reduction of Lot Width. In an RS district, the community development director may approve a tentative parcel map containing up to four lots, and the planning commission may 

approve a tentative subdivision with five or more lots, with lot widths of less than 60 feet, but not less than 50 feet, if the following criteria are met. See 17.24.030.R.1. to 

17.24.030.R.6. for the additional criteria.  

7 Permitted Projections into Required Yards. In All Districts, see BMC 17.70.150, Building projections into yards and courts. For accessory structures, see BMC 17.70.050, Nonresidential 

accessory structures; BMC 17.70.060, Accessory dwelling units; and BMC 17.74.190, Driveways and carports – Design, and location in R districts. 

8 See BMC 17.70.160, Front yards in Residential districts. 

9 Building Height and Required Yards. The width of a required interior side or rear yard adjoining a building wall exceeding 25 feet in height in Residential zones, excluding any portion of 

a roof, shall be increased five feet over the basic requirement. 

10 In the RM and RH districts, the average yard width shall be 10 feet, and the minimum width 6 feet. 

11 See BMC 17.70.180, Exceptions to height limits. 

12 Any structure constructed in any Benicia residential area (R district) west of First Street, and further located within the first 150 feet of the shoreline behind the highest tide mark, shall 

not exceed 24 feet in height (two stories). The height measurement of the structure shall be the maximum vertical dimension measured from the lowest outside surface ground contact 

with the structure perimeter to the highest structure point. If the structure is to be built upon fill placed on the site after April 10, 1980, the 24-foot dimension shall include the 

average depth of fill at the structure perimeter. Pursuant to California Elections Code Section 4013, this requirement shall not be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people. 

If any portion of a structure is within the first 150 feet of the shoreline behind the highest-tide mark, the whole structure shall conform with the 24-foot height limit. 

13 In the RM and RH districts, up to 10-percent additional floor area may be allowed for mixed-use projects with 25 percent affordable residential units; see BMC 17.70.270. 

14 Planting Areas, Yards Adjoining Streets. All visible portions of a required yard adjoining a street shall be planting area or hardscape that includes parking areas, driveways, and walks, as 

well as areas covered by ornamental gravel, crushed rock, or similar materials. Interior Yards. In the RM and RH districts, at least 50 percent of each required interior side yard and rear 

yard shall be planting areas having a minimum width of five feet adjoining a side or rear property line, provided that the width of a required planting area may be reduced to two feet 

in one side or rear yard adjoining a driveway and an accessory structure may occupy a portion of the planting area in a rear yard. Notwithstanding subsection (N)(2) of this section, a 

continuous planting area having a minimum width of five feet shall adjoin an RS district. 

15 See BMC 17.70.190, Landscaping, irrigation and hydroseeding, and Chapter 17.82 BMC, Trees and Views. 
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Zoning District 
 

RS RM RH CC CO CG CW IL OS MU-I22 MU-L 

16 In the Arsenal Historic District, multifamily, mixed-use residential, transitional housing, and supportive housing projects in commercial zones are subject to the yard requirements in the 

City’s objective planning and design standards for mixed-use residential and multifamily development. See BMC 17.70.430, Objective planning and design standards for mixed-use 

residential and multifamily development projects. 

17 Mixed use with at least two-thirds residential floor area may have a floor area of up to 2.0 FAR. All other projects shall be limited to 1.2 FAR. 

18 Minimum setback requirements for front yards varies by building height above curb. Buildings less than 18 feet tall require a 15-foot setback, buildings between 18 and 24 feet require a 

20-foot setback, and buildings taller than 24 feet require a 25-foot setback.  

19 Maximum 1.5 FAR allowed for four-story building when allowed under BMC 17.26.030, Mixed use limited district. If the building is not four-stories tall, the maximum FAR is 1.0. 

20 Increases may be permitted through the provision of community benefits. 

21 In residential zones, total open space on sites with more than two units must be at least 200 square feet per dwelling unit, and private open space on patios or balconies at least six feet 

wide and long may fulfill part of this requirement. Shared open space in residential zones, provided by non-street side yards, patios, and terraces (but not driveways, parking lots, or 

areas required for front or street side yards), must be at least 10 feet wide and long and open to the sky. In commercial zones, an average 60 square feet (with a minimum horizontal 

dimension of six feet) of private open space is required for each dwelling unit. In commercial zones, courts are required opposite windows in units. The minimum width must be 20 feet 

opposite a living room window and 14 feet opposite the window of any other habitable room, and the court must extend horizontally 10 feet in both directions from the vertical 

centerline of the window. Where no interior side yard is required, the width of the court perpendicular to the property line need not exceed 10 feet. A required court shall be open to 

the sky above the sill of a window requiring the court, provided that eaves may project up to two feet from a wall adjoining a court. 

22 Building Width on Shopping Center Sites Existing on December 31, 2022. On the site of an existing shopping center, the width of a newly constructed building measured parallel to the 

adjacent street frontage shall not exceed 300 feet. 

23 No maximum for residential-only projects or for any mixed use projects not fronting Military East or East Fifth Street 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance (last updated 2021) 
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Table 5.4 Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan Area Development Standards 

 
Zoning District 

TC TC-O NG NG-O 

Build To Line (BTL) (Distance from Property Line) 

Front 0 ft. 0 ft. 20 ft.1 

Side Street 0 ft. — 10 ft. 

Rear, Accessory Building — — 5 ft. 

Setbacks 

Side 0 ft. 3 ft. 4 ft. one side and 8 ft. other 

Rear 
8 ft. Adjacent to NG Zone 

5 ft. Adjacent to any other Zone 
40 ft. Main  Building2 35 ft. Main  Building2 

Building Form 

Primary Street Facade to BTL 80% min3 80% min3 50% min 

Side Street Facade to BTL 30% min3 — 30% min 

Maximum Lot Width 125 ft. 75 ft. 50 ft. 

Maximum Lot Depth 100 ft. 150 ft. 150 ft. 

Maximum Floor Area (FAR) 2.04 2.04 2.04 

Minimum Distance between buildings — — 10 ft. 

Maximum Depth of ancillary building — — 28 ft. 

Maximum Footprint of ancillary building — — 700 sf. 1,000 sf. 

Height 

Maximum Height 40 ft. (2.5 stories) 25 ft (2.5 stories) 30 ft. (2.5 stories) 

Minimum Height 22 ft. 16 ft. — 

Maximum Eave/Top of Parapet 35 ft. — — 

Maximum Ancillary Building  25 ft. (2 stories) 25 ft. (2 stories) 15 ft. (1.5 stories) 

Maximum Height of the Finish Ground Floor 

Level 

6 ft., from above 
sidewalk 

12 ft., from above 
sidewalk 

18 ft., from above sidewalk 

Minimum Clear of First Floor Ceiling Height 12 ft. 12 ft. 10 ft. 

Minimum Clear of Upper Floor(s) Ceiling Height 8 ft. 8 ft. 8 ft. 

Parking Required (residential uses) 
1 space/unit 

0.5 space/studio unit 

0.5 space/studio unit 

1-2 bedroom unit 1 space/unit 

3+ bedroom unit 1 space plus 0.5 space/ 
bedroom over 2 

Notes:  

All floors must have a primary ground-floor entrance that faces the street 

Loading docks, overhead doors, and other service entries are prohibited on street façades.  

1  May be reduced to meet furthest back adjacent Build to Line if adjacent Build to Line is less than 20 feet from property line. 

2 Setback shall be measured 120 feet from front property line if no alley adjoins the property. 

3  Street façades must be built to Build to Line along first 30 feet from every corner. 

4  Maximum 2.4 FAR if building includes residential use. 

5 Setback shall be 120 feet measured from front property line if no alley adjoins the property. 

Source: City of Benicia Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan, 2007. Amended in January 2019. 
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Table 5.5 Proposed Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay District Development Standards 

Minimum Site Area (sq. ft.)  

per unit1 
1,452 sf 

Maximum Height (ft.) 35 

Maximum Height (stories) 3 

PS District - Other districts governed by underlying zoning  

Setbacks (ft.)   

Front2 15 

Side 5 

Corner Side 10 

Rear 15 

R, C, and PS districts 

Upper Story Massing 

A third story must be stepped back from the primary street at least 10 
feet for a minimum of 35 percent of the façade length. Recessed area 

may be used as a balcony, terrace, or other usable open space. 

Balconies 

Balconies above the ground floor facing an adjacent residential property 
are prohibited. This prohibition applies only to balconies with a platform 

that extends more than three feet from the exterior building wall. 

RS district 

Maximum Lot Coverage 45% 

Notes:  

Residential uses shall be permitted on the ground floor if compliant with the provisions of this Chapter. 

Any housing proposed in this overlay district shall comply with the City of Benicia’s Objective Planning and Design Standards for Mixed-Use 

Residential and Multifamily Development pursuant to section 17.70.430. 

Where a standard of this Overlay District is in conflict with the base zoning regulations of the Zoning Ordinance or Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan Form Based Code, the standard that is more permissive of housing production shall prevail. 

1  For a parcel legally existing as of January 1, 2023, four multifamily dwelling units are permitted on the parcel regardless of the parcel 

size, provided that the project complies with all other applicable standards. 

2 The front yard for any parcel in an R or C District may be reduced to the average setback of the blockface, where lots comprising 40 

percent of the frontage on a blockface are improved with buildings. The average setback of the blockface is determined by calculating 

the front yard depths for existing structures (excluding detached garages or carports) on each developed site on the blockface. 

 

a) Density 

The maximum density permitted, defined in terms of 

the number of units per acre in residential zones and 

FAR in mixed-use and commercial zones, varies by 

zone. For the sake of comparison, City staff and 

consultants have analyzed the FAR maximums and 

determined appropriate conversions from FAR to 

units per acre, given local development standards. 

As a basis for comparison, the City’s Zoning 

Ordinance provides a nonresidential density 

maximum of 0.5 FAR and a residential density 

maximum of up to 21 units per acre for the RH zone. 

Commercial zones allow 0.8 FAR for nonresidential 

uses and 1.2 FAR for residential uses. Therefore, the 

assumed density maximum of 21 units per acre is a 

conservative assessment given nonresidential FAR is 

lower in the RH zone. In two Downtown zones, the 

NG and TC zones, a higher density of 29.9 units per 

acre is applied due to the 2.4 residential FAR 

maximum in those zones and other development 

standards encouraging more intense development. 

The other two Downtown zones, the NG-O and TC-O 

zones, also permit a 2.4 residential FAR maximum, 

but other development standards indicate that a 

density of 21 units per acre is a more realistic 

conversion. The one exception to this conversion is 

the IL zone, which permits a select few housing 

types, as shown in Table 5.1, so 0.8 FAR is not 

converted to a units per acre metric for the sake of 

this analysis. 

The maximum density ranges from 7 units per acre in 

the RS zone to 44 units per acre in the MU-I zone. 

The RM zone allows 14 units per acre and the RH 

zone allows 21 units per acre, which will support the 
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availability of land suitable for development of 

housing for very low-, low-, and moderate-income 

households. The MU-I and MU-L zones allows up to 44 

or 30 units per acre, respectively, and projects in 

both zones are permitted to be 100 percent 

residential. Residential uses in the commercial zones 

(CG, CO, CW, and CC) allow up to 21 units per acre. 

The density allowed in both the mixed-use zones and 

the commercial zones supports the development of 

lower-income housing. 

b) Building Height 

The RS zone has a maximum height of 30 feet and a 

density of 7 dwelling units per acre. The 30-foot 

limit is adequate for construction of a single-family 

home. The maximum height is 35 feet in the RM and 

RH zones. The maximum of 14 units per acre in the 

RM zone and 21 units per acre in the RH zone could 

be accommodated in a three-story structure less 

than 35 feet in height. Based on this conclusion, the 

35-foot maximum height in the RM and RH zones 

could accommodate at least 21 units per acre. 

The maximum height is 40 feet in the commercial 

zones and 50 feet in the IL zone, which 

accommodates construction of a three- or four-story 

building. The maximum 1.2 to 2.0 FAR in commercial 

zones and IL zone, which varies based on location 

within the city, could be accommodated in a three- 

or four-story structure less than 40 feet in height. 

Based on this conclusion, the 40-foot maximum 

height in the commercial zones could realistically 

accommodate up to 2.0 FAR for construction of 

affordable single-family home or multifamily units. 

The 50-foot maximum height in the IL zone could 

realistically accommodate up to 0.8 FAR for the 

construction of housing types permitted in the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

In the Downtown zones, maximum height varies from 

25 feet in the TC-O zone, 30 feet in the NG and NG-O 

zones, and 40 feet in the TC zone. However, the 

maximum stories allowed in all four zones is 2.5 

stories. While these maximum heights would 

accommodate construction of a three-story building, 

building heights are limited to 2.5 stories. The 

maximum density is 2.4 FAR if the building includes a 

residential use, and density for fully nonresidential 

buildings is 2.0 FAR. These densities could 

accommodate building heights taller than 2.5 

stories. While the 2.5 story maximum height in the 

Downtown zones could accommodate these 

densities, they could be increased to accommodate 

three-story building heights with the existing height 

maximums represented in feet. As part of Program 

1.06, the City increased maximum building heights in 

the Downtown zones to allow three-story buildings.   

Analysis has been conducted which concluded that 

the maximum height requirements do not constrain 

development of residential units at the densities 

proposed in this housing element. See Section g) 

below for more detail on the analysis. 

c) Lot Size and Setback Requirements 

The RS, RM, and RH zones have required minimum 

setbacks of 20 feet from the front, a 15-foot rear, a 

5-foot side, or 10-foot corner side setback for the RS 

zone, a 6-foot side or 15-foot corner side setback for 

the RM and RH zoning districts. The required 

setbacks for the RS zone allows for use of 45 percent 

of the parcel, the RM zone allows for 44 percent 

utilization, and the RH zone can use 51 percent of 

the parcel based on the allowed setbacks, which is 

sufficient to accommodate typical construction. 

Both the commercial zones and IL zone do not have 

side or rear setbacks that provide further flexibility 

in site design. The CC, CO, and CG zones have front 

yard setback requirements of 15 feet, which allows 

for use of 85 to 90 percent of the parcel depending 

on the minimum parcel size required. The CW zone 

has a front yard setback of 10 feet, which allows for 

use of 80 percent of the parcel. The IL zone has a 

front yard setback that varies from 15 to 25 feet, 

based on building height. Assuming the largest 

setback, 25 feet, this still allows for over 87 percent 

use of the parcel. 

In the Downtown, setbacks are reduced – as 

compared to other zones – to facilitate development. 

In the TC zone, there are no front or side setbacks. 

In the TC-O zone, there are no front or side street 

setbacks, but the interior side setback is 3 feet. In 

both the TC and TC-O zones, the rear setback varies 

by location: if the property is adjacent to a property 

zoned NG, the rear setback is 8 feet, and the 

setback is 5 feet for all other instances. In the NG 

and NG-O zones, the front setback is 20 feet, the 

side street setback is 10 feet, the interior street 

setback is 4 feet on one side and 8 feet on the other 

side, and the rear setback from an adjacent 
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structure is 5 feet. In the NG and NG-O zones, the 

rear setback is 40 feet and 35 feet, respectively, 

from the main building. 

The MU-I and MU-L zones vary setback requirements 

based on site orientation and use. There are no 

minimum required lot sizes, but the MU-I and MU-L 

zones require sites to be at least 1,000 and 1,452 

square feet, respectively, per unit. However, site 

minimum requirements in the MU-I zone are waived 

if the housing development provides community 

benefits. In the MU-I zone, front and street side yard 

setbacks are 0 feet from the back of the sidewalk or 

property line (whichever is greater) for mixed-use 

projects and 15 feet back from the sidewalk or 0 

feet from the property line (whichever is greater) for 

residential-only projects. There are no interior side 

or rear yard setbacks unless a parcel is adjacent to 

an existing single-family use, in which case it is 

required to adhere to a 15-foot yard setback from 

the adjoining single-family residential property line 

as stipulated in BMC 17.26.020(B)(4). In the MU-L 

zone, front and street side setbacks are 15 feet from 

the sidewalk or 0 feet from the property line 

(whichever is greater), and interior side setbacks are 

5 feet from the property line or 10 feet from an 

adjacent structure (whichever is greater). Rear 

setbacks in the MU-I zone are 15 feet if not abutting 

an alley, and there is no setback if the rear abuts an 

alley. 

Even with these setback and lot coverage 

requirements, housing dense enough to develop 

affordable housing can be built, so the City’s existing 

lot size and setback requirements do not present a 

constraint to developing affordable housing. 

d) Landscaping Requirements 

Landscaping requirements are described in Sections 

17.24.030 and 17.70.190 of the Benicia Municipal Code. 

A landscaping plan is required for all residential 

projects that are not single-family residences. 

A minimum percentage of site landscaping is 

required in most zones. The minimum required 

landscaping percentages for each zone allowing 

residential development are as follows: 

RS 35 percent CO 20 percent 

RM 30 percent CG 10 percent 

RH 30 percent CW 20 percent 

CC 20 percent IL 10 percent 

Analysis has been conducted which concluded that 

the landscaping standards do not constrain 

development of residential units at the densities 

proposed in this housing element. See Section g) 

below for more detail on the analysis. 

e) Minimum Site Area 

As detailed in Table 5.3, minimum site area 

requirements range in Benicia based on the zoning 

district and may also be reduced for certain types of 

housing including low or moderate-income housing or 

elderly housing or low-income elderly housing. The 

range is from 1,000 sf. ft. at the lowest to 6,000 

sq.ft. at the highest. In addition, projects developed 

on a site that has the proposed Housing Opportunity 

Sites Overlay applied to it would have a minimum 

site area of 1,452 sq.ft. (see Table 5.5). 

Analysis has been conducted which concluded that 

the minimum site area standards do not constrain 

development of residential units at the densities 

proposed in this housing element. See Section g) 

below for more detail on the analysis. 

f) Standards for Shopping Centers Sites in the 

MU-I District 

The City amended regulations for the MU-I district in 

late 2022 and added some specific standards for 

development on shopping center sites. In addition to 

information provided in Table 5.3 above, the 

following applies: 

• For development on a site with a shopping 

center existing on December 31, 2022, 

streetscape improvements required by this 

section shall be installed along the property 

frontage that abuts:  

o The area of disturbance; and  

o Shopping center property adjacent 

to the area of disturbance to the 

property line or nearest driveway 

providing vehicle access to the 

property. 

• In cases where the primary building frontage 

of new development faces an internal 

private street, the streetscape 
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improvements required by the section also 

apply to the internal private street frontage. 

• New development on a shopping center site 

that existed on December 31, 2022 may not 

increase the number of driveways providing 

vehicle access to the property; in addition, 

such development shall not be required to 

reduce the number of driveways, as 

established by BMC 17.74.130.D.2.a. 

g) Cumulative Impact of Development 

Standards 

To assess feasibility of development 

standards to accommodate the proposed 

densities of opportunity sites in Table B of 

Appendix D of 30 du/ac with the proposed 

overlay and 44 du/ac in the MU-I District, 

sites from the sites inventory have been 

analyzed in three representative zoning 

districts – RS, CO and MU-I. The RS and CO 

districts have the most restrictive 

development standards among the 

residential and commercial districts and thus 

are representative of the other residential, 

commercial, and public districts that are 

proposed to receive the Housing Opportunity 

Sites Overlay. The other sites in Table B of 

Appendix D are proposed to be zoned MU-I, 

so MU-I is the other district that was 

modeled. MU-I is also representative of the 

downtown mixed use districts with sites on 

Table B. 

The development standards included in the 

Proposed Housing Opportunity Sites Overlay 

District adjust the maximum allowable 

density, building height, front setbacks and 

maximum lot coverage in zones where the 

overlay is proposed, while keeping other 

development standards of the base zone 

intact.   

An analysis of prototypical parcels in 

Residential Zones demonstrates that the 

overlay’s proposed 30 du/ac is not 

achievable under many development 

scenarios, but a density of 24 du/ac is 

achievable given current development 

standards including maximum lot coverage, 

landscaping, setbacks, and the standard 

market need for minimum on-site parking 

facilities. The feasibility of achieving 30 

du/ac is most difficult in the RS District (as 

compared with the RM and RH Districts), 

where development standards are most 

limiting.  As a result, the proposed overlay 

zone will allow an increased lot coverage of 

45% for sites in the RS District (see Program 

1.06) 

In the RS district, a three-story multiplex is 

the most likely building type to achieve 30 

du/ac. The example parcel from the sites 

inventory that was analyzed is an 18,295 sq. 

ft. site made up of three contiguous parcels 

with the same owner (.42 acres), which 

could support an 11-unit development that 

reaches the maximum density. The 

configuration would be 1 unit on the ground 

floor and 5 units on each of the two upper 

floors. Upper floors must be set back, so 

upstairs units would be smaller than the 

ground-floor unit (and/or include balconies).  

In the RS District, the maximum lot coverage 

is 40% (7,300 sq. ft.). A building with a 

footprint of that size, assuming a building 

efficiency of 80%, could provide 11 units at 

an average size of up to 1,200 sq. ft. at a 

density of 24 du/ac.  Relaxing the maximum 

lot coverage to 45% will increase feasibility 

of housing products that approach the target 

of 30 du/ac.The 35% minimum landscape 

coverage (6,400 sq. ft.) is primarily 

accommodated in the required setback 

areas. Parking for this housing type would be 

11 tuck under stalls and a single drive aisle 

to access tuck under parking, with 350 sq. 

ft. space per unit (3,850 sq. ft. total).  

The total area inside of the required 

setbacks is 5,681 sq. ft. This total less the 

space allocation described above for 

landscaping and parking provides a 

remaining 14,913 sq. ft building footprint, 

which, therefore, can accommodate 11 units 

over three stories with an average size of 

1,350 sq.ft.   

Similar to the residential zoning districts, 

development standards were analyzed in the 

CO zoning district to understand the 

feasibility of higher density development. 

Development standards in the CO district 

were analyzed and found to generally 
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accommodate densities of 30 du/ac, along 

with allowing for the incorporation of a 

modest amount of ground floor retail or 

amenity space. The product type modeled 

was a 16-unit, three-story stacked flat 

apartment building with 22 parking stalls (1 

per unit, plus 6 stalls for retail/guest 

parking), 2200 sq. ft. of ground floor retail, 

and 8 units on each of the upper two floors 

(28 du/ac). Upper floors must be set back, 

so upper story units will be smaller (and/or 

include balconies). Additional ground floor 

retail or amenity space could also be 

accommodated in this model if some parking 

were moved to a surface lot, which is 

feasible with the 20% landscape 

requirement. 

Development standards in the MU-I district 

were also analyzed, and multiple options up 

to the maximum density resulted. They 

include: 

o Mixed Use – With a 3 over 1 podium 

design (ground floor parking and 

retail, upper floors residential) 

o Residential Only – 3 to 4 story 

stacked flats 

o Residential Only – Stacked 

Townhomes w/ tuck under parking 

For the mixed use scenario, a 3 over 1 

podium style building with parking and some 

retail on the ground floor is feasible to 

achieve densities of 44 du/ac on this site. 

However, this construction type sometimes 

exceeds 40 feet so only certain designs 

would be feasible within the 40’ height 

limit.  

44 du/ac is also feasible with a four-story 

building and surface parking for one parking 

stall per unit. A three story walk up with 

higher building efficiency (80%) and smaller 

unit sizes (1000 sq. ft.) is also feasible and 

results in lower development costs. 

Finally, a 100 % residential stacked 

townhome development may come close to 

the target density on this parcel at 35-44 

units/acre. 

To address the constraints to achieving 30 

du/ac on sites in the RS zoning district, 

implementation of Program 1.06 increased 

maximum lot coverage in the RS district 

from 40% to 45% for sites in the overlay 

district only. 

5.1.4 Single-Family Units in Multifamily Zones 

The City allows single-family dwellings in two 

multifamily zones, the RM and RH zoning districts. 

This does not preclude the development of higher-

density detached units that may be affordable to 

moderate- or lower-income households. The Zoning 

Ordinance includes some mixed-use zones (i.e., TC 

and TC-O) that do not permit single-family dwellings 

but do allow multifamily dwellings. Additionally, the 

Zoning Ordinance includes minimum site area, site 

width, and site area per unit parameters that require 

projects to be built on parcels with minimum 

thresholds. Residential development on parcels 

enlarged to accommodate multifamily units will be 

less financially feasible for single-family 

development. Therefore, the development standards 

in these zones favor multifamily uses. 

5.1.5 Multifamily Housing 

Multifamily housing accounts for about 20 percent of 

the housing stock in the city. The Zoning Ordinance 

allows multifamily development by right with Design 

Review in the residential zoning districts RM and RH. 

The commercial zoning districts encourage both 100 

percent residential development and mixed-use 

development and permit multifamily development in 

the CW zone on all floors and in the CC and CO zones 

above the ground floor. In mixed-use zones, specific 

types of multifamily housing are permitted in the TC-

O, NG, NG-O, and MU-L zones. Multifamily uses are 

permitted by right on upper floors or behind the 

ground-floor use, except along the waterfront, in the 

TC zone. In the MU-I zone, multifamily uses are 

permitted by right except when occupying the 

ground level facing streets specified in Chapter 17.26 

of the Benicia Municipal, in which case a Use Permit 

is required. 

Senate Bill (SB) 9 (2021) requires ministerial approval 

of a housing development with no more than two 

primary units in a single-family zone, the subdivision 

of a parcel in a single-family zone into two parcels, 

or both. In December 2021, the City adopted 



141 

Resolution 21-177 to provide interim guidance to 

implement SB 9 in compliance with State law. The 

City plans to prepare an ordinance in Financial Year 

(FY) 2022/2023 to adopt long-term SB 9 guidance.  

5.1.6 Residential Uses in Commercial Zones 

The Zoning Ordinance permits single-family 

residential uses by right in the CC, CO, and CW 

zones, conditional upon the residential unit being 

above the ground floor. Multifamily uses are 

permitted by right in the CW zone, and they are 

permitted above the ground-floor level in the CC and 

CO zones. The residential uses allowed in 

commercial zones provide a significant amount of 

additional development capacity available for 

housing at densities up to 44 units per acre. 

However, development standards may constrain the 

amount of development feasible on this land. As part 

of implementation of Program 1.06, the City updated 

development standards to ensure higher-density 

multifamily residential uses are feasible in those 

zones. 

5.1.7 Manufactured Housing and Mobile Homes 

Mobile homes and manufactured housing offer an 

affordable housing option to many low- and 

moderate-income households. State law requires 

jurisdictions to permit manufactured housing, 

including mobile homes, in single-family residential 

zones when built on a permanent foundation. Within 

the city, mobile homes account for two percent of 

the housing stock and are permitted in the RS, RM, 

RH, OS, and MU-L zones. In addition, they are 

permitted in the CC, CO, and CW zones but only 

above ground-floor uses, so it is unlikely that mobile 

homes would be sited in those zones given their 

design limitations. In Chapter 17.70 of the Benicia 

Municipal Code, the City considers manufactured 

homes as single-family uses, which are allowed in all 

zones subject to the same regulations as site-built 

dwellings, conditional upon meeting the following 

standards: 

1. It must be built on a permanent foundation 

approved by the building official. 

2. It must be constructed in compliance with all 

City and California Department of Housing 

and Community Development (HCD) permit 

requirements. 

3. The unit’s skirting must extend to the 

finished grade. 

4. The exterior materials of a manufactured 

home must be compatible with existing 

development in the immediate neighborhood. 

Reflective metal finishes are prohibited. 

5. The roof must be of concrete or asphalt tile, 

shakes or shingles, or nonreflective standing 

seam metal complying with the most recent 

editions of the California Building Code fire 

rating approved in the City. 

6. The roof must have a minimum 2:12 pitch and 

eaves or overhangs of at least one foot. 

7. Required covered parking must be compatible 

with the manufactured home design and with 

other buildings in the area. 

All manufactured home parks must have a minimum 

lot area of four acres and may be allowed only 

through approval of a Planned Development district. 

See Section V.1.10, Planned Development, for 

standards for approval. The Planned Development 

process is not intended to constrain the placement 

of mobile home parks, but to provide greater 

flexibility in the development design than is 

otherwise possible using zoning regulations.   

5.1.8 Accessory Dwelling Units 

To encourage establishment of accessory dwelling 

units on existing developed lots, State law requires 

cities and counties to either adopt an ordinance 

based on standards set out in the law authorizing 

creation of accessory dwelling units in zones that 

allow single-family or multifamily uses, or where no 

ordinance has been adopted, to allow accessory 

dwelling units if they meet standards set out in the 

State law. The State requires ministerial 

consideration of accessory dwelling unit 

applications. Local governments are precluded from 

prohibiting accessory dwelling units in zones that 

allow single-family or multifamily uses and may elect 

to go beyond the statutory minimum to further the 

creation of accessory dwelling units. 

Accessory dwelling units can be an important source 

of affordable housing since they are typically smaller 

in scale than primary units and they do not have 

direct land costs. Accessory dwelling units can also 

provide supplemental income to the homeowner, 
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thus allowing the elderly to remain in their homes or 

moderate-income families to afford houses. 

The City adopted Benicia Municipal Code, Section 

17.70.060 (Accessory dwelling units), which permits 

accessory dwellings through an administrative 

process. According to the Zoning Ordinance, at least 

one accessory dwelling unit per parcel is permitted 

by right in any district where single-family or 

multifamily dwellings are a permitted use and on any 

lot with an existing or proposed single-family or 

multifamily dwelling, subject to specific design and 

development standards. Multiple accessory dwelling 

units are permitted on the same lot under any of the 

following circumstances: 

• A detached accessory dwelling unit 

combined with a junior accessory dwelling 

unit (attached to either the other accessory 

unit or the primary residence) for a lot with 

a proposed or existing single-family 

dwelling. 

• Multiple accessory dwelling units within the 

portions of existing multifamily dwelling 

structures that are not used as livable space. 

• Two accessory dwelling units that are on a 

lot that has an existing multifamily dwelling 

but are detached from that multifamily 

dwelling. 

The City ministerially approves accessory dwelling 

units with a building permit in a residential or 

mixed-use district that comply with Government 

Code Section 65852.2(e). For accessory dwelling 

units proposed that do not comply with the 

subsection (e) of State law, Table 5.6 sets out the 

design and development standards for those types of 

accessory dwelling units in the City of Benicia.  

Accessory dwelling units proposed within the 

Downtown Mixed-Use Master Plan Area comply with 

the same standards laid out in Section 17.70.060 of 

the Benicia Municipal Code.  These standards conflict 

with recent updates to State law governing accessory 

dwelling units.  The City incentivizes ADUs by not 

requiring off street parking for any type of ADU, 

streamlining ADU review to only a building permit, 

and not charging any additional fees for ADUs beyond 

standard building permit fees. Program 1.12 is 

intended to update the City’s accessory dwelling unit 

regulations to comply with State law.    

5.1.9 Special-Needs Housing  

In addition to conventional housing, jurisdictions 

must also provide housing for special-needs 

populations. These facilities include residential care 

facilities, transitional and supportive housing, 

emergency shelters, group care facilities, and 

agricultural employee housing. Specific Zoning 

Ordinance provisions for these uses are detailed in 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2, and a discussion of each housing 

type follows in this section. 

a) Employee Housing 

State law asserts that employee housing for six 

persons or less shall be allowed in the same way 

residential structures are allowed in zones allowing 

residential uses and that employee housing for up to 

12 units or 36 beds shall be deemed an agricultural 

use and must be subject to the same regulations as 

any other agricultural use in the same zone. “No 

conditional Use Permit, zoning variance, or other 

zoning clearance shall be required of this employee 

housing that is not required of any other agricultural 

activity in the same zone” (Employee Housing Act, 

California Health and Safety Code Sections 17021. 5 

and 17021.6). 

The Zoning Ordinance neither defines nor addresses 

“employee housing” as a residential use in Benicia. 

While the City does not define or allow the employee 

housing use in agricultural zones, there is no 

agricultural land use designation in Benicia. 

Therefore, California Health and Safety Code Section 

17021.8 do not apply within the city. Because 

grazing is a use on one parcel in the Open Space 

zoning district in Benicia, the requirements of 

California Health and Safety Code Section 17021.6 

apply there.  Program 3.05 proposes to amend the 

code to address this part of state law. Employee 

housing (housing for six or fewer persons as specified 

in Health and Safety Code Section 17021.5) is not 

defined, not considered a single-unit residential use, 

and not permitted by right in the districts that 

permit single-unit residential uses. Program 3.05 is 

proposed to allow housing in full compliance with 

the Employee Housing Act. 
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Table 5.6 Accessory Dwelling Unit Standards 

Standard 

Type of Accessory Dwelling Unit 

Attached 

Detached Internal Junior 

Studio/1 BR 2+ BR 

Permit Permitted by right in zones that allow single-family or multifamily uses 

Maximum unit 

size 

50% of the existing 
primary dwelling or  

850 sq. ft. 1 

51% of the existing 
primary dwelling or 

1,000 sq. ft. 1 
1,200 sq. ft. 

50 percent of 
the existing 

primary dwelling 
500 sq. ft. 

Maximum height Same as primary dwelling 16 ft. N/A 

Rental of unit May be rented, although not required. Rental periods must exceed 30 days. 

Setbacks 

Front: Same as primary dwelling 
Side: 4 ft. 
Rear: 4 ft. 

None Required 

A 5 ft. distance from any existing dwelling shall be maintained. 

Parking 

No additional off-street parking stalls shall be required for an accessory dwelling unit. 

When a garage, carport, or covered parking structure is demolished in conjunction with the construction of an 
accessory dwelling unit or converted to an accessory dwelling unit, replacement parking stalls are not required 

for the demolished parking structure. 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance (last updated 2020) 

b) Residential Care Facilities 

According to the Community Care Facilities Act in 

the California Health and Safety Code, residential 

care facilities serving six or fewer persons (including 

foster care) must be permitted by right similar to 

other residential uses. Such facilities cannot be 

subject to more stringent development standards, 

fees, or other standards than other residential uses 

in the same district. Residential care facilities 

serving seven or more individuals can be permitted 

subject to a conditional use permit. 

The RS, RM, RH, CW, MU-I, and MU-L zones allow 

residential care facilities, serving six or fewer 

residents, by right. Residential care facilities serving 

seven or more residents are conditionally permitted 

in the RM, RH, CC, and CO zones. In Program 3.07, to 

address new State fair housing requirements, the 

City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow 

residential care facilities serving six or fewer people 

by right in the CC, CO, and OS zones and to allow 

residential care facilities serving seven or more 

residents by right in the RS, CW, MU-I, MU-L, and OS 

zones. 

c) Single-Room Occupancy Facilities 

A Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) facility is a 

residential facility containing individual secured 

rooms that may have individual or shared kitchen 

and/or bathroom facilities. It may also include 

efficiency dwelling units that meet California 

Building Code requirements. SROs can provide low-

cost housing for those in the extremely low- and very 

low-income categories and can also play a role in the 

transitioning process from homelessness to more 

permanent housing. In Benicia, SROs are neither 

defined nor regulated in the Zoning Ordinance, but 

the City regulates them under the Group Residential 

use. Group Residential uses are allowed by right in 

the MU-L zone. It is allowed with limits in the MU-L 

zone, and it requires a Use Permit in the RM and RH 

zones. Program 3.08 will revise the Group 

Residential definition to clarify that SROs are 

included under that use.  

d) Emergency Shelters, Transitional, and 

Supportive Housing 

In compliance with Chapter 633 of Statutes 2007 (SB 

2), jurisdictions are required to permit emergency 



144 

shelters in at least one zone or on one site without a 

discretionary permit, and transitional and supportive 

housing are to be considered residential uses subject 

only to those restrictions that apply to other 

residential dwellings of the same type in the same 

zone. Assembly Bill (AB) 2339, passed in 2022 and in 

effect as of January 1, 2023, expands the 

requirements for allowing emergency shelters under 

State law to ensure sufficient space on sufficient 

sites in suitable locations are identified in each 

jurisdiction. The Benicia Municipal Code allows 

emergency shelters by right in the RM, CO, CG, MU-

L, and MU-I zones. There are vacant parcels 

available in RM, CO, MU-L and MU-I. All of these 

zones allow residential uses in addition to emergency 

shelters as detailed in Table 5.1.  There are an 

estimated 16 acres of vacant land on at least 16 

parcels within Benicia city limits zoned RM, CO, MU-L 

or MU-I (as of 2023). These sites have convenient 

access to social services and public transportation. 

This vacant land is made up of a variety of parcel 

sizes.  

The city has an estimated 100 persons without 

nighttime shelter based on local estimates. There is 

no maximum number of beds for shelters in Benicia. 

Government Code Section 65583(a)(4)(I) requires a 

minimum of 200 square feet per person to meet the 

unsheltered need. To address the unsheltered needs 

of 100 people, this would be a minimum of 20,000 

square feet or 0.5 acres. The 16 vacant parcels in 

the RM, CO, MU-L and MU-I districts range in size 

from 0.12 to 3.65 acres. Therefore, there are 

sufficient sites in the city to address the potential 

need for emergency shelters to accommodate 100 

unsheltered persons experiencing homelessness. 

Standards for emergency shelters from Section 

17.70.390 are below: 

• Emergency shelters shall be located at least 

300 feet apart as measured from closest 

property lines. 

• Site landscaping, exterior lighting, and 

parking facilities shall comply with the 

provisions of Benicia Municipal Code 

Chapters 17.70, General Regulations, and 

17.74, Off-Street Parking and Loading 

Regulations. The parking regulations require 

one parking space per five beds. 

• Outdoor recreational facilities shall be 

enclosed by a fence or a natural barrier 

(e.g., hedge). If smoking is allowed on site, 

there shall be a designated outside smoking 

area and the facility shall conform to the 

provisions of Benicia Municipal Code Chapter 

9.06, Smoke-Free Public Places and Multi-

Unit Housing. Outdoor telephone facilities 

are not permitted. 

• The length of stay per individual shall not 

exceed six months. 

• The maximum permitted capacity of an 

emergency shelter shall be equivalent to the 

homeless census identified in the most 

recently adopted Housing Element, less any 

emergency shelter capacity currently 

provided within the city. However, the 

community development director may 

increase the permitted capacity to serve 

homeless individuals based on updated data 

that is compiled or verified by a qualified 

individual or community organization, if the 

data demonstrates an increase in the city’s 

homeless population. Any proposed shelter 

that exceeds the permitted capacity shall 

require a Use Permit, in accordance with 

Section 17.70.390(C) of the Benicia 

Municipal Code. 

• Client waiting and intake areas shall be 

screened or enclosed and clients shall not be 

allowed to form a queue outside the facility. 

Hours of client intake shall be posted. 

• The following facilities shall be provided for 

the exclusive use of residents and staff: 

shower and restroom facilities, food 

preparation and/or dining, laundry, and 

secure storage for personal belongings. The 

facility may also provide recreation, 

computer, counseling, child day care or 

other support facilities as appropriate based 

on the demonstrated need of the client 

population. 

• The applicant shall provide a management 

plan that includes the following components: 

homeless outreach plan, client intake and 

check-out procedures, description of 

supportive services that will be provided, 

identification of management personnel, and 
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designation of a 24-hour contact person. 

Facility management and security must be 

provided on site during hours of operation. 

Contact information for manager and/or a 

designated contact person authorized to act 

on behalf of the manager shall be posted 

both inside and outside the facility for 

emergency purposes, description of 

neighborhood outreach and communication 

strategies, staff training program, clear 

operational standards and rules (e.g., 

standards governing expulsions, designated 

meal times, and lights-out) necessary to 

ensure compatibility with surrounding uses, 

including those applicable to use or 

possession of controlled substances, the use 

or possession of alcohol, and loitering, site 

upkeep and maintenance, including 

provisions to ensure that the site is 

maintained free of litter and debris, and a 

statement that the provider will not require 

participation by clients in any religious or 

philosophical ritual, service meeting, or rite 

as a condition of eligibility. 

In addition, Section 17.08.020 of the Benicia 

Municipal Code states that in the administration of 

its zoning and land use policies regarding homeless 

shelters, transitional housing, supportive housing, or 

other housing designed to assist homeless persons or 

persons with special needs, the City shall comply 

with all applicable state and federal fair housing 

laws. The City’s transitional housing and supportive 

housing provisions are consistent with State law, and 

the City will continue to update them as needed to 

remain compliant with State law as it evolves. 

However, the City’s regulations for emergency 

shelters are not compliant with State law because 

the City imposes the following development 

standards beyond the objective standards allowed by 

State law: 

• Once the city’s local need for emergency 

shelter is provided through capacity in 

existing local facilities and/or multi-

jurisdictional agreements in accordance with 

Government Code Section 65583, any 

additional beds or emergency shelter will be 

permitted only on approval of a use permit. 

The local need for emergency shelter shall 

be determined based upon the most recently 

adopted Housing Element or in accordance 

with Government Code Section 65583. 

• Once the city’s local need for emergency 

shelter is provided through capacity in 

existing local facilities and/or multi-

jurisdictional agreements in accordance with 

Government Code Section 65583, the design 

review exemption provided in BMC 

17.108.020(B) is no longer applicable. 

• Site landscaping, exterior lighting and 

parking facilities shall comply with the 

provisions of Chapters 17.70 and 17.74 BMC. 

• Outdoor Facilities. Outdoor recreational 

facilities shall be enclosed by a fence or a 

natural barrier (e.g., hedge). If smoking is 

allowed on site, there shall be a designated 

outside smoking area and the facility shall 

conform to the provisions of Chapter 9.06 

BMC. Outdoor telephone facilities are not 

permitted. 

• The maximum permitted capacity of an 

emergency shelter shall be equivalent to the 

homeless census identified in the most 

recent adopted Housing Element, less any 

emergency shelter capacity currently 

provided within the city. Any proposed 

shelter that exceeds the permitted capacity 

shall require a use permit. 

• The following facilities shall be provided for 

the exclusive use of residents and staff: 

o Shower and restroom facilities. 

o Food preparation and/or dining. 

o Laundry. 

• The applicant shall provide a management 

plan that includes the following components: 

o Homeless outreach plan. 

o Client intake and check-out procedures. 

o Description of supportive services that 

will be provided. 

o Identification of management personnel 

and designation of a 24-hour contact 

person. Facility management and 

security must be provided on site during 

hours of operation. Contact information 

for manager and/or a designated contact 
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person authorized to act on behalf of 

the manager shall be posted both inside 

and outside the facility for 

emergency purposes. 

o Description of neighborhood outreach 

and communication strategies. 

o Staff training program. 

o Clear operational standards and rules 

(e.g., standards governing expulsions, 

designated meal times, and lights-out) 

necessary to ensure compatibility with 

surrounding uses, including those 

applicable to use or possession of 

controlled substances, the use or 

possession of alcohol, and loitering. 

o Site upkeep and maintenance, including 

provisions to ensure that the site is 

maintained free of litter and debris. 

o A statement that the provider will not 

require participation by clients in any 

religious or philosophical ritual, service 

meeting or rite as a condition of 

eligibility. (Ord. 14-11 § 9). 

As part of Program 3.01, the City will update the 

development standards for emergency shelters into 

compliance with State law. 

In 2019, the California Legislature adopted AB 101, 

which requires all local governments, including the 

City of Benicia, to permit Low-Barrier Navigation 

Centers for people needing housing as a by-right use 

in areas that the local government has zoned for 

mixed uses as well as nonresidential zones that 

permit multifamily land uses. These centers must 

provide access to permanent housing options as well 

as case manager support to connect clients with 

public benefits (e.g., income, healthcare, shelter, 

and housing assistance). Local governments may not 

subject proposed centers within their planning area 

authority to conditional use permits or discretionary 

review.  Program 3.01 is proposed to comply with AB 

101. 

5.1.10 General Plan 

The City of Benicia General Plan was adopted in 

1999. The Community Development and 

Sustainability Chapter of the 1999 General Plan 

designates the following land use categories: 

residential, commercial, mixed-use, industrial, 

parks/open space, and public/quasi-public. The 

General Plan designates land for residential use in 

three residential categories, two mixed-use 

categories, and five commercial categories. Since 

1999, the City has amended the General Plan to 

include the Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan (2007) 

and the Eastern Gateway Study Area (2022). 

Table 5.7 lists the 1999 General Plan Land Use 

Designations that allow residential uses. The 

residential densities described in the table are in 

dwelling units per net acre. A net acre is the actual 

area of a given property, exclusive of street rights-

of-way. 

a) Urban Growth Boundary 

Adopted in 1999, Benicia’s General Plan set forth the 

overarching goal of sustainable development, 

implemented in part with an urban growth boundary 

(UGB). The purpose of this boundary was to direct 

growth into areas south of Lake Herman Road and 

within city limits where services and infrastructure 

could be provided cost effectively. Conversely, the 

UGB was also set into place to prevent outward 

urban sprawl and the invasion of agricultural and 

ecologically sensitive land in an effort to protect the 

rural quality of lands north of Lake Herman Road. 

The boundary is largely coterminous with Benicia’s 

City Limit Line; lands to the north are under the 

jurisdiction of Solano County. 

In 2003, the purpose and intent of the UGB was 

strengthened with an affirmative citizen vote on 

Measure K, clarifying that no urban development 

requiring municipal services was allowed beyond the 

UGB, and that no development of any kind in that 

area could be served with City water or sewer; 

policies also strengthened the City’s resolve to 

promote compact urban development. Measure K 

resulted in an amendment to the General Plan 

consisting of four new policies (General Plan, 

Chapter 2, Policies 2.1.5 through 2.1.8), some of 

which outline exceptions from the requirement to 

comply with housing needs. Measure K was up for 

renewal in 2022 and residents voted to renew it 

through 2043. 

Growth management tools, such as Benicia’s UGB, 

aspire to ensure that new development is well-

planned, provides necessary infrastructure, and 
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directs housing in close proximity to basic everyday 

needs, such as schools, jobs, transit, and services. 

Benicia is also landlocked on its southerly and 

easterly border by waters of the Carquinez Strait and 

Suisun Bay, respectively. Areas north of the 

boundary are designated Agriculture with a Resource 

Protection Overlay by Solano County. Most of this 

land is used for grazing and Solano County zoning 

regulations require a minimum parcel size of 20 

acres. 

 

Table 5.7 Existing General Plan Land Use Designations and Corresponding Zoning Districts 

Land Use Designation 
Corresponding  
Zoning District 

Density Range 
(units/net acre)/ Floor 

to Area Ratio (FAR) 

Percentage of Land 
Area in City 

Residential 

Low-Density RS 0.1-7 69.4% (1,477.8 acres) 

Medium-Density RM 8-14 10.6% (224.8 acres) 

High-Density RH 15-21 6.5% (137.8 acres) 

Mixed-Use 

Downtown TC-O, NG-O 2.0 1.5% (31.5 acres) 

Lower Arsenal PD, IG 2.0 2.0% (42.5 acres) 

Mixed-Use Infill MU-I 2.0 0.5% (10.8 acres) 

Mixed-Use Limited MU-L 
1.5 (or 1.0 for buildings less 

than four stories tall) 
0.1% (2.5 acres) 

Commercial 

Community CC 1.2 0.2% (3.8 acres) 

Waterfront CW 0.8 – 1.2 1.1% (24.3 acres) 

Business and Professional Office CO 0.8 – 1.2 0.2% (4.2 acres) 

General CG 1.2 6.5% (137.8 acres) 

Downtown TC, NG 2.0 - 2.4 1.5% (33.0 acres) 

Source: City of Benicia General Plan Land Use Element, 2007; Solano County Assessor, 2021. 

 

Measure K’s Policy 2.1.8 allows an amendment to the 

UGB under three exceptions: 

Exception I - Takings. The City Council may amend 

the UGB if it finds, by at least a four-fifths vote and 

based on substantial evidence in the record, that: 

1. The application of the UGB policies would 

constitute an unconstitutional taking of a 

landowner’s property. 

2. The amendment and associated land use 

designation will allow additional land uses 

only as necessary to avoid unconstitutional 

taking of the landowner’s property. 

Exception II - Housing Supply. The City may grant 

an exception from the requirements of the Initiative 

where it determines that doing so is necessary to 

comply with State law governing the provision of 

housing. The City may do so only if it first makes 

each of the following findings based on substantial 

evidence in the record: 

1. A specific provision of State law requires the 

City to accommodate the proposed housing. 

2. No feasible alternative exists that would 

allow for the required units to be built 

without siting some or all of them outside the 

UGB. 
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Exception III - Reorganization. The General Plan 

may be reorganized, readopted in different text 

and/or format, and individual provisions may be 

renumbered or reordered, in the course of ongoing 

updates of the General Plan in accordance with the 

requirements of State law, but Land Use Element 

policies relating to the UGB shall continue to be 

included in the General Plan until December 31, 

2023, unless earlier repealed or amended pursuant 

to the procedures set forth above or by the voters of 

the city. 

Benicia’s UGB was not designed to be 

uncompromising by inadvertently preventing the City 

from meeting its housing needs. To facilitate growth 

towards existing urban development and 

infrastructure, this Housing Element includes 

programs that promote infill; these include Program 

1.11 that requires the City to comply with State 

Density Bonus Law and Program 1.12 requiring the 

City to reduce fees and modify standards for 

accessory dwelling units to facilitate and encourage 

increased development. Amending the UGB has not 

been necessary because such policies help projects 

achieve greater efficiency of land use through higher 

densities. 

The UGB has a net effect of reducing development 

potential on open space lands beyond the UGB while 

directing growth to lands within the boundary. At the 

same time, this re-direction has a positive 

environmental impact, in that open space lands 

outside the UGB are protected. Moreover, it 

facilitates compact, efficient use of land, consistent 

with the overarching theme of the General Plan: 

sustainability. Although this could limit the amount 

of land that is available to develop for residential 

use, the environmental and qualitative benefits to 

the community surpass any potential development 

constraints. Hillside topography can increase 

development costs. It is physically not suitable for 

higher-density development, which is demonstrated 

in the existing low-density character of development 

in similarly steep areas near Lake Herman (i.e., the 

Southampton neighborhood). Yet, as described in 

Chapter V, the yield analysis shows that even with 

Benicia’s UGB in place, the City can still 

accommodate its regional housing needs allocation 

(RHNA) for the 2015 to 2023 cycle. 

Establishing a system that encourages development 

where infrastructure currently exists (through infill 

development or adaptive reuse) results in reduced 

cost associated with residential development. The 

implementation of the UGB does not constrain 

residential development, but rather it directs 

residential growth to already urbanized areas. This 

growth management tool helps to promote more 

compact, contiguous urban development that is 

consistent with California’s Global Warming Solutions 

Act and SB 375 in efforts to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions through efficient land use planning. 

5.1.11 Master Plans  

A master plan is an additional tool to facilitate 

housing development. A master plan can implement 

the general plan by creating a bridge between 

general plan policies and individual development 

proposals. Ideally, a master plan directs all facets of 

future development, including the distribution of 

land use and location of infrastructure. 

The City has one master plan, the Downtown Mixed 

Use Master Plan (DMUMP), that guides development 

in a smaller, localized area of the city spanning 

roughly from West Second Street to the west, C 

Street to the south, East Second Street to the east, 

and K Street to the north. This land is within the 

Downtown Historic District, which contains historic 

landmarks and structures and preserves historic 

resources. The DMUMP implements the General Plan 

vision for mixed-use development in the downtown 

area through a form-based code. As displayed in 

Table 5.15, the DMUMP relaxes parking requirements 

in Downtown Benicia to reduce barriers to housing 

development.  

5.1.12 Inclusionary Housing 

In 2000, the City adopted an Inclusionary Housing 

Ordinance (Benicia Municipal Code Section 

17.70.320). Its implementation did not result in the 

construction of housing units during the previous 

planning period. The regulations in this section are 

intended to lead to the development of housing for 

very low- and low-income households. 

a) On-Site Construction of Inclusionary Units 

Any residential development of 10 for-sale units or 

more is required to build 10 percent of the units as 

affordable to very low- and low-income households 
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or, if allowed, choose an in- lieu alternative in 

agreement with the City (described in the following 

section). Construction of the inclusionary units as 

part of the project is preferred. The inclusionary 

units may be for-sale, owner-occupied units or rental 

units. The developer must receive City Council 

approval to construct rental inclusionary units in a 

homeownership development. Restrictions must be 

put in place to maintain the inclusionary units’ 

affordability for at least 30 years. Inclusionary units 

must be constructed at the same time or earlier than 

the market-rate units (unless alternate phasing is 

approved by the City Council) and inclusionary units 

must be physically distributed throughout the 

project site, rather than concentrated in one area. 

Additionally, the design of and number of bedrooms 

in the inclusionary units must be comparable to that 

of the market-rate units, as detailed in Section 

17.70.320.D.3 of the Benicia Municipal Code. 

A written agreement between the City and the 

developer is required to ensure compliance with 

Benicia Municipal Code, Section 17.70.320. The 

agreement must include details about the timing of 

construction of the inclusionary units or the in-lieu 

alternative (dedication of developable land or 

another in-lieu proposal acceptable to the City 

Council), the number of inclusionary units at 

appropriate price or rent levels, the term of 

affordability, provision for the City’s income 

certification and screening of potential 

purchasers/renters, a resale control agreement, 

and/or affordable rental restriction agreement (as 

applicable), as well as any other reasonable 

information required by the City for the purposes of 

ensuring compliance with the ordinance. Allowances 

and incentives are available for projects with 

inclusionary units, including density bonus, fee 

waiver or reduction, modification of development 

standards, reduction of amenities or square footage, 

and technical assistance from the City on applying 

for financial subsidy programs. 

b) In-Lieu Alternative Options 

Developers may apply to choose an in-lieu 

alternative of equivalent value to constructing all or 

part of the required inclusionary units on-site. 

Developers of projects with inclusionary units have 

the option with City Council approval: 

• To transfer credit for inclusionary units 

constructed at one location to another 

location in the city; 

• To apply credits for inclusionary units 

constructed by the developer that exceed 

the number of units that the developer is 

required to construct as per the inclusionary 

ordinance (known as “extra unit credits”) 

and to transfer these credits to another 

development in the city constructed by the 

same developer or their affiliate; 

• To transfer these extra unit credits to third-

party developers to be applied to their 

development; 

• To build inclusionary accessory dwelling 

units in single- family detached unit 

developments; or 

• To donate a suitable amount of land. 

c) Approval Process for In-Lieu Alternative 

Options 

In-lieu alternatives to on-site construction of 

inclusionary units require discretionary approval by 

the City Council as part of the entitlement process. 

While no inclusionary housing was processed by the 

City during the past planning period, over the past 

decade, this process has not been found to increase 

application processing times to more than 

timeframes typical for new residential developments 

in Benicia. The developer is required to submit 

information with their application supporting their 

selected in-lieu alternative option, including 

identifying all overriding conditions that prevent the 

construction of inclusionary units, sufficient 

independent data (including financial information) 

that supports the developer’s claim that it is not 

feasible to construct the required inclusionary units, 

and a detailed analysis of why various concessions 

and incentives identified in Benicia Municipal Code, 

Section 17.70.320, cannot mitigate the developer’s 

identified conditions preventing them from 

constructing the inclusionary units.  

Due to the required discretionary approval for an in-

lieu alternative, the applicant is provided a lower 

level of certainty regarding timing of application 

processing and whether their project will be 

approved as proposed. To address potential 
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constraints associated with uncertainty, City staff 

are available to review applications during the 

design phase and assist developers in exploring 

options and alternatives to arrive at a project that is 

agreeable to the developer and the City. The 

Planning Division staff encourages applicants who 

wish to explore an in-lieu alternative to meet with 

staff early in the design process to minimize the 

amount of time spent in determining a feasible 

alternative. 

Since the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance was 

adopted, one project has applied for an in-lieu 

alternative to on-site construction. The Olson 

Company, developer of the mixed-use Harbor Walk 

project on First Street, was required to provide four 

very low- and low-income inclusionary units as part 

of the development. The developer found it 

challenging to construct the inclusionary units on the 

First Street site. Pacific Bay Homes, the developer of 

the Bay Ridge apartment project on the north side of 

Highway 780, constructed eight excess inclusionary 

units and had “extra unit credits” available. The 

Olson Company was able to purchase four of the 

extra unit credits from Pacific Bay Homes to satisfy 

their inclusionary housing requirements off-site. The 

agreement finalized between the Olson Company and 

the City was satisfactory to both parties and 

provided additional affordable housing units in 

Benicia.  

d) Evaluation 

Establishment of these regulations has increased the 

City’s ability to encourage construction of affordable 

housing in Benicia including in projects not subject 

to the ordinance. Increased flexibility during the 

review process and with City application and 

development fees is intended to offset increased 

cost and time required to meet the requirements of 

this inclusionary section of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Policy 2.02 is proposed to create additional certainty 

for developers wishing to exercise the option to 

choose an in-lieu alternative to construction of on-

site inclusionary units. Program 2.01 is proposed to 

update these regulations to provide more affordable 

housing through inclusionary requirements while 

minimizing negative impacts to housing developers. 

As of June 2022, the City of Benicia is reviewing the 

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. The City Council is 

considering an adjustment to the affordability 

requirements and in-lieu options to encourage 

development of more affordable units in the future. 

This proposal is in its infancy, and more extensive 

research will be conducted to ensure that changes to 

the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance would not 

increase barriers to housing development.  

5.1.13 Density Bonus 

The City’s Affordable Housing Density Bonus 

requirements (Benicia Municipal Code, Section 

17.70.270) implement the State’s Density Bonus Law 

by reference (Government Code Section 65915 et 

seq.) and support inclusionary housing. The purpose 

of the affordable housing density bonus is to expand 

housing opportunities for very low-, low-, and 

moderate-income persons, seniors, students, 

transitional foster youth, disabled veterans, and 

homeless persons throughout the city. 

Residential projects of five or more units may qualify 

for a density bonus over the maximum allowable 

base density of the district. A density bonus of a 

certain percentage is granted to projects that have a 

certain percentage of the total units set aside for 

households at certain income levels or projects that 

serve certain groups, as mentioned previously. 

Generally, the greater percentage of units at lower-

income levels, the greater the density bonus that 

can be requested. The maximum density bonus that 

can be granted for a project containing affordable 

units is 50 percent. Projects that include 100 percent 

affordable units can request a density bonus of up to 

80 percent. This type of project can include up to 20 

percent of units for moderate income (including the 

bonus units). Table 5.7 summarizes the application 

of the City’s density bonus program. 

Developer concessions or incentives are granted for a 

residential project that meets the criteria for a 

density bonus project. The City will grant all 

concessions consistent with state law. Incentives 

granted by the City have included, but are not 

limited to, flexibility in development, architectural 

or zoning standards, approval of mixed-use zoning in 

conjunction with the housing project, or other 

regulatory incentives or concessions proposed by the 

City or developer. The City allows for up to four 
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concessions or incentives on an individual project, 

based on Planning Commission approval. 

State law also limits parking requirements that may 

be imposed by the Zoning Ordinance’s parking 

standards. The City has not updated its Density 

Bonus ordinance since 2016. Per Program 1.11, the 

City will review the current ordinance and determine 

whether updates are needed to comply with current 

state Density Bonus Law. 

5.1.14 Community Benefit Program in Mixed Use 

Districts 

As part of the City’s adoption of the Mixed Use-Infill 

and Mixed Use-Limited zones in 2022, the City also 

approved a Community Benefits Program, listed in 

Chapter 17.70 of the Benicia Municipal Code. The 

Community Benefits Program allows streamlined 

review and increased height and density regulations 

Table 5.7 Application of Density Bonus Program 

Very Low-Income Units Low-Income Units Moderate-Income Units 

% Very Low-
Income Unit 

Permitted % 
Density Bonus 

% Low-Income 
Units1 

Permitted % 
Density Bonus2 

% Moderate- 
Income Condo/ 

PUD Units1 

Permitted % 
Density Bonus3 

5 20 10 20 10 5 

6 22.5 11 21.5 14 9 

7 25 12 23 18 13 

8 27.5 14 26 22 17 

9 30 16 29 26 21 

10 32.5 18 32 30 25 

11 35 20 35 34 29 

12 38.75 21 38.75 38 33 

13 42.5 22 42.5 40 35 

14 46.25 23 46.25 42 42.5 

15 50 24 50 44 50 

50% Max Density Bonus, except under the 100% affordable development scenario noted below.4 

Note: 

1 Not all options for number of units are displayed. All density bonus calculations resulting in fractions are rounded up to the next whole 

number, in compliance with California Government Code Section 65915(c). California Government Code Section 65915 through 65918, 

referenced in Section 17.70.270 of the Benicia Municipal Code, has the complete application. 

2 A 2.5% density bonus granted. 

3 A 1.0% density bonus granted. 

4 Developments that are 100% affordable to lower-income households, with the exception of up to 20% of units restricted to moderate-

income households, are granted an 80% density bonus for all income-restricted units unless the project is located within one-half mile of 

an accessible major transit stop, in which case, there is no cap on the density bonus.  

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance, 2021 

within the MU-I zone, in exchange for the provision 

of a defined benefit or benefits, such as affordable 

housing, artist housing, infrastructure improvements, 

neighborhood-serving commercial uses, public art, 

and/or public open spaces. This program is eligible 

to projects providing at least two-thirds of the floor 

area as residential use. Incentives are provided in 

tiers, with Tiers 1 and 2 available to all qualifying 

projects in the MU-I district, while Tier 3 would only 

be available for MU-I parcels abutting the Interstate 

(I-) 780 right-of-way. Incentives for each tier are as 

follows: 

• Tier 1: Two community benefits required in 

exchange for no minimum site area per unit, 

75 percent allowed lot coverage, and three 

stories/40-foot building height maximums. 

This tier requires Design Review approval 

from the Community Development Director. 
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• Tier 2: Three community benefits required 

in exchange for no minimum site area per 

unit, 80 percent allowed lot coverage, and 

four stories/45-foot building height 

maximums. This tier requires Use Permit 

approval from the Planning Commission. 

• Tier 3: Four community benefits required in 

exchange for no minimum site area per unit, 

85 percent allowed lot coverage, and five 

stories/60-foot building height maximums. 

This tier requires Development Agreement 

approval from the City Council. 

Overall, these community benefits increase 

flexibility in site design and incentivizes the 

provision of amenities that enhance the quality of 

life for residents and the surrounding community. 

The Community Benefits Program is not a constraint 

to housing development and, rather, encourages 

quality housing development for a range of income 

levels in the Mixed Use-Infill District. 

5.1.15 Historic Preservation 

To promote the conservation, preservation, 

protection and enhancement of Benicia’s historical 

and architecturally significant structures, the City 

adopted a Historic Overlay District (H) as part of the 

Benicia Zoning Ordinance in 1987. Accompanying 

Conservation Plans are intended to deter demolition, 

alteration, or neglect of historic resources through 

design review. 

Two Historic Conservation Plans have been prepared 

to implement the Historic Overlay District ordinance: 

the Downtown Historic Conservation Plan (1990, 

amended 1992, 2005, 2008, and 2009) and the 

Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan (1993). These 

Conservation Plans provide design guidelines for new 

development and alterations within Historic 

Districts. Sixteen of the sites in the Housing Element 

sites inventory are in the Downtown Historic District 

and  twelve of the sites are in the Arsenal Historic 

District. There are 122 total sites in the Housing 

Element inventory. 

New construction, including residential projects, 

within the Arsenal requires an administrative design 

review and/or a public hearing by the Historic 

Preservation Review Commission (HPRC). The design 

 
1 Projects that involve exterior alterations to existing structures of 2,500 or more square feet or the construction of 2,500 
or more square feet of new floor area; excluding single-family and duplex residential units, regardless of size. 

guidelines are contained in Chapter 5 of the Arsenal 

Historic Conservation Plan. The plan also contains 

design policies and guidelines for subdistricts (see 

Chapter 6 of the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan). 

There are four subdistricts in the Arsenal: 1) The 

Hills, 2) The Ridge/Officers’ Row, 3) The 

Plateau/Headquarters, and 4) The Flats/Waterfront. 

The Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan also contains 

a listing of historic landmarks, contributing 

buildings, and potentially contributing buildings 

within the Arsenal. The Benicia Arsenal has been 

officially recognized at the federal level since 1975, 

when four distinct historic areas were identified and 

placed on the National Register of Historic Places, 

and at the state level with its designation as State 

Historical Landmark No. 176. The intent of the 

Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan is to reinforce the 

area’s designation and safeguard the historic 

integrity of the district and historic structures. 

Within the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan area 

there are some subareas called special review areas. 

These areas have additional specific design policies 

that apply within them. Excluding ministerial 

applications, any new development in these special 

review areas that qualifies as a “major” project1 

would go before the HPRC regardless of type or size. 

All of the sites in the Housing Element inventory are 

in special review areas.  

In 2021 the City modeled multifamily development in 

the Arsenal on multiple parcels including some that 

now have multi-family housing approved on them. 

The massing study reviewed the objective planning 

standards that were adopted in 2021 in combination 

with existing objective standards of the Arsenal 

Historic Conservation Plan and Zoning Ordinance, 

and demonstrated that feasible housing development 

can occur at or above the base zoning.  

The Arsenal has been envisioned for housing in city 

long-range planning documents as part of a mixed 

use development pattern “Lower Arsenal Mixed Use” 

per General Plan Goal 2.11 for nearly 30 years. 

There are topography differences between housing 

areas and industrial within the Arsenal which 

reinforces the suitability of the residential areas for 

housing. The history of military housing in the 

Arsenal and subsequent development of single-family 

and multifamily housing in and adjacent to the 
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Arsenal also supports it as an area suitable for 

housing today. Pursuant to SB 35 and the Housing 

Accountability Act, the City has recently approved 

two multifamily housing proposals that were 

determined consistent with the objective guidelines 

of the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan. 

Given the quality of Benicia’s historical and 

architecturally significant structures, and the 

contribution of these structures to the image and 

quality of life in Benicia, the historic preservation 

policies and regulations are reasonable and 

appropriate. Regulations are limited to two areas in 

Benicia (the Downtown and Arsenal historic districts, 

each with their own set of design guidelines) and 

must align with the City’s objective planning 

standards including approval requirements related to 

those standards, and as such, these regulations do 

not pose an unreasonable constraint to residential 

development in Benicia.  

5.1.16 Planned Development  

The Planned Development process establishes a 

procedure for development while eliminating or 

reducing the rigidity, delays, and inequities that 

would otherwise result from application of zoning 

standards and procedures designed primarily for 

small parcels. Furthermore, Planned Developments 

allow for orderly review procedures while avoiding 

the monotony in large developments by allowing 

greater freedom in selecting the means to provide 

access, light, open space, and amenities. 

Planned Developments can be residential, 

commercial, industrial, or mixed-use developments, 

such as commercial/residential. The Zoning 

Ordinance limits the ability to increase residential 

unit density. Except where a density bonus is 

granted, the total number of dwelling units in a 

Planned Development Plan cannot exceed the 

number of units permitted by the base zone density. 

There were no Planned Development Plan 

applications submitted during the previous Housing 

Element cycle. In order to create a planned 

development, a parcel must be zoned Planned 

Development. Only one of the parcels in the Housing 

Element sites inventory is zoned Planned 

Development. It is a single-family residential sites 

and there is one above moderate unit assigned to 

that parcel. 

5.1.17 Design Review 

In Benicia, design review is required for all 

multifamily projects greater than 2,500 square feet 

outside the Historic Overlay District except two story 

projects in the MU-I and MU-L zones, and anything 

larger than 50,000 square feet of gross floor area 

proposed in the IL, IG and IW zoning districts. In the 

Historic Overlay District, design review is required 

for all projects that involve demolition, 

construction, or change in exterior. The Historic 

Preservation Review Commission (HPRC) has duties 

that include historic and non-historic project 

applications. The HPRC conducts design review for 

projects in the Historic Overlay District in addition to 

non-historic multifamily projects outside of the 

Historic Overlay District excluding ministerial 

applications and projects using Tier 1 incentives 

under the community benefit program (17.70.440). 

Single-family residences outside of the historic 

districts are exempt from design review, as are 

accessory dwelling units. The Community 

Development Director conducts design review for 

projects greater than 50,000 square feet of gross 

floor area in the IG, IL, IW, and IP districts, for 

projects outside the industrial districts that involve 

construction of less than 2,500 square feet of floor 

area, and for some projects eligible for the 

community benefits program in the MU-I zone. The 

Community Development Director may also authorize 

minor deviations from the Zoning Ordinance, 

including timing of construction for an accessory 

structure, projection of detached garage in the RS 

district, and separation between buildings. 

Design guidelines for the (H) Historic Overlay 

Districts are established by the adopted conservation 

plans for the two historic districts. These guidelines 

focus on compatibility through materials, 

development patterns, and architectural design. All 

development regulations are established by the 

Zoning Ordinance and Downtown Mixed Use Master 

Plan.  

According to Benicia’s Zoning Ordinance, Design 

Review is intended to implement General Plan 

policies. Therefore, the purposes of these 

procedures and requirements, which serve as the 

findings for Design Review, are to: 

A. Ensure location and configuration of 
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structures are visually harmonious with their 

sites and with surrounding sites and 

structures, and do not unnecessarily block 

scenic views from other buildings or public 

parks or dominate their surroundings to an 

extent inappropriate to their use; 

B. Ensure architectural design of structures, 

their materials, and colors are visually 

harmonious with surrounding development, 

the natural landforms, and vegetation; 

C. Provide plans for the landscaping of open 

spaces conform with the requirements of 

this title, and that they provide visually 

pleasing settings for structures on the site 

and on adjoining and nearby sites and blend 

harmoniously with the natural landscape; 

D. Prohibit excessive and unsightly grading of 

hillsides, and preserve natural landforms and 

existing vegetation where feasible; 

E. Provision of adequate, safe, and efficient 

parking and circulation areas, which conform 

to the requirements of this title; 

F. Provide a functional, efficient, and 

attractive site design that is sensitive to 

existing uses in the area and to the 

topography and conditions of the site; and 

G. Ensure that new development is consistent 

with specific design guidelines developed for 

use within the community, where 

applicable, and to any Specific Plan or 

Planned Development plan. 

Projects undergoing design review are evaluated for 

architectural design, building massing, and 

appropriate scale to the surroundings and 

community. Proposed projects are required to 

submit architectural drawings and a fully 

dimensional site plan, including, but not limited to, 

proposed structures, driveways, walkways, walls, 

fences and open spaces, property lines, right-of-way 

lines, etc. A landscaping plan is also required for all 

residential use projects except single-family 

residences, and perspective drawings or scale models 

may also be required at the discretion of the 

Community Development Director. The project must 

be consistent with the General Plan, and in 

compliance with any applicable design guidelines 

and/or adopted design review policies. 

Program 1.06 calls for the City to update its design 

review findings to be objective. That update was 

made in January 2023 and the proposed revised 

findings have been presented to the public and the 

Planning Commission. The proposed updated findings 

are shown below.   

A. Ensure that the location and configuration of 

structures do not block City-designated 

scenic views and vistas; 

B. Ensure that the architectural design of 

structures, their materials and colors include 

commonalities with surrounding 

development and the natural landforms and 

vegetation of the areas in which they are 

proposed to be located; 

C. Ensure that plans for the landscaping of 

open spaces conform with the requirements 

of this title; 

D. Prevent unnecessary grading of hillsides, and 

preserve natural landforms and existing 

vegetation where feasible; 

E. Ensure the provision of adequate, safe and 

efficient parking and circulation areas, 

which conform to the requirements of this 

title; and 

F. Ensure that new development is consistent 

with specific design standards developed for 

use within the community, where 

applicable, and to any adopted conservation 

plan, specific plan or planned development 

plan. 

As part of implementation of Program 1.06 the 

zoning regulations were updated to specify that "A 

mixed use or multifamily housing development 

application that is consistent with the Objective 

Planning and Design Standards, as provided in 

section 17.70.430, shall be deemed consistent with 

the required findings.”  In addition, the program 

calls for updates to the City’s objective standards for 

clarification of scenic views and vistas citywide to 

allow finding #1 above can be determined 

objectively. Program 1.17 is also proposed to 

monitor and adjust (if needed) the citywide 

objective standards to mitigate constraints 

throughout the planning period. Based on an analysis 

of evidence and documentation, nothing else about 

Benicia’s design review process acts as a constraint 
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to the development of affordable housing. Both 

Administrative Design Review and the HPRC review 

are completed within an acceptable timeframe. 

Additionally, design review is often conducted 

concurrently with other processing procedures to 

further streamline the development permit process. 

5.1.18 Development Processing Procedures and 

Fees 

Government policies and ordinances regulating 

development affect the availability and cost of new 

housing. Although land use controls have the 

greatest direct impact, development approval 

procedures and fees can affect housing costs as well. 

a) Permit and Development Fees 

The City collects fees to help cover the costs of 

permit processing, inspections, and environmental 

review. Fees charged for building permits are based 

on the construction values prescribed by the Building 

Valuation Data Table as provided by the 

International Code Council each year. The City also 

collects development impact fees in accordance with 

California Government Code Sections 66000-66025 

for the provision of services such as roads, signals, 

parks, sewer, water, and storm drains. These fees 

are generally assessed on the size and number of 

units in a residential development and collected at 

the beginning of the approval process. The fees 

collected include those for the County as well as the 

City. The fees collected by the City do not exceed 

the City’s costs for providing these services. The City 

maintains the current fee schedule on the City 

website. 

Tables 5.8 shows the current planning permit fees 

for residential development. 
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Table 5.8 Planning Fees 

Fee Category Fee Amount 

Planning Fees 

Planned Development $8,042  

Use Permit - Commission (Residential projects up to 6 units) $5,361  

Use Permit - Commission (Residential projects 7 or more units) $14,515  

Use Permit - Staff $2,144  

Variance (Single-Family Residences) $2,144  

Variance (Commission) $5,361  

Design Review (Commission; Outside Historic District) $2,681 

Design Review (Commission; Historic District) $858 

Accessory Dwelling Unit - Administrative Permit $181  

Building Permit Review $107  

Environmental Review 

Exemption from CEQA (filed) $268  

Initial Study $5,361  

Negative Declaration $5,361  

Mitigated Negative Declaration $10,722  

Environmental Impact Report 15% of total contract cost 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program $2,289  

Subdivision Applications 

Parcel Map - 4 Lots or Fewer $10,573  

Tentative Map - 4 Lots or Fewer $13,960  

Lot Line Adjustment $2,144  

Parcel Merger/Split $4,289  

Impact Fees1 Single- Family Multifamily 

Transportation Fee $5,763/du $3,227/du 

Park Dedication Fee 2 $10,770/du $8,359/du 

Parkland Improvement Fee 3 $8,034/du $6,235/du 

Capital License Tax $1,096/du $549/du 

Wastewater Capacity Fee $14,257/du $13,160/du 

Water Capacity Fee $12,354/du $8,423/du 

School Impact Fee $4.08/sf 

Solano County Public Facilities Fee $7,578/du $5,348/du 

Library Book Fee $348/du $270/du 

Notes: 

1 Each affordable housing unit constructed as part of a multi-family residential development project in Benicia shall pay a reduced fee 

that is equal to the percentage of affordable housing units created by the project, rounded up to the nearest whole percent, and 

capped at 50%. For example, if a 20-unit multifamily housing development includes 9 affordable housing units (45%), then the impact 

fees charged for the affordable housing units in the multifamily development project would be reduced by 45%. 

2 Parkland Dedication Quimby In-Lieu Fee is only charged to parcels created by subdivision when the applicant chooses to pay the fee 

instead of dedicating parkland. However, the City may elect to accept land dedication, require the payment of an in-lieu fee, or a 

combination of both. 

3 As a policy decision, the parkland improvement impact fee is not charged to nonresidential uses and waived for those parcels that are 

subject to the Quimby land dedication or in-lieu fee requirement. 

Source: City of Benicia Master Fee Schedule, 2019; City of Benicia Impact Fees Schedule, 2021. 
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Table 5.9 Typical Fees for a New Unit 

Fee Category 

Fee Amount 

Single-
Family1 

Multi-
Family2 

1st/2nd Plan Check $2,800 $3,750 

Permit Application Fee $80  $80  

Plan Review Fee $917  $1,295  

Building Standards 

Commission 
$18  $27  

Electric / Gas / Mechanical / 

Plumbing / Ventilation 3 
$2,184  $8,382  

Fire Sprinkler $548 $628 

Water Service4 $139 $834 

Planning Review Fee $89  $89  

SMIP Residential Fee 5 $58 $85 

Storm Water and Sewer $170  $520  

Plan Retention $10  $10  

Capital License $1,096  $3,294 

Library $348  $1,620 

Park Dedication $8,034  $37,410 

Sewer Capacity $14,257  $78,960 

Solano County $7,578  $32,088 

Transportation Impact $5,763  $19,362 

Water Capacity $12,354  $50,538 

School Impact $12,240  $19,584 

Total Estimated Fees $68,683 $258,556 

Total Estimated Fees per 

Unit 
$68,683 $43,093 

Note: 

1 Based on one 3,000-square-foot single-family unit with 

three full baths, laundry, a kitchen with gas appliances, a 

hood, and a garage utility sink. 

2 Based on six 800-square-foot multifamily units with 

 one full bath, one and a half bath per unit, laundry, and a 

kitchen with gas appliances and a hood. 

3 Includes electrical issuance fee, plumbing issuance fee, 

mechanical issuance fee, electrical per foot fee, AC unit, 

furnace, ducts, vent fans, appliance vent, temp power, 

service panel, fixtures/vents/traps, gas piping, and gas 

meter. . 

4 Includes water heater and water piping. 

5 Determined by the State as 0.013% of building valuation. 

Building valuation is the cost of development per square 

foot, multiplied by the assumed square footage of a unit. 

Source: City of Benicia Master Fee Schedule, 2019; City of 

Benicia Impact Fees Schedule, 2021. 

As shown in Table 5.8, the fees are either an 

established flat rate or based on unit size or number 

of units. Table 5.9 shows the typical fees for new 

single-family and multifamily development. 

Table 5.10 shows the relationship between estimated 

development impact fees to the overall housing 

development cost. The fees for the development of 

single-family units do not represent a significant 

portion of overall development cost. The fees for the 

development of multifamily units do not represent a 

substantial portion of construction costs, 13 percent 

of which are County fees. This is an indication that 

fees do not pose a constraint on the development of 

single-family or multifamily housing. 

The City has a formal procedure for expedited 

permit review under SB 35 for affordable housing 

projects using a ministerial review process and 

timeline requirements. The first two projects in 

Benicia approved under SB 35 were recently entitled. 

The City met with both applicants before they filed 

their preliminary applications and gave them the list 

of the standards and impact fees and other 

requirements that apply to projects regardless of 

streamlining. 

After the first submittal both projects were deemed 

ineligible because they didn’t comply with objective 

development standards. In addition, one project had 

a parcel that needed to be cleared by DTSC. The City 

complied with timelines under SB 35 during the 

review of the applications. The City provided 

training to the Planning Commission in advance of 

the public oversight meeting on the two projects to 

make them aware of the difference in this process 

from other processes to review residential projects. 

The applicants on both projects were able to re-

submit. The City consulted with both of them before 

the resubmittal. After the resubmittal both projects 

were found to be consistent and were approved. 

While the City does not reduce or waive fees for 

affordable housing projects, the City has reduced 

impact fees for affordable housing units, and it gives 

authority to the Community Development Director to 

reduce fees. Program 1.14 in Chapter II requires that 

the City amend the Benicia Municipal Code to 

include language permitting the City Council to 

consider waiving or reducing application fees for a 

project that provides affordable housing units. 
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Table 5.10 Proportion of Fee in Overall Development 

Cost for a Typical Residential Development 

Development Cost for a Typical Unit 

 Single-
Family 

Multi-
Family2

 

Total estimated fees per 

unit 
$68,683 $43,093 

Typical estimated cost of 

development per unit1 
$792,000 $211,200 

Estimated proportion of fee   

cost to overall development 

cost per unit 

8% 17% 

Note: 

1 Valuation (labor and material cost). 

2 County Impact Fees are approximately 13% of the fee for 

Multifamily Units 

Source: City of Benicia Master Fee Schedule, 2019; City of 

Benicia Impact Fees Schedule, 2021. 

b) Planning Permit Procedures 

The City’s Zoning Ordinance and Downtown Mixed 

Use Master Plan regulate the residential types that 

are permitted, permitted with a Use Permit, 

permitted with a Planned Development, or 

prohibited in each zoning district. With the 

exception of design review requirements, permitted 

uses are allowed without discretionary review upon 

verification that the project complies with all 

applicable development regulations. Use Permits are 

subject to approval by the Planning Commission 

(unless appealed). The findings associated with a Use 

Permit are: 

1. That the proposed location of the use is in 

accord with the objectives of this title and 

the purposes of the district in which the site 

is located; 

2. That the proposed location of the conditional 

use and the proposed conditions under which 

it would be operated or maintained will be 

consistent with the general plan and will not 

be detrimental to the public health, safety, 

or welfare of persons residing or working in or 

adjacent to the neighborhood of such use, nor 

detrimental to properties or improvements in 

the vicinity or to the general welfare of the 

city; 

3. That the proposed conditional use will comply 

with the provisions of this title, including any 

specific condition required for the proposed 

conditional use in the district in which it 

would be located. 

Table 5.11 provides a list of each housing category in 

the city and its associated permitting process. 
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Table 5.11 Housing Types Permitted by Zoning District 

Residential Use Category 
Zoning Ordinance 

Downtown Mixed Use  
Master Plan 

RS RM RH CC CO CG CW TC TC-O NG NG-O 

Single-Family2 P P P P3 P3 — P3 — — P P 

Multifamily2 — P P P3 P3 — P P1 P P6 P6 

Group Residential — U U — — U — 
Use Classification in the  
Zoning Ordinance only 

Residential Care < 6 P P P — — — P P1 MUP — MUP 

Residential Care > 7 — U U U U — — P1 U — U 

Manufactured Home Parks >4 acres PD PD PD PD PD PD PD — — — — 

Accessory Dwelling Units P P P P3 P3 — P3 P1 P P P 

Work/Live — — — P — P P — P — P 

Emergency Shelter — P — — P P — — — — — 

Transitional Housing P P P P3 P3 — P5 P3 P P P 

Supportive Housing P P P P1 P1 — P5 P3 P P P 

Low-Barrier Navigation Center — — — — — — — — — — — 

Single-Room Occupancy — — — — — — — — — — — 

Notes: P= Permitted U= Use Permit MUP= Minor Use Permit (staff level) PD= Planned Development 

1 Allowed only on upper floors or behind ground-floor use 4 Allowed on lots with a single-family residence 

2 This classification includes mobile home and factory-built housing 5 Not permitted on ground level for a single dwelling unit. 

3 Allowed only on upper floors 6 Only duplexes permitted in this zone. 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance, 2021; Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan, 2012. Amended in 2019. 

The development review and permit process provide 

the necessary tools to evaluate and approve new 

development applications that are consistent with 

the goals and policies of the General Plan and 

consistent with the purposes of the Zoning 

Ordinance. Procedures for processing permits differ 

based on the permit type. The following procedures 

are common to the City’s permitting process: 

1. Pre-application meeting with City staff (for 

projects requiring Use Permit, design review, 

or subdivision approval) 

2. Filing of application and fees 

3. Initial application review – completeness 

check (30- day review; Government Code 

65943) 

4. Environmental review (20 days to 1 year) 

5. Staff Report and recommendation 

6. Permit approval or disapproval 

Table 5.12 displays a general overview of typical 

timelines for approvals and permits. These timelines 

are similar to other jurisdictions in the Bay Area. 
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Table 5.12 Timelines for Permit Procedures 

Application Type Estimated Approval Time Period 
Typical Number of 

Hearings 

New Single-family Project, including Accessory 

Dwelling Units (Outside H District) 

Concurrent review with building plan check  
(10 business days) 

No hearings 

New Single-family Project (Inside H District) 
12 weeks (Historic Preservation Review 

Commission) 
1 

New Accessory Dwelling Unit (Inside H District) 
Concurrent review with building plan check  

(10 business days) 
0 

Multifamily Project 
12 weeks (Historic  Preservation Review 

Commission) 
1 

Variances – Single-family Residential 6 - 8 weeks (Zoning Administrator) 1 

Variances – Multi-family Residential 8 - 12 weeks (Planning Commission) 1 

Projects requiring Initial Study or Environmental 

Impact Report 
Additional 12 weeks to 1 year 2 

Rezone1 12 -18 weeks (City Council) 2 

General Plan Amendment 
12-18 weeks Negative Declaration or exempt 

(City Council) 
2 

Lot Line Adjustment 4 - 8 weeks (Staff review) 0 

Parcel Map 6 - 10 weeks (Staff review) 1 

Subdivision Map (Project) 12 weeks (Planning Commission) 2 

Conditional Use Permit 8 - 10 weeks (Planning Commission) 1 

Temporary Use Permit 3 weeks (staff review) 0 

Notes: 

1 Rezonings run concurrently with a General Plan amendment when both are required. 

Source: City of Benicia, 2021 

All new residential projects, except single-family 

homes outside of the (H) Historic Overlay Districts, 

two story projects in the MU-I and MU-L zones, four 

unit or fewer projects in the MU-L zone, and 

accessory dwelling units, are subject to design 

review. These types of residential development are 

ministerial and permitted through the building 

permit process if they are consistent with adopted 

standards. City staff typically receive a building 

permit application within four to eight weeks after 

they issue project approval and entitlement.  

Multi-family projects, which typically take 12 weeks 

for project approval, typically include a pre-

application meeting which provides the project 

applicant with technical assistance at the start of 

project review. The City of Benicia has moved to 

electronic-only permitting which has reduced cost 

for applicants in duplicating and delivering plans, as 

well as in time delays for physical transmittal and 

processing of plan sets.  The following standard 

timelines are established for permits and posted on 

the City of Benicia website, 

www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building.  Multifamily housing 

would likely fall within the “larger plan review” 

category: 

STANDARD BUILDING SAFETY DIVISION TIMELINES 

Submittal                            3-5 Working Days 

Typical Plan Review           Up to 10 Working Days 

Larger Plan Review            10-20 Working Days 

Plan Review Letter(s)         Up to 3 Working Days After 

Plan Review 

Phone Calls/Email              Up to 2 Working Days 

Payment and Issuance       Up to 2 Working Days After 

Approval 

http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building
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In practice, the vast majority of permits are 

processed well before these timelines; 

approximately 85% of permit applications receive 

building review within one week and 61% of  permit 

applications are issued in 10 days or less. 

The City also aims to reduce the number of 

resubmittals required for permit applicants.  In 2022, 

Benicia established a standard coordination meeting 

for any permit applications that receive correction 

comments after the second review.  This process 

ensures a direct dialogue between the permit 

reviewer and applicant and has been observed to 

reduce the total permitting timeline for applicants. 

The City has not reviewed/issued buildings permits 

for multifamily housing development in more than a 

decade (aside from the two projects approved 

through the SB 35 process in 2022); however, it is 

expected that such permits would proceed in a 

manner and timeline consistent with established 

procedures. 

c) Review Authority 

Projects may require review by more than one 

review body. For design review applications, 

either the Community Development Director will 

make a determination without a public hearing or 

staff will provide a recommendation to the HPRC 

which has the authority to take final action. In 

some instances, projects eligible for the 

community benefits program and located in the 

MU-I zone may be acted upon by the Planning 

Commission or City Council. For other 

development projects, such as Use Permits, 

variances, and development plans, the authority is 

divided among the Community Development 

Director, Planning Commission, and City Council. 

Table 5.13 lists the review authority for various 

applications in the City of Benicia. On-and Off-Site 

Improvement Requirements 

 

Table 5.13 Review Authority 

Type of Decision 

Role of Review Authority1
 

Director or Zoning 
Administrator 

Historic Preservation  
Review Commission 

Planning 
Commission 

City 
Council 

Zoning Permit Decision — — Appeal 

Use Permit Recommend — Decision Appeal 

Variance Recommend2 — Decision Appeal 

Design Review subject to HPRC Approval3 Recommend Decision Appeal Appeal 

Minor Design Review in H Overlay District / 

Specified Projects in MU-I Zone 
Decision Appeal Appeal Appeal 

Specified Projects in MU-I Zone Recommend — Decision Appeal 

Development Agreement Recommend — Recommend Decision 

Zoning and Map Amendments Recommend — Recommend Decision 

Notes: 

1 “Recommend” means that the review authority makes a recommendation to a higher decision-making body; “Decision” means that the 

review authority makes the final decision on the matter; “Appeal” means that the review authority may consider and decide upon 

appeals to  the decision of an earlier decision-making body. 

2 Zoning Administrator has full review authority over variances related to single-family residences and makes the decision, not the 

Planning Commission. 

3 Non single-family residential projects in the RM, RH, C, OS, PS, PD greater than 2,500 square feet, and any new development in the H 

overlay districts. 

4 Projects eligible for the Tier II Community Benefits Program 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance (last updated 2021) 
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Generally, the developer passes on-site and off-site 

improvement costs to future occupants through 

housing costs (e.g., rents, sales price).  

Benicia requires the installation of certain on-site 

and off-site improvements to ensure the safety and 

livability of its residential neighborhoods. On-site 

improvements are regulated by the Subdivision 

Ordinance and through standard engineering 

specifications, and applicable provisions of the 

Benicia Municipal Code. On-site improvements 

typically include required off-street parking, curbs, 

and utilities, as well as amenities such as 

landscaping, fencing, streetlights, and park 

facilities. Off-site improvements typically include 

the following (some of which are regulated by other 

agencies): 

• Road improvements, including construction 

of sections of roadway, medians, bridges, 

sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and lighting. 

• Drainage improvements, including 

improvement to sections of channel, 

culverts, swales, and pond areas. 

• Wastewater collection and treatment. 

• Water systems improvements, including 

lines, storage tanks, and treatment plants. 

• Public facilities for fire (Benicia Fire 

Department), school (Benicia Unified School 

District), and recreation (Benicia Parks and 

Community Services). 

The site improvements that are under the 

jurisdiction of the City of Benicia have specific 

requirements, which are discussed below. 

d) Street Improvements 

Street improvement requirements are regulated by 

the Benicia Engineering Design Standards (see Table 

5.14). 

 
2 City of Benicia, 1992, Benicia Engineering Design Standards. 

Table 5.14 Street Improvement Requirements 

Street Types Right-of-Way 

Major Arterial (Truck Route) 100 ft. 

Major Arterial 84 ft. 

Minor Arterial 60 ft.1 

Collector 49 ft.1 

Local 45 ft.1 

Cul-de-Sac 41 ft.1 

Alley 20 ft. 

Note: 

1 Plus a 10 ft. Public Service Easement on each side.  

Source: City of Benicia Engineering Design Standards, 1992. 

Confirmed in 2022. 

General 

Local streets are the primary streets used to support 

localized traffic and movement within residential 

areas. Collector streets are generally two lanes wide 

and serve most residential districts. Collectors 

connect local streets to minor and major arterials. 

Arterial streets link  residential districts with the 

highway system. 

Sidewalks and Curbs 

Sidewalks are to be 4 feet wide in residential areas 

and a handicapped ramp is required at each 

intersection curb return.2 

Landscaping 

Minimum site landscaping and required planting areas 

are established in Section 17.70.190 of the Benicia 

Municipal Code. 

A minimum percentage of site landscaping is 

required in most zones. The required landscaping 

percentages for each zone allowing residential 

development are as follows: 

RS 35 percent CO 20 percent 

RM 30 percent CG 10 percent 

RH 30 percent CW 20 percent 

CC 20 percent IL 10 percent 
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Parking 

The City has provisions to reduce parking where less 

need is demonstrated. The Zoning Ordinance allows 

for collective provision of parking that serves more 

than one use of a site. In addition, in lieu of the 

City’s parking requirements, the Zoning Ordinance 

provides the option for applicants to participate in a 

future or existing parking district, implement 

transportation demand management provisions, or 

use other collective parking mechanisms approved by 

the City. A Use Permit may be granted that waives 

all or some of the provisions of basic requirements 

for off-street parking and loading. The Planning 

Commission may also reduce parking for other uses 

provided that the findings are made that the parking 

demand is less than the required number of spaces 

(Benicia Municipal Code, Chapter 17.74). 

In pursuit to decrease reliance on fossil fuels, the 

City has adopted policies to require the provision of 

electric vehicle (EV) charging stations in new 

development. The City requires that new single-

family homes and townhomes provide space to 

accommodate a dedicated 208/240-volt branch 

circuit to accommodate EV charging stations. For 

multi-family development, the City requires: 

• At least 10 percent of the total required 

parking spaces to be EV charging spaces 

equipped with an EV charger or an electric 

socket to connect to EV charging cables; 

• An additional 20 percent of the required 

parking spaces to be equipped with electric 

vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) capable of 

supporting future EV charging equipment; 

and 

• All required spaces not equipped with EVSE 

to be provided with infrastructure to allow 

for future access to EVSE. 

Table 5.15 provides parking standards by use type. 

5.1.19 Building Codes 

While local regulations and fees increase housing 

costs, some building and housing regulations and fees 

are mandated by State law to protect the health, 

safety, and welfare of the community or to protect 

existing residents from financial or environmental 

impacts. 

Building codes are enforced to ensure long-term 

safety for occupants on a per-complaint basis. 

Benicia enforces the California Building Code, as 

established by State law, which sets standards for 

residential and other structures. The 2019 Building 

Code is the current version of the California Building 

Code that the City has adopted. On November 15, 

2022 the City Council adopted the 2022 California 

Building Code. Local amendments have been made to 

the codes for administrative purposes, none of which 

would significantly increase housing costs, and 

safety. For example, the safety precautions added to 

the City’s Building Code require gas safety shut-off 

valves and increase swimming pool safety measures 

that are not included in the state regulations. While 

these amendments may slightly increase the cost of 

development, they do not have a significant impact 

on development costs and ultimately improve the 

safety and quality of life for residents. Those 

amendments are called out explicitly in Section 

15.04.030 of the Benicia Municipal Code. 

The state’s Uniform Housing Code regulates the 

condition of habitable structures (health and safety 

standards) and provides for the conservation and 

rehabilitation of housing. The City responds to code 

enforcement problems on a complaint basis. The 

usual process is for a building inspector to conduct a 

field investigation after a complaint has been 

submitted. If the complaint is determined to be 

valid, the immediacy and severity of the problem is 

evaluated.  
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Table 5.15 Parking Requirements by Use Type 

Land Use Type:  
Residential Uses 

Vehicle Spaces Required 

Districts in the Benicia Zoning Ordinance 

Single-family 2, including 1 covered space/unit 

Multifamily Residential 

Studios and one-bedroom units     

Two-bedroom units    

Three or more bedrooms 

 

1 spaces per unit 

1.5 spaces per unit 

2 spaces per unit 

Group Residential 1 per 2 beds; plus 1 per 100 sf used for assembly 

Work/Live Unit 1 per unit 

Day Care, General 1 per 7 children; maximum enrollment based on maximum occupancy load 

Residential Care, 7 or more clients 1 per 3 beds; plus additional specified by Use Permit 

Residential Care, 6 or fewer clients 1 per 3 beds 

Senior Citizens’ Housing 0.5 spaces per unit 

Supportive and Transitional Housing 

Single-family residential projects are subject to single-family residential use parking 
requirements. Multifamily residential projects are subject to multifamily residential use 
parking requirements. 

Downtown Districts 

 TC and TC-O NG and NG-O 

Residential Uses 
0.5 space per studio unit  

1 space per unit 

0.5 space per studio unit 

1-2 bedroom unit: 1 space per unit 

3+ bedroom unit: 1 space plus 0.5 
space per bedroom over 2 

Source: City of Benicia Zoning Ordinance (last updated 2021) and City of Benicia Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan, 2007 

 

5.1.20 Governmental Constraints on Housing 

Production for Persons with Disabilities 

As part of the governmental constraints analysis, 

State law calls for the analysis of potential and 

actual constraints on the development, 

maintenance, and improvement of housing for 

persons with disabilities. Table 5.16 reviews not only 

the Zoning Ordinance, but also land use policies, 

permitting practices, and building codes to ensure 

compliance with state and federal fair housing laws. 

Where necessary, the City proposes new policies or 

programs to remove constraints. 

No governmental constraints to development of 

housing for disabled persons were identified within 

the city. The City updated the Zoning Ordinance in 

2014 to adopt a reasonable accommodation 

ordinance addressing rules, policies, practices, and 

procedures that may be necessary to ensure equal 

access to housing for those with disabilities. 

Reasonable accommodations can be requested 

relating to the various land use, zoning, or rules, 

policies, practices, and/or procedures of the city. 

The reasonable accommodation request must meet 

the following findings, as outlined in Chapter 17.132 

of the Benicia Municipal Code, to be approved: 

1. The housing which is the subject of the 

request for reasonable accommodation will 

be used for an individual(s) with a disability 

protected under the Act. 

2. The request for reasonable accommodation is 

necessary to make specific housing available 

to an individual(s) with a disability protected 

under the Act. 

3. The requested reasonable accommodation 

does not impose an undue financial or 

administrative burden on the city. 
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4. The requested accommodation will not 

require a fundamental alteration of the 

zoning and building laws, policies, and/or 

procedures of the city. 

5. There are no other reasonable alternatives 

that would provide an equivalent level of 

benefit without requiring a modification or 

exception to the city’s applicable rules, 

standards and practices. 

6. The requested accommodation will not, under 

the specific facts of the case, result in a 

direct threat to the health or safety of other 

individuals or substantial physical damage to 

the property of others. 

Additionally, the City proposes Program 3.02 to 

review and update the reasonable accommodation 

procedure findings in Chapter 17.132 of the Benicia 

Municipal Code for constraints and conflicts with 

State law. 

There are no special permits or requirements for 

homes or development for disabled persons in zones 

where the use would be otherwise permitted. 

The City permits by-right residential care homes of 

up to six persons in all residential zones and the CW 

district. Residential care homes of up to six persons 

are also permitted by right in the TC zone in 

Downtown Benicia on upper floors or behind the 

ground-floor use. A Minor Use Permit is required in 

the TC-O and NG-O districts. Occupancy of the 

residential care homes is not restricted to exclude 

protected categories, such as persons with 

disabilities. The City also allows the siting of 

residential care homes of seven or more with 

approval of a Use Permit in the RM, RH, CC, CO, TC-

O, and NG-O districts. This use is permitted by right 

in the TC zone on upper floors or behind the ground-

floor use. The City proposes Program 3.07 to permit 

residential care homes of seven or more with 

approval of a Use Permit in the zones that allow 

residential uses with a Use Permit to ensure the City 

is compliant with State law. 

Through the defined requirements for approval of 

these residential care homes, greater certainty is 

provided to the applicant and less impediments to 

fair housing choice exist for disabled or other 

persons with special needs. The City proposes 

Program 3.07 to allow residential care homes of up 

to six persons by right in all zones that allow 

residential uses and residential care homes of seven 

or more with approval of a Use Permit in all zones 

that allow residential uses. 
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Table 5.16 Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities 

Overarching and General 

Does the City have a process for persons 

with disabilities to make requests for 

reasonable accommodation? 

The City has a reasonable accommodation ordinance, adopted in 2014.  Additionally, the City 
proposes Program 3.02 to review and update the reasonable accommodation procedure 
findings in the Zoning Ordinance for constraints and conflicts with State law.  

Has the City made efforts to remove 

constraints on housing for persons with 

disabilities? 

There are no special permits or requirements for homes or development   for disabled persons. 
In most cases, these developments are a permitted use, making them the simplest projects. 

Does the City assist in meeting 

identified needs? 
Yes. 

Zoning and Land Use 

Has the City reviewed all its zoning 

laws, policies, and practices for 

compliance with fair housing law? 

Yes, the City has reviewed the land use regulations and practices to ensure compliance with 
fair housing laws.  Furthermore, the City’s Zoning Ordinance requires compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act in Benicia Municipal Code, Section 17.08.020. 

Are residential parking standards for 

persons with disabilities different from 

other parking standards? 

Section 17.74.070 of the Benicia Municipal Code (Parking spaces for the handicapped) 
mandates the provision of disabled parking spaces in accordance with Chapter 2-71 of Title 24 
of the California Administrative Code. If a person with a disability has a specific need, the City 
can authorize an adjustment to the applicant’s off-street parking requirement through the 
reasonable accommodations process which is simpler than a zoning variance.  The Planning 
Commission can reduce parking requirements if a proposal can demonstrate a reduced parking 
need.  

Does the City have a policy or program 

for the reduction of parking 

requirements for special needs housing 

if a proponent can demonstrate a 

reduced parking need? 

Section 17.74.070 of the Benicia Municipal Code (Parking spaces for the handicapped) 
mandates the provision of disabled parking spaces in accordance with Chapter 2-71 of Title 24 
of the California Administrative Code. The Planning Commission can reduce parking 
requirements if a proposal can demonstrate a reduced parking need. 

Does the locality restrict the siting of 

group homes? 

No. Residential care homes of up to 6 are permitted by right in residential districts. Only 
residential care homes of 7 or more require approval of a Use Permit (in RM, RH, CC, and CO 
districts). Program 3.07 will require the City to update the Zoning Ordinance to allow 
residential care homes of up to six persons by right in all zones that allow residential uses and 
residential care homes of seven or more with approval of a Use Permit in all zones that allow 
residential uses. 

What zones allow group homes other 

than those allowed by State law? Are 

group homes over six persons allowed? 

Residential care homes are allowed in the CW and TC districts, in addition to the residential 
districts. Furthermore, the TC-O and NG-O districts allow them with a Minor Use Permit. 
Residential care homes of 7 or more are permitted with a Use Permit in the RM, RH, CC, and 
CO districts. Program 3.07 will require the City to update the Zoning Ordinance to allow 
residential care homes of up to six persons by right in all zones that allow residential uses and 
residential care homes of seven or more with approval of a Use Permit in all zones that allow 
residential uses. 

Does the City have occupancy standards 

in the zoning code that apply 

specifically to unrelated adults and not 

to families? 

No. Section 17.12.030 of the Benicia Municipal Code provides a definition of family. “Family” 
means two or more persons living together as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit, 
provided that this shall not exclude the renting of rooms in a dwelling unit as permitted by 
district regulations.  

Does the Land Use Element regulate the 

siting of special-needs housing in 

relationship to one another? 

No. There is no minimum distance required between two or more special-needs housing units. 

Permits and Processing 

How does the City process a request to 

retrofit homes for accessibility? 

The City processes a request through the Reasonable Accommodate Ordinance outlined in 
Chapter 17.132 of the Benicia Municipal Code. The City works with applicants with 
accommodation needs. Often, the City also advises applicants on how to make retrofits in 
accordance with the California Building Code in cases where applicants do not need a 
reasonable accommodation to address their constraints. Additionally, the City proposes 
Program 3.02 to review and update the reasonable accommodation procedure findings in the 
Zoning Ordinance for constraints and conflicts with State law. 

Does the City allow group homes with 

six or fewer persons by right in zones 

that allow single-family uses? 

No, the City does not allow group homes in the same way that single-family uses are allowed 
in various zones across the city. Program 3.07 will allow residential care homes of up to six 
persons by right in all zones that allow residential uses and residential care homes of seven or 
more with approval of a Use Permit in all zones that allow residential uses. 
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5.2 Nongovernmental 
Constraints 

The availability and cost of housing is strongly 

influenced by market factors over which local 

governments have little or no control. Nonetheless, 

State law requires that the Housing Element contain 

a general assessment of these constraints. This 

assessment can serve as the basis for actions to 

offset the effects of such constraints. The primary 

nongovernmental constraints to the development of 

new housing in Benicia are land costs, construction 

costs, availability of financing, environmental or 

physical constraints, and infrastructure capacity. 

5.2.1 Land Costs 

Costs associated with the acquisition of land include 

both the market price of raw land and the cost of 

holding the property throughout the development 

process. These costs can account for over half of the 

final sales prices of new homes in very small 

developments and in areas where land is scarce. 

Among the variables affecting the cost of land are its 

location, amenities, availability and proximity of 

public services, and financing arrangements. Recent 

listings for unimproved parcels in all areas of Benicia 

were minimal, and the only listing available in 

January 2022 was priced at $29,890 per acre. In May 

2022, there was another vacant site available for 

$1.7K per acre. While this price is significantly 

higher than the other vacant parcel, this site has 

views of the Carquinez Strait, which increases the 

value of the site. There are additional vacant lots 

available in the unincorporated areas of the county 

near Benicia. 

5.2.2 Construction Costs 

Construction costs vary widely depending on the 

type, size, and amenities of the development. 

According to an Economic Analysis of Community 

Benefits Program prepared by Harris & Associates for 

the City of Benicia in October 2021, construction 

costs for typical residential buildings average $264 

per square foot; however, construction costs can run 

higher per square foot on lots with steep slopes or 

other environmental constraints. 

5.2.3 Availability of Financing 

The availability of financing affects the ability to 

purchase or improve homes. In Solano County, 

48,922 loan applications for home purchase or 

improvements were received in 2020, of which, 73.4 

percent were conventional loans. Of the 35,914 

conventional loan applications, 86.2 percent were 

for home purchase and 13.8 percent were for home 

improvements. Only 11.1 percent of the conventional 

loans were denied, 17.7 percent were withdrawn or 

not accepted by applicant, and 59.8 percent were 

approved and accepted. 

There were 13,008 applications for government-

assisted home purchase or improvement loans 

(Veterans Administration, Federal Housing Authority, 

U.S. Department of Agriculture) in 2020. Of these, 

99.4 percent were for home purchase. About 54.8 

percent of government-assisted loans were approved 

and accepted by the applicant. See Table 5.17 for 

the breakdown of loan applications by type, purpose, 

and outcome. 

Table 5.17 Disposition of Home Loan Applications 

 Number Percent 

Type of Loan 

Total 48,922 100.0% 

Conventional 35,914 73.4% 

Government assisted 13,008 26.6% 

FHA-insured 5,420 11.1% 

VA-guaranteed 7,563 15.5% 

USDA-guaranteed 25 0.1% 

Loan Purpose 

Conventional 7,572 100.0% 

Home purchase 6,526 86.2% 

Home improvement 1,046 13.8% 

Government assisted 3,610 100% 

Home purchase 3,589 99.4% 

Home improvement 21 0.3% 

Loan Outcome 

Conventional 35,887 100.0% 

Approved and accepted 21,463 59.8% 

Denied 3,979 11.1% 

Withdrawn or not accepted 6,346 17.7% 

Closed/Incomplete 1,705 4.8% 

Purchased by institution 2,394 6.7% 
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 Number Percent 

Government assisted 12,999 100.0% 

Approved and accepted 7,129 54.8% 

Denied 1,048 8.1% 

Withdrawn or not accepted 2,340 18.0% 

Closed/Incomplete 765 5.9% 

Purchased by institution 1,717 13.2% 

Source: Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, 2020 

5.2.4 Environmental and Physical Constraints 

The following potential physical and environmental 

constraints may affect development regulated by the 

City of Benicia by limiting the development potential 

and/or adding mitigation costs to a project. 

a) Environmental Constraints 

A cover of non-native grassland and property 

landscaping dominates vegetation within the city. 

However, four sensitive plant communities are known 

to occur in Benicia: 

• Northern Coastal Salt Marsh and Coastal 

Brackish Marsh 

• Coast Live Oak Woodland 

• Valley Needlegrass Grassland 

• Willow Riparian Forest and Willow Scrub 

Four special-status plant species are known to occur 

in Benicia: soft bird’s beak (Cordylanthus mollis ssp. 

mollis), Delta tule pea (Lathyrus jepsonii), Suisun 

Marsh aster (Symphyotrichum lentum), and 

Congdon’s tar plant (Centromadia parryi ssp. 

congdonii). The City also protects unique vegetation 

communities that support sensitive species, including 

the California golden violet (Viola pedunculata) 

populations and eucalyptus groves. 

Because the City recognizes the importance of trees 

for their contribution to community character and 

environmental health, specific regulations for the 

removal and maintenance of trees have been 

established in the Benicia Municipal Code (Chapter 

12.24, Trees and Street Trees). Any action on 

specific protected trees, which include California 

native trees and heritage trees, requires a tree 

removal or pruning permit. The requirement for a 

permit acts as a tool to enhance the residential 

environment and ensure the preservation of a 

natural setting. 

Although native vegetation within the city has been 

substantially altered, the marshlands and tracts of 

undeveloped land provide habitat for a diverse 

selection of resident and migrant wildlife. Seven 

special-status animal species are known to occur in 

Benicia: the calliope silverspot butterfly (Speyeria 

callippe callippe), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), 

salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys 

raviventris), Suisun shrew (Sorex ornatus sinuosus), 

Suisun song sparrow (Melospiza melodia maxillaris), 

California clapper rail (Rallus obsoletus), and 

California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis 

coturniculus). Barriers to wildlife movement and 

migration and the removal of raptor nesting sites are 

to be avoided in future development. The 

occurrence of any of these species on a site could 

pose constraints to a housing project. 

The majority of the sites that have been identified 

to accommodate the RHNA are in areas of the city 

where the natural environment has already been 

altered. Nevertheless, these vacant and 

underutilized parcels could contain sensitive plant 

and animal species. Therefore, any development 

that is proposed on these sites shall be required to 

comply with all environmental regulations consistent 

with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

for habitat protection. 

Protecting the City’s environmental resources may 

result in increased cost to the developer; however, 

the benefit of mitigating environmental impacts 

exceeds the cost that will be imposed on the 

developer. 

Physical Constraints 

Several physical constraints may occur in the city. 

Parcels with steep slopes may have constraints 

associated with landslide hazards. Landslides are 

relatively rare in the developed portions of the city, 

as compared to in the hilly, undeveloped areas of 

the city. No sites in the Sites Inventory are in these 

hilly, undeveloped areas north of the developed 

areas of the city. Stationary noise sources near 

potential sites for development may pose 

constraints. For example, traffic on I-680 and I-780 

exceed acceptable noise levels. Housing may be 

limited within 500 feet of I-680 and I-780 under 
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CEQA, due to the health hazards of siting sensitive 

uses near urban roads with over 100,000 vehicles per 

day unless appropriate mitigation can be identified 

and implemented. Operational industrial and 

commercial noise sources near potential sites for 

development may pose constraints as well. Noise 

conditions must be evaluated for new housing 

development consistent with the requirements of the 

Benicia General Plan and Municipal Code. In areas 

nearest to industrial uses, noise, light, dust, and 

other impacts may act as constraints. The City has 

adopted a disclosure requirement for sites within a 

quarter mile of an industrial district to inform 

prospective purchasers and tenants of potential 

nuisances associated with these uses. 

The most common natural hazards in the city are 

flooding, sea-level rise, and wildfire hazards. Those 

hazards are discussed in more detail herein. 

Flooding and Sea-Level Rise 

The City of Benicia is proactive in its management of 

flood-prone areas. Low-lying areas of the city are 

subject to both inland and shoreline flooding during 

a 100-year or 500-year storm (see the figures in 

Chapter V). The last severe flooding, and associated 

economic loss, occurred in 1986. Several areas of the 

city have chronic flooding almost every year, 

including neighborhoods along West E Street, First 

Street, and Industrial Way. The City has adopted 

management plans to assist in the prevention and 

mitigation of loss associated with flooding and 

stormwater infrastructure. The Watershed Storm 

Drainage System Plan was adopted/completed in 

June 1982. The Stormwater Management Plan was 

completed in 2004 and is updated annually. 

Improvements associated with the implementation of 

these plans have significantly reduced flooding 

occurrences. In addition, the City has adopted the 

California State Building Code Appendix G, which 

provides for floodplain standards exceeding those of 

the federal program. 

The City provides notification of property status 

within federally-designated flood hazard areas and 

actively implements and enforces the requirements 

of the National Flood Insurance Program, including 

through review of site development proposals and 

permits.  The Chief Building Official of the City 

retains a Floodplain Administrator certification from 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

Benicia has adopted its own Floodplain Hazard 

Prevention Ordinance, Chapter 15.51, which meets 

or exceeds Federal standards and in addition 

requires a minimum 25 foot setback for streams 

(BMC Section 17.70.340).  The City requires buildings 

and structures to be constructed at one foot above 

base flood elevation (BFE) or Design Flood Level, a 

requirement that exceeds federal standards. In 2023, 

the City of Benicia launched a Floodplain webpage 

which contains informational resources to support 

property owners in planning for and managing flood 

risk (available by link at 

www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building). 

In 2017, the Association of State Floodplain Managers 

conducted a study to evaluate the costs of freeboard 

(building higher than the base flood elevation) for a 

2,000 square foot house.  This study determined that 

cost of construction in accordance with NFIP 

standards and at a height of 1 foot above base flood 

elevation is as follows: 

Table 5.18 Cost of Construction with Flood Mitigation 

Foundation Type Cost per Additional 
Foot of Freeboard 

(2017 dollars) 

Concrete block piers $890 

Crawlspace with concrete 

block walls 

$1,850 

Crawlspace with poured 

concrete walls 

$2,155 

Stem wall with fill $2,345 

Fill only $4,470 

Source: Association of Floodplain Managers, “The Costs and 

Benefits of Building Higher”, 2017 

The study determined that the savings of building 

above base flood elevation can be realized in two 

key ways. The first form of savings occurs as an 

avoided cost; i.e., when the area floods and the 

building doesn’t have to be relocated, repaired and 

rebuilt.  The second form of savings occurs due to a 

reduced cost of flood insurance. The study found 

that flood insurance premiums are significantly lower 

for buildings with freeboard: for example, a home in 

the AE zone with no freeboard/constructed at base 

flood elevation would incur a flood insurance 

premium more than double of a home with 1-foot 

base flood elevation. 

http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/building
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The City requires a MS4 Permit to address 

stormwater pollution issues in development of 

private and public projects. This is regulated through 

the City’s Stormwater Management Program, and 

requirements include implementation of best 

management practices (BMPs) during construction 

and the use of post-construction controls to reduce 

pollutants discharged from the project site. An 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan or a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan must be prepared to 

address construction-related impacts for the 

following types of projects:  

• All projects for a development, including, 

but not limited to, a rezoning, tentative 

map, parcel map, conditional use permit, 

variance, site development permit, design 

review, or building permit are required to 

submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

per Benicia Municipal Code, Chapter 15.73 

• All projects are required to obtain coverage 

under a State of California National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP) 

• All projects are required to develop a plan 

to manage stormwater drainage during 

construction per CALGreen 4.106.2 or 

CALGreen 5.106.1 

In addition, the City requires a Stormwater Control 

Plan for all projects that create or replace 2,500 

square feet or more of impervious surface to ensure 

that runoff is reduced and pollutants are minimized. 

The Municipal Code also contains several regulations 

to prevent damage to new development, including 

the following: 

• Chapter 15.51: Provisions for Flood Hazard 

Reduction. 

• Chapter 15.70: Stormwater Management and 

Discharge Control.  

• Chapter 17.58: Shoreline Protection Overlay 

District.  

Wildfire Hazards 

Wildfires are a regular part of the ecosystem in 

California, and they have occurred occasionally near 

Benicia. Several parts of Benicia lie adjacent to 

State-designated fire hazard severity zones as well 

as within or adjacent to the Wildland-Urban 

Interface zones, as shown in the figures in Chapter 

V. The City is preparing the Vegetative Fuel 

Management Program to develop a buffer of 

defensible space between residential uses and the 

City’s open space (i.e., where wildfires originate).  

Some residential neighborhoods and sites listed in 

the Sites Inventory are vulnerable to fire risks in 

Benicia. The existing Safety Element includes 

policies that minimize fire risk to existing homes and 

sites identified in the Sites Inventory. The updated 

Safety Element, which is being prepared currently 

with this Housing Element, will include additional 

new policies to further promote hazard reduction. 

Those policies will enhance public safety without 

significantly augmenting the cost of development. 

Therefore, fire hazards pose a mitigatable constraint 

to housing in Benicia. 

5.2.5 Infrastructure Capacity 

The proximity, availability, and capacity of 

infrastructure helps to determine the suitability of 

water and sewer service available to accommodate 

the housing needs during the planning period. Each 

proposed project is evaluated through the permitting 

process for adequate utility services at the property 

level and the impact to the system as a whole. On 

aggregate, the city has capacity at the Benicia Water 

Treatment Plant (WTP) and the Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (WWTP), in stormwater 

infrastructure, and in transportation infrastructure. 

Each project, based on project design and identified 

needs, may be required to construct localized 

modifications to connect to the City’s existing 

systems. These are not barriers to implementation, 

as they are required for all types of development. 

The City finds that the current infrastructure 

capacity is sufficient to accommodate the 2023-2031 

RHNA. If, at some future date, capacity becomes a 

limiting factor for development in Benicia, priority 

will be given to affordable housing projects in 

obtaining sewer and water permits. 

a) Wastewater Infrastructure 

The City owns and operates all aspects of the 

wastewater collection and treatment facilities 

serving Benicia residents. The City’s 2011 

Wastewater System Master Plan reflects existing 
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conditions and anticipated future growth, including 

development of a citywide sanitary sewer collection 

system model to analyze required capacity 

improvements for major sewers.  

Wastewater throughout the city is collected and 

transported to the WWTP via 24 sewage lift stations, 

approximately 150 miles of collection system piping, 

and a three-mile wet weather relief pipeline. The 

City’s WWTP treats and discharges the wastewater to 

the Carquinez Strait. The WWTP has a present 

treatment capacity rating of 4.5 million gallons per 

day (mgd) dry weather flow.  

Existing and future flow projections were developed 

based on land use distributed throughout the city. 

On average, the City’s plant treats 3.2 mgd and 

projects an average flow of 3.9 mgd in 2035 at 

buildout of the city with the land uses mapped in the 

General Plan. Peak wet-weather flows are projected 

to increase from 18 mgd to 21.8 mgd at buildout. 

While not all land may be developed by 2035, this 

conservative analysis indicates that development on 

sites identified to meet the RHNA this Housing 

Element will be accommodated by the city’s existing 

wastewater system. However, some sites identified 

to meet the RHNA have been rezoned from their 

current use to a residential use. The change of uses 

on these sites may increase wastewater demands on 

each site. Depending on the development of the 

remaining sites in the city, this may result in a net 

increase in wastewater demand across the city. 

While it is unlikely that all land will be built out 

during this Housing Element planning period, 

wastewater demands associated with the rezoned 

sites were evaluated as part of the environmental 

review process for this Housing Element and the 

changes to zoning.  

b) Water Infrastructure 

The City uses the 2012 Water System Master Plan to 

account for growth projected throughout the city, 

assess existing facilities to improve operational 

performance, maintain compliance with drinking 

water regulations, ensure reliable quantity and 

quality of water sources, and implement 

sustainability goals. The City’s drinking water supply 

originates from the Solano County Water Agency via 

three sources: State Water Project via the North Bay 

Aqueduct, the federally managed Solano Project, 

and Putah Creek.  Approximately 72 percent of 

Benicia’s water is supplied through the State Water 

Project, and the remaining 28 percent comes from 

Lake Berryessa through the Solano Project and Lake 

Herman, Vallejo, transfers, and other sources.  

The average flow of water treated at the WTP in 

2011 was 5.0 mgd with a peak of 6.9 mgd in July. 

The Benicia WTP has a hydraulic capacity of 12 mgd. 

The City projects treated water demands out 

through 2035. Under a high-demand scenario, the 

City anticipates up to an average of 4.11 mgd. The 

high-demand scenario assumes no significant savings 

from conservation programs, and it captures the 

variability of water use in industrial land uses in 

addition to development on infill lots and large 

undeveloped parcels in the city.  

The City’s Urban Water Management Plan prepares 

the City for drought and increases local resilience to 

drought and climate change. The City’s 2020 Plan 

includes a drought risk assessment and plans for 

droughts lasting at least five years over a twenty-

year planning horizon. 

Given the City’s plan to accommodate a high-

demand scenario of water needs to serve 

development and drought planning, the City has 

adequate water supply needs through the planning 

period and will provide sufficient connections for the 

sites identified in the Housing Element.  

c) Dry Utilities 

The city is primarily served by PG&E and Marin Clean 

Energy (MCE) for electricity, and residents have 

many choices for internet providers, with main 

options including Comcast and AT&T. Future housing 

development is anticipated in areas currently served 

(or immediately adjacent to areas served) by 

electricity and internet service, and utility providers 

have the planning and capacity to serve future 

growth in the city.  

d) Other Constraints 

None of the sites in the Housing Element inventory 

have environmental constraints that would prevent 

the development of the number of units assigned in 

the inventory during the planning period, including 

Williamson Act contracts, conservation easements, 

parcel shapes that would prevent development, or 

parking obligations. 
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5.3 Energy Conservation 

Maximizing energy efficiency and incorporating 

energy conservation and green building features into 

new and existing buildings can help reduce housing 

costs for homeowners and renters. Reduced 

dependence on automobiles can result from compact 

development in an urban setting that provides 

walkability and proximity to transit and services. 

Additionally, maximizing energy efficiency helps 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. State legislation 

(AB 32, SB 375, and SB 32), require local 

governments to implement measures that cut 

greenhouse gas emissions attributable to land use 

decisions. The Housing Element programs can 

support energy efficiency that benefits both the 

market and helps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

by: 

• Establishing a more compact urban core, 

bringing residents closer to work and 

services; therefore, reducing automobile 

trips and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• Implementing passive solar construction 

techniques that require solar orientation, 

thermal massing, and other energy-efficient 

design techniques. 

• Encouraging water and space heating by 

solar energy. 

Executive Order S-E-05, signed by Governor 

Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, set into action the 

first steps in establishing greenhouse gas emission-

reduction targets in California. This was followed by 

the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) 

in 2007, which required the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) to establish reduction measures. 

Executive Order B-30-15, signed by former Governor 

Jerry Brown in 2015, extended the goals of AB 32 and 

set a 2030 goal of reducing emissions 40 percent 

from 1990 levels. In 2016, the legislature passed SB 

32, which codified an emission-reduction target of 40 

percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

SB 375 helps to support reductions required by AB 32 

and SB 32, and aims to reduce GHG emissions by 

linking transportation funding to land use planning. 

It requires metropolitan planning organizations to 

create a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) for 

reducing urban sprawl in their regional 

transportation plans. Each SCS demonstrates 

strategies the region will use to achieve the GHG 

emissions-reduction target set by CARB for 2020 and 

2035. Plan Bay Area 2040, adopted by the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and 

the Association of Ba Area Governments (ABAG) 

Executive Board, is a state-mandated, integrated 

long-range transportation and land use plan, which 

serves as the region’s SB 375-compliant SCS. The 

plan includes the region’s goals and strategies to 

reduce per-capita GHG emissions from cars and light-

duty trucks and to support sufficient housing for the 

region’s projected population and job growth. Plan 

Bay Area 2040 provides the regional plan for 

transportation investments integrated with projected 

land use, as well as funding constraints the region 

can reasonably expect to see through 2040. 

The City of Benicia facilitates energy conservation 

via: 

• Application of State residential building 

standards that establish energy performance 

criteria for new residential buildings (Title 

24 of the California Administrative Code). 

• The City’s adopted Climate Action Plan 

(CAP), which guides greenhouse gas 

reductions in compliance with AB 32 and SB 

375. The following actions from the CAP 

have been implemented: 

o Adoption of the 2019 CalGreen Code for 

residential buildings. 

o Establishment of a Property Assessed 

Clean Energy (PACE) Program. 

o Supporting the use of renewable energy 

citywide. 

o Amending the zoning code and providing 

incentives to promote higher-density 

housing and mixed-use developments.  

o Promotion of local green building 

projects. 

o Decreasing or banning wood burning. 

o Promoting use of energy-efficient light 

bulbs. 

o Promoting composting and recycling of 

construction and demolition waste 

community wide. 

o Increased recycling activity. 
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o Requirements for EV charging stations in 

new residential development. 

Benicia has been a participant in MCE, formerly 

Marin Clean Energy, a Community Choice Aggregation 

(CCA) energy provider, since 2014. MCE gives all 

electric customers in the city the opportunity to 

purchase renewable energy. Customers at MCE’s 

Local Sol 100 percent tier help fund local solar 

projects. Other ways that MCE promotes renewable 

energy and energy efficiency in Benicia include: 

• Solar rebate program for income-qualified 

single-family homes. 

• Rebates for income-qualified purchasers of 

electric vehicles. 

• Income-qualified single-family homeowners 

and renters can receive home energy 

upgrades, a home energy assessment, and a 

gift box with energy-savings projects at no 

cost. 

• MCE and the Bay Area Regional Energy 

Network (BayREN) provide multifamily 

property owners with rebates and free 

comprehensive assessments and technical 

assistance for energy and water savings 

measures. 

• Income-qualified multifamily property 

owners and renters can receive rebates for 

energy savings measures via MCE’s Low 

Income Families and Tenants (LIFT) Program.  

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provides 

technical and financial assistance for design, 

construction, and remodeling of housing. For new 

construction, PG&E offers design and technical 

assistance for incorporating efficiency features. 

Incentives may be available for upgrading air 

conditioning, lighting, and appliances to more 

efficient systems. PG&E has programs to incorporate 

advanced systems, such as photovoltaic roof panels 

and ground source heat pumps into new projects. 

Design assistance is available for retrofit projects.  

Other ways that PG&E works with its residential 

customers and local jurisdictions to promote energy 

conservation include: 

• Online home energy analysis that allows 

customers to identify energy waste. 

• Consumer information containing a variety of 

tips for saving energy during winter heating 

and summer cooling periods. 

• The SmartAC program that helps prevent 

power interruptions by reducing the energy 

your air conditioner uses automatically in 

case of a state or local supply emergency. 

• The ClimateSmart program that allows 

residential customers the opportunity to 

assist in funding new GHG emissions-

reduction projects in California to reduce 

personal impacts on climate change. 

• Consumer information on how to keep pools 

clean, warm, and energy efficient. 

• The Cool Roof program in which PG&E 

provides rebates to residential customers 

who replace their roofs with approved 

materials that reflect the sun’s energy. 

• Rebates to buy down the cost of electrical 

appliances and products to encourage energy 

efficiency. 

These opportunities are available to all income 

levels and housing types.  

5.3.1 Energy Consumption 

Residential water heating and space heating/cooling 

are major sources of energy consumption. With the 

application of energy-efficient design and the use of 

solar power systems, these sources can be operated 

on a much more efficient and sustainable manner. 

By encouraging solar energy technology for 

residential heating/cooling in both retrofits and new 

construction, the City can support energy 

conservation. There are two distinct approaches to 

solar heating, active and passive: 

• Active systems use mechanical equipment to 

collect and transport heat, such as a roof 

plate collector system used in solar water 

and space heaters. 

• Passive systems use certain types of building 

materials to absorb solar energy and can 

transmit that energy later, without 

mechanization. 
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The best method to encourage use of these solar 

systems for heating and cooling is to not restrict 

their use in the zoning and building ordinances and 

to require subdivision layouts that facilitate solar 

use. 

Residential water heating can be made more energy 

efficient through the application of solar water 

heating technologies. Solar water heating uses the 

sun to heat water, which is then stored for later use; 

a conventional water heater is needed only as a 

backup. By cutting the amount of natural gas needed 

to heat water 50 to 75 percent per building, solar 

water heating systems can lower energy bills and 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As part of Program 

6.02, the City will encourage the use of energy-

reduction technologies, such as solar energy.  

5.3.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Emissions from human activities, such as electricity 

production and automobiles, have elevated the 

concentration of greenhouse gases in the 

atmosphere. Examples of greenhouse gases include 

carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and 

hydrofluorocarbons. The increased consumption of 

fossil fuels (wood, coal, gasoline, etc.) has 

substantially increased atmospheric levels of 

greenhouse gases. New housing development may 

contribute to greenhouse gas emissions, but careful 

site planning and design, and the selection of 

environmentally friendly building materials and 

equipment can significantly reduce these emission 

levels. 

There are significant areas where Benicia can do 

more to encourage energy conservation in new and 

existing residential development to reduce the 

demand on energy production. There are a variety of 

energy efficiency and greenhouse gas emission-

reduction strategies available that can be integrated 

into land use decisions related to housing. 

The City seeks to help minimize the percentage of 

household income that must be dedicated to energy 

costs as well as minimize the production of 

greenhouse gases. Programs have been included to 

maintain state energy-efficiency standards and to 

encourage alternative energy-efficient technologies. 
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Housing Needs Assessment 
The Housing Needs Assessment is the section of the Housing Element that presents the characteristics of the jurisdiction’s population and 

housing stock as a means of better understanding the nature and extent of unmet housing needs. The Housing Needs Assessment consists 

of the following components: (1) Population Characteristics, (2) Household Characteristics, (3) Employment Characteristics, (4) Housing 

Stock Characteristics, and (5) Special Needs Populations. 

REGIONAL EFFORT 

As a part of the 2023–2031 Housing Element update, the Cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, Vallejo, and 

Unincorporated Solano County participated in a collaborative effort to complete a regional housing needs assessment. The following 

document represents data for the Solano County Housing Element Collaborative.  

DATA SOURCES 

The main source of the information for the Housing Needs Assessment was the pre-approved data package for Solano County provided by 

the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), which is noted in the sources for the data tables in this assessment. The pre-approved 

data package uses several data sources, including the 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) and the California Department of 

Finance (DOF). Other sources of information in this section include the following: the California Employment Development Department 

(EDD), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and local and 

regional economic data (e.g., home sales prices, rents, wages). It is important to note that the ACS data is a multi-year estimate based on 

sample data and has a large margin of error, especially for smaller cities. It should be noted that when comparing specific information, the 

timeframe for the ACS (2015- 2019) data and the timeframe for the CHAS data (2015-2017) data slightly differ and therefore the total will 

slightly vary.   
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POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

POPULATION TRENDS 

The DOF provides population estimates for each jurisdiction, shown in Table 2-1. Analyzing population change can help assess where there 

may be a need for new housing and services. As of 2021, more than half the total countywide population were residing in the three most 

populated jurisdictions (Fairfield, Vallejo, and Vacaville). Rio Vista had the smallest population and Suisun City, Benicia, Dixon and 

unincorporated County were in the middle. The countywide average annual growth was 0.7 percent between 2000 and 2021. The city with 

the greatest average annual population changes from 2000 to 2021 was also the smallest city, Rio Vista, with a 5.6-percent increase. Fairfield 

and Dixon were second and third, with 1.2 and 0.9 percent average annual growth, respectively. 

TABLE 2-1 POPULATION GROWTH TRENDS, 2000-2021 

Geography  

Total Population  2000 - 2021   

2000 2010 2020 2021  Total Change 
Average Annual 

Growth 

Benicia 26,865 26,997 27,175 26,995 0.48% 0.0% 

Dixon 16,103 18,351 19,972 19,094 18.57% 0.9% 

Fairfield  96,178 105,321 116,981 120,421 25.21% 1.2% 

Rio Vista 4,571 7,360 9,987 9,961 117.92% 5.6% 

Suisun City 26,118 28,111 29,119 29,266 12.05% 0.6% 

Vacaville 88,642 92,428 98,855 101,286 14.26% 0.7% 

Vallejo 117,148 115,942 119,063 124,410 6.20% 0.3% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

19,305 18,834 19,072 18,531 -4.01% -0.2% 

Solano County 394,930 413,344 440,224 449,964 13.94% 0.7% 

Bay Area 6,784,348 7,150,739 7,790,537 7,214,162 6.3% 0.3% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- California Department of Finance, E-5 series 
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AGE CHARACTERISTICS 

Although population growth strongly affects total demand for new housing, housing needs are also influenced by age characteristics. 

Typically, different age groups have distinct lifestyles, family characteristics, and incomes. As people move through each stage of life, their 

housing needs and preferences also change. Therefore, age characteristics are important in planning for the changing housing needs of 

residents. Table 2-2 shows a breakdown of each jurisdiction’s population by age group and median age.  

Typical age groups include young children (ages 0-4), school-age children (ages 5-14), high school and college-age students (ages 15-24), 

young adults (ages 25-34), middle-aged adults (ages 45-54), older adults (55-64), and seniors (ages 65+). A population with a large percentage 

of seniors may require unique housing near health care, transit, and other services. College students may need more affordable homes. Young 

adults and middle-aged adults, which make up the workforce, may need homes near employment or transit centers. Dixon and Fairfield have 

a large proportion of school-age populations and a lower percentage of the workforce populations and seniors. Suisun City, Vacaville, and 

Vallejo have a large percentage of college-age populations. While Rio Vista has a significantly higher percentage of seniors (median age of 

64),  Suisun City and Dixon had the lowest median age at about 34, followed by Benicia at 46. 

TABLE 2-2 POPULATION BY AGE, 2019 

Geography  
Age  
0-4 

Age  
5-14 

Age  
15-24 

Age  
25-34 

Age  
35-44 

Age  
45-54 

Age  
55-64 

Age  
65-74 

Age  
75-84 

Age  
85+ 

Median 
Age 

Benicia 4.5% 11 5% 9.8% 9.3% 13.3% 14.5% 17.4% 12.5% 5.1% 2.2% 46.1 

Dixon 4.8% 17.3% 15.5% 13.9% 13.0% 12.0% 10.4% 6.7% 4.8% 1.4% 34.0 

Fairfield 7.3% 13.9% 13.1% 15.9% 12.9% 12.7% 11.9% 7.2% 3.3% 1.7% 35.3 

Rio Vista 1.2% 3.9% 7.2% 4.3% 3.5% 9.8% 21.2% 29.0% 14.4% 5.5% 64.4 

Suisun City 6.5% 13.2% 14.7% 16.6% 12.6% 12.3% 12.5% 7.1% 2.8% 1.8% 34.4 

Vacaville 5.8% 13.3% 12.3% 15.4% 12.9% 13.5% 12.9% 8.5% 3.7% 1.8% 37.6 

Vallejo 6.2% 11.1% 13.0% 15.0% 12.4% 12.5% 14.1% 10.0 % 4.1% 1.7% 39.7 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

5.0% 9.0% 10.6% 10.5% 11.2% 14.7% 17.4% 13.4% 5.9% 2.2% __ 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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RACE AND ETHNICITY 

Figure 2-1 shows race and ethnicity of residents in Solano County jurisdictions. Racial and ethnic distribution is important because often 

these characteristics are tied to income, language barriers, and family size. For example, a particular culture may choose to live in a household 

with multiple generations (grandchildren, parents, grandparents), requiring larger housing units. As shown in Figure 2-1, the majority of the 

population in most jurisdictions – except for the City Suisun City and Vallejo – is White, (non- Hispanic). Countywide, more than half of the 

population identified as being White non-Hispanic or Latino origin, followed by Hispanic and Asian. The populations of Benicia, Rio Vista, 

and Unincorporated Solano County were all more than 50 percent White. Vallejo has the lowest percentage of White at 24 percent. The 

second-largest population group countywide is Hispanic or Latinx, with a high of 42 percent in Dixon, 30 percent in Unincorporated Solano 

County, and 29 percent in Fairfield. The third-largest population group countywide is Black or African American, with a high of 20 percent 

in Suisun City and Vallejo. The fourth-largest population group countywide is Asian with a high of 24percent in Vallejo and 20 percent in 

Suisun City. In comparison, the Bay Area is predominately White, with the remaining population divided between Asian and Hispanic 

cultures. Overall, Vallejo, Suisun City, and Fairfield were the most racially and ethnically diverse.  
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FIGURE 2-1 POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 2015-2019 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019)  
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

The US Census defines a household as consisting of all the people who occupy a housing unit. A household includes the related family 

members and all the unrelated people, if any, such as lodgers, foster children, wards, or employees who share the housing unit. A person 

living alone in a housing unit, or a group of unrelated people sharing a housing unit, such as partners or roomers, is also counted as a 

household.  Data on households does not include people living in group homes. The US Census defines group quarters as places where 

people live or stay in a group living arrangement that is owned or managed by an organization providing housing and/or services for the 

residents. Group quarters include such places as college residence halls, residential treatment centers, skilled nursing facilities, group homes, 

military barracks, prisons, and worker dormitories. 

The US Census defines a family as a group of two or more people (one of whom is the householder) related by birth, marriage, or adoption 

and residing together. However, to facilitate fair housing, and remove constraints (for example for housing for people with disabilities) under 

State Housing Element law, local jurisdictions are required to define “family” in a manner that does not distinguish between related and 

unrelated persons and does not impose limitations on the number of people that may constitute a family.  

The US Census defines a family household as a household maintained by a householder who is in a family (as defined above) and includes 

any unrelated people (unrelated subfamily members and/or secondary individuals) who may be residing there. In US Census data, the number 

of family households is equal to the number of families. However, the count of family household members differs from the count of family 

members in that the family household members include all people living in the household, whereas family members include only the 

householder and his/her relatives. In US Census data, a nonfamily household consists of a householder living alone (a one-person household) 

or where the householder shares the home exclusively with people to whom he/she is not related. 

Families often prefer single-family homes to accommodate children, while single persons often occupy smaller apartments or condominiums. 

Single-person households often include seniors living alone or young adults. 
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HOUSEHOLD TYPES AND SIZE 

The tables on the following pages describe household types, including households with children under 18 and the race of the householder.  

Table 2-3 displays household composition as reported by the 2015-2019 ACS. On average, countywide, approximately half of all households 

are married-couple family households. Of all jurisdictions in Solano County, Dixon (58.3 percent) and Unincorporated Solano County (59.5 

percent) had the highest proportion of married-couple households, while Rio Vista (49.8 percent) and Vallejo (43.1 percent) had the smallest 

proportions of married-couple households. With an average of 22.2 percent of all households countywide, single-person households are the 

second most common household type with the largest proportions of single-person households in Rio Vista (35.0 percent), Benicia (25.2 

percent) and Vallejo (25.1 percent) and the smallest proportions of single-person households in Dixon (14.8 percent) and Fairfield (18.4 

percent). 

Single-parent households (which are predominantly female-headed) are one-parent households with children under the age of 18 living at 

home. For these households, living expenses generally require a larger proportion of income relative to two-parent households. Therefore, 

finding affordable, decent, and safe housing is often more difficult for single-parent households. Additionally, single-parent households have 

special needs involving access to daycare or childcare, healthcare, and other supportive services. According to the 2015-2019 ACS, Dixon, 

Suisun City, and Vallejo had more than 15 percent female-headed households. Male-headed households represented 4.7 to 7.7 percent of 

households, countywide.  

TABLE 2-3 HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2019 

Geography 
Female-

Headed Family 
Households 

Male-Headed 
Family 

Households 

Married-Couple 
Family 

Households 

Other 
Nonfamily 

Households 

Single-person 
Households 

Total 
Households 

Benicia 
1,155 532 6,208 555 2,843 11,293 

10.2% 4.7% 55.0% 4.9% 25.2% 100.0% 

Dixon  
1,017 321 3,536 291 897 6,062 

16.8% 5.3% 58.3% 4.8% 14.8% 100.0% 
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Geography 
Female-

Headed Family 
Households 

Male-Headed 
Family 

Households 

Married-Couple 
Family 

Households 

Other 
Nonfamily 

Households 

Single-person 
Households 

Total 
Households 

Fairfield  
5,353 2,720 19,949 1,977 6,752 36,751 

14.6% 7.4% 54.3% 5.4% 18.4% 100.0% 

Rio Vista  
273 39 2,388 417 1,675 4,792 

5.7% 0.8% 49.8% 8.7% 35.0% 100.0% 

Suisun City  
1,497 714 4,847 412 1,840 9,310 

16.1% 7.7% 52.1% 4.4% 19.8% 100.0% 

Vacaville  
4,240 1,646 17,539 1,977 7,296 32,698 

13.0% 5.0% 53.6% 6.0% 22.3% 100.0% 

Vallejo  
7,224 3,129 18,104 3,027 10,564 42,048 

17.2% 7.4% 43.1% 7.2% 25.1% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

546 385 4,115 529 1,336 6,911 

7.9% 5.6% 59.5% 7.7% 19.3% 100.0% 

Solano County 
21,305 9,486 76,686 9,185 33,203 149,865 

14.2% 6.3% 51.2% 6.1% 22.2% 100.0% 

Bay Area  
283,770 131,105 1,399,714 242,258 674,587 2,731,434 

10.4% 4.8% 51.2% 8.9% 24.7% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

Table 2-4 provides data for the number of households with children. Proportionally, Fairfield and Dixon had the highest number of 

households with one or more children present. Conversely, Benicia, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, Vallejo, and Unincorporated Solano 

County had the highest proportion of non-child households.  
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TABLE 2-4 HOUSEHOLDS BY CHILDREN PRESENT, 2019 

Geography 
Households with 1 or More Children 

Under 18 
Households with no Children 

Benicia 
3,390 7,903 

30.0% 70.0% 

Dixon 
2,501 3,561 

41.3% 58.74% 

Fairfield 
14,955 21,796 

40.7% 59.3% 

Rio Vista 
411 4,381 

8.6% 91.4% 

Suisun City 
3,651 5,659 

39.2% 60.8% 

Vacaville 
11,639 21,059 

35.6% 64.4% 

Vallejo 
13,938 28,110 

33.1% 66.9% 

Unincorporated Solano County  
1,772 5,139 

25.6% 74.4% 

Solano County 
52,257 97,608 

34.9% 65.1% 

Bay Area 
873,704 1,857,730 

32.0% 68.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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Table 2-5 represents the householder by race. Note that each race category also includes Hispanic or Latinx ethnicity. As shown in the table, 

White race represents the highest number of householders across all jurisdictions, followed by Asian in Vallejo and Suisun City, and Black 

or African American in Vallejo, Suisun City, and Fairfield. The highest percentages of Hispanic or Latinx households exist in Dixon, Fairfield, 

Suisun City, and Vallejo.  

TABLE 2-5 HOUSEHOLDER BY RACE, 2019  

Geography  White 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native 
Asian/API 

Black or 
African 

American 

Other Race 
or Multiple 

Races 

Hispanic or 
Latinx 

Total 

Benicia  
17,256 25 993 439 899 1,035 20,647 

83.6% 0.1% 4.8% 2.1% 4.4% 5.0% 100.0% 

Dixon  
8,220 46 314 87 978 1,903 11,548 

71.2% 0.4% 2.7% 0.8% 8.5% 16.5% 100.0% 

Fairfield  
34,878 148 5832 6,153 4,508 8,575 60,094 

58.0% 0.2% 9.7% 10.2% 7.5% 14.3% 100.0% 

Rio Vista   
7484 20 343 462 122 255 8,686 

86.2% 0.2% 3.9% 5.3% 1.4% 2.9% 100.0% 

Suisun City   
7,326 60 1,842 2,021 1045 2,037 14,331 

51.1% 0.4% 12.9% 14.1% 7.3% 14.2% 100.0% 

Vacaville   
43,766 238 2,382 2,560 3,521 6,388 58,855 

74.4% 0.4% 4.0% 4.3% 6.0% 10.9% 100.0% 

Vallejo   
31,234 185 9,102 9,759 5,417 8,123 63,820 

48.9% 0.3% 14.3% 15.3% 8.5% 12.7% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano  

9,761 44 325 409 4,508 1,483 16,530 

59.1% 0.3% 2.0% 2.5% 27.3% 9.0% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

Note: Each race category also includes Hispanic or Latinx ethnicity. 
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Household size helps determine the size of housing units needed within a jurisdiction. According to Table 2-6, for Benicia, Rio Vista, 

Vacaville, Vallejo, and Unincorporated Solano County, “large” households (containing five or more persons) represented approximately 6.7 

to 12.8 percent of all households in 2019. In Dixon, Fairfield, and Suisun City, large households represented between 16 and 23 percent of 

all households in 2019. In 2019, in Solano County as a whole (cities and unincorporated areas), over half of all households were comprised 

of one or two people, about a third of all households were comprised of three or four people and 13.1 percent of all households were large 

households, with five or more people.  The majority of households in the Bay Area are made up of two- to four-person households. The 

total proportion of two- to four-person households in Solano County is similar to that of the Bay Area, even though there is a range of 

household compositions within individual cities within Solano County.  Table 2-6 provides data on the number of persons per household.  

TABLE 2-6 HOUSEHOLDS BY SIZE, 2019 

Geography 
1-Person 

Household 
2-Person 

Household 
3-4-Person 
Household 

5-or more Person 
Household 

Total Households 

Benicia 
2,843 4,274 3,425 751 11,293 

25.2% 37.8% 30.3% 6.7% 100.0% 

Dixon 
897 1,768 2,001 1,396 6,062 

14.8% 29.2% 33.0% 23.0% 100.0% 

Fairfield  
6,752 10,927 13,202 5,870 36,751 

18.4% 29.7% 35.9% 16.0% 100.0% 

Rio Vista 
1,675 2,541 530 46 4,792 

35.0% 53.0% 11.1% 1.0% 100.0% 

Suisun City 
1,840 2,249 3,722 1,499 9,310 

19.8% 24.2% 40.0% 16.1% 100.0% 

Vacaville 
7,296 10,500 10,973 3,929 32,698 

22.3% 32.1% 33.6% 12.0% 100.0% 

Vallejo 
10,564 13,112 12,982 5,390 42,048 

25.1% 31.2% 30.9% 12.8% 100.0% 
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Geography 
1-Person 

Household 
2-Person 

Household 
3-4-Person 
Household 

5-or more Person 
Household 

Total Households 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

1,336 2,919 1,852 804 6,911 

19.3% 42.2% 26.8% 11.6% 100.0% 

Solano County 
33,203 48,290 48,687 19,685 149,865 

22.2% 32.2% 32.5% 13.1% 100.0% 

Bay Area 
674,587 871,002 891,588 294,257 2,731,434 

24.7% 31.9% 32.6% 10.8% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

OVERCROWDING  

Overcrowding is often closely related to household income and the cost of housing. The U.S. Census Bureau considers a household 

overcrowded when there is more than one person per room, excluding bathrooms, hallways and kitchens, and to be severely overcrowded 

when there are more than 1.5 occupants per room. A typical home might have a total of five rooms (three bedrooms, living room, and dining 

room). If more than five people were living in the home, it would be considered overcrowded. Overcrowding is strongly related to household 

size, particularly for large households, and the availability of suitably sized housing, although in households with small children, sharing a 

bedroom is common. Overcrowding in households typically results from either a lack of affordable housing (which forces more than one 

household to live together) and/or a lack of available housing units of adequate size. Overcrowding increases health and safety concerns and 

stresses the condition of the housing stock and infrastructure. Overcrowding impacts both owners and renters; however, renters are generally 

more significantly impacted. 

According to the 2015-2019 ACS data, and as shown in Table 2-7 and Figure 2-2, countywide, several cities reported overcrowded 

conditions that exceeded the county average. Dixon had a significant incidence of overcrowded households (5.7 percent) and a moderate 

percentage of severely overcrowded households (1.9 percent). Countywide, 6.5 percent of renter-occupied households were overcrowded, in 

comparison to 1.9 percent of owner-occupied households. Cities with higher proportions of owner overcrowding were Dixon and Vallejo. 

Countywide, renter overcrowding is close to triple that of owner-occupied households. As shown in Table 2-7, Dixon, and Fairfield had the 

highest incidence of renter overcrowding.  



Solano County Regional Housing Element Collaborative 
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

November 2023 Page 13 

Identifying racial groups experiencing overcrowding can indicate housing needs. As shown in Table 2-8, of all the cities in Solano County, 

Dixon, Fairfield, and Vallejo are the most diverse. On average, countywide of all racial groups in Solano County, Other Race or Multiple 

Races groups reported 10.9 percent of overcrowding conditions and 6 percent of Hispanic/Latinx households reported overcrowding 

conditions. Of all the cities in Solano County, the most diverse cities had the highest percentages of overcrowding for Black/African 

American, Other Race or Multiple Races, Hispanic/Latinx groups with the exception of Unincorporated Solano County. According to Table 

2-8, of the total racial groups reporting overcrowding, the groups experiencing the most overcrowding were Other Race or Multiple Races 

(10.4 percent) and Hispanic/Latinx (17.0 percent).  

TABLE 2-7 OVERCROWDING BY TENURE, 2015-2019  

Geography 

Owner Occupied Households Renter Occupied Households Total Households 

Overcrowded 
Severely 

Overcrowded 
Overcrowded 

Severely 

Overcrowded 
Overcrowded 

Severely 

Overcrowded 

Benicia 
20 58 88 89 108 147 

0.2% 0.7% 2.8% 2.8% 1.0% 1.3% 

Dixon 
90 14 254 99 344 113 

2.1% 0.3% 13.9% 5.4% 5.7% 1.9% 

Fairfield 
402 123 1,320 480 1722 603 

1.8% 0.6% 8.8% 3.2% 4.7% 1.6% 

Rio Vista 
0 0 27 0 27 0 

0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0 0.6% 0.0% 

Suisun City 
116 80 200 39 316 119 

2.0% 1.4% 5.7% 1.1% 3.4% 1.3% 

Vacaville 
378 51 349 285 727 336 

1.9% 0.3% 2.8% 2.3% 2.2% 1.0% 
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Geography 

Owner Occupied Households Renter Occupied Households Total Households 

Overcrowded 
Severely 

Overcrowded 
Overcrowded 

Severely 

Overcrowded 
Overcrowded 

Severely 

Overcrowded 

Vallejo 
710 214 1,213 793 1,923 1,007 

3.0% 0.9% 6.5% 4.2% 4.6% 2.4% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

-- -- -- -- -- -- 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 

Solano County 
1,791 624 3,747 1806 5,538 2,430 

1.9% 0.7% 6.5% 3.1% 3.7% 1.6% 

Source:  ABAG Data Packet, 2021 – American Community Survey (ACS), 2015-2019   
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FIGURE 2-2 OVERCROWDING SEVERITY, 2019  

Source:  ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- American Community Survey (ACS), 2015-2019 
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TABLE 2-8 OVERCROWDING BY RACE, 2019  

Geography 

American 
Indian or 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian / API 
Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic or 
Latinx 

Other Race 
or Multiple 

Races 
White 

White, Non-
Hispanic 

More than 1.0 Occupants per Room 

Benicia  0.0% 0.8% 2.5% 6.7% 7.1% 1.9% 1.8% 

Dixon  0.0% 0.0% 26.4% 16.8% 10.5% 7.1% 3.2% 

Fairfield  0.0% 5.0% 1.8% 17.0% 10.4% 7.2% 2.7% 

Rio Vista  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 

Suisun City  0.0% 2.9% 2.3% 11.0% 6.2% 6.2% 3.1% 

Vacaville  9.7% 4.5% 1.8% 8.3% 6.2% 2.8% 1.5% 

Vallejo  0.0% 8.0% 5.3% 15.6% 17.6% 4.1% 2.2% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

22.7% 5.8% 0.0% 24.5% 29.3% 3.5% 2.1% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

Note – all categories include both Hispanic and Non-Hispanic populations unless otherwise noted. 
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INCOME DEFINITIONS AND INCOME LIMITS 

The state and federal governments classify household income into several categories based on the relationship to the county area median 

income (AMI), adjusted for household size. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) estimate of AMI is used to 

set income limits for eligibility in federal housing programs. The income categories include:  

• Extremely low-income households:  Up to 30 percent AMI 

• Very low-income households:    31–50 percent of AMI 

• Low-income households:    51–80 percent of AMI 

• Moderate-income households:   81–120 percent of AMI 

• Above moderate-income households:   Above 120 percent of AMI  

The term “lower income” refers to all households earning 80 percent or less of AMI. It combines the categories of low-, very-low and 

extremely low-incomes. Income limits for all counties in California are calculated by HCD for Solano County (see Table 2-9). According to 

HCD, the AMI for a four-person household in Solano County was $99,300 in 2021.   

TABLE 2-9 MAXIMUM HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE, SOLANO COUNTY, 2021 

Income Category 
Persons Per Household 

1 2 3 4 5 

Extremely Low $20,450 $23,350 $26,250 $29,150 $31,500 

Very Low $34,000 $38,850 $43,700 $48550 $52,450 

Low $54,350 $62,100 $69,850 $77,600 $83,850 

Median $69,500 $79,450 $89,350 $99,300 $107,250 

Moderate $83,400 $95,300 $107,250 $119,150 $128,700 

Source: HCD State Income Limits for Solano County, 2021  
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Figure 2-3 shows the median household income for all jurisdictions in Solano County, as reported by the 2015-2019 ACS. This median 

income includes all households, regardless of household size. The median household income in the United States was $62,843 in 2019, lower 

than the Solano County median of $81,472. Benicia had the highest median household income in 2019 with $103,413, well above the county 

median. The city with the lowest median income was Rio Vista with $69,604, followed by Vallejo at $69,405. Median Income for the 

unincorporated county was not available.  

Table 2-10 describes households by income level. Vallejo has the largest proportion of households with lower incomes (43.9 percent), 

followed by Rio Vista (41.1 percent), Dixon (38.7 percent), Fairfield (36.1 percent), and Suisun City (36.5 percent). Countywide, an average 

of 36.8 percent of all households were lower-income households Lower-income households (80 percent or less of AMI) have a greater risk 

of being displaced from their community, as compared with households with higher incomes. The cities with the greatest proportions of 

households with lower incomes were Vallejo (33.1 percent), Rio Vista (41.1 percent), and Suisun City (36.5 percent). In contrast, about 75.3 

percent of households in Benicia had incomes that were over 80 percent of AMI  

FIGURE 2-3 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOMES IN SOLANO COUNTY 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019)  
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TABLE 2-10 HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 2017 

Geography 

Extremely Low-
Income 

0%-30% of AMI 

Very Low -
Income  

31%-50% of AMI 

Low-Income  

51%-80% of 
AMI 

Median-Income  

81%-100% of 
AMI 

Above Median-
Income  

>100% of AMI 
Total  

Households 

Income Level <$29,150 <$48,550 <$77,600 <$ 99,300  >$119,150 

Benicia 
968 595 1,200 940 7,490 11,193 

8.6% 5.3% 10.7% 8.4% 66.9% 100.0% 

Dixon 
629 725 930 510 3,105 5,899 

10.7% 12.3% 15.8% 8.6% 52.6% 100.0% 

Fairfield  
3,637 3,855 5,425 3,570 19,285 35,772 

10.2% 10.8% 15.2% 10.0% 53.9% 100.0% 

Rio Vista 
439 535 750 290 2,185 4,199 

10.5% 12.7% 17.9% 6.9% 52.0% 100.0% 

Suisun City 
848 809 1,719 860 5,009 9,245 

9.2% 8.8% 18.6% 9.3% 54.2% 100.0% 

Vacaville 
2,994 2,840 4,914 3,224 18,455 32,427 

9.2% 8.8% 15.2% 9.9% 56.9% 100.0% 

Vallejo 
6,250 5,080 6,949 4,035 19,330 41,644 

15.0% 12.2% 16.7% 9.7% 46.4% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

585 575 1,038 941 3,841 6,980 

8.4% 8.2% 14.9% 13.5% 55.0% 100.0% 

Solano County 
16,350 15,014 22,925 14,370 78,700 147,359 

11.1% 10.2% 15.6% 9.8% 53.4% 100.0% 

Bay Area 
396,952 294,189 350,599 245,810 1,413,483 2,701,033 

14.7% 10.9% 13.0% 9.1% 52.3% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- CHAS, 2013-2017 
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Overpayment 

State and federal housing law defines overpayment (or cost burdened) as a household paying 30-49 percent of gross income for housing 

expenses and severe overpayment (or severely cost burdened) as a household paying more than 50 percent of gross income for housing 

expenses. Housing overpayment and severe overpayment are especially problematic for lower-income households that have limited resources 

for other living expenses and is an important measure of the affordability of housing within a community. Overpayment and severe 

overpayment for housing is based on the total cost of shelter compared to a household’s income. According to the U.S. Census, shelter cost 

is the monthly owner costs (mortgages, deeds of trust, contracts to purchase or similar debts on the property, taxes, and insurance) or the 

gross rent (contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities). Overpayment and severe overpayment are also most often 

interrelated with income levels; however, there are some households that choose to overpay to live in neighborhoods with good access to 

services and resources – particularly schools.   

As reported in Table 2-11, Vallejo had the highest proportion of households overpaying or severely overpaying for housing between 2015 

and 2019, with a total of 17,750 households (42.2 percent), followed by Suisun City (3,476 households, 37.3 percent) and Fairfield (13,389 

households, 36.4 percent). Overpaying or severely overpaying for housing among homeowners was most common in Vallejo (7,287 , 31.2  

percent), Suisun City  (1,754 households, 30.2 percent) and Rio Vista  (1,096 households, 28.2 percent). Overpaying or severely overpaying 

for housing among renters was most common in Vallejo (10,463 households, 55.9 percent), Fairfield (7,745 households, 51.8 percent) and 

Vacaville (6,485 households, 52.2 percent). 
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TABLE 2-11 OVERPAYING BY TENURE, 2015-2019  

Geography Overpayment Category 
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied  Totals  

Number  Percentage  Number  Percentage  Number  Percentage  

Benicia  

Not Overpaying  5,809 71.7% 1,445 45.3% 7,254 64.2% 

Overpaying  1,490 18.4% 820 25.7% 2,310 20.5% 

Severely Overpaying  775 9.6% 784 24.6% 1,559 13.8% 

Not Computed 29 0.4% 141 4.4% 170 1.5% 

Total  8,103 100.0% 3,190 100.0% 11,293 100.0% 

Dixon  

Not Overpaying  3,065 72.3% 1,055 57.8% 4,120 68.0% 

Overpaying  884 20.9% 251 13.8% 1,135 18.7% 

Severely Overpaying  274 6.5% 441 24.2% 715 11.8% 

Not Computed 15 0.4% 77 4.2% 92 1.5% 

Total  4,238 100.0% 1,824 100% 6,062 100.0% 

Fairfield  

Not Overpaying  16,013 73.5% 6,629 44.3% 22,642 61.6% 

Overpaying  3,450 15.8% 4,320 28.9% 7,770 21.1% 

Severely Overpaying  2,194 10.1% 3,425 22.9% 5,619 15.3% 

Not Computed  132 0.6% 588 3.9% 720 2.0% 

Total  21,789 100.0% 14,962 100.0% 36,751 100.0% 

Rio Vista  

Not Overpaying 2,697 69.4% 393 43.5% 3,090 64.5% 

Overpaying  648 16.7% 123 13.6% 771 16.1% 

Severely Overpaying  448 11.5% 211 23.3% 659 13.8% 

Not Computed 95 2.4% 177 19.6% 272 5.7% 

Total  3,888 100.0% 904 100.0% 4,792 100.0% 
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Geography Overpayment Category 
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied  Totals  

Number  Percentage  Number  Percentage  Number  Percentage  

Suisun City 

Not Overpaying 4,009 69.3% 1,712 48.5% 5,721 61.5% 

Overpaying  1,154 20.0% 908 25.7% 2,062 22.1% 

Severely Overpaying  600 10.4% 814 23.1% 1,414 15.2% 

Not Computed 20 0.3% 93 2.6% 113 1.2% 

Total  5,783 100.0% 3,527 100.0% 9,310 100.0% 

Vacaville  

Not Overpaying 14,969 73.8% 5,555 44.8% 20,524 62.8% 

Overpaying  3,411 16.8% 3,774 30.4% 7,185 22.0% 

Severely Overpaying  1,802 8.9% 2,711 21.8% 4,513 13.8% 

Not Computed 104 0.5% 372 3.0% 476 1.5% 

Total  20,286 100% 12,412 100.0% 32,698 100.0% 

Vallejo  

Not Overpaying 15,910 68.2% 7,568 40.5% 23,478 55.8% 

Overpaying  4,457 19.1% 4,588 24.5% 9,045 21.5% 

Severely Overpaying  2,830 12.1% 5,875 31.4% 8,705 20.7% 

Not Computed 142 0.6% 678 3.6% 820 2.0% 

Total  23,339 100.0% 18,709 100.0% 42,048 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

Not Overpaying 3,386 71.7% 1,201 54.9% 4,587 66.4% 

Overpaying  651 13.8% 368 16.8% 1,019 14.7% 

Severely Overpaying  633 13.4% 331 15.1% 964 13.9% 

Not Computed 53 1.1% 288 13.2% 341 4.9% 

Total  4,723 100.0% 2,188 100.0% 6,911 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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Lower-Income Households Overpaying 

One of the indicators of housing need when analyzing the relationship between income and costs associated with available housing resources 

is overpayment. Generally, households that pay more than 30 percent of their income on housing cost are considered to be overpaying for 

housing or cost burdened, while households that pay 50 percent or more are considered to be severely overpaying or severely cost burdened.  

Tables 2-12, 2-13, and 2-14 show that countywide, 35.6 percent of the total households spend more than 30 percent of their income on 

housing costs with the majority falling into the lower income category, at 24.3 percent of total households. Approximately 15 percent of the 

County’s households are both lower income and severely cost burdened. Extremely low-income households constitute 10 percent of the 

County’s households, of which, more than half overpay for housing, and almost all are severely cost burdened, at 7.9 percent and 7.1 percent 

of total households respectively. A distinction must be made, however, that not all lower-income households, even extremely low-income 

households, are cost burdened. 

A comparison of renters and homeowners experiencing overpayment puts risk of displacement into better perspective and assists in the 

establishment of policies and programs to reduce this risk. Renters make up 39.3 percent of the total county households, with almost one-

half of renters (19.4 percent of total county households) reporting overpayment of 30 percent of their income. Approximately 50 percent of 

renter households (19.9 percent of total households) fall within the lower-income categories (less than 80 percent of Area Median Family 

Income (HAMFI)). Almost all the lower-income rental households, at 15.4 percent of total county households, report overpayment. Lower-

income rental households reporting severe overpayment constitute 9.6 percent of total county households. The most at-risk of displacement 

population are extremely low-income (ELI) rental households (0-30 percent of MFI). ELI households comprise 6.9 percent of the total 

county households and represent17.6 percent of renters. Of total renters approximately 80 percent are cost burdened, making up 5.5 percent 

of total households. This indicates that almost 13 percent of total renters are the most at risk of displacement from overpayment.  

Homeowners throughout the county are also affected by overpayment, particularly lower-income households. Homeowners constitute 60.7 

percent of the county’s households, of which, 26.8 percent (16.3 percent of total households) are overburdened. Approximately 27 percent 

of owner-occupied households (14.5 percent of total households) fall within the lower-income categories (less than 80 percent of MFI). 

Almost 60 percent of the lower-income owner households, at 8.9 percent of total county households, report overpayment. Statistics indicate 

that 38.2 percent of lower-income owner-occupied households report severe overpayment, constituting 5.5 percent of total county 

households. Extremely low-income (ELI) owner households (0-30 percent of MFI) comprise 3.1 percent of the total County households, 
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representing just 5.2 percent of owners. Of this group, approximately 75.3 percent are overburdened, embodying 2.4 percent of total 

households, and 64 percent of ELI owners are severely overburdened. This indicates that 3.3 percent of total homeowners are the most at 

risk of displacement from overpayment.  

Looking at overpayment and income statistics for individual cities, when focusing on the populations most at risk of displacement, a range 

of differences are evident. In Benicia, owner occupied comprise 71 percent of total households, of which, 23.8 percent report overpayment 

(16.9 percent). Of the 29 percent rental households, 50 percent are overburdened (14.6 percent of households). Of the overburdened renters, 

28.8 percent fall into the ELI category, and 12.4 percent of overburdened owners fall into the ELI category. Over 66 percent of both ELI 

owners and renters are extremely cost burdened, representing 1.8 and 3.7 percent of the total households respectively. 

In comparison, in Vallejo, owner occupied households comprise 54.9 percent of total households, of which, 29.3 percent report overpayment 

(16.1 percent of households). Of the 45.1-percent of rental households, 53.2 percent are overburdened (24.0 percent of households). Of the 

overburdened renters, 35.6 percent fall into the ELI category, and 16 percent of overburdened owners fall into the ELI category. Over 32 

percent of ELI renters and 14 percent of homeowners are extremely cost burdened, representing 8.5 and 2.6 percent of the total households 

respectively. 

Dixon reports a high percentage of both renter and homeowner households overpaying for housing. Owner households comprise 61.7 

percent of total households, of which, 45.6 percent report overpayment (20.1 percent). Of the 20.1 percent rental households, 86.7 percent 

are overburdened (14.0 percent of households). Of the overburdened renters, 21.8 percent fall into the ELI category, yet only 5.6 percent of 

overburdened owners fall into the ELI category. Almost all of the ELI renters, at 95.8 percent, and 78.3 percent of ELI homeowners are 

extremely cost burdened, representing 5.7 and 1.5 percent of the total households respectively. 

Regardless of median income in the county and its cities, housing costs remain a challenge for a substantial number of residents. Throughout 

the county, extremely low-income homeowners, and in particular lower-income renters, experience a cost burden, with a large percentage 

significantly overpaying for housing. This can be an issue for seniors as well as for working families, single parents, and others who face 

changing life circumstances. The sudden loss of employment, a health care emergency, or a family crisis can quickly result in a heavy cost 

burden, with limited affordable options available, putting these populations at risk of displacement, overcrowding, or residing in low-resource 

areas.  
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TABLE 2-12 LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS OVERPAYING: BENICIA, DIXON, FAIRFIELD 

Total Household Characteristics 

Benicia Dixon Fairfield 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Total occupied units (households) 11,130 100.0% 6,015 1 36,350 36,350 

Total Renter households 3,225 29.0% 1,880 31.3% 15,110 41.6% 

Total Owner Households 7,905 71.0% 4,135 68.7% 21,235 58.4% 

Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 2,535 22.8% 2,045 34.0% 11,875 32.7% 

Lower income renters (0-80%) 1,320 11.9% 1,090 18.1% 7,150 19.7% 

Lower income owners (0-80%) 1,215 10.9% 955 15.9% 4,725 13.0% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) renters (0-30%) 620 5.6% 355 5.9% 2,215 6.1% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) owners (0-30%) 295 2.7% 115 1.9% 925 2.5% 

Lower income households paying more than 50%  1,290 11.6% 780 12.97% 5,120 14.1% 

Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 730 6.6% 480 8.0% 3,375 9.3% 

Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 550 4.9% 295 4.9% 1,745 4.8% 

Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 610 5.5% 430 7.1% 2,140 5.9% 

ELI Renter HH severely overpaying 415 3.7% 340 5.7% 1,570 4.3% 

ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 195 1.8% 90 1.5% 570 1.6% 

Income between 30%-50% 285 2.6% 245 4.1% 1,805 5.0% 

Income between 50% -80% 395 3.5% 105 1.7% 1,175 3.2% 

Lower income households paying more than 30%  1,855 16.7% 1,415 23.5% 8,580 23.6% 

Lower income renter HH overpaying 1,020 9.2% 775 12.9% 5,725 15.7% 

Lower income owner HH overpaying 820 7.4% 640 10.6% 2,855 7.9% 
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Total Household Characteristics 

Benicia Dixon Fairfield 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

         Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 710 6.4% 445 7.4% 2,445 6.7% 

ELI Renter HH overpaying 470 4.2% 340 5.7% 1,720 4.7% 

ELI Owner HH overpaying 235 2.1% 105 1.7% 725 2.0% 

Income between 30%-50% 385 3.5% 470 7.8% 3,040 8.4% 

Income between 50% -80% 760 6.8% 500 8.3% 500 1.4% 

Total Households Overpaying 3,515 31.6% 2,050 34.1% 12,805 35.2% 

Total Renter Households Overpaying 1,630 14.6% 840 14.0% 7,555 20.8% 

Total Owner Households Overpaying 1,885 16.9% 1,210 20.1% 5,250 14.4% 

Source: 2014-2018 CHAS Data Sets https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

  



Solano County Regional Housing Element Collaborative 
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

November 2023 Page 27 

TABLE 2-13 LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS OVERPAYING: RIO VISTA, SUISUN CITY, VACAVILLE 

Total Household Characteristics 

Rio Vista Suisun City Vacaville 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Total occupied units (households) 4,285 100.0% 9,320 100.0% 32,920 100.0% 

Total Renter households 745 17.4% 3,655 39.2% 12,960 39.4% 

Total Owner Households 3,545 82.7% 5,660 60.7% 19,960 60.6% 

Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1570 36.6% 3,130 33.6% 10,630 32.3% 

Lower income renters (0-80%) 295 6.9% 1,715 18.4% 6,285 19.1% 

Lower income owners (0-80%) 1,275 29.8% 1,415 15.2% 4,345 13.2% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) renters (0-30%) 140 3.3% 610 6.5% 1,940 5.9% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) owners (0-30%) 390 9.1% 225 2.4% 955 2.9% 

Lower income households paying more than 50%  575 13.4% 1,275 13.7% 4,280 13.0% 

Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 200 4.7% 775 8.3% 2,590 7.9% 

Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 365 8.5% 505 5.4% 1,690 5.1% 

Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 310 7.2% 580 6.2% 1,925 5.8% 

ELI Renter HH severely overpaying 90 2.1% 440 4.7% 1,325 4.0% 

ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 260 6.1% 145 1.6% 600 1.8% 

Income between 30%-50% 90 2.1% 380 4.1% 1,270 3.9% 

Income between 50% -80% 175 4.1% 315 3.4% 1,085 3.3% 

Lower income households paying more than 30%  830 19.4% 2,165 23.2% 7,410 22.5% 

Lower income renter HH overpaying 200 4.7% 1,300 13.9% 4,695 14.3% 

Lower income owner HH overpaying 620 14.5% 870 9.3% 2,720 8.3% 

Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 355 8.3% 615 6.6% 2,135 6.5% 

ELI Renter HH overpaying 90 2.1% 465 5.0% 1,445 4.4% 
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Total Household Characteristics 

Rio Vista Suisun City Vacaville 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage 

of Total 
Households 

ELI Owner HH overpaying 260 6.1% 155 1.7% 690 2.1% 

Income between 30%-50% 140 3.3% 450 4.8% 1,945 5.9% 

Income between 50% -80% 335 7.8% 1,100 11.8% 3,330 10.1% 

Total Households Overpaying 1,220 28.5% 3,135 33.6% 11,370 34.5% 

Total Renter Households Overpaying 245 5.7% 1,595 17.1% 6,195 18.8% 

Total Owner Households Overpaying 975 22.8% 1,540 16.5% 5,175 15.7% 

Source: 2014-2018 CHAS Data Sets https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 
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TABLE 2-14 LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS OVERPAYING: VALLEJO, SOLANO COUNTY 

Total Household Characteristics 

Vallejo Solano County 

Number 
Percentage of 

Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage of 

Total 
Households 

Total occupied units (households) 41,990 100.0% 149,065 100.0% 

Total Renter households 18,930 45.1% 58,645 39.3% 

Total Owner Households 23,060 54.9% 90,420 60.7% 

Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 17,360 41.3% 51,215 34.4% 

Lower income renters (0-80%) 10,810 25.7% 29,675 19.9% 

Lower income owners (0-80%) 6,550 15.6% 21,540 14.5% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) renters (0-30%) 4,245 10.1% 10,325 6.9% 

Extremely low-income (ELI) owners (0-30%) 1,430 3.4% 4,675 3.1% 

Lower income households paying more than 50%  8,365 19.9% 22,495 15.1% 

Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 5,770 13.7% 14,260 9.6% 

Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 2,595 6.2% 8,235 5.5% 

        Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 4,215 10.0% 10,580 7.1% 

ELI Renter HH severely overpaying 3,265 7.8% 7,585 5.1% 

ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 950 2.3% 2,995 2.0% 

Income between 30%-50% 2,550 6.1% 6,875 4.6% 

Income between 50% -80% 1,600 3.8% 5,040 3.4% 

Lower income households paying more than 30%  12,695 30.2% 36,225 24.3% 

Lower income renter HH overpaying 8,685 20.7% 23,005 15.4% 

Lower income owner HH overpaying 4,005 9.5% 13,220 8.9% 

                                  Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 4,670 11.1% 11,785 7.9% 

ELI Renter HH overpaying 3,585 8.5% 8,265 5.5% 
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Total Household Characteristics 

Vallejo Solano County 

Number 
Percentage of 

Total 
Households 

Number 
Percentage of 

Total 
Households 

ELI Owner HH overpaying 1,085 2.6% 3,520 2.4% 

                                  Income between 30%-50% 3,770 9.0% 10,580 7.1% 

                                  Income between 50% -80% 4,255 10.1% 13,860 9.3% 

Total Households Overpaying 16,835 40.1% 53,120 35.6% 

Total Renter Households Overpaying 10,070 24.0% 28,860 19.4% 

Total Owner Households Overpaying 6,765 16.1% 24,260 16.3% 

Source: 2014-2018 CHAS Data Sets https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 
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EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

The economy has an important impact on housing needs. Employment growth typically results in increased housing demand in areas that 

serve as regional employment centers. Moreover, the type of occupation and income levels for new employment also affect housing demand. 

This section describes the economic and employment patterns and how these patterns influence housing needs. 

EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 

Occupations held by residents determine the income earned by a household and their corresponding ability to afford housing. Higher-paying 

jobs provide broader housing opportunities for residents, while lower-paying jobs limit housing options. Understanding employment and 

occupation patterns can provide insight into present housing needs.  

Table 2-15 and Figure 2-4 shows employment by industry for each jurisdiction. In the following analysis, “residents” refers to those in the 

civilian, employed population aged 16 and older. Residents of Benicia are most commonly employed in the health and educational services, 

and financial and professional services sectors (21.7 percent). The health and educational services industry is also the most common sector 

of employment for residents for all of Solano County.   

At 19.3 percent, Dixon is the jurisdiction with the largest proportion of its residents employed in the manufacturing, wholesale, and 

transportation sector, though Suisun City, Fairfield, Vallejo, and Unincorporated Solano County also have significant proportions of residents 

employed in that sector.  Countywide, only two percent of residents are in the agricultural and natural resources sector; however, most of 

that is in Unincorporated Solano County, making up eight percent of the employment industry. 
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FIGURE 2-4 EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY 
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TABLE 2-15 RESIDENT EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 2015-2019 

Geography 
Agriculture 
& Natural 
Resources 

Construc-
tion 

Financial & 
Professional 

Services 

Health & 
Educational 

Services 

Informa-
tion 

Manufacturing
, Wholesale & 
Transportation 

Retail Other Total 

Benicia 
49 1,322 3,199 4,564 386 2,291 1,260 1,641 14,712 

0.3% 9.0% 21.7% 31.0% 2.6% 15.6% 8.6% 11.2% 100.0% 

Dixon 
299 1,250 1,214 2981 146 1,922 1,192 956 9,960 

3.0% 12.6% 12.2% 29.9% 1.5% 19.3% 12.0% 9.6% 100.0% 

Fairfield  
1,021 4,043 7,802 18,424 943 10,113 6,302 5,757 54,405 

1.9% 7.4% 14.3% 33.9% 1.7% 18.6% 11.6% 10.6% 100.0% 

Rio Vista 
12 260 413 682 89 283 347 493 2,579 

0.5% 10.1% 16.0% 26.4% 3.5% 11.0% 13.5% 19.1% 100.0% 

Suisun City 
95 833 2,177 4,445 242 2,767 2,324 1,604 14,487 

0.7% 5.7% 15.0% 30.7% 1.7% 19.1% 16.0% 11.1% 100.0% 

Vacaville 
295 4,430 6,778 13,714 591 6,908 4,565 6,277 43,558 

0.7% 10.2% 15.6% 31.5% 1.4% 15.9% 10.5% 14.4% 100.0% 

Vallejo 
496 4,530 8,834 19,956 1,016 10,036 6,619 6,205 57,692 

0.9% 7.9% 15.3% 34.6% 1.8% 17.4% 11.5% 10.8% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

780 1,045 1,431 2,754 129 1,700 883 863 9,585 

8.1% 10.9% 14.9% 28.7% 1.3% 17.7% 9.2% 9.0% 100.0% 

Solano County 
3,047 17,713 31,848 67,520 3,542 36,020 23,492 23,796 206,978 

1.5% 8.6% 15.4% 32.6% 1.7% 17.4% 11.3% 11.5% 100.0% 

Bay Area 
30,159 226,029 1,039,526 1,195,343 160,226 670,251 373,083 329,480 4,024,097 

0.7% 5.6% 25.8% 29.7% 4.0% 16.7% 9.3% 8.2% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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UNEMPLOYMENT 

According to the California Employment Development Department (EDD), in 2021 the statewide unemployment rate was 6.9 percent. 

Unemployment rates are based off of people filing for unemployment benefits. The unemployment rate reflects individuals 16 years or older, 

not members of the Armed Services, and are not in institutions such as prisons, mental hospitals, or nursing homes. The unemployment rate 

in Solano County was lower than the statewide rate at 5.4 percent. Figure 2-5 shows unemployment in Solano County by jurisdiction. The 

city with the highest unemployment rate was Rio Vista (6.8 percent), followed by Vallejo (6.3 percent). Benicia had the lowest unemployment 

rate (3.3 percent), followed by Vacaville (4.7 percent). Both Fairfield and Dixon had an equal unemployment rate of 5.2 percent with Suisun 

City at 5.6 percent. In comparison, in 2019 the unemployment rates were lower. The City of Rio Vista had the highest unemployment rate, 

respectively followed by the City of Vallejo at 4.3 percent. effects of the COVID-19 pandemic are still being reflected to an extent for all the 

cities within Solano County. The pandemic caused a high unemployment rate in 2020 (9.5 percent) for Solano County and decreased in 2021 

to 5.4 percent.  

FIGURE 2-5 UNEMPLOYMENT RATE (2021) 

Source:  Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP)– EDD, 2019 and 2021  
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LABOR FORCE TRENDS 

Table 2-18 shows employment projections by industry sector in Solano County from 2018 to 2028. According to EDD data, industry 

employment in Solano County is expected to grow by 15,300 jobs between 2018 and 2028, to an estimated 168,600 by 2028. Total nonfarm 

employment is projected to gain approximately 14,500 jobs by 2022. This has potential to impact a segment of residents in the county 

currently employed in that field of work, contributing towards risk of displacement as manual labor jobs decrease. The healthcare and social 

assistance; professional and business services; trade, transportation, and utilities; state government; and education sectors are expected to 

account for more than 50 percent of all nonfarm job growth. The largest projected growth sectors are healthcare and social assistance and 

educational services industries at 19.7 percent each.  

TABLE 2-16 SOLANO COUNTY JOB GROWTH BY INDUSTRY SECTOR (2018) 

Industry Title 
Estimated 

Employment 20181, 2 

Projected 
Employment  

2028 

Percentage Change 
2018-2028 

Total Employment 153,300 168,600 10.0% 

Mining and Logging 600 500 -16.7% 

Construction 11,200 12,000 7.1% 

Manufacturing 12,700 13,500 6.3% 

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 27,800 29,500 6.1% 

Information 1,100 1,200 9.1% 

Financial Activities 5,200 5,500 5.8% 

Professional and Business Services 10,100 11,900 17.8% 

Educational Services (Private), Healthcare, and Social 
Assistance 

28,400 34,000 19.7% 

Leisure and Hospitality 15,600 17,700 13.5% 

Other Services (excludes 814-Private Household Workers) 4,500 4,700 4.4% 
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Industry Title 
Estimated 

Employment 20181, 2 

Projected 
Employment  

2028 

Percentage Change 
2018-2028 

Government 24,900 26,100 4.8% 

Federal Government 3,500 4,100 17.1% 

State and Local Government 21,300 22,000 3.3% 

Type of Employment 

Total Farm 1,700 1,600 -5.9% 

Total Nonfarm 142,100 156,600 10.2% 

Self-Employment 3 9,400 10,200 8.5% 

Private Household Workers 4 100 200 100.0% 

Source: Employment Development Department, 2018  

Notes:  

1. Data sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics' Current Employment Statistics (CES) March 2019 benchmark and Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages 

(QCEW) industry employment. 

2. Industry detail may not add up to totals due to independent rounding and suppression. 

3. Self-employed persons work for profit or fees in their own business, profession, trade, or farm. Only the unincorporated self-employed are included in this category. The 

estimated and projected employment numbers include all workers who are primarily self-employed and wage and salary workers who hold a secondary job as a self-employed 

worker. 

4. Private household workers are employed as domestic workers whose primary activities are to maintain the household. Industry employment is based on QCEW.  
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HOUSING STOCK CHARACTERISTICS 

This section describes the housing characteristics and conditions that affect housing needs in Solano County. Important housing stock 

characteristics include housing type, tenure, vacancy rates, age, condition, cost, and affordability. 

HOUSING TYPE 

According to California’s DOF (see Table 2-17), the cities with the highest percentage of single-family units were Rio Vista (93.2 percent), 

Unincorporated Solano County (90.3), Suisun City (85.8 percent), and Dixon (81.4 percent). The cities with the lowest percentage of single-

family units were Vallejo (70.2 percent), Benicia (73.4 percent), and Vacaville (74.6 percent).  However, all jurisdictions had very high 

percentages of single-family units, at above 70 percent across the county. On average for all the cities, about 16.9 percent of the housing 

stock was composed of multifamily units. Unincorporated Solano County had the highest stock of mobile homes (6.8 percent) followed by 

Rio Vista (3.5 percent). As a whole, Solano County housing stock is 76.1 percent single-family units, 21 percent multifamily units, and 2.9 

percent mobile homes. Much of the single-family housing stock is concentrated in Rio Vista and Unincorporated Solano County.   

TABLE 2-17 HOUSING TYPE, 2021 

Geography 
Single-Family 

Homes 
Multifamily:  

Two to Four Units 
Multifamily: Five-

Plus Units 
Mobile Homes Total 

Benicia 
8,332 1,176 1,611 238 11,357 

73.4% 10.4% 14.2% 2.1% 100.0% 

Dixon 
5,458 420 782 48 6,708 

81.4% 6.3% 11.7% 0.7% 100.0% 

Fairfield 
31,060 2,015 6,403 999 40,477 

76.7% 5.0% 15.8% 2.5% 100.0% 

Rio Vista 
4,764 25 141 179 5,109 

93.2% 0.5% 2.8% 3.5% 100.0% 
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Geography 
Single-Family 

Homes 
Multifamily:  

Two to Four Units 
Multifamily: Five-

Plus Units 
Mobile Homes Total 

Suisun City 
8,209 382 788 184 9,563 

85.8% 4.0% 8.2% 1.9% 100.0% 

Vacaville 
26,911 2,259 5,747 1,136 36,053 

74.6% 6.3% 15.9% 3.2% 100.0% 

Vallejo 
31,470 4,863 7,141 1,358 44,832 

70.2% 10.8% 15.9% 3.0% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

6,566 156 56 494 7,272 

90.3% 2.1% 0.8% 6.8% 100.0% 

Solano County  
122,770 11,296 22,669 4,636 161,371 

76.1% 7.0% 14.0% 2.9% 100.0% 

Source: Department of Finance E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2021 

HOUSING TENURE 

Housing tenure (owner vs. renter) influences several aspects of the local housing market. Residential mobility is influenced by tenure, with 

ownership housing turning over at a much lower rate than rental housing. This is not directly related to the type of unit, where most single-

family units and certain types of multifamily (duplex-fourplex, condos) may be owner-occupied. However, single-family units, especially older 

stock and multifamily units (duplex-fourplex and condos) are also often converted to rental stock. 

As shown in Table 2-18, the cities with the highest proportions of owner-occupied households were Rio Vista (81.1. percent), Benicia (71.8 

percent), Dixon (69.9 percent), Unincorporated Solano County (68.3 percent), Suisun City (62.1 percent), and Vacaville (62 percent). The 

cities with the highest proportions of renter-occupied households were Vallejo (44.5 percent) and Fairfield (40.7 percent). Fairfield and 

Vallejo are split down the middle, respectively.  
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TABLE 2-18 HOUSING TENURE, 2019  

Geography 
Total 

Households 
Owner Occupied  Renter Occupied  

Households Percentage Households Percentage 

Benicia 11,293 8,103 71.8% 3,190 28.2% 

Dixon 6,062 4,238 69.9% 1,824 30.1% 

Fairfield  36,751 21,789 59.3% 14,962 40.7% 

Rio Vista 4,792 3,888 81.1% 904 18.9% 

Suisun City 9,310 5,783 62.1% 3,527 37.9% 

Vacaville 32,698 20,286 62.0% 12,412 38.0% 

Vallejo 42,048 23,339 55.5% 18,709 44.5% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

6,911 4,723 68.3% 2,188 31.7% 

Solano County 149,865 92,149 61.5% 57,716 38.5% 

Bay Area 2,731,434 1,531,955 56.1% 1,199,479 43.9% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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VACANCY RATE 

Table 2-19 shows housing units and vacancies in Solano County and the cities according to the California DOF. Vacancy rates of 5.0 to 6.0 

percent for rental housing and 1.5 to 2.0 percent for ownership housing are generally considered optimum. A higher vacancy rate may indicate 

an excess supply of units, a softer market, and result in lower housing prices. A lower vacancy rate may indicate a shortage of housing and 

high competition for available housing, which generally leads to higher housing prices and diminished affordability. As Table 2-19 shows, 

the vacancy rate for all cities within Solano County is 5.3 percent. The cities with the highest vacancy rate are Unincorporated Solano County 

(8.9 percent), Vallejo (7.3), and Rio Vista (6.6 percent). As shown in Table 2-20 for units that were “other vacant,” about 40.5 percent of 

housing units in that category were within Unincorporated Solano County and 39.8 percent were in Vallejo. In addition, as shown in Table 

2-18, Rio Vista had the highest owner-occupied households and so their high vacancy rate can be attributed to the vacant units by type, where 

almost 20 percent of vacant units are for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. The cities with the lowest vacancy rates were Dixon and 

Suisun City.  

TABLE 2-19 VACANCY RATE BY OCCUPANCY STATUS, 2021  

Geography 
Total Housing Units Occupied Housing 

Units 
Vacant Housing 

Units  
Vacancy Rate 

Benicia 11,035 10,832 203 4.6% 

Dixon 6,708 6505 203 3.0% 

Fairfield  40,477 38,829 1,648 4.1% 

Rio Vista 5,109 4,773 336 6.6% 

Suisun City 9,563 9,231 332 3.5% 

Vacaville 36,053 34,521 1,532 4.2% 

Vallejo 44,832 41,563 3,269 7.3% 

Unincorporated Solano County 7,272 6,623 649 8.9% 

Solano County 161,371 152,877 8,494 5.3% 

Source: Department of Finance E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2021 
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Table 2-20 shows the occupancy status of the housing stock according to the 2015-2019 ACS. Many of the cities within Solano County have 

vacant units that are classified as “other vacant.” For instance, the cities with the highest “other vacant” units were Vacaville (49.5 percent), 

Fairfield, 48.9 percent, Suisun City (41.8 percent), Unincorporated Solano County (40.5 percent), and Benicia (39.4 percent). According to 

the U.S. Census Bureau, “other vacant” units are classified as such when the unit does not fit into any of the year-round vacant categories. 

Other reasons include no one lives in the unit and the owner does not want to sell, unit is being used for storage, owner is elderly and living 

in a nursing home or with family members, or the unit is foreclosed, being repaired/renovated, or held for settlement of an estate. The 

seasonal and recreational use (vacation homes) vacancy rate is usually not indicative of underserved populations, but it does contribute toward 

unavailability of certain types of housing. Unincorporated Solano County and Benicia have the largest proportions of their vacant units 

classified as seasonal, recreational, or occasional use (32.6 percent and 19.5 percent respectively). It should be noted that new development 

that occurred after 2019 is not reflected in this data.  

TABLE 2-20 VACANT UNITS BY TYPE, 2015-2019  

Geography For Rent For Sale 
For Seasonal, 

Recreational, or 
Occasional use 

Other 
vacant1 

Rented, Not 
Occupied 

Sold, Not 
Occupied 

Total 
Vacant 
Units  

Benicia 
167 9 96 194 17 10 493 

33.9% 1.8% 19.5% 39.4% 3.4% 2.0% 100.0% 

Dixon 
165 27 0 64 71 0 327 

50.5% 8.3% 0.0% 19.6% 21.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Fairfield 
392 155 119 792 35 128 1,621 

24.2% 9.6% 7.3% 48.9% 2.2% 7.9% 100.0% 

Rio Vista 
33 45 50 28 127 55 338 

9.8% 13.3% 14.8% 8.3% 37.6% 16.3% 100.0% 

Suisun City 
27 51 48 142 0 72 340 

7.9% 15.0% 14.1% 41.8% 0.0% 21.2% 100.0% 

Vacaville 
299 103 158 732 95 91 1,478 

20.2% 7.0% 10.7% 49.5% 6.4% 6.2% 100.0% 
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Geography For Rent For Sale 
For Seasonal, 

Recreational, or 
Occasional use 

Other 
vacant1 

Rented, Not 
Occupied 

Sold, Not 
Occupied 

Total 
Vacant 
Units  

Vallejo 
924 216 144 992 73 146 2,495 

37.0% 8.7% 5.8% 39.8% 2.9% 5.9% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

66 128 275 341 33 0 843 

7.8% 15.2% 32.6% 40.5% 3.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

Solano County 
2,073 734 890 3,285 451 502 7,935 

26.1% 9.3% 11.2% 41.4% 5.7% 6.3% 100.0% 

Bay Area 
41,117 10,057 37,301 61,722 10,647 11,816 172,660 

23.8% 5.8% 21.6% 35.7% 6.2% 6.8% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
1 Common reasons a housing unit is labeled “other vacant” is that no one lives in the unit and the owner does not want to sell, is using the unit for storage, or is elderly and 

living in a nursing home or with family members. Additional reasons are that the unit is being held for settlement of an estate, is being repaired or renovated, is being 

foreclosed (foreclosures may appear in any of the vacant or occupied categories).  

HOUSING CONDITIONS 

Housing conditions are an important indicator of quality of life. Like any physical asset, housing ages and deteriorates over time. If not 

regularly maintained, structures can deteriorate and discourage reinvestment, depress neighborhood property values, and even become health 

hazards. Thus, maintaining and improving housing quality is an important goal for communities.  

An indication of the quality of the housing stock is its general age. Typically, housing over 30 years old is likely to have rehabilitation needs 

that may include plumbing, roof repairs, foundation work, and other repairs. In addition, tenure may impact the condition of housing, as 

landlords may not maintain rental units the same as owners would maintain their homes. Table 2-21 displays the age of Solano County’s 

housing stock starting from before 1939 up until 2014 and later, according to the 2015-2019 ACS. Of the eight jurisdictions, seven had 50 

percent of the housing stock older than 30 years, with the unincorporated county (86.8 percent), Vallejo (81.7 percent), and Benicia (79.1 

percent) having the highest percentages. When looking at the housing stock that was 50 year or older, Vallejo (44.1 percent), the 

unincorporated county (42.3 percent), and Rio Vista has the highest percentages.  
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TABLE 2-21 HOUSING UNITS BY YEAR STRUCTURE WAS BUILT 

Geography 
Built 

1939 or 
earlier 

Built 
1940 to 

1949 

Built 1950 
to 1959 

Built 
1960 to 

1969 

Built 1970 
to 1979 

Built 
1980 to 

1989 

Built 
1990 to 

1999 

Built 2000 
to 2009 

Built 2010 
to 2013 

Built 
2014 to 

later 
Total 

30 years 
and 

older 
(1989) 

50 years 
and 

older 
(1969) 

Benicia 
785 838 250 673 3,211 3,566 1,724 723 16 0 11,786 9,323 2,546 

6.7% 7.1% 2.1% 5.7% 27.2% 30.26% 14.63% 6.13% 0.1% 0 100.0% 79.1% 21.6% 

Dixon 
274 154 302 305 1,457 769 1,717 1,182 106 123 6,389 3,261 1,035 

4.3% 2.4% 4.7% 4.8% 22.8% 12.0% 26.9% 18.5% 1.7% 1.9% 100.0% 51.0% 16.2% 

Fairfield  
768 300 2,929 6,301 5,575 8,440 6,369 5,443 1,110 2,632 38,372 24,313 10,298 

1.9% 0.8% 7.3% 15.8% 14.0% 21.2% 16.0% 13.7% 2.8% 6.6% 100.0% 61.0% 25.8% 

Rio Vista 
311 173 517 357 255 173 853 1,834 320 337 5,130 1,786 1,358 

6.1% 3.4% 10.1% 7.0% 5.0% 3.4% 16.6% 35.8% 6.2% 6.6% 100.0% 34.8% 26.5% 

Suisun City 
201 25 214 300 2,824 2,676 1,988 1,240 99 83 9,650 6,240 740 

2.1% 0.3% 2.2% 3.1% 29.3% 27.7% 20.6% 12.8% 1.0% 0.9% 100.0% 64.7% 7.7% 

Vacaville 
478 426 1,838 2,704 8,624 7,262 6,598 4,406 470 2,011 34,176 21,332 5,446 

1.4% 1.2% 5.3% 7.8% 24.8% 20.9% 19.0% 12.7% 1.3% 5.8% 100.0% 61.3% 15.6% 

Vallejo 
6,334 4,555 4,785 4,248 7,670 9,305 3,920 3,668 674 0 44,543 36,897 19,922 

14.0% 10.1% 10.6% 9.4% 17.0% 20.6% 8.7% 8.1% 1.5% 0.0% 100.0% 81.7% 44.1% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

847 47 927 1143 2,113 1005 -42 219 -154 901 7,754 6,082 2,964 

12.1% 0.7% 13.2% 16.3% 30.2% 14.3% -0.6% 3.1% -2.2% 12.9% 100.0% 86.8% 42.3% 

Solano County 
9,998 6,518 11,762 16,031 31,729 33,196 23,127 18,715 2,641 6,087 157,800 109,234 44,309 

6.3% 4.1% 7.4% 10.0% 19.9% 20.8% 14.5% 11.7% 1.7% 3.8% 100.0% 68.4% 27.7% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

Please note: Unincorporated data was calculated by taking the total county number and subtracting the cities from that data. Therefore, the exact numbers may not 

represent the exact numbers built by year. 
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LOCAL KNOWLEDGE ON HOUSING CONDITIONS  

Based on conversations with staff, code enforcement, and local police departments, Table 2-22 provides a percentage of the housing stock 

needing some type of rehabilitation.  

TABLE 2-22 PERCENTAGE OF HOUSING NEEDING REHABILITATION 

Geography Percentage of Housing Needing Rehabilitation 

Benicia 0.13% 

Dixon Data Pending 

Fairfield  Data Pending 

Rio Vista Data Pending 

Suisun City Data Pending 

Vacaville <10% 

Vallejo Data Pending 

Unincorporated Solano County 10% 

Source: Solano County jurisdictions, 2022  

HOUSING PRODUCTION 

Table 2-23 shows the number of housing units by income level that were developed during the previous planning period (2014-2022). 

Fairfield, followed by Vacaville, had the most production from 2014-2020 with 3,288 building permits issued and 2,386 building permits 

issued, respectively. The majority of the new housing was market-rate, affordable only to moderate- and above moderate-income households. 

Of the 197 total units permitted in unincorporated Solano County 42 percent were affordable to lower income households.  
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TABLE 2-23 HOUSING PERMITTING 2015-2020  

Income Group 
Very Low-Income 

Units 
Low Income 

Units 
Moderate Income 

Units 
Above Moderate-

Income Units 
Total Units 

Benicia  
1 3 8 18 30 

3.3% 10.0% 26.7% 60.0% 100.0% 

Dixon  
0 54 145 350 549 

0.0% 9.8% 26.4% 63.8% 100.0% 

Fairfield 
94 95 364 2,735 3,288 

2.9% 2.9% 11.1% 83.2% 100.0% 

Rio Vista  
0 4 155 438 597 

0.0% 0.7% 26.0% 73.4% 100.0% 

Suisun City  
0 0 0 85 85 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Vacaville  
48 109 565 1,664 2,386 

2.0% 4.6% 23.7% 69.7% 100.0% 

Vallejo  
0 0 0 251 251 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Unincorporated Solano 
County  

6 83 32 76 197 

3.0% 42.1% 16.2% 38.6% 100.0% 

Source: HCD 5th Cycle Annual Progress Report Permit Summary  
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HOUSING COST AND AFFORDABILITY 

One of the major barriers to housing availability is the cost of housing. To provide housing to all economic levels in the community, a wide 

variety of housing opportunities at various prices should be made available. Housing affordability is dependent on income and housing costs. 

According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and HCD, housing is considered “affordable” if the monthly 

housing cost is no more than 30 percent of a household’s gross income. According to the 2015-2019 ACS, Table 2-24 shows the home 

values of owner-occupied units in Solano County. As of 2019, home values countywide trended much lower than in the Bay Area as a whole. 

For example, 35 percent of Bay Area homes were valued at over one million dollars, whereas only 2.1 percent of homes throughout Solano 

County were valued over one million dollars. Those were largely in Unincorporated Solano County, where 17.9 percent of the homes were 

valued over one million dollars. In all cities in Solano County, that proportion was much smaller (on average, approximately 1.3 percent). 

The jurisdictions in Solano County with the largest proportions of homes valued under $500,000 were Rio Vista (94.3 percent), Suisun City 

(94.1 percent) and Dixon (84.5 percent).  

Sales Prices 

TABLE 2-24 HOME VALUES OF OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS, 2015-2019  

Geography 
Units Valued 

Less than 
250k 

Units Valued 
$250k-$500k 

Units Valued 
$500k-$750k 

Units Valued 
$750k-$1M 

Units Valued 
$1M-$1.5M 

Units Valued 
$1M-$2M 

Units Valued 
$2M+ 

Benicia 7.4% 25.5% 49.8% 13.9% 2.0% 0.9% 0.4% 

Dixon 14.9% 69.6% 12.3% 2.4% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 

Rio Vista 13.0% 81.3% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Suisun City 8.9% 85.2% 3.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 

Vacaville 10.6% 63.7% 22.9% 2.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 

Vallejo 21.2% 59.4% 17.0% 1.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.4% 

Fairfield 14.6% 57.3% 23.5% 3.2% 0.8% 0.1% 0.6% 
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Geography 
Units Valued 

Less than 
250k 

Units Valued 
$250k-$500k 

Units Valued 
$500k-$750k 

Units Valued 
$750k-$1M 

Units Valued 
$1M-$1.5M 

Units Valued 
$1M-$2M 

Units Valued 
$2M+ 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

11.9% 20.5% 30.8% 18.9% 12.1% 3.3% 2.5% 

Solano County 14.2% 57.9% 21.9% 3.9% 1.2% 0.3% 0.5% 

Bay Area 6.1% 16.3% 22.5% 20.1% 17.9% 7.9% 9.2% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 

Table 2-25 shows the median sales price for each jurisdiction in Solano County in 2021. According to Zillow and Realtor.com, the majority 

of jurisdictions in Solano County had relatively consistent median sales process, with the majority ranging from $552,000 to $596,000. The 

jurisdiction with the highest median sales price is Unincorporated Solano County, which is most likely due to the limited data available. The 

jurisdiction with the second-highest median price is Benicia at $695,000, followed by Dixon at $596,500.  

TABLE 2-25 MEDIAN SALES PRICE, 2021  

Geography  Median Sales Price  

Benicia  $695,000 

Dixon  $596,500 

Fairfield  $575,000 

Rio Vista  $480,000 

Suisun City  $552,500 

Vacaville  $585,000 

Vallejo  $560,000 

Solano County $569,000 
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Geography  Median Sales Price  

Unincorporated Solano County  $630,000* 

Average Countywide Median Sales Price  $606,823 

Source: Zillow.com and Realtor.com, December 2021  

1 Due to the limited number of listings, it is important to note that the high and low listing for unincorporated Solano County was $449,000 and 1.1 million, respectively. 

Rental Prices 

Table 2-26 shows contract rents and median contract rent for all the jurisdictions within Solano County. Similar to home values described 

above, as of 2019, rents countywide trended lower than in the Bay Area as a whole. Median contract rent for the Bay Area as a whole was 

$1,849, while throughout Solano County it was $1,421. As described above, as compared with other jurisdictions in Solano County, 

Unincorporated Solano County had the largest proportion (17.9 percent) of high value homes (over one million dollars). However, that trend 

did not continue with rentals. Only three percent of homes in Unincorporated County are higher priced rentals (over $2,500). Higher priced 

rentals (over $2,500) are more common in Benicia, (11.5 percent) and Fairfield (6.1 percent). Jurisdictions in Solano County with the greatest 

proportion of lower priced rentals (less than $1,500) were Rio Vista (87.9 percent), Dixon (75.4 percent) and Unincorporated Solano County 

(65.2 percent). Jurisdictions in Solano County with the greatest proportion of mid-priced rentals (between $1,500 and $2,500) were Suisun 

City (58.1 percent), Benicia (50 percent) and Vacaville (46.3 percent). 
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TABLE 2-26 CONTRACT RENTS FOR RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS, 2015-2019  

Geography 
Rent less 

than 
$500 

Rent  
$500-
$1,000 

Rent  
$1,000-
$1,500 

Rent  
$1,500-
$2,000 

Rent  
$2,000-
$2,500 

Rent  
$2,500-
$3,000 

Rent 
$3,000 or 

more 

Median 
Contract 

Rent 

Benicia 4.6% 6.7% 27.1% 32.4% 17.7% 8.4% 3.2% $1,679 

Dixon 3.1% 15.6% 56.6% 15.7% 8.3% 0.7% 0.0% $1,277 

Fairfield  3.7% 17.4% 34.0% 23.9% 14.8% 4.8% 1.3% $1,427 

Rio Vista 0.0% 28.7% 59.1% 9.5% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% $1,172 

Suisun City 5.7% 15.6% 19.5% 48.8% 9.2% 1.0% 0.0% $1,593 

Vacaville 7.3% 14.9% 28.9% 33.4% 12.9% 2.3% 0.4% $1,483 

Vallejo 5.2% 19.5% 35.1% 28.3% 8.5% 2.9% 0.5% $1,348 

Unincorporated Solano County 9.7% 24.5% 30.9% 21.6% 10.1% 2.7% 0.4% $1,227 

Solano County 5.3% 17.2% 32.9% 28.9% 11.6% 3.3% 0.8% $1,421 

Bay Area 6.1% 10.2% 18.9% 22.8% 17.3% 11.7% 13.0% $1,849 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data releases, starting with 2005-2009 through 2015-2019 

Table 2-25 shows the rental costs in all the cities within Solano County, based on a survey of listings for available rentals that ranged in size 

from two to four bedrooms. As shown in Table 2-18, about 38.5 percent of Solano County households are renters. Although renters tend 

to live in multifamily units, the overall housing stock for Solano County is 14 percent multifamily and about 76.1 percent single family. Based 

on the stock, many single-family units may be used for renting. According to Zillow and Realtor.com, the cities with the highest median rent 

were Dixon and Fairfield, the prices for homes with two, three or four bedrooms ranged between $1,850 and $3,800, respectively. The city 

with the lowest median rent was Rio Vista at $2,331. The rest of the cities’ median rents were between $2,603 and $2,982. Median rents 

shown in Table 2-25 are lower than those shown in Table 2-26. Although data in Table 2-25 was drawn from a significantly smaller sample 

size, the differences between the two tables are likely chiefly attributable to the timeframes when the data was collected (2015-2019 vs. 2021).  
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TABLE 2-27  RENTAL RATES, 2021 

Geography 
Median Rent  

(includes 2-, 3-, & 4-
Bedrooms) 

Range of Prices Number of Listings 

Benicia $2,613  $1,795 – $3,700  13 

Dixon  $2,982  $1,850 – $3,549 5 

Fairfield  $2,901  $1,845 – $3,800 34 

Rio Vista  $2,331  $1,795 – $3,300 10 

Suisun City  $2,825  $1,925 – $3,300 6 

Vacaville  $2,729  $1,825 – $3,549 25 

Vallejo  $2,603  $1,600 – $3,655 47 

Unincorporated Solano County* n/a n/a n/a 

Source: Zillow and Realtor.com, 2021  

*Data for Unincorporated Solano County was not available. 

Housing Affordability 

Table 2-27 provides the affordable rents and maximum purchase price, based on the HCD income limits for a household of four in Solano 

County. The table also shows median rents and sales prices. As shown in Table 2-28, the maximum affordable rent is $373 monthly for an 

acutely low-income household, $729 monthly for an extremely low-income household, $1,214 for a very low-income household, $1,940 for 

a low-income household, and $2,979 for a moderate-income household. The average of the median rents in the cities in Solano County (data 

on Unincorporated County was unavailable) for two-, three-, and four-bedroom units was $2,712, and therefore out of the affordability range 

for all lower income groups. Many lower-income households do not have access to affordable large units to accommodate larger families, 

thus resulting in overcrowding and subject to overpayment leading to potential displacement. The limited availability of affordable housing 

indicates a need for programs to assist with housing vouchers and other jurisdictional, state, and federal programs for provision of rental 

housing at prices affordable to lower incomes.  
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As of December 2021, the average of the median sales prices in each of the jurisdictions in Solano County for all single-family homes $606,823 

(Table 2-25). The maximum affordable purchase price for a four-person household is $74,050 for an acutely low-income household, 

$144,870 for an extremely low-income household, $241,285 for a very low-income household, $385,658for a low-income household, and 

$592,154 for a moderate-income household. Looking at the maximum affordable purchase price and the median sales prices for all 

jurisdictions, moderate- and above moderate-income households in Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, and Vallejo could 

afford existing and newly constructed homes. Unincorporated Solano County moderate income households are within reach of the median 

sales prices. Lower income households are not within reach of an affordable option. Due to lower-income households’ limited income, these 

households would require assistance through City, County, state, or federal homebuyers’ programs. For example, a down payment assistance 

loan program can help a household that can afford monthly mortgage payments and other housing related costs but due to their limited 

income, has difficulty saving enough money for a down payment. A Below Market Rate program can offer a household the opportunity to 

purchase a home at a price significantly lower than market rate, which can set them up with an affordable monthly mortgage payment. 

Sometimes these programs can be used in conjunction on the same home purchase.   

TABLE 2-28 HOUSING AFFORDABILITY BY INCOME LEVEL  

 
Income Level (Based on a 4-Person Household) 

Acutely Low  Extremely Low Very Low Low Moderate 

Annual Income $14,900 $29,150  $48,550  $77,600  $119,150  

Monthly Income $1,242 $2,429  $4,046  $6,467  $9,929  

Maximum Monthly Gross Rent1 $373 $729  $1,214  $1,940  $2,979  

Median Rent3 $2,712 

Maximum Purchase Price2 $74,050 $144,870 $241,285 $385,658 $592,154  

Median Sales Price4 $606,823 

Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development 2021 State Income Limits 

Notes: 
1. Affordable cost 30 percent of gross household income spent on housing. 
2. Affordable housing sales price is based on conventional 30-year loans at 4.88-percent interest and a 5-percent down payment. 
3. Average of the median rents in all cities in Solano County (data on Unincorporated Solano County unavailable) (see Table 2-27). 
4. Average of the median sales prices in each jurisdiction in Solano County (see Table 2-25).  



Solano County Regional Housing Element Collaborative 
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

November 2023 Page 54 

SPECIAL-NEEDS POPULATIONS 

Certain groups have greater difficulty in finding acceptable, affordable housing due to special circumstances relating to employment and 

income, household characteristics, and disabilities, among others. These “special-needs” groups include seniors, persons with disabilities, 

large households, single-parent households (female-headed households with children, in particular), homeless persons, and farmworkers.   

SENIORS 

Seniors have many different housing needs, depending on their age, level of income, current tenure status, cultural background, and health 

status. Seniors are defined as persons 65 years and older, and senior households are those households headed by a person 65 years and older.  

Senior households may need assistance with personal and financial affairs, networks of care to provide services and daily assistance, and even 

possible architectural design features that could accommodate disabilities that would help ensure continued independent living. 

According to the 2015-2019 ACS, approximately 48.9 percent of the population (5,792 persons) in Rio Vista were seniors (65 years or older). 

In Unincorporated Solano County, 21.6 percent (2,617 residents) of the population were seniors, 19.8 (3,474 residents) percent in Benicia, 

15.8 (11,063 residents) percent in Vallejo, 14 percent (8,052 residents) in Vacaville, 13 percent (1,248 residents) in Dixon, 12.2 percent (2,617 

residents) in Fairfield, and 11.7 percent (1,678 residents) in Suisun City. 

Senior-headed households made up approximately 55.4 percent (2,655 households) of the households in Rio Vista, 37.9 percent in 

Unincorporated Solano County, above 30 percent in the rest of the cities (30 to 18 percent), and a small proportion (7.l percent) in Fairfield, 

respectively. Table 2-29 shows senior households by income and tenure.  
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TABLE 2-29 SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME AND TENURE  

Geography Tenure 

Extremely  
Low Income 

0%-30% of 
AMI 

Very Low 
Income 

31%-50% of 
AMI 

Low Income 

51%-80% of 
AMI 

Median 
Income 

81%-100% of 
AMI 

Above 
Median 
Income 

>100% of 
AMI 

Totals All 
households 

Benicia  

Owner Occupied 165 210 310 350 1,915 2,950 

Percentage  5.6% 7.1% 10.5% 11.9% 64.9% 36.4% 

Renter Occupied 145 80 79 60 160 524 

Percentage 27.7% 15.3% 15.1% 11.5% 30.5% 16.4% 

Dixon  

Owner Occupied 54 150 180 34 675 1,093 

Percentage  4.9% 13.7% 16.5% 3.1% 61.8% 25.8% 

Renter Occupied 0 115 10 10 20 155 

Percentage  0.0% 74.2% 6.5% 6.5% 12.9% 8.5% 

Fairfield  

Owner Occupied  174 150 335 332 1,280 2,271 

Percentage  7.7% 6.6% 14.8% 14.6% 56.4% 18.4% 

Renter Occupied  61 91 61 42 101 356 

Percentage 17.1% 25.6% 17.1% 11.8% 28.4% 7.1% 

Rio Vista  

Owner Occupied 180 310 460 165 1,215 2,330 

Percentage  7.7% 13.3% 19.7% 7.1% 52.1% 59.9% 

Renter Occupied 0 65 80 0 180 325 

Percentage  0.0% 20.0% 24.6% 0.0% 55.4% 36.0% 

Suisun City  

Owner Occupied 59 200 250 170 585 1,264 

Percentage  4.7% 15.8% 19.8% 13.4% 46.3% 21.9% 

Renter Occupied 79 35 115 30 155 414 

Percentage  19.1% 8.5% 27.8% 7.2% 37.4% 11.7% 
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Geography Tenure 

Extremely  
Low Income 

0%-30% of 
AMI 

Very Low 
Income 

31%-50% of 
AMI 

Low Income 

51%-80% of 
AMI 

Median 
Income 

81%-100% of 
AMI 

Above 
Median 
Income 

>100% of 
AMI 

Totals All 
households 

Vacaville  

Owner Occupied 533 690 975 650 3,050 5,898 

Percentage  9.0% 11.7% 16.5% 11.0% 51.7% 29.1% 

Renter Occupied 535 360 455 244 560 2,154 

Percentage  24.8% 16.7% 21.1% 11.3% 26.0% 17.4% 

Vallejo  

Owner Occupied 835 1045 1495 835 3650 7,860 

Percentage  10.6% 13.3% 19.0% 10.6% 46.4% 33.7% 

Renter Occupied 945 720 725 239 574 3,203 

Percentage  29.5% 22.5% 22.6% 7.5% 17.9% 25.8% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

Owner Occupied 174 150 335 322 1280 2,261 

Percentage  7.7% 6.6% 14.8% 14.2% 56.6% 47.9% 

Renter Occupied 61 91 61 42 101 356 

Percentage  17.1% 25.6% 17.1% 11.8% 28.4% 16.3% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- CHAS, 2013-2017 

Table 2-30 shows overpayment status for the  senior-headed households in Solano County (38,850). The Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) defines overpayment (cost burdened) as a household that spends more than 30 percent of their income, on housing 

costs, including utilities. Severely overpaying (severely cost burdened) occurs when a household spends 50 percent or more of their income 

on housing costs. Table 2-30 shows the number of households overpaying, paying 30-50 percent on housing costs, and the number of 

households severely overpaying, paying 50 percent or more on housing costs. 

 As shown in Table 2-30, approximately Dixon (26.4 percent), Vallejo (23.4 percent) and Vacaville (19.6 percent) had the highest number of 

senior households overpaying for housing. When looking at senior households severely overpaying, Vallejo and Fairfield had the highest 

percentages of households at 21.1 percent and 20.7 percent respectively. When looking at lower income senior households, in Solano County, 
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overpayment ranged from 18 and 33 percent – Benicia (18.6 percent), Unincorporated Solano County (18.8 percent), Rio Vista (20.3 percent), 

Fairfield (27.7 percent), Dixon (28.0 percent), Vacaville (29.2 percent), Vallejo (33.1 percent), and Suisun City (37.7 percent).  

TABLE 2-30 SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME LEVEL OVERPAYING FOR HOUSING 

Geography Overpayment 

Extremely 

Low-Income 

Households 

(30%) 

Very Low-

Income 

Households 

(50%) 

Low Income 

Households 

(80%) 

Median 

Income 

Households  

(100%) 

Greater than 

Median 

Income 

Households 

(100%+) 

Total All 

Households 

Benicia  

Not Overpaying  70 110 164 255 1,740 2,339 

Percentage  3.0% 4.7% 7.0% 10.9% 74.4% 100.0% 

Overpaying  30 35 135 110 275 585 

Percentage  5.1% 6.0% 23.1% 18.8% 47.0% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  210 145 90 45 60 550 

Percentage  38.2% 26.4% 16.4% 8.2% 10.9% 100.0% 

Dixon  

Not Overpaying 4 55 100 14 615 788 

Percentage 0.5% 7.0% 12.7% 1.8% 78.0% 100.0% 

Overpaying 0 165 55 30 80 330 

Percentage 0.0% 50.0% 16.7% 9.1% 24.2% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying 50 45 35 0 0 130 

Percentage 38.5% 34.6% 26.9% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Fairfield  

Not Overpaying  205 324 890 460 3,120 4,999 

Percentage  4.1% 6.5% 17.8% 9.2% 62.4% 100.0% 

Overpaying  160 190 345 235 430 1,360 

Percentage  11.8% 14.0% 25.4% 17.3% 31.6% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  615 595 330 74 90 1,704 

Percentage  36.1% 34.9% 19.4% 4.3% 5.3% 100.00% 
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Geography Overpayment 

Extremely 

Low-Income 

Households 

(30%) 

Very Low-

Income 

Households 

(50%) 

Low Income 

Households 

(80%) 

Median 

Income 

Households  

(100%) 

Greater than 

Median 

Income 

Households 

(100%+) 

Total All 

Households 

Rio Vista  

Not Overpaying  40 215 290 125 1,200 1,870 

Percentage  2.1% 11.5% 15.5% 6.7% 64.2% 100.0% 

Overpaying  35 70 80 20 195 400 

Percentage  8.8% 17.5% 20.0% 5.0% 48.8% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  105 90 170 20 0 385 

Percentage  27.3% 23.4% 44.2% 5.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Suisun City  

Not Overpaying  34 130 110 100 710 1,084 

Percentage  3.1% 12.0% 10.1% 9.2% 65.5% 100.0% 

Overpaying  4 35 205 75 30 349 

Percentage  1.1% 10.0% 58.7% 21.5% 8.6% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  100 70 50 25 0 245 

Percentage  40.8% 28.6% 20.4% 10.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Vacaville  

Not Overpaying  249 290 655 580 3,160 4,934 

Percentage  5.0% 5.9% 13.3% 11.8% 64.0% 100.0% 

Overpaying  149 245 490 265 430 1,579 

Percentage  9.4% 15.5% 31.0% 16.8% 27.2% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  670 515 285 49 20 1,539 

Percentage  43.5% 33.5% 18.5% 3.2% 1.3% 100.0% 
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Geography Overpayment 

Extremely 

Low-Income 

Households 

(30%) 

Very Low-

Income 

Households 

(50%) 

Low Income 

Households 

(80%) 

Median 

Income 

Households  

(100%) 

Greater than 

Median 

Income 

Households 

(100%+) 

Total All 

Households 

Vallejo  

Not Overpaying  345 640 1,120 560 3,525 6,190 

Percentage  5.6% 10.3% 18.1% 9.0% 56.9% 100.0% 

Overpaying  380 470 705 390 640 2,585 

Percentage  14.7% 18.2% 27.3% 15.1% 24.8% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  1055 655 395 124 59 2,288 

Percentage  46.1% 28.6% 17.3% 5.4% 2.6% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 

Solano County  

Not Overpaying  88 61 231 216 1,210 1,806 

Percentage  4.9% 3.4% 12.8% 12.0% 67.0% 100.0% 

Overpaying  22 85 75 100 165 447 

Percentage  4.9% 19.0% 16.8% 22.4% 36.9% 100.0% 

Severely Overpaying  125 95 90 48 6 364 

Percentage  34.3% 26.1% 24.7% 13.2% 1.6% 100.0% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- CHAS, 2013-2017 

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 

Physical, mental, and/or developmental disabilities may prevent a person from working, may restrict one’s mobility, or may make it difficult 

to care for oneself. Persons with disabilities have special housing needs often related to the limited ability to earn a sufficient income and a 

lack of accessible and affordable housing. Some residents have disabilities that require living in a supportive or institutional setting.  

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) defines an individual with a disability as “as a person who has a physical or mental impairment 

that substantially limits one or more major life activities, a person who has a history or record of such an impairment, or a person who is 

perceived by others as having such an impairment.”  



Solano County Regional Housing Element Collaborative 
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

November 2023 Page 60 

The U.S. Census collects data for several categories of disability. The ACS defines six aspects of disability: hearing, vision, cognitive, 

ambulatory, self-care, and independent living. 

• Hearing difficulty: deafness or serious difficulty hearing 

• Vision difficulty: blindness or serious difficulty seeing even when wearing glasses 

• Cognitive difficulty: serious difficulty concentrating, remembering, or making decisions due to a physical, mental, or emotional 

condition 

• Ambulatory difficulty: serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs 

• Self-care difficulty: difficulty dressing or bathing (Activities of Daily Living [ADL]) 

People with disabilities have distinct housing needs depending on the nature and severity of the disability. People with physical disabilities 

generally require modifications to housing, such as wheelchair ramps, elevators or lifts, wide doorways, accessible cabinetry, modified 

fixtures and appliances. If a disability prevents someone from operating a vehicle, then proximity to services and access to public 

transportation are also important. People with severe or mental disabilities may also require supportive housing, nursing facilities, or care 

facilities. If a physical disability prevents someone from working or limits their income, then cost of housing and related modifications can 

be difficult to afford.  

Table 2-31 reports the number of persons with a disability in each jurisdiction. Rio Vista had the highest percentage of residents with a 

disability (26.2 percent), with the remaining jurisdictions at a similar percentage ranging from 11.1 to 12.7 percent. Rio Vista’s high percentages 

of disability can be attributed to the larger senior population. Table 2-32 provides a breakdown of the types of disability in each community. 

It is not uncommon for someone to have more than one type of disability. 
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TABLE 2-31 POPULATION BY DISABILITY STATUS, 2015-2019 

Geography With a Disability Percentage Total Population 

Benicia 3,130 11.1% 28,143 

Dixon 2,214 11.1% 20,022 

Fairfield 13,038 11.6% 112,613 

Rio Vista 2,341 26.2% 8,926 

Suisun City 3,627 12.5% 29,039 

Vacaville 10,709 11.8% 90,559 

Vallejo 15,100 12.5% 120,683 

Unincorporated Solano County  2,483 12.7% 19,498 

Solano County 52,642 12.3% 429,483 

Total  735,533 - 7,655,295 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019)  
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TABLE 2-32 DISABILITY BY TYPE, 2015-2019 

Disability 
Ambulatory 

difficulty 
Hearing 
difficulty 

Independent 
living 

difficulty 

Cognitive 
difficulty 

Vision 
difficulty 

Self-care 
difficulty 

Benicia  5.2% 4.4% 3.3% 3.3% 2.0% 1.5% 

Dixon  4.2% 3.5% 3.4% 3.1% 2.6% 1.7% 

Fairfield  5.6% 4.3% 3.8% 3.1% 2.5% 1.7% 

Rio Vista  13.3% 10.4% 8.0% 7.4% 3.9% 3.8% 

Suisun City  5.9% 5.1% 5.1% 2.9% 2.8% 1.7% 

Vacaville  5.7% 3.9% 3.5% 3.3% 2.2% 1.2% 

Vallejo  6.9% 4.9% 4.7% 3.4% 2.7% 2.1% 

Unincorporated Solano County  7.0% 4.8% 4.5% 3.7% 2.1% 1.6% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019)  

PERSONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES 

According to Section 4512 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, “developmental disability” means a disability that originates before an 

individual reaches 18 years of age, continues, or can be expected to continue, indefinitely, and constitutes a substantial disability for that 

individual. It includes intellectual disabilities, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, and autism. This term also includes disabling conditions found to be 

closely related to intellectual disability or to require treatment similar to that required for individuals with intellectual disabilities but does not 

include other conditions that are solely physical in nature. Many people with developmental disabilities can live and work independently 

within a conventional housing environment. People with more severe disabilities 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 those with developmental 

disabilities is the transition from the person’s living situation as a child to an appropriate level of independence as an adult. 
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The California Department of Developmental Services provides community-based services to approximately 360,000 persons with 

developmental disabilities and their families through a statewide system of regional centers, developmental centers, and community-based 

facilities. The North Bay Regional Center (NBRC) is 1 of 21 regional centers in California that provides point-of-entry services for people 

with developmental disabilities. The center is a nonprofit community agency that provides advocacy, services, support, and care coordination 

to children and adults diagnosed with intellectual and developmental disabilities and their families in Napa, Sonoma, and Solano Counties.  

NBRC provides services to developmentally disabled persons throughout Napa, Sonoma, and Solano Counties and acts as a coordinating 

agency for multiple service providers in the region. They provide a resource to those needing diagnosis and evaluation, individual program 

planning, prevention services, crisis intervention, family support services, as determined on a case-by-case basis, advocacy, consultation with 

other agencies, program evaluation, community education, community resource development, and coordination of services with community 

providers such as school, health, welfare, and recreation resources.  

A number of housing types are appropriate for people living with a developmental disability: rent-subsidized homes, licensed and unlicensed 

single-family homes, rentals in combination with Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, special programs for home purchase, HUD housing, 

and Senate Bill 962 homes (Senate Bill 962 homes are adult residential homes for persons with specialized health care needs). Supportive 

housing and group living opportunities for persons with developmental disabilities can be an important resource for those individuals who 

can transition from the home of a parent or guardian to independent living. 

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. 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 or cared for by households with limited financial resources. 

According to Figure 2-6 and Table 2-33 and the most recent data by the California Department of Developmental Services from 2020, 

there were a total of 4,272 persons with developmental disabilities in Solano County. Within Benicia, Dixon, Rio Vista, and Suisun City, there 

were 81, 68, 19, and 142 persons under the age of 18, respectively, with a developmental disability. For Vacaville, Vallejo, and Unincorporated 

Solano County, there were 375, 369, and 212 persons under the age of 18, respectively, with a developmental disability. Based on 2020 

consumer count data by the California Department of Developmental Services, 70 to 85 percent of persons with developmental disabilities 
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were living at home with a parent, family, or guardian.  Finding affordable housing with appropriate features and accessibility to supporting 

services within the household’s affordability range may be a challenge because many persons with disabilities live on disability incomes or 

fixed income  

FIGURE 2-6 POPULATION WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES BY AGE  

 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- California Department of Developmental Services, Consumer Count by California Age Group (2020) 
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TABLE 2-33 POPULATION WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES BY RESIDENCE  

Geography  
Home of Parent / 
Family /Guardian 

Independent / 
Supported Living 

Other 
Foster / 

Family Home 
Intermediate 
Care Facility 

Community 
Care Facility 

Totals 

Benicia  159 17 5 5 0 0 186 

Percentage  85.5% 9.1% 2.7% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Fairfield  834 177 110 28 15 9 1173 

Percentage  71.1% 15.1% 9.4% 2.4% 1.3% 0.8% 100.0% 

Dixon  130 12 5 5 0 0 152 

Percentage  85.5% 7.9% 3.3% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rio Vista  35 5 5 5 0 0 50 

Percentage  70.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Suisun City  268 31 28 23 0 0 350 

Percentage  76.6% 8.9% 8.0% 6.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Vacaville  640 97 57 16 4 4 818 

Percentage  78.2% 11.9% 7.0% 2.0% 0.5% 0.5% 100.0% 

Vallejo  736 142 128 56 23 15 1100 

Percentage  66.9% 12.9% 11.6% 5.1% 2.1% 1.4% 100.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

350 50 30 8 3 2 443 

Percentage  79.0% 11.3% 6.8% 1.8% 0.7% 0.5% 100.0% 

Source: California Department of Developmental Services, Consumer Count by California ZIP Code and Residence Type (2020) 
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LARGE HOUSEHOLDS 

Large households are defined as households with five or more members. Large households comprise a special-needs group because of the 

need for larger dwelling units with 3 or more bedrooms, which are often in limited supply and therefore command higher prices. To save for 

other basic necessities, such as food, clothing, and medical care, it is common for lower-income, large households to reside in smaller dwelling 

units, frequently resulting in overcrowding.   

As shown in Table 2-34, the jurisdictions in Solano County with the greatest proportion of large households (five or more members) were 

Dixon (18.3 percent), Fairfield (14.6 percent) and Suisun City (13.4 percent). As shown in Table 2-35, a relatively large proportion of each 

of these three city’s housing stocks has three or more bedrooms (75 percent in Dixon, 71 percent in Fairfield and Suisun City 81 percent). 

Although the supply of units with three or more bedrooms may appear to be adequate to accommodate the needs of large families in these 

communities (and throughout Solano County), larger households may not actually be residing in these units, as the price for larger units may 

be a barrier to ownership or rental, leaving a portion of this population underserved. As well, large households may choose to reside in the 

larger housing units that are above their financial means, thus resulting in overpayment and the potential for displacement. This situation 

applies to all of the jurisdictions in Solano County.  

The U.S. Census Bureau considers a household to be overcrowded when there is more than one person per room, excluding bathrooms, 

hallways and kitchens. As shown in Figure 2-2, the jurisdictions in Solano County with the highest rates of homes that were considered 

overcrowded were Dixon (7.5 percent), Vallejo (7 percent), Unincorporated Solano County (6.9 percent) and Fairfield (6.3 percent). More 

larger homes in these communities may be needed.  

A majority of Solano County’s rental housing stock consists of individual single-family homes for rent, and multifamily multiplex and 

apartment buildings. In fact, about 70 to 80 percent of the county’s housing stock consists of single-family homes, with the remainder 

multifamily units and mobile homes.  According to Table 2-35, in Unincorporated Solano County and all cities except in Suisun City, homes 

with three or more bedrooms are overwhelmingly occupied by owners rather than renters.  
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TABLE 2-34  HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY INCOME LEVEL, 2013-2017  

Geography Income Level 
Large Families of 5+ Persons 

Number Percent of Total Households 

Benicia  

0%-80% AMI 104  0.9% 

81%-100% AMI 55  0.5% 

100%+ AMI 535  4.8% 

All Incomes 694  6.3% 

Dixon  

0%-80% AMI 619 10.5% 

81%-100% AMI 195 3.3% 

100%+ AMI 260 4.4% 

All Incomes 1,074 18.3% 

Fairfield  

0%-80% AMI 1,935 5.5% 

81%-100% AMI 630 1.8% 

100%+ AMI 2,625 7.4% 

All Incomes 5,190 14.6% 

Rio Vista  

0%-80% AMI 48 1.2% 

81%-100% AMI - 0.0% 

100%+ AMI 60 1.5% 

All Incomes 108 2.6% 

Suisun City  

0%-80% AMI 455 5.0% 

81%-100% AMI 89 1.0% 

100%+ AMI 685 7.5% 

All Incomes 1,229 13.4% 
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Geography Income Level 
Large Families of 5+ Persons 

Number Percent of Total Households 

Vacaville  

0%-80% AMI 883 2.7% 

81%-100% AMI 405 1.3% 

100%+ AMI 2,190 6.8% 

All Incomes 3,478 10.8% 

Vallejo  

0%-80% AMI 1,719 4.2% 

81%-100% AMI 570 1.4% 

100%+ AMI 2,225 5.4% 

All Incomes 4,514 10.9% 

Unincorporated 
Solano  

0%-80% AMI 227 3.3% 

81%-100% AMI 221 3.2% 

100%+ AMI 205 3.0% 

All Incomes 653 9.4% 

Source:  ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- CHAS, 2013-2017 
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TABLE 2-35 HOUSING UNITS BY NUMBER OF BEDROOM, 2015-2019  

Number of 
Bedrooms 

0 Bedrooms 1 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 3-4 Bedrooms 
5 or More 
Bedrooms 

Percent of 
All Homes 

in 
Jurisdiction 

with 3+ 
Bedrooms 

Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter 

Benicia  68 149 185 542 1,193 1,324 6,189 1,121 468 54 7,832 

Percentage 0.8% 4.7% 2.3% 17.0% 14.7% 41.5% 76.4% 35.1% 5.8% 1.7% 69% 

Dixon  14 45 24 374 351 685 3,692 710 157 10 4,569 

Percentage 0.3% 2.5% 0.6% 20.5% 8.3% 37.6% 87.1% 38.9% 3.7% 0.5% 75% 

Fairfield  78 545 252 2,718 1,560 5,596 17,514 5,969 2,385 134 2,260 

Percentage 0.4% 3.6% 1.2% 18.2% 7.2% 37.4% 80.4% 39.9% 10.9% 0.9% 71% 

Rio Vista  0 21 0 181 2,532 396 1,343 306 13 0 2,260 

Percentage 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 20.0% 65.1% 43.8% 34.5% 33.8% 0.3% 0.0% 47% 

Suisun City  94 33 0 524 302 820 5,337 2,078 50 72 7,537 

Percentage 1.6% 0.9% 0.0% 14.9% 5.2% 23.2% 92.3% 58.9% 0.9% 2.0% 81% 

Vacaville  78 367 289 2,662 2,464 4,364 16,001 4,881 1,454 138 22,474 

Percentage 0.4% 3.0% 1.4% 21.4% 12.1% 35.2% 78.9% 39.3% 7.2% 1.1% 69% 

Vallejo 128 990 468 4,178 4,293 6,324 17,289 6,916 1,161 301 4,554 

Percentage 0.5% 5.3% 2.0% 22.3% 18.4% 33.8% 74.1% 37.0% 5.0% 1.6% 75% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

72 19 261 367 811 827 3,293 915 286 60 4,554 

Percentage 1.5% 0.9% 5.5% 16.8% 17.2% 37.8% 69.7% 41.8% 6.1% 2.7% 66% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- California Department of Finance, E-5 series 
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SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS 

Single-parent households (which are predominantly female-headed) are one-parent households with children under the age of 18 living at 

home. For these households, living expenses generally require a larger proportion of income relative to two-parent households. Therefore, 

finding affordable, decent, and safe housing is often more difficult for single-parent households. Additionally, single-parent households have 

special needs involving access to daycare or childcare, healthcare, and other supportive services.  

According to the 2015-2019 ACS, Solano County had about 14.2 percent (21,305) female-headed family households and 6.3 percent (9,486) 

male-headed family households. In all of Solano County, single-headed households represent approximately 20.5 percent of all family 

households in Solano County (see Table 2-36). In comparison, in the Bay Area, 15.2 percent were single-headed households (male or female). 

Figure 2-7 shows single-headed family household types by percentage for Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, Vallejo, 

Unincorporated Solano County, and the Bay Area.    

Single-parent households, particularly those headed by women, are likely to have greater demand for childcare and other social services than 

two-parent households. As shown in Figure 2-8, an average of about 75 percent of female-headed households in poverty have one or more 

children and conversely, an average of about a quarter of female-headed households in poverty do not have children in the household. Among 

female-headed households in poverty, having one or more children in the household was most common in Vacaville, Fairfield, Dixon and 

Benicia. In Rio Vista it was less common to have children in the households of female-headed households in poverty. Because female-headed, 

single-parent households often have limited incomes, these households may have trouble finding adequate, affordable housing, or may 

overpay for housing to accommodate family size or have access to services and resources.  
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TABLE 2-36 SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS, 2015-2019 

Geography 

Female-Headed Family 
Households 

Male-Headed Family 
Households 

Total Single-Parent  
Households 

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Benicia 1,155 10.2% 532 4.7% 1,687 14.9% 

Dixon 1,017 16.8% 321 5.3% 1,338 22.1% 

Rio Vista 273 5.7% 39 0.8% 312 6.5% 

Fairfield 5,353 14.6% 2,720 7.4% 2,211 23.7% 

Suisun City 1,497 16.1% 714 7.7% 5,886 18.0% 

Vacaville 4,240 13.0% 1,646 5.0% 10,353 24.6% 

Vallejo 7,224 17.2% 3,129 7.4% 8,073 22.0% 

Unincorporated 
Solano County  

546 7.9% 385 5.6% 931 13.5% 

Solano County 21,305 14.2% 9,486 6.3% 30,791 20.5% 

Bay Area 283,770 10.4% 131,105 4.8% 414,875 15.2% 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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FIGURE 2-7 SINGLE-PARENT HOUSEHOLDS 

 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019) 
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FIGURE 2-8 FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLD BY POVERTY STATUS, 2015-2019 

Source: ABAG Data Packet, 2021 -- U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019)  

FARMWORKERS 

Farmworkers are generally considered to have special housing needs because of limited incomes and the unstable nature of employment (i.e., 

having to move throughout the year from one harvest to the next). According to the 2019 ACS Census, there were 3,047 persons employed 

in the agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting industry in all of Solano County. Solano County has both a large flux of seasonal workers 

and a substantial base of year-round farmworkers who reside permanently in the county. The 2017 USDA Census of Agriculture reports that 

there were 849 farms in Solano County, employing a total of 2,513 workers. Of the 2,513 farmworkers in the county, 1,453 workers (58 

percent) work 150 days or more each year. The remaining 42 percent work less than 150 days per year. Larger farms provide the main source 

of farm employment for farmworkers. According to the Census of Agriculture, 954 farmworkers (38 percent) were employed on farms with 
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10 or more workers. According to the California Department of Education California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System 

(CALPADS), there were about 446 migrant workers throughout Solano County. While these estimates are at the county level (including the 

cities) and are not specifically for the unincorporated area, it is likely the vast majority of farmworkers work within Unincorporated Solano 

County where most of the agricultural production in the county takes place. Typically, farmworker positions, unless they own the business, 

do not pay well and these persons may have trouble finding adequate housing in the county. Seasonal farmers may travel with their families, 

including children that may need to temporarily enroll in local schools. As shown in Table 2-37, in Benicia, the migrant worker student 

population has consistently had zero students since the 2016-2017 school year. This is nonexistent compared to Solano County, where the 

migrant worker student population has steadily increased 39.4 percent since the 2016-17 school year. In contrast, the regional migrant worker 

student population has gradually declined in the past four academic years.  Increases in seasonal workers in the County as a whole is likely 

attributable to the increase in active agricultural uses like vineyards, in particular in parts of the county closer to the Napa Valley. 

TABLE 2-37 MIGRANT WORKER STUDENT POPULATION  

Geography 
School Year 

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Benicia 0 0 n/a n/a 

Solano County                                                388 504 517 541 

Bay Area 4,630 4,607 4,075 3,976 

Source: Education Data Partnership (ED-Data) 2022, Data collected by the California Department of Education (CDE) through the California Longitudinal 

Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS). 

In Benicia housing types that may be more affordable or suitable for seasonal farmworkers are allowed such as manufactured homes, 

apartments, boarding houses, or single-room occupancy units. Funding for farmworker housing is one type of funding the City may seek 

under Program 2.04. The City is proposing Program 3.05 to ensure farmworker housing uses are allowed in the city, to monitor migrant 

worker student population in Benicia, and to incentivize housing for farmworkers. 

EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 
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An extremely low-income household is defined as a household earning 30 percent or less than the area median. According to HCD, the 

median income for a four-person household in Solano County was $99,300 in 2021. Based on the above definition, an extremely low-income 

household of four earns less than $29,150 a year. Employees earning the minimum wage in California ($14 per hour) and working 40 hours 

a week would be considered extremely low income, as their total annual earnings would be $29,120.  

According to Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 2013-2017 data (ABAG Housing Element Data Package, 2021), Vallejo 

(15.9 percent), Dixon (10 .7 percent), Rio Vista (10.5 percent), and Fairfield (10.2 percent) had the highest percentage of households that fell 

into the extremely low-income category, followed by Suisun City (9.2 percent), Vacaville (9.2 percent), Benicia (8.6 percent), and the 

unincorporated County (8.4 percent).  

When looking at households in Dixon, 5.7 percent of extremely low-income renter households were overpaying for housing and 1.7 percent 

of extremely low-income owner-occupied households were overpaying for housing. Senior households made up four percent of all extremely 

low-income households. Households with extremely low incomes have a variety of housing situations and needs. This population includes 

persons who are homeless, persons with disabilities, farmworkers, college students, single parents, seniors living on fixed incomes, and the 

long-term unemployed. Some extremely low-income individuals and households are homeless. As noted previously, this population also 

includes minimum wage workers or part-time employees.  For some extremely low-income residents, housing may not be an issue—for 

example, domestic workers and students may live in in-law units at low (or no) rents. Other extremely low-income residents spend a 

substantial amount of their monthly incomes on housing or may alternate between homelessness and temporary living arrangements with 

friends and relatives.  Households and individuals with extremely low incomes may experience the greatest challenges in finding suitable, 

affordable housing. Extremely low-income households often have a combination of housing challenges related to income, credit status, 

disability or mobility status, family size, household characteristics, supportive service needs, or exacerbated by a lack of affordable housing 

opportunities. Many extremely low-income households seek rental housing and most likely face overpayment, overcrowding, or substandard 

housing conditions and also face the risk of displacement. Some extremely low-income households could have members with mental or other 

disabilities and special needs.  

Each city in the county has individual programs to assist extremely low-income households. As of 2021, there are a total of 375 beds in   

emergency shelters in Solano County, about 121 beds in transitional housing and 431 beds for permanent housing. Each city works collectively 
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with local non-profits as well as the Community Action Partnership Solano, Joint Powers Authority (CAP Solano JPA) to assist those in need 

and to help residents locate suitable housing in the area. 

HOMELESS 

Homeless individuals and families have perhaps the most immediate housing need of any group. They also have one of the most difficult 

sets of housing needs to meet, due to both the diversity and complexity of factors that lead to homelessness and to community opposition 

to the siting of facilities that serve homeless clients. California law requires that Housing Elements estimate the need for emergency shelter 

for homeless people.  

The Point-in-Time (PIT) Count gathers both sheltered and unsheltered numbers. The sheltered PIT count is conducted on an annual basis 

and gathers data on the number of persons who are in emergency shelter or transitional housing. The sheltered PIT count collects 

demographic information such as age, gender, length of time homeless, income, and housing history. The unsheltered PIT count, conducted 

biannually, gathers data on the number of persons who are observed on the street. The PIT count is conducted on a single day/night during 

and is therefore not meant to represent the overall number of individuals who experience homelessness over the course of a year  

Solano County conducted its 2022 Sheltered PIT count on February 23, 2022. The total number of individuals experiencing homelessness 

for 2022 was 1,179, a slight increase (28 individuals) from 1,151 individuals experiencing homelessness according to the 2019 sheltered PIT. 

The count is conducted in the winter (January or February), when seasonal demand is likely at its highest.  As of 2022, there were a total of 

236 beds in emergency shelters in Solano County, about 163 beds in transitional housing, and 503 beds for permanent housing.  

Homelessness is often the result of multiple factors that converge in a person’s life. The combination of loss of employment, inability to find 

a job because of the need for retraining, and the high housing costs in Solano County has led to some individuals and families losing their 

housing. Divorce can also lead to homelessness as a dual income household becomes a single income household. Table 2-38 provides 

characteristics for the population experiencing homelessness, showing that of the individuals 22 percent had mental health issues, following 

closely by alcohol and drug abuse. The data also showed that 92 percent of persons interviewed were individuals and eight percent were 

families.  According to California Housing Partnership, asking rents in Solano County increased by 7.4 percent   and renters would need to 

earn 2.4 times the minimum wage to afford the average asking rent in Solano County. From this data, a primary cause of homelessness is the 
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lack of affordable housing and low incomes. Table 2-39 reflects the number of homeless individuals in each city according to the 2022 point-

in-time count, the Chief of Police and other local knowledge.  

TABLE 2-38 CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE POPULATION EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS   

Jurisdiction Characteristic Percentage of Total Count 

All Cities and Unincorporated Solano 
County 

Mental Health Issues 22% 

Alcohol/Drug Abuse 21% 

Chronic Health Issues 16% 

Physical Disabilities 14% 

HIV/Aids Related Illness 1% 

Developmental 5% 

Veterans 3% 

Unaccompanied Youth 6% 

Chronically Homeless 17% 

Families 8% 

Individuals 92% 

Source: Solano County Point-in-Time Count Executive Summary, 2022 
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TABLE 2-39 LOCAL KNOWLEDGE ON PERSONS EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS 

Jurisdiction 
2022 PIT Local Knowledge – Number of 

Persons Experiencing Homelessness  Unsheltered Sheltered Total  

Benicia 17 0 17 1001 

Dixon 35 0 35 +/- 51 

Fairfield 231 196 427 N/A 

Rio Vista 22 0 22 31 

Suisun City 41 0 41 N/A 

Vacaville 139 33 172 1151 

Vallejo 435 19 454 6002 

Unincorporated Solano County 0 11 11 N/A 

Total  920 259 1,179  

Sources: Solano County Point-in-Time Count Executive Summary and Solano County jurisdictions, 2022 
1Local Police Department/Police Chief 
2 Resource Connect Solano  

 

Table 2-40 demonstrates the number of students in local schools experiencing homelessness. The cities with the highest number of students 

in local schools experiencing homelessness are Dixon (205) and Fairfield (206). The cities with the lowest numbers of students in local schools 

experiencing homeless are Suisun City, Benicia, Rio Vista, and Unincorporated Solano County. In comparison to past years (2018-19, 2017-

18, and 2016-17), the number of students experiencing homelessness has decreased. This can be attributed to work by CAP Solano- JPA 

who have expanded their functions over the years, such as increased grant application and allocation of funding to local youth homeless 

service providers in Solano County.  
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TABLE 2-40 STUDENTS IN LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS  

Geography  2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Benicia 33 54 42 0 

Dixon 236 258 235 205 

Fairfield 489 443 422 206 

Rio Vista 0 0 0 0 

Suisun City 112 80 49 16 

Vacaville 131 169 196 140 

Vallejo 260 302 325 162 

Unincorporated Solano County 0 0 0 0 

Solano County 1,261 1,306 1,269 729 

Bay Area 14,990 15,142 15,427 13,718 

Source: California Department of Education, California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), Cumulative Enrollment Data (Academic 

Years 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019, 2019-2020) 
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ANALYSIS OF AT-RISK HOUSING 

As required by California Government Code Section 65583, the Housing Element must analyze the extent to which below-market rate units 

are at risk of converting to market-rate housing. If there are at-risk units, the element should include programs to encourage preservation of 

these units or to replace any that are converted to market rate. The units to be considered are any units that were constructed using federal 

assistance programs, state or local mortgage revenue bonds, redevelopment tax increments, in-lieu fees or an inclusionary housing ordinance, 

or density bonuses. Housing is considered to be “at risk” if it is eligible to be converted to non-low-income housing due to: (1) the termination 

of a rental subsidy contract, (2) mortgage prepayment, or (3) the expiration of affordability restrictions. The time period applicable in making 

this determination is the 10-year period following the last mandated update of the Housing Element, which, in this case with all jurisdictions 

in Solano County, is January 31, 2023. There are currently 351 units at risk of converting to market rate in the next 10 years (each project at 

risk is denoted in bold in Table 2-41).  

Inventory of Affordable Units 

All federal and state subsidized rental housing is listed in Table 2-41. All cities within Solano County have assisted units and Benicia, Dixon, 

Fairfield, and Vallejo all have units at risk of converting to market rate within the next 10 years.  have projects at-risk of converting to market 

rate.  

TABLE 2-41 ASSISTED UNITS AT RISK OF CONVERSION 

Name Address Total Units 
Affordable 

Units 
Funding 

Affordability 
Expiration 

BENICIA 

Casa de Vilarrasa II 921 E 4th St 24 24 HCD 2016 

The Calms at Burgess Point 91 Riverview Terrace 56 55 LIHTC 2074 

Total Units  80 79   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   24   
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Name Address Total Units 
Affordable 

Units 
Funding 

Affordability 
Expiration 

DIXON 

Bristol Apartments 1550 Valley Glen Drive 102 101 LIHTC 2060 

Second Street Senior Apartments 211 East D Street 81 80 LIHTC 2061 

Lincoln Creek Apartments 1395 North Lincoln Street 172 141 LIHTC 2060 

Moonlight Apartments 425 West Chestnut Street 56 55 
LIHTC; 
USDA 

2064 

Heritage Commons 191 Heritage Lane 59 59 
LIHTC; 
CalHFA 

2067 

Valley Glen Apartments 1830 Gold St. 59 58 
LIHTC; 
USDA 

2067 

Heritage Commons Phase 2 193 Heritage Lane 60 59 LIHTC 2068 

Heritage Commons Phase III 197 Heritage Lane 44 43 LIHTC 2074 

Dixon Manor 1270 Linford Lane 32 6 CalHFA 2031 

Total Units  665 602   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   6   

FAIRFIELD 

Bennington Apartments (AKA Sheffield 
Green) 

2780 North Texas Street 132 27 CalHFA 2024 

Avery Parks (AKA Quail Terrace) 2000 Claybank Road 136 33 CalHFA 2025 

Woodsong Village Apartments 2999 North Texas Street 112 110 LIHTC 2027 

Parkway Plaza 188 E. Alaska Ave 100 99 HUD 2030 

Kennedy Court 1401 Union Ave 32 32 LIHTC 2050 

Sunset Manor Apartments 855 East Tabor Avenue 148 146 LIHTC 2052 

Woodside Court Apartments 555 Alaska Avenue 129 127 LIHTC 2053 

Fairfield Vista Apartments 201 Pennsylvania Avenue 60 59 LIHTC 2053 

Dover Woods Senior Apartments 2801 Dover Avenue 200 198 LIHTC 2058 

Hampton Place / Gateway Village 2000 Pennsylvania Avenue 56 55 LIHTC; HCD 2058 
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Name Address Total Units 
Affordable 

Units 
Funding 

Affordability 
Expiration 

Union Square II 608 Kennedy Court 24 24 LIHTC; HCD 2059 

Fairfield Heights Apartments 1917 Grande Circle 52 51 LIHTC 2060 

Laurel Gardens Apartments 201 East Alaska Avenue 30 29 LIHTC; HCD 2062 

Senior Manor 1101 Union Ave. 84 83 LIHTC 2063 

Signature at Fairfield 1189 Tabor Avenue 93 92 
LIHTC; 
CalHFA 

2065 

Monument Arms Apartments 261 East Alaska Avenue 92 88 LIHTC; HUD 2069 

Sunset Creek Apartments 840 E. Travis Boulevard 76 75 LIHTC 2072 

Fairfield Apartments (Parkside Villa 
Apartments & Rockwell Manor Apartments) - 
Site A 

1650 Park Lane 128 126 LIHTC; HUD 2073 

One Lake Family Apartments  190 188 LIHTC 2074 

Total Units  1,874 1,642   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   269   

RIO VISTA 

Casitas Del Rio Apartments 250 St. Joseph Street 40 39 
LIHTC; 
USDA 

2059 

Total Units  40 39   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   0   

SUISUN CITY 

Village II 506 Civic Center Blvd 106 105 LIHTC; HUD 2065 

Cottonwood Creek Apartments 202 Railroad Avenue 94 93 LIHTC; HCD 2062 

Breezewood Village Apartments 1359 Worley Road 81 80 LIHTC 2062 

Total Units  281 278   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   0   
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Name Address Total Units 
Affordable 

Units 
Funding 

Affordability 
Expiration 

VACAVILLE 

Twin Oaks Apartments 2390 Nut Tree Road 46 46 LIHTC; HUD 2067 

Vacaville Autumn Leaves 2470 Nut Tree Rd 56 56 HUD 2039 

Vacaville Gables 100 Gables Ave. 65 64 LIHTC 2052 

Saratoga Senior Apartments 1101 Burton Drive 108 107 
LIHTC; 
CalHFA 

2053 

Vacaville Meadows 131 Gable Avenue 65 50 LIHTC 2055 

Vacaville Hillside Seniors 454 Markham Ave 15 12 LIHTC 2055 

Saratoga Senior Apartments Phase II 1151 Burton Drive 120 119 LIHTC 2056 

Lincoln Corner Apartments 130 Scoggins Court 134 101 LIHTC; HCD 2058 

Rocky Hill Apartments & Bennett Hill 
Apartments (Site A) 

225 Bennett Hill Court 64 63 LIHTC 2068 

Callen Street Apartments 1355 Callen Street 66 65 LIHTC 2068 

Rocky Hill Veterans 582 Rocky Hill Road 39 38 LIHTC; HCD 2075 

Meadows Court / Holly Lane Apartments (Site 
A) 

531 Rocky Hill Rd 82 80 LIHTC 2070 

Alamo Garden Apartments 1501 Alamo Drive 182 181 LIHTC 2071 

Pony Express Senior Apartments 220 Aegean Way 60 59 LIHTC 2074 

Total Units  1102 1041   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   0   

VALLEJO 

Longshore Cove Apartments 201 Maine Street 236 234 LIHTC; HUD 2073 

Carolina Heights 135 Carolina Street 152 151 LIHTC; HUD 2070 

Marina Tower 601 Sacramento Street 151 150 LIHTC; HUD 2060 

Marina Towers Annex 575 Sacramento Street 57 56 
LIHTC; 
HUD; 

CalHFA 
2056 

Casa De Vallejo Apartments 1825 Sonoma Blvd. 136 136 LIHTC; HUD 2060 
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Name Address Total Units 
Affordable 

Units 
Funding 

Affordability 
Expiration 

Ascension Arms 301 Butte St 75 42 HUD 2029 

Seabreeze Apartments 100 Larissa Ln 184 71 HUD 2036 

Redwood Shores 400 Redwood Street 120 119 HUD 2037 

Friendship Estates Apartments 2700 Tuolumne Street 76 74 LIHTC 2052 

Solano Vista Senior Apartments 40 Valle Vista Avenue 96 95 LIHTC 2072 

Sereno Village Apartments 750 Sereno Drive 125 124 LIHTC 2057 

Bay View Vista Apartments 445 Redwood Street 194 192 LIHTC 2055 

Avian Glen 301 Avian Drive 87 85 LIHTC; HCD 2064 

Temple Art Lofts 707 Main Street 29 28 LIHTC 2067 

Harbor Park Apartments 969 Porter Street 182 73 LIHTC 2070 

Total Units  1,900 1,630   

Total Units At-Risk of Converting   42   

UNINCORPORATED SOLANO CO. No Federal or State Assisted Developments 

Sources: California Housing Partnership, Preservation Database 2021.  
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Preservation Resources 

The types of resources needed for preserving at-risk units fall into three categories: (1) financial resources available to purchase existing units 

or develop replacement units; (2) entities with the intent and ability to purchase and/or manage at-risk units; and (3) programs to provide 

replacement funding for potentially lost Housing Choice Voucher Program rent subsidies, otherwise known as the Section 8 program. 

A variety of federal and state programs are available for potential acquisition, subsidy, or replacement of at-risk units. Due to both the high 

costs of developing and preserving housing and limitations on the amounts and uses of funds, a variety of funding sources would be required. 

Several sources of funding are available to Solano County for preservation of assisted, multifamily rental housing units to assist with 

purchasing units or providing rental subsidies, including Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) or HOME funds. For older 

buildings with expiring affordability, funding for substantial rehabilitation may also give the County an opportunity to reinstate affordability 

requirements. HUD may provide Section 8 Tenant Protection Vouchers to subsidize rents for tenants in properties at risk of loss because of 

expiration due to loss of affordability associated with mortgage prepayment.  

When affordable housing units have the potential to convert to market rate, due typically to the expiration of an affordable housing agreement 

or expiration of funding, there is a risk that tenants in those affordable units will be displaced. Certain companies and organizations can be 

certified as eligible to purchase buildings where a federally assisted mortgage is due to be prepaid.  

Qualified Entities 

The following qualified entities were listed as potential purchasers of at-risk units in Solano County: 

• ACLC, Inc  

• Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition Mutual Housing California  

• Affordable Housing Associates SWJ Housing  

• Affordable Housing Foundation Volunteers of America National Services  

• Sacramento Valley Organizing Community  

• Pacific Community Services, Inc.  
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• Anka Behavioral Health  

• Housing Corporation of America 

• Mutual Housing California 

• SWJ Housing 

• Volunteers of America National Services 

The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program is another affordability option that individuals may apply for through the Benicia Housing 

Authority (BHA), Solano County Housing Authority (SCHA), Suisun City Housing Authority (SCH), and Vacaville Housing Authority 

(VHA). Section 8 increases affordable housing choices for very low-income households by allowing families to choose privately owned rental 

housing. Section 8–supported housing may be either project-based for a portion if an entire apartment building, or subsidies may be provided 

in the form of vouchers for individual, independent units.  

The BHA administers approximately 294 active housing choice vouchers. The SCHA allocated 368 vouchers including 45 Veterans 

Administration Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH) Vouchers and 53 Mainstream Vouchers for non-elderly disabled households. The SCH 

administers approximately 192 housing choice vouchers and the VHA administers approximately 1,366 vouchers and vouchers including the 

Veterans Administration Supportive Housing (HUD-VASH), Family Unification Program (FUP), Mainstream Voucher Program, and 

Emergency Housing Voucher Program Vouchers.    

Strategies for Preserving Affordable Housing  

Acquisition - For units at risk of conversion, qualified non-profit entities must be offered the opportunity to purchase buildings to maintain 

affordability.  

The factors that must be used to determine the cost of preserving low-income housing include property acquisition, rehabilitation, and 

financing.  Actual acquisition costs depend on several variables, such as condition, size, location, existing financing, and availability of 

financing (governmental and market). Looking at multifamily buildings throughout the county, prices ranged from $165,000 per unit for a 

10-unit building in Suisun City to $215,000 per unit for a 5-unit multifamily unit in Vallejo. While most units listed for sale in March 2022 

were in incorporated jurisdictions of Solano County, purchasing residential units in Unincorporated Solano County will likely have a similar 
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price range depending on where in the county the units are located. Additionally, if the property needs significant rehabilitation, or financing 

is difficult to obtain, it is important to consider these factors in the cost analysis.  It is important to note that a major financing tool, Low 

Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), currently do not prioritize acquisition and rehabilitation projects, but instead fund new construction 

projects. This makes the effort to preserve units much more difficult.   

Preservation - Housing affordability can also be preserved by seeking alternative means of subsidizing rents, such as the Section 8 Housing 

Choice Voucher program described previously. Under Section 8, HUD pays the difference between what tenants can pay (defined as 30 

percent of household income) and what HUD estimates as the fair-market rent on the unit. Based on HUD’s 2022 fair-market rents, the 

total cost to subsidize rental costs for a very low-income four-person household for 20 years would be $111,180 for a two-bedroom home 

and $256,980 for a three-bedroom home. This is typically done through Project Based contracts with the Housing Authority that administers 

a Project Based Program and has available vouchers.  

Replacement with New Construction – Another alternative to preserve the overall number of affordable housing units in the county is to 

construct new units to replace other affordable housing stock that has been converted to market-rate housing. Multifamily replacement 

property would be constructed with the same number of units, with the same number of bedrooms and amenities as the one removed from 

the affordable housing stock.   

The cost of new affordable housing can vary greatly depending on factors such as location, density, unit sizes, construction materials, type 

of construction (fair/good), and on- and off-site improvements.  Looking at a sample project with 188 assisted units and one manager’s unit, 

the cost for land acquisition is approximately $30,319 per unit, or $5,700,000 total. Costs for multifamily construction are approximately $162 

per square foot. This is based on costs calculated for a two-story building in Solano County with 20 units and an average unit size of 800 

square feet each. The total construction costs for the building are $2,593,864, based on the total cost of building this development, it can be 

estimated that the per-unit cost to replace low-income housing would be $124,949 per unit. These construction costs include labor, materials, 

and equipment but do not include costs of buying land or off-street parking.1  

 
1 2022 National Building Cost Manual and 2022 945-33,91,90,34,89,85,93,71,35,12,92, and 956-87,20,18,94,90,25,96 zip code modifiers Craftsman Book 
Company. 
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Cost of Preservation Versus Replacement  

The cost to the cities within Solano County of preserving units that are projected to expire between 2024 and 2074 is estimated to be less in 

most cases than replacing the units through new construction. Replacing the units with rehabilitated units may be cost-effective in some 

instances. Actual costs involved in each option will depend on the rental and real estate market situations at the time the affordability 

restrictions on these projects expire.  

Extending low-income use restrictions to preserve the units as affordable may require financial incentives to the project owners. Other 

scenarios for preservation would involve purchase of the affordable units by a nonprofit or public agency, or local subsidies to offset the 

difference between affordable and market rents. Scenarios for preservation depend on the type of project at risk.  

Funding Sources for Preservation  

The types of resources needed for preserving at-risk units fall into three categories: financial resources available to purchase existing units or 

develop replacement units; entities with the intent and ability to purchase and/or manage at-risk units; and programs to provide replacement 

funding for potential reductions in funding for Housing Choice Voucher Program rent subsidies (previously known as the Section 8 Program). 

A variety of federal, state, and local programs are available for potential acquisition, subsidy, or replacement of at-risk units. Due to both the 

high costs of developing and preserving housing and limitations on the amounts and uses of funds, multiple funding sources would be 

required. The following summarizes federal and state financial resources available to the cities within Solano County for preservation of 

assisted, multifamily rental housing units.  

Federal Programs  

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)—This program is intended to enhance and preserve the jurisdictions affordable housing 

stock. CDBG funds are awarded to the County on a formula basis for housing and community development activities. Eligible activities 

include acquisition, rehabilitation, economic development, and public services. CDBG funds benefit primarily persons/households with 

incomes not exceeding 80 percent of the county median family income.  



Solano County Regional Housing Element Collaborative 
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

November 2023 Page 89 

HOME Investment Partnerships—HOME funding is a flexible grant program that is awarded to the jurisdictions on a formula basis for 

housing activities that take into account local market conditions, inadequate housing, poverty, and housing production costs. The formula 

for determining funding amount and eligibility is based on several factors, including the number of units in a jurisdiction that are substandard 

or unaffordable, the age of a jurisdiction’s housing, and the number of families living below the poverty line. HOME funding is provided to 

jurisdictions to either assist rental housing or home ownership through acquisition, construction, reconstruction, and/or rehabilitation of 

affordable housing, as well as possible property acquisition, site improvements, and other expenses related to the provision of affordable 

housing and projects that serve a group identified as having special needs related to housing.  

Housing Choice Voucher (Section 8) Program—This program provides rental assistance payments to owners of private market-rate units 

on behalf of very low-income tenants.  

Section 811/202 Program—Nonprofit organizations and consumer cooperatives are eligible to receive zero-interest capital advances from 

HUD for the construction of very low-income rental housing for senior citizens and persons with disabilities. Project-based assistance, or 

capital advances, is also provided in conjunction with this program. Section 811 can be used to develop group homes, independent living 

facilities, and intermediate care facilities. Eligible activities include acquisition, rehabilitation, new construction, and rental assistance.  

HUD Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act (LIHPRHA)—LIHPRHA was enacted in response to 

concern over the prepayment of HUD-assisted housing. When an assisted housing project pays off the loan, they are then eligible to convert 

to market-rate, thus resulting in a loss of affordable housing. The legislation addresses the prepayment of units assisted under Section 

221(d)(3) and Section 236 (Section 236 replaced the Section 221(d)(3) program in 1968). Generally, the law facilitates the preservation of 

these low-income units by providing incentives to property owners to either retain their units as low income or to sell the project to priority 

purchasers (tenants, nonprofits, or governmental agencies.) Pursuant to LIHPRHA, HUD must offer a package of incentives to property 

owners to extend the low-income use restrictions. These incentives would ensure an 8-percent return for property owners on the recalculated 

equity of their property, provided the rents necessary to yield this return fall within a specified federal cost limit. The cost limits are either 

120 percent of the fair market rate (FMR), or the prevailing rent in the local market. If HUD can provide the owner with this return, the 

owner cannot prepay the mortgage. The owner must either stay in the program or offer to sell the project (a “voluntary” sale) to a priority 

purchaser for a 12-month period or other purchasers for an additional 3 months. The owner is required to document this choice in a plan of 

action.  
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If HUD cannot provide the owner with the 8-percent return, i.e., the rents required would exceed federal cost limits, the owner may prepay 

only after offering the sale to priority purchasers for 12 months, or other qualified buyers for an additional 3 months (a “mandatory” sale) 

and filing a plan of action that demonstrates that conversion will not adversely impact affordable housing or displace tenants. According to 

the California Housing Partnership Corporation, most projects in California will fall within federal cost limits, except those with exceptionally 

high rental value or condominium conversion potential.  

Projects that are preserved under either of these methods are required to maintain affordability restrictions for the remaining useful life of 

the project, which is defined minimally as 50 years. Despite these requirements, property owners may still be able to prepay the loan. First, 

the owner may prepay the property loan if no bona fide offer to purchase the property is made. Second, HUD may not provide some of the 

discretionary monies to priority purchasers in preservation sales. Finally, the overall success of the preservation efforts is contingent on 

congressional appropriation of sufficient funding to HUD.  

State Programs  

California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA) Multiple Rental Housing Programs—This program provides below-market-rate 

financing to builders and developers of multiple-family and elderly rental housing. Tax-exempt bonds provide below-market-rate mortgage 

money. Eligible activities include new construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition of properties with 20 to 150 units.  

Affordable Housing Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC)—This program provides grants and/or loans, or any combination t, 

that will achieve GHG emissions reductions and benefit Disadvantaged Communities through increasing accessibility of affordable housing, 

employment centers, and key destinations via low-carbon transportation.  

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)—This program provides tax credits to individuals and corporations that invest in low-income 

rental housing. Tax credits are sold to corporations and people with high tax liability, and proceeds are used to create housing. Eligible 

activities include new construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition.  

California Community Reinvestment Corporation (CCRC)—This private, nonprofit mortgage banking consortium provides long-term 

debt financing for affordable multifamily rental housing. Eligible activities include new construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition.  
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Nonprofit Entities—Nonprofit entities serving the county can be contacted to gauge their interest and ability in acquiring and/or managing 

units at risk of conversion. (See partial list above in Qualified Entities.) 

Program Efforts to Preserve At-Risk Units  

The following housing programs have been developed to address the preservation of assisted very low-income units eligible to convert to 

market rate. Each individual City’s Planning Department, Economic Development Department, and/or Housing Development will be 

responsible for implementing the programs. Funding for implementation could be provided through the funding sources cited above.  

Each city in Solano County will maintain contact with owners of at-risk units as the use restriction expiration dates approach. Each city and 

Solano County will communicate to the owners the importance of the units to the supply of affordable housing in the county as well as its 

desire to preserve the units as affordable.  

Rental Subsidies—If HUD funding is discontinued at some point within the next planning period to subsidize affordable units and other 

methods to preserve the at-risk units fail, the County will determine if it can assign financial resources to provide rental assistance to very 

low-income tenants to cover the difference between their current rents and market rents as well as continue to promote the development of 

affordable housing. If the owners of a project at risk of converting their units to market rate, the County or cities  will evaluate the feasibility 

of implementing available options to preserve bond-financed units at risk of conversion: (1) offer rental subsidies using HOME or other 

available funding; (2) work with the property owner to refinance the mortgage at lower interest rates; (3) work with nonprofit entities to 

evaluate the potential for acquisition of the complex (although, if only a portion of the units are at risk, this may not be feasible); (4) consider 

acquisition and rehabilitation of the project. 
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ASSESSMENT OF FAIR HOUSING 

INTRODUCTION 

Assembly Bill (AB) 686 requires that all housing elements due on or after January 1, 2021, contain an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) 

consistent with the core elements of the analysis required by the federal Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Final Rule of July 

16, 2015. Under California law, AFFH means “taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns 

of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected characteristics.” 

California Government Code Section 65583 (10)(A)(ii) requires local jurisdictions to analyze racially or ethnically concentrated areas of 

poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs, including displacement risk. Although this is the Housing 

Element for the City of Benicia, Government Code Section 65583 (subds. (c)(9), (c)(10), 8899.50, subds. (a), (b), (c)) requires all local 

jurisdictions to address patterns locally and regionally to compare conditions at the local level to the rest of the region. To that end, the 

Solano County Housing Element Collaborative, comprised of the cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, 

Vallejo, and the County of Solano prepared a regional Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) and each participating jurisdiction prepared a 

local AFH.  

This appendix is organized by fair housing topics. For each topic, the regional assessment is first, followed by the local assessment. 

Strategies to address the identified issues are included throughout the appendix. Through discussions with housing service providers, fair 

housing advocates, and this assessment of fair housing issues, the City identified factors that contribute to fair housing issues. These 

contributing factors are included in Table 3-11, Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing Issues with associated actions to meaningfully 

affirmatively further fair housing related to these factors. Additional programs to affirmatively further fair housing are included in Chapter 

2, Goals, Policies, and Programs. 

This appendix also includes an analysis of the Housing Element’s sites inventory as compared with fair housing factors. The location of 

housing in relation to resources and opportunities is integral to addressing disparities in housing needs and opportunity and to fostering 

inclusive communities where all residents have access to opportunity. This is particularly important for lower-income households. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 686 added a new requirement for housing elements to analyze the distribution of projected units by income category 

and access to high resource areas and other fair housing indicators compared to citywide patterns to understand how the projected 

locations of units will affirmatively further fair housing. 
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OUTREACH 

Regional Outreach Efforts 

Workshops 

As discussed in the Public Participation section, the Solano County Collaborative took diligent efforts to encourage public and service 

provider participation, particularly service providers for vulnerable populations, in the Housing Element update process at both the 

regional and local scale. These efforts included six Housing Element community workshops between January and June 2022 and seven 

regional service provider consultations between December 2021 and February 2022. Each of the workshops was advertised with flyers in 

English, Spanish, and Tagalog, and conducted virtually to increase accessibility for residents throughout the county and in response to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Live Spanish translation was offered at the first two sets of workshops, and a pre-recorded version in Tagalog. 

However, no participants opted for this option at any of the workshops, so the third set of workshops provided pre-recorded Spanish and 

Tagalog versions rather than live translation, though materials were still made available prior to the workshop in both languages. 

The first two workshops were held over two days: during the lunch hour on Wednesday, January 26, 2022, and the evening of Thursday, 

January 27, 2022, to ensure maximum participation from Solano County jurisdictions, local organizations, service providers for vulnerable 

populations, and the community. The workshops were held online with a variety of technological methods to connect. The objectives of 

the workshop were to educate the public about the update process, identify specific needs and opportunities, share information about the 

Solano County Collaborative to help make informed conclusions and identify needs, and allow participants to share their insights on how 

housing opportunities can be improved locally and on a regional level. To gauge these opinions, participants were polled on topics that 

focused on housing assets, housing strategies, housing barriers, and preferences for location of hew housing. The results of key points of 

the poll related to fair housing are summarized herein. 
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During the workshop, participants generally considered low-income households and low-income families to be the same population, but in 

some cases discussed families as those with children and households as those without. In both cases, low-income refers to a household or 

family unit of four persons earning between $48,550 and $77,600 in Solano County in 2021, as presented in Table 2-9, Maximum 

Household Income by Household Size, Solano County in the Housing Needs Assessment. The federal poverty level in 2021 for a four-

person household was $26,500, which closely aligns with the extremely low-income category in Solano County.  

Workshop discussion focused on the process, clarifications on the definition of overcrowding, mixed-income on commercial sites, and 

how mixed-income housing typically has better results than concentrated lower-income development. However, participants expressed that 

developers and lenders typically do not prefer mixed-income projects, thus presenting an additional barrier to the provision of housing, 

particularly integrated affordable housing. Overall, the primary fair housing themes that emerged were the costs associated with 

development of housing, particularly affordable units, the overarching issue of high cost of market-rate housing, shortages of affordable 

housing, the limited employment opportunities that offer livable wages, the challenges that lower-income households are facing, and 

providing housing opportunities for underserved populations, particularly those who are experiencing homelessness or are at risk of 

becoming homeless.  

On March 30, 2022, two interactive, online workshops were held. There were approximately 18 attendees at the morning workshop and 9 

at the evening workshop. Both workshops were attended with representatives from the Solano County jurisdictions, various local 

organizations, and service providers. The content provided a summary of the analysis conducted in the housing needs assessment and 
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discussions were guided by participant insights on how housing opportunities can be improved locally and on a regional level. Again, 

feedback on specific needs was sought out. Translation was available by request. During the workshops, the topics mentioned by 

participants included the relationship between location of affordable housing and access to employment, services, mobility, amenities, and 

recreation; special-needs populations, particularly seniors and their needs as they age; and the challenges of income discrepancies with the 

shortage of affordable housing resources throughout the county. Participants established clarity regarding what types of professions lower-

income households really encompass, such as educators, public service employees, retail, and hospitality workers, which suggested that the 

Collaborative foster greater collaboration between jurisdictions to increase supply of housing for this very integral segment of the 

population. 

On June 1, 2022, the Solano County Collaborative held two Fair Housing Workshops virtually to present an overview of the Assessment of 

Fair Housing and gather feedback from participants on their experiences with fair housing. One workshop was held over the lunch hour, 

and one was held in the evening to offer two opportunities for potential participants. Across both workshops, approximately 36.4 percent 

of participants were from Benicia, 18.2 percent were from Vacaville, 13.6 percent were from Vallejo, 9.1 percent were from Fairfield, and 

9.1 percent were from Suisun City. There were no participants from Dixon, Rio Vista, or the unincorporated area, and there were an 

additional 13.6 percent that did not live in Solano County but had some other interest in the Housing Element process. For both 

workshops, the Collaborative offered Spanish and Tagalog translation of materials and a recording of the presentation, in addition to 

hosting the meeting in English. At previous workshops, as discussed, there was no interest in live translation and therefore recordings were 

determined to be sufficient. 

Approximately 35.0 percent of respondents reported that the greatest barrier to obtaining or keeping housing that they, a friend, or relative 

has experienced is that affordable options are too far from jobs, schools, and other resources. In addition, 15.0 percent identified 

accessibility issues as a barrier to housing, 10.0 identified substandard conditions, and an additional 10.0 identified landlord refusal to rent 

as barriers. Nearly one-third of respondents also reported having experienced overcrowding at some point in Solano County to be able to 

afford housing costs. When asked what their experience has been with housing mobility, as it relates to unit size, price, and other factors, 

28.6 reported that it has been very challenging and 33.3 reported that it has been somewhat challenging. This supports feedback from local 

service providers that there is a shortage of appropriately sized and affordable options in Solano County. Further, half of respondents 

reported that there is no transit or alternative methods of transportation for them to navigate their communities, which furthers concerns 

about proximity of affordable housing to jobs and schools. 

At the end of the workshop, the Collaborative asked participants to identify their top three priorities for increasing housing mobility and 

access to opportunities, improving the condition of their neighborhood, and reducing displacement risk. The top-three strategies to 

increase housing mobility were creation of targeted investment programs, such as down payment assistance (19.1 percent of respondents), 

incentivizing development of mixed-income housing (17.0 percent), and a tie between citywide registries of affordable rental options and 
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targeted outreach to underserved groups to increase awareness of assistance programs (12.8 percent each). However, in open discussion, 

participants stated that many local, state, and federal assistance programs are already available, the barrier to fair housing is awareness of 

these opportunities. They identified a need for easier resource navigation for residents.  The top strategies for improving neighborhood 

conditions were implementing proactive code enforcement for substandard housing (17.8 percent) and a three-way tie between targeted 

investment in parks and other recreational facilities, community committees made up of residents of underserved groups, and addressing 

the negative impacts of nonresidential uses on residential uses (15.6 percent each). Finally, the top strategies for reducing displacement 

were rent stabilization (27.0 percent), rent review or mediation board as well as foreclosure assistance and multilingual legal services (24.3 

percent), and expanded density bonuses (18.9 percent). 

The feedback received during this workshop informed this analysis and programs identified in this Housing Element. 

Survey 

The flyers inviting participants to the regional Housing Element workshops included an option for respondents to take a survey similar to 

the poll conducted at the first two workshops in January 2022, to prioritize their perspective on housing issues facing the county and its 

jurisdictions. A total of 57 responses were logged, the majority of which were homeowners (71.9 percent). Of participants, approximately 

86.0 percent reported living in a single-family detached or attached home and 68.4 percent had lived in Solano County for over five years. 

However, a smaller proportion (56.1 percent) report working within the county, which may indicate a shortage of jobs suitable for residents 

within their jurisdiction. The top types of housing that participants wanted to see built throughout the county were small/affordable single-

family homes (57.9 percent), senior housing (47.4 percent), supportive housing/assisted living (43.9 percent), accessory dwelling units 

(ADUs; 35.1 percent), townhomes and condominiums/duplexes (35.1 and 31.6 percent, respectively), tiny homes (29.8 percent), large-

acreage detached homes (28.1 percent), and apartments (24.6 percent). Among the respondents, the greatest barriers to building housing in 

their communities were (in order of ranking): cost of construction, opposition to new housing development projects, lack of adequate 

infrastructure, lack of availability of land, and lack of jobs to support existing cost of living. Supporting these responses was feedback on 

what the barriers to obtaining housing were specifically within the respondents’ jurisdictions, with 52.6 percent identifying home prices and 

rents being too high, followed by lack of public infrastructure, and the real-estate market, which ties back to the cost of housing barrier. A 

desire for yards and green space was also identified as a barrier associated with multifamily and/or higher-density residential types. 

Responses to the survey indicated that the top-three underserved populations included homeless residents, seniors, single-parent 

households, and persons with disabilities. Respondents also indicated across the board a need for integration of affordable housing 

throughout communities to create mixed-income neighborhoods, roadway improvements, and a diverse range of housing types. Integration 

of new developments into the existing neighborhood fabric, addressing the “missing middle” housing types, and accessibility were also 

identified as needs. 
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Consultations 

From December 2021 through February 2022, seven consultations were conducted with local nonprofits and service providers for 

vulnerable populations and fair housing advocates to receive one-on-one, targeted input from those who provide services for those most in 

need of housing or with special housing needs. In each of the consultations, service providers and fair housing advocates were asked some 

or all of the following questions, depending on the type of organization they represented: 

Opportunities and concerns: What three top opportunities do you see for the future of housing in Solano County? What are your three 

top concerns for the future of housing? 

Housing preferences: What types of housing do your clients prefer? Is there adequate rental housing in the county? Are there 

opportunities for home ownership? Are there accessible rental units for seniors and persons with disabilities? 

Housing barriers/needs: What are the biggest barriers to finding affordable, decent housing? Are there specific unmet housing needs in 

the community? 

Housing conditions: How do you feel about the physical condition of housing in the county? What opportunities do you see to improve 

housing in the future? 

Unhoused persons: How many unhoused persons are in the county? 

Housing equity: What factors limit or deny civil rights, fair housing choice, or equitable access to opportunity? What actions can be taken 

to transform racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity (without displacement)? What actions can be 

taken to make living patterns more integrated and balanced? 

The Collaborative contacted 12 organizations and received responses from the following:  

• North Bay Housing Coalition, December 9, 2021 

• Community Action Partnership Solano, Joint Powers Authority, December 14, 2021 

• Legal Services of Northern California, December 22, 2021 

• Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California, January 6, 2022 

• Solano-Napa Habitat for Humanity, January 28, 2022  



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 8 

• Agency on Aging, January 24, 2022 

• Urban Habitat, February 16, 2022 

The one-on-one interviews with service providers and fair housing advocates raised observations and concerns related to housing issues 

facing the residents of Solano County, with several common themes emerging. First was the demand for a range of affordable and 

accessible housing types for the large concentration of special needs populations in the county, including seniors, large families, disabled 

persons, and low-income households, many of which were identified as being Hispanic and Latinx.  The need for additional rental housing 

was identified by most interviewees. Additionally, service providers noted a shortage of housing resources for those who are experiencing 

homelessness and emphasized the need for a coordinated countywide central agency to be created to provide full-time services based on 

the growing demand, specifically housing-first projects across the county. This was noted in addition to a growing population of lower-

income households and homeless residents, therefore identifying locations for pallet and cargo housing within the jurisdictions, as well as 

providing permanent supportive housing with wrap-around services and case management is crucial. One housing service provider 

disclosed that they have funding for assisting jurisdictions with needed affordable housing, acquisition of the actual acreage is the barrier, 

which is another theme identified in these consultations. 

Strategies associated with housing condition relating to preservation and maintenance of the existing housing stock for affordable housing 

opportunities was a second subject of importance among service providers and fair housing advocates.  Income constraints often result in 

people living in substandard or overcrowded housing conditions, most often in rental situations, which service providers and fair housing 

advocates identified as often resulting in displacement and homelessness. Service providers and fair housing advocates also identified that 

there are substantial racial disparities in housing among communities of color, recommending that jurisdictions can do more through code 

enforcement, primarily ensuring there is water and heating in low-income housing units, or passing ordinances that protect tenants from 

living in substandard housing. During the consultations, service providers and fair housing advocates expressed a need for proactive and 

“protective” tenant protections, such as rent control, just-cause protections, and other housing protection laws to keep more individuals 

housed, as eviction is the most common fair housing issue complaint encountered by service providers and fair housing advocates. In 

situations such as this, tenants require access to additional legal assistance to prevent displacement due to harassment or wrongful eviction. 

Additionally, service providers and fair housing advocates identified a need for landlord education and enforcement regarding fair housing 

laws and rental discrimination practices, in combination with jurisdictions contracting with fair housing providers for a comprehensive 

system to identify affordable housing resources and tenant protection, particularly for seniors, the disabled, gender equality/familial status, 

and communities of color. Consultations identified a need for workshops on fair housing laws for residents and housing providers. The 

goal of these would be to inform housing providers on their rights and responsibilities under fair housing laws, and provide education on 

discrimination, aiming to reduce the number of instances that result in fair housing complaints throughout the county. A tenant workshop 
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counterpart was also suggested to inform residents on their tenant rights. Service providers and fair housing advocates identified 

acquisition of older, single-family housing stock, which might require repairs, for conversion to assisted affordable housing units as an 

opportunity to address shortages.  

Barriers to development of affordable housing constitute a third major theme, including land costs, the length of entitlement processes, 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, development fees, and other permitting processes, compounded by severe 

infrastructure constraints, particularly sewer and septic systems. All housing providers interviewed expressed that new low-income housing 

simply is not cost effective for developers, and that properties owned by jurisdictions are a valuable resource for providing lower-income 

housing, including homeownership opportunities through organizations such as Habitat for Humanity, who assist communities of color 

and veterans to attain homeownership, which have been historically underserved in the homeowner market, particularly in areas of Solano 

County. Incentivizing and subsidizing the construction of ADUs on existing residential properties is recommended to help address the 

barriers associated with cost of land and shortage of viable acreage for development of units for lower-income and disabled and/or senior 

households. In addition, one housing provider discussed Community Land Trusts as an underutilized opportunity to create permanent 

affordability, as well as the availability of CalHome funding for implementing this option. 

A final recurring theme around barriers to affordable housing that service providers and fair housing advocates identified was the current 

and historic challenges lower-income households face in obtaining financial assistance, such as lending discrimination, which was a 

prevalent issue in Vallejo. On the flip side, it was also noted that there is a disconnect between the number of applicants for Housing 

Choice Vouchers (HCVs) and availability of units that accept them. Education and outreach efforts of current fair housing practices to 

landlords and sellers was recommended. 

Feedback received during the regional consultations was shaped by individual discussions and the experiences of each service provider, fair 

housing advocate, or community organization. Therefore, some questions did not receive direct responses. For example, no interviewees 

identified strategies to reduce racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty; they instead focused on feedback they deemed relevant to 

their target population or experiences. The summary presented here reports feedback that was received. 

Local Outreach Efforts 

The City offers translation and teletypewriter (TTY) services upon request, but it has not had a documented need for translation or 

interpretation into other languages for public outreach; therefore, the City has not offered this during the Housing Element update 

outreach process. However, the City recognizes the importance of an inclusive approach to planning for the City’s future. Therefore, to 

ensure ongoing accessibility of outreach to all members of the community, the City has included Program 5.02 to survey residents to 

determine whether there is a need for translation services and will continue to offer TTY services upon request in the meantime.  



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 10 

Community Workshop 

On Wednesday, March 2, 2022, the City held a community workshop to educate residents about the update process, solicit input on 

possible housing sites, and receive feedback on housing opportunities and needs. The comments and questions received at this workshop 

were primarily regarding the location of sites to meet the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation, though two comments 

were received supporting development of multifamily housing on or near Military West and the possibility of rezoning General 

Commercial to allow multifamily housing, to meet the demand for this housing type. No additional comments related to fair housing were 

received, all other comments are included in Chapter 1 of this Housing Element. 

Open Houses 

On March 31, 2022, the City held an online open house to educate residents about the update process and solicit input on local housing 

preferences, local housing needs, housing creation strategies, and fair housing. This meeting was held a second time on April 6, 2022, in 

person. At each open house, there were topics of discussion: fair housing, potential sites for housing, preferred housing types, and barriers 

to housing. During the virtual open house, feedback was solicited through open discussion as well as interactive polling and Google Forms 

surveys. During the in-person workshop, there were four stations that attendees could visit at their own pace. During these events, 

participants noted that attendance is likely limited for some community members based on access to resources, with those with greater 

access more likely to be able to attend, but also less likely to experience fair housing issues. To address this and ensure all members of the 

community are engaged in the planning process, the City has identified Program 5.01 to improve outreach efforts to underserved groups. 

Consultations 

In November and December 2021, staff reached out to four local community organizations who provide services to impacted populations 

to offer the opportunity for each to provide one-on-one input on housing needs and programs. All organizations provided feedback via 

one-on-one interviews or with email responses. Representatives from the following organizations were interviewed: 

• Carquinez Village, November 18, 2021 

• Benicia Community Action Council, November 18, 2021 

• Benicia Housing Authority, December 8, 2021 

• Family Resource Center, December 16, 2021 
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Overwhelmingly, the consultation process revealed that the City of Benicia has an insufficient stock of affordable housing. The Benicia 

Housing Authority cited a lack of available land for new construction, the high cost of construction materials, and administrative 

constraints (i.e., staff time, agency capacity) as barriers to creating a feasible financing package. The lack of affordable housing stock affects 

different populations in the city more than others. Service providers have identified that low- and moderate-income homeowners and 

renters, seniors, schoolteachers, and young couples struggle to find affordable housing in Benicia. Additionally, one service provider 

reported challenges for older adults with mobility issues to locate affordable and accessible housing options. However, they did cite that 

fair housing complaints directed to the Benicia Housing Authority have been used to address reasonable accommodation concerns. To 

accommodate the varied housing needs of populations within Benicia, service providers identified a need for a range of housing types at 

affordable levels. To address these concerns, the City has identified Program 1.06, 1.12, 1.15 and 2.01 to facilitate the development of 

affordable housing options, ADUs, inclusionary units, single-room occupancy (SRO) units, and more. 

Additionally, service providers identified that some housing providers are reluctant and resistant to accepting Housing Choice Vouchers 

(HCV) (Section 8), despite legal requirements. This, paired with a shortage of HCVs to meet demand, has created barriers to lower-income 

households finding affordable housing options. Program 5.01 has been included in this Housing Element to work with local fair housing 

providers to educate housing providers on source of income discrimination, particularly regarding HCVs, and enforce fair housing laws as 

needed. 

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES 

California Government Code Section 65583 (10)(A)(ii) requires every jurisdiction to analyze racially or ethnically concentrated areas of 

poverty (R/ECAP), disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs, including displacement risk. Since 2017, the 

Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) and Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) have developed annual 

maps of access to resources such as high-paying job opportunities; proficient schools; safe and clean neighborhoods; and other healthy 

economic, social, and environmental indicators to provide evidence-based research for policy recommendations. This effort has been 

dubbed “opportunity mapping” and is available to all jurisdictions to assess access to opportunities within their community.   

The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps can help to identify areas within the community that provide strong access to opportunity for 

residents or, conversely, provide low access to opportunity. The information from the opportunity mapping can help to highlight the need 

for housing element policies and programs that would help to remediate conditions in low-resource areas and areas of high segregation and 

poverty and to encourage better access for lower-income households and communities of color to housing in high-resource areas. 

TCAC/HCD categorized census tracts into high, moderate, or low resource areas based on a composite score of economic, educational, 

and environmental factors that can perpetuate poverty and segregation, such as school proficiency, median income, and median housing 

prices. The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps use a regional index score to determine categorization as high, moderate, and low resource.  
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Areas designated as “highest resource” are the top 20-percent highest-scoring census tracts in the region. It is expected that residents in 

these census tracts have access to the best outcomes in terms of health, economic opportunities, and education attainment. Census tracts 

designated “high resource” score in the 21st to 40th percentile compared to the region. Residents of these census tracts have access to 

highly positive outcomes for health, economic, and education attainment. “Moderate resource” areas are in the 41st to 70th percentile and 

those designated as “moderate resource (rapidly changing)” have experienced rapid increases in key indicators of opportunity, such as 

increasing median income, home values, and an increase in job opportunities. Residents in these census tracts have access to either 

somewhat positive outcomes in terms of health, economic attainment, and education; or positive outcomes in a certain area (e.g., score 

high for health, education) but not all areas (e.g., may score poorly for economic attainment). Low resource areas are those that score 

above the 70th percentile and indicate a lack of access to positive outcomes and poor access to opportunities. The final designation are 

those areas identified as having “high segregation and poverty;” these are census tracts that have an overrepresentation of people of color 

compared to the county as a whole, and at least 30.0 percent of the population in these areas is below the federal poverty line ($26,500 

annually for a family of four in 2021). 

As seen in Figure 3-1, Regional TCAC/HCD Opportunity Areas, most of Solano County, particularly in the unincorporated area, is 

designated as low resource or moderate resource. The City of Vallejo has been designated entirely as a low resource area, with three 

pockets identified as areas of high segregation and poverty: the Wilson Park neighborhood southwest of Solano Avenue (which includes a 

portion of unincorporated territory), the area west of Sutter Street to the waterfront between Florida Street to the north and Curtola 

Parkway to the south, and the area north of Florida Street between Sonoma Boulevard and Amador Street along Broadway Street. In 

contrast, the neighboring City of Benicia is designated entirely as a moderate resource area. The City of Suisun City and most of Fairfield 

are designated as low resource, with moderate resource areas in northeastern Fairfield and the Cordelia area of Fairfield. The City of 

Vacaville is similarly designated, with low resource areas along Interstate 80, northeast of Davis Street, with the remainder designated as 

moderate resource. The City of Rio Vista is also split, with moderate resource areas northwest of Church Road and low resource areas to 

the southeast. The City of Dixon has the greatest variation in resource area designations among the incorporated cities of Solano County. 

In Dixon, the southern and eastern areas are primarily moderate resource areas, high and high resource areas are in the center of the city 

with the exception of the Northwest Park neighborhood, east of Parkgreen Drive. Low resource areas are in the Northwest Park 

neighborhood and south of W. A Street between Pitt School Road and S. Almond Street. In the unincorporated county, high and highest 

resource areas are generally in the northeast and northwest corners, with low resource areas surrounding the cities of Dixon and Fairfield, 

and moderate resource areas elsewhere. Given that much of Solano County is sparsely populated, with large agricultural areas, the low and 

moderate resource areas may not accurately represent the access to opportunities for residents of unincorporated communities, where there 

is typically a concentration of resources. 
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FIGURE 3-1: REGIONAL TCAC/HCD OPPORTUNITY AREAS   

 

Source: TCAC/HCD, 2021  
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Patterns of Integration and Segregation 

Segregation exists when there are concentrations of a population, usually a protected class, in a certain area. Segregation can result from 

local policies to the availability and accessibility of housing that meets the needs of that population, or a community culture or amenity that 

attracts the population. In the context of fair housing, segregation may indicate an issue where it creates disparities in access to opportunity, 

is a result of negative experiences such as discrimination or disproportionate housing need, or other concerns. Integration, in contrast, 

usually indicates a more balanced representation of a variety of population characteristics and is often considered to reflect fair housing 

opportunities and mobility. This analysis assesses four characteristics that may indicate patterns of integration or segregation throughout 

the region and local Solano County jurisdictions: income distribution, racial and ethnic characteristics, familial status, and disability rates. 

Income Distribution 

Regional Patterns 

At the regional level, income distribution can be measured between jurisdictions. Figure 3-2, Income Dot Map, presents the spatial 

distribution of income groups in Solano County and surrounding Bay Area jurisdictions. There are higher concentrations of very low- and 

low-income households in Bay Area jurisdictions such as the cities of Emeryville and Oakland, than are found in Solano County. While 

there are concentrations of lower-income households in the cities of Fairfield and Suisun City, generally the distribution of incomes in 

Solano County more closely reflects those patterns found in neighboring Napa County than most Bay Area counties. 

When comparing income groups between Bay Area counties and neighboring Sacramento region counties (Figure 3-3, Income Groups 

in Surrounding Region), patterns in Solano County closely mirror many of the Bay Area counties, supporting the patterns shown in 

Figure 3-2, Income Dot Map. Figure 3-4, Regional Median Income, presents the geographic patterns of median income in Solano 

County compared to the region. Throughout the region, the highest median income is often found in medium-density urban areas, such as 

in the cities of Fairfield, Vacaville, Walnut Creek, San Rafael, and others. In areas with a higher-density population and uses, such as along 

the San Francisco and San Pablo Bays, there are more lower-income households. Solano County reflects these income distribution trends 

found in the region. 
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FIGURE 3-2: INCOME DOT MAP 

 

 Source: HUD, 2015, ACS 2011-2015, ABAG, 2022  
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FIGURE 3-3: INCOME GROUPS IN SURROUNDING REGION 

 

Source: ABAG Data Packets, 2021; HUD CHAS, 2013-2017 release 
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FIGURE 3-4: REGIONAL MEDIAN INCOME 

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS  
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Within Solano County, the City of Benicia has the largest proportion of moderate- and above moderate-income households, earning more 

than 100.0 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) (Figure 3-5, Income Groups within Solano County Jurisdictions). The 

distribution of income groups within Solano County may be representative of the availability of affordable or accessible housing and other 

opportunities that create mixed-income communities.  As shown in Figure 3-4, Regional Median Income, the cities of Fairfield, Suisun 

City, and Vallejo have several block groups that have median incomes falling into the extremely low- and very low-income categories, 

corresponding with high rates of poverty shown in Figure 3-6, Regional Poverty Rates. While all jurisdictions in Solano County have 

areas in which at least 10.0 percent of the population falls below the poverty line, the City of Vallejo has the largest concentration of these 

households. 

FIGURE 3-5: INCOME GROUPS WITHIN SOLANO COUNTY JURISDICTIONS 

 

Source: ABAG Data Packets, 2021; HUD CHAS, 2013-2017 release  
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FIGURE 3-6: REGIONAL POVERTY RATES 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS  
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Local Patterns 

Locally, TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area maps designate the entirety of Benicia as a moderate-resource area (see Figure 3-7, Local 

TCAC/HCD Opportunity Areas). As identified in the regional analysis, moderate resource areas are those in the 41st to 70th percentile 

and those designated as “moderate resource (rapidly changing)” have experienced rapid increases in key indicators of opportunity, such as 

increasing median income, home values, and an increase in job opportunities. A description of other resource area designations, not found 

in Benicia, are included in the regional analysis. 

While all of Benicia is considered moderate resource, median household income varies between different parts of the city. The city’s 

highest median household income block groups, which range from $132,946 to $174,306, are found in the Southampton neighborhood on 

the north side of the city, bounded by Reservoir Road and East 2nd Street to the east, Rose Drive to the west, and Cambridge Drive and 

Panorama Drive to the south (Figure 3-8, Local Median Income). Figure 3-8 presents the presents the spatial distribution of income 

groups in Benicia, with lower median incomes typically found in the southeastern areas of the city. Homes in neighborhoods with higher 

median incomes are primarily single-unit residences on small local roads and cul-de-sacs adjacent to vacant land, parks, and recreational 

areas. These neighborhoods have very few, if any, non-residential uses.  

The City’s lowest median household income block groups are found in areas along Interstate (I-) 780 and I-680 in parts of the Highlands, 

Francesca Terrace, Pointe Benicia, Clipper Bay, Bridgeview, West Manor, and Southampton neighborhoods, generally extending from the 

south and southeast sides of the highway to the waterfront. However, the city’s block group with the lowest median household income 

($71,276), is found just outside of this area, in the Southampton neighborhood adjacent to I-780 on its north side, between the highway 

and Southampton Road. This neighborhood is still closer to the highway and the city’s non-residential uses as compared with the city’s 

higher-income areas. Block groups in these relatively lower-income neighborhoods all have median household incomes of $71,276 to 

$76,477, below the statewide median (<$87,100) and slightly below the Solano County low-income limit ($77,600), as reported by HCD for 

2021. Generally, homes in these areas are closer to industrial and commercial uses and highways than in the higher-income parts of Benicia. 

The remainder of the city’s block groups see median incomes between $87,100 and $125,000, higher than the statewide median but lower 

than the city’s highest-income neighborhoods. 

As previously described, all Benicia neighborhoods receive a moderate-resource designation even across discrepancies in median household 

income, indicating that other factors may outweigh variation in household income. Therefore, differences between neighborhoods in terms 

of median household income do not necessarily indicate meaningful differences in terms of access to local opportunities and resources. 

However, most block groups with incomes below the statewide median fall into the TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Environmental 

Score’s lowest category, “Less Positive Environmental Outcomes,” indicating that lower-income households have lesser access to 

environmentally positive outcomes (Figure 3-9, Local TCAC/HCD Environmental Score). The TCAC/HCD Environmental Score 
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presents the degree to which residents are exposed to pollutants, including Ozone, PM2.5, diesel, drinking water contaminants, pesticide 

use, toxic releases, traffic density, and children’s lead risk from housing. The environmental effect of hazardous waste is integrated with the 

exposure score for a total environmental domain score, with higher scores representing potential negative environmental conditions.  
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FIGURE 3-7: LOCAL TCAC/HCD OPPORTUNITY AREAS 

 

Source: TCAC/HCD, 2021; City of Benicia, 2022  
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FIGURE 3-8: LOCAL MEDIAN INCOME 

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022 
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FIGURE 3-9: LOCAL TCAC/HCD ENVIRONMENTAL SCORE 

 

Source: TCAC/HCD, 2021; City of Benicia, 2022  
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Like other Solano County jurisdictions, Benicia sees a range of lower- and higher-income neighborhoods. Regionally, Benicia’s highest-

income block group ($174,306) is among the highest in the county; similarly high-income block groups are found in Vacaville ($161,750), 

Fairfield ($172,283), and Vallejo ($168,750), as well as unincorporated areas near these jurisdictions. Benicia’s lowest-income block group 

($71,276) is not among Solano County’s lowest-income groups, which are found in Vallejo ($21,270) and Fairfield ($25,962). Benicia also 

demonstrates a pattern of lower-income households closer to industrial uses and highways that is also consistently found in other parts of 

Solano County. 

In Benicia, 8.6 percent of households make less than 30.0 percent AMI, which is considered extremely low income.1 Rates of population 

living in poverty by census tract are below 10.0 percent in nearly all Benicia census tracts, placing Benicia among the county’s lowest-

poverty jurisdictions (Figure 3-10, Local Poverty Rates). Figure 3-10 presents the percent of the population in each census tract that 

earns an income at or below the federal poverty rate of $26,500 for a family of four in 2021. One tract bounded by Military West Street to 

the north, East 5th Street to the east, the waterfront to the south, and Benicia State Park to the west, is an exception with a rate of 10.2 

percent. This tract is home to many of the city’s relatively smaller units on low-lying areas closer to the Port terminal, and denser, more 

affordable housing options, including the Rancho Benicia, Holiday Lodge, and East N Street mobile home parks. The relatively low rates 

of poverty found in Benicia may indicate that high costs of housing are a barrier to access for lower-income households seeking housing in 

the city, forcing these households to seek housing in more affordable areas within the county or region.  

Benicia has seen consistent trends in the spatial distribution of median household income between 2010 and 2019. Areas between the 

highways and waterfront are the primary location of the city’s relatively lower-income households, with relatively higher-income 

households found to the northwest of the highway right-of-way. 

The City has committed to Programs 1.01, 1.03, 1.05, 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08 to improve opportunity access in lower-income 

neighborhoods, promote the development of affordable housing in high-resource areas where housing cost is a barrier to access, and help 

to connect lower-income households with affordable options to facilitate mobility opportunities. 

 

 
1 ABAG MTC Housing Needs Data Report, 2021 
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FIGURE 3-10: LOCAL POVERTY RATES 

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022 
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Racial and Ethnic Characteristics 

Regional Patterns 

The Dissimilarity Index measures the percentage of a certain racial or ethnic group’s population that would have to move to a different 

census tract to be evenly distributed within a jurisdiction or region, and thus achieve balanced integration between all racial and ethnic 

groups within that jurisdiction. The higher the Dissimilarity Index score is, the higher the level of segregation is currently. For example, if a 

jurisdiction’s Black/White Dissimilarity Index was 60, then 60.0 percent of Black residents would need to move to a different 

neighborhood for Black and White residents to be evenly distributed across the jurisdiction. According to the United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Dissimilarity Indices of less than 39 are considered to indicate low segregation, indicated 

between 50 and 54 indicate moderate segregation, and indices greater than 55 indicate high segregation.  

According to HUD’s Dissimilarity Index based on the 2010 Census, Black residents throughout most of the region experience the highest 

levels of segregation; followed by Hispanic residents in most counties; and Asian residents in Napa, Sacramento, and Solano Counties 

(Figure 3-11, Dissimilarity Indices in the Region). Yolo and San Joaquin Counties are the only jurisdictions in which these patterns 

differ. In Sonoma and Yolo Counties, all racial and ethnic groups face relatively low levels of segregation. Overall, Solano County has 

greater integration across all racial and ethnic groups than all counties in the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and greater 

region, with the exception of Marin, Sonoma, and Yolo Counties.  
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FIGURE 3-11: DISSIMILARITY INDICES IN THE REGION 

 
Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Mapping Tool, 2020; 2010 U.S. Census 

While Solano County has relatively low dissimilarity indices compared to the region and surrounding counties, the population is 

predominantly White in most areas, with the exception of areas within the cities of Vallejo, Fairfield, and Dixon (Figure 3-12, Regional 

Racial Demographics). Figure 3-12 presents the percent of the population in each block group in the County that identifies as non-

White. The northern portion of the ABAG region has similar racial and ethnic patterns, with most of Marin, Sonoma, and Napa Counties 

being predominantly White, while there is a larger proportion of non-White populations adjacent to the San Francisco Bay in more 

urbanized areas. Similarly, in Yolo and San Joaquin Counties, and the southwestern portion of Sacramento County, the population 
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predominantly identifies as Hispanic. These racial and ethnic trends in the ABAG and Sacramento regions reflect patterns of urbanization 

and income distribution that reflect the trends in Solano County. Where there is greater urbanization and higher rates of poverty, such as in 

and near the City of Vallejo, there is greater diversity, meaning a higher proportion on non-White households (Figure 3-13, Regional 

Diversity Index, and Figure 3-12, Regional Racial Demographics). The Diversity Index shown in Figure 3-13 is based on a variety of 

variables, including race, ethnicity, age, income, gender identify, and more. Figure 3-13 presents the degree to which there is a range of 

identities in each block group. 

Concentrations of minority populations, or concentrations of affluence, may indicate a fair housing issue despite relative integration 

compared to the region. A racially and ethnically concentrated area of poverty (R/ECAP) is defined by HUD as an area in which 50.0 

percent or more of the population identifies as non-White and 40.0 percent or more of households are earning an income below the federal 

poverty line. While racially concentrated areas of affluence (RCAAs) have not been officially defined by HUD, for the purposes of this 

analysis, if the percentage of a population in a census tract that identifies as White is 1.5 times the percentage that identifies as White in 

ABAG as a whole, and the median income is at least 1.25 times greater than the State AMI ($90,100), or $112,625, the tract is considered a 

RCAA. There are two R/ECAPs in Solano County, one within the limits of the City of Vallejo and one within the limits of the City of 

Fairfield, both of which are discussed in more detail in their respective jurisdictional analysis. The only other R/ECAP in the northern 

ABAG region is in Marin County, adjacent to the City of Sausalito, while there are several in the urban areas of the southern ABAG region, 

Sacramento County, and San Joaquin County (see Figure 3-14, Regional R/ECAPs). In contrast, there are several possible RCAAs in 

Solano County (see Figure 3-15, Regional RCAAs), including in the cities of Benicia and Vacaville and unincorporated areas, including 

Green Valley. RCAAs are even more prevalent throughout the ABAG region, such as in the suburban communities of Alameda and 

Contra Costa Counties as well as much of Santa Clara, San Mateo, Marin, and Napa Counties.  
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FIGURE 3-12: REGIONAL RACIAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

Source: Esri, 2018  
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FIGURE 3-13: REGIONAL DIVERSITY INDEX 

 
Source: Esri, 2018 
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FIGURE 3-14: REGIONAL R/ECAPS 

 
Source: 2006-2010 ACS  
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FIGURE 3-15: REGIONAL RCAAS 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS 
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At the local level, the University of California (UC) Merced Urban Policy Lab and Association of Bay Area Government/Metropolitan 

Transportation Council (ABAG/MTC)’s AFFH Segregation Reports for each jurisdiction reports Dissimilarity Index scores based on the 

2020 Census, for a current reflection of local integration. As shown in Figure 3-16, Dissimilarity Indices within Solano County, the 

unincorporated area has the greatest level of segregation among all racial groups, while Dixon has the lowest level of segregation. In some 

jurisdictions, the percentage of the population that identifies as non-White is so low, as shown in the Solano County Housing Needs 

Assessment (HNA) in Table 2-1, Population by Ethnicity, that dissimilarity indices may not accurately represent their distribution. 

FIGURE 3-16: DISSIMILARITY INDICES WITHIN SOLANO COUNTY 

 
Source: ABAG Data Packets, 2021; 2020 Decennial Census  
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Local Patterns 

Benicia’s largest demographic group is White non-Hispanic, comprising 65.1 percent of the city’s population. Hispanic residents (including 

White Hispanic) together comprise 12.8 percent of the city’s population, with Asian non-Hispanic (11.2 percent), Multiracial non-Hispanic 

(6.8 percent), and Black or African American (3.22 percent) comprising the next largest demographic groups. Other demographic groups, 

including American Indian/Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, and “other,” are represented by smaller populations, each comprising 1.0 

percent or less of the city’s population. The city’s most diverse block group is also its block group with the lowest median household 

income (see “Income Distribution”) (see Figure 3-17, Local Racial Demographics). Figure 3-17 presents the percent of the population 

in each block group in Benicia that identifies as non-White. This most diverse block group with the lowest median income is found in the 

Southampton neighborhood on the north side of I-780, with a non-White population of 51.7 percent, and a median household income of 

$71,276. Of the city’s four highest-income block groups, two are relatively less diverse, while the other two see more diversity. One block 

group bounded by Cambridge Drive to the south, Rose Drive to the north and west, and Hastings Drive to the east has a household 

income of $132,946 and a non-White population of 37.2 percent. The second less-diverse, high-income block group, eastwardly adjacent to 

the former block group, has a median household income of $134,702 and a non-White population of 32.9 percent. However, the city’s two 

highest-income block groups ($145,417 and $174,306) immediately to the north of the previously mentioned block groups are relatively 

more diverse with non-White populations of 40.8 percent and 55.7 percent, respectively. Other lower-income areas of the city between I-

780 and the waterfront (see “Income Distribution”) are moderately diverse, with a non-White population of 41.4 percent in these areas. 

While lower-income parts of the city tend to have increased diversity, with the lowest-income block group also the most diverse, the data 

suggests that income and racial and ethnic characteristics in Benicia are not necessarily linked, as the highest income areas also have 

moderate to high rates of diversity.  

Further, Benicia has grown slightly more diverse over time. In 2010, several block groups along the waterfront on the southwest side of the 

city had rates of non-White residents less than 20.0 percent, and rates citywide were generally lower. More recent census data from 2018 

indicates that all block groups in the city have either become more diverse or stayed relatively as diverse as they were in the past. No block 

group in Benicia has become less diverse during this period, and no block group has a rate of non-White resident population under 20.0 

percent.  

The spatial distribution of residents according to racial and ethnic demographics found in Benicia today is consistent with patterns found 

elsewhere in Solano County. Neighborhoods with higher proportions of non-White residents tend to be closer to major arterial roads, 

highway corridors, and non-residential uses. Low- to moderate-income areas in both Benicia and Solano County tend to be more diverse 

than high-income areas, which tend to be less diverse. Benicia does not contain any R/ECAPs, as defined by HUD, but does contain one 

RCAA in west Southampton, in a census tract bounded by I-780 to the south, Rose Drive to the north and west, and Hastings Drive to the 

east (see Figure 3-18, Local RCAAs). Figure 3-18 identifies the locations of neighborhoods that meet the definition of a RCAA 
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described in the regional analysis. The RCAA in Benicia neighborhood consists of two block groups with a median household income of 

$132,946 north of Cambridge Drive, and $89,764 south of Cambridge Drive, suggesting that the concentration of affluence is in the 

northern portion of the tract. However, a median income of $132,946 is lower than the neighborhood to the east, south of Rose Drive and 

including Jack London and Skillman Parks, and the neighborhoods north of Rose Drive, which include a concentration of affordable units. 

Therefore, the characteristics of this neighborhood that qualify it as a RCAA do not suggest that there is a significantly greater 

concentration of wealth in this area of Benicia as compared to others. Interestingly, the neighborhood that includes Jack London and 

Skillman Parks, with a median income of $134,702, also has a slightly larger proportion of the population that identifies as White (67.1 

percent compared to 62.8 percent in the RCAA) but itself is not considered a RCAA. In both neighborhoods, which were predominantly 

constructed between the 1970s and 1990s, the homes reflect those in other Benicia neighborhoods of the same construction period, and 

there are no characteristics that differentiate these neighborhoods from other suburban and single-family neighborhoods in Benicia, with 

the home quality, care, street conditions, pedestrian infrastructure, and more reflecting those found elsewhere as well as similar 

demographic and economic characteristics.  

However, to promote more mixed-income neighborhoods and improve access to areas of high opportunity for lower-income households 

and increase housing mobility opportunities for lower- and moderate-income households and non-White households, the City will 

implement Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08 continue to support construction of high-density housing in areas with better access to 

opportunities to facilitate economic mobility for lower-income residents. 
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FIGURE 3-17: LOCAL RACIAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

 
Source: Esri, 2018; City of Benicia, 2022  
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FIGURE 3-18: LOCAL RCAAS 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022  
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Familial Status 

Regional Patterns 

Patterns of familial status present a potential indicator of fair housing issues, as it relates to availability of appropriately sized or priced 

housing when certain family types are concentrated. As a protected characteristic, concentrations of family types may also occur as a result 

of discrimination by housing providers, such as against families with children or unmarried partners. Furthermore, single-parent female-

headed households are considered to have a greater risk of experiencing poverty than single-parent male-headed households due to factors 

including the gender wage gap and difficulty in securing higher-wage jobs. 

In 2021, HUD Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) reported the number of housing discrimination cases filed with 

HUD since January 2013. Of the 41 cases in Solano County that were not dismissed or withdrawn, approximately 12.1 percent (5 cases) 

alleged familial status discrimination (Table 3-1, Regional Familial Status Discrimination, 2013-2021). While it is important to note that 

some cases may go unreported, five cases in eight years reflects significantly low rates of familial status discrimination in Solano County. 

Further, the incidence of discrimination against familial status in Solano County is relatively low compared to the region, with only 

Sacramento, San Francisco, and Sonoma Counties having lower rates. 
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TABLE 3-1: REGIONAL FAMILIAL STATUS DISCRIMINATION, 2013-2021 

County Total Cases* 
Cases Alleging Familial Status Discrimination 

Number Percentage of Total Cases 

Alameda County 125 21 16.8% 

Contra Costa County 94 12 12.8% 

Marin County 52 10 19.2% 

Napa County 28 12 42.9% 

Sacramento County 158 15 9.5% 

San Francisco County 133 13 9.8% 

San Joaquin County 30 4 13.3% 

San Mateo County 64 29 45.3% 

Santa Clara County 139 44 31.7% 

Solano County 41 5 12.2% 

Sonoma County 44 3 6.8% 

Yolo County 25 4 16.0% 

Source: HUD, 2021 

*Cases that were withdrawn by the complainant without resolution, resulted in a no cause determination, or were not pursued as a result of failure of the complainant to respond to 

follow-up by HUD are not included in this total. 

While discrimination against familial status does not pose a fair housing issue in Solano County, particularly compared to the region, there 

are still notable patterns of distribution for varying family types. As seen in Figure 3-19, Percentage of Children in Married Couple 

Households in the Region, most of Solano County has markedly lower rates of this family type, particularly compared to ABAG 

jurisdictions. The lower rate of families with children found in eastern Solano County is more reflective of northern portions of Yolo and 

Marin Counties, where residences are typically more dispersed and uses are more agricultural or limited by topography. The highest rates of 

female-headed households with children in Solano County are in, or immediately adjacent to, incorporated cities, likely where there is better 

access to schools, transit, and jobs, as well as a greater range in housing types to meet a variety of needs (Figure 3-20, Percentage of 

Children in Female-Headed Households in the Region). This pattern is seen throughout the ABAG and Sacramento Region, with 

greater concentrations of female-headed households in and near cities, and higher rates of married couples further form urban centers. 
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Within Solano County, the highest concentration of female-headed households is in the City of Vallejo, with one pocket in the City of 

Fairfield. In line with this, these cities also have the lowest concentrations of married couple households with children, which is the 

dominant family type in the northeastern portion of Vacaville and nearby areas of the unincorporated county. In other jurisdictions in the 

county, there is a more balanced representation of a variety of family types, though married couples are still the primary family type 

throughout Solano County and the region. 
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FIGURE 3-19: PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN MARRIED COUPLE HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION 

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS 
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FIGURE 3-20:  PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION  

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS  
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Local Patterns 

Like several other jurisdictions in Solano County, a large proportion of Benicia households are families. Approximately 74.8 percent of 

Benicia households are family households, defined by California state law as a household of two or more persons, regardless of relationship 

status. In Benicia, 25.2 percent of residents live alone. Single-parent households are at particular risk of fair housing access issues and 

displacement due to income and childcare challenges. Of Benicia households, 10.2 percent (1,155 households) are female-headed 

households; 69.7 percent of these households (793 households) include children, and 15.5 percent include children and have household 

incomes below the poverty line (179 households). The rate of single-parent female-headed households with children as a percentage of 

total households in each census tract varies from 7.4 to 32.8 percent citywide. The highest rate of single-parent female-headed households 

with children citywide (32.8 percent) is in the census tract bounded by I-780 to the north, Military West Street to the south, and East 2nd 

Street to the east. The majority of the city’s relatively lower-income block groups fall within census tracts where the rate of such 

households is greater than 20.0 percent (Figure 3-21, Single-Parent Female-Headed Households with Children in Benicia). Figure 

3-21 presents the percentage of households in each census tract that are single-parent, female-headed households with children. 

Households in lower-income block groups consist of many of the city’s smaller units in low-lying areas closer to the waterfront Port 

terminal, and denser housing options, including several multifamily developments and the Rancho Benicia, Holiday Lodge, and East N 

Street mobile home parks. All of the city’s highest-income block groups fall within census tracts where the rate of such households is less 

than 20.0 percent. In these highest-income neighborhoods, the primary type are households where householders live with a spouse, with 

the majority of children living in married-couple households. As described previously, the entirety of Benicia is designated moderate 

resource, indicating that there are not meaningful differences in terms of access to resources in different parts of the city. However, this 

data indicates that households in Benicia’s highest-income neighborhoods are less likely to be composed of single-parent female-headed 

households, while households in its relatively lower-income neighborhoods are more likely to be composed of single-parent female-headed 

households. To promote housing mobility for single-parent households, the City will facilitate the development of affordable housing and 

smaller units in higher-income areas and neighborhoods that are currently primarily single-family homes (Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, 

and 3.08). 
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FIGURE 3-21: SINGLE-PARENT FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN IN BENICIA 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022 
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Disability Rates 

Regional Patterns 

Figure 3-22, Population with a Disability in the Region presents the percent of the population in each census tract that has a disability. 

As shown, a large area of eastern Solano County in which nearly 23.8 percent of the population has a disability, one of the largest areas 

with a high disability rate in the region. However, this tract includes the City of Rio Vista, where nearly half of the population is 65 years or 

older (see HNA Table 2-2, Population by Age, 2019). As shown in Table 3-2, Demographic Characteristics of the Population with a 

Disability, 44.3 percent of the population in Solano County with a disability falls into this age group, suggesting that the high rate of 

disability in the southeastern portion of the county is likely due to the concentration of seniors. The second area of concentrated disability 

in Solano County is in the City of Vacaville, in the tract encompassing Leisure Town, a retirement community restricted to residents aged 

50 and older. With the exception of these two areas of senior populations, disability rates in Solano County largely reflect patterns seen 

throughout the Bay Area (see Table 3-2, Demographic Characteristics of the Population with a Disability), with slightly higher rates 

of disability in more developed areas (Figure 3-22, Population with a Disability in the Region). This is likely due to proximity to 

services and accessible housing options that are often desirable to persons with disabilities. Regional service providers indicate that 

residents living with disabilities prefer to live independently but limited housing options may restrict options to care facilities. Additionally, 

senior residents typically make up a substantial share of residents living with disabilities. 
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FIGURE 3-22: POPULATION WITH A DISABILITY IN THE REGION 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS 



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 48 

TABLE 3-2: DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION WITH A DISABILITY 

Demographic Characteristic Solano County Bay Area 

Population with a disability 52,642 735,533 

Race and Ethnicity 

   White, alone 57.0% 56.2% 

   Black or African American, alone 16.3% 9.8% 

   Alaska Native/Alaska Native, alone 0.8% 1.0% 

   Asian, alone 14.3% 20.1% 

   Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, alone 0.9% 0.6% 

   Some other race or multiple races 10.8% 12.4% 

   Hispanic or Latino 16.5% 19.4% 

Age 

   Under 18 years 7.3% 6.3% 

   18 to 34 years 10.2% 11.5% 

   35 to 64 years 38.2% 33.9% 

   65 years and over 44.3% 48.4% 

Disability Type 

   Hearing Difficulty 29.7% 28.5% 

   Vision Difficulty 15.1% 17.2% 

   Cognitive Difficulty 36.1% 38.1% 

   Ambulatory Difficulty 51.5% 50.3% 

   Self-Care Difficulty 20.4% 22.8% 

   Independent Living Difficulty 34.9% 40.7% 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS 

The characteristics of the population with a disability in Solano County closely reflects patterns throughout the Bay Area (Figure 3-22, 

Population with a Disability in the Region). This is also reflected in the geographic distribution of persons with disabilities, with no 

notable concentrations of high disability rates in Solano County compared to the ABAG and Sacramento regions, with the exception of the 

City of Rio Vista (see HNA Table 2-32, Population by Disability Status, 2015-2019). 
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Local Patterns 

Approximately 11.1 percent of Benicia’s population lives with one or more types of disabilities, close to the Solano County average of 12.3 

percent and the Bay Area average of 9.6 percent.2 Benicia residents living with disabilities are not meaningfully concentrated in any part of 

the city, with rates ranging from 7.5 to 15.4 percent by census tract (Figure 3-23, Population with a Disability in Benicia). Figure 3-23 

presents the percent of the population in each census tract that identifies as having a disability. While there are no concentrations in 

Benicia, residents living with disabilities are found at marginally higher rates in neighborhoods between the highways and the waterfront, 

which, as previously described, coincide with the city’s relatively lower-income and environmentally adverse areas. While there does not 

appear to be a consistent pattern indicating that residents with disabilities are housed primarily in areas with less access to opportunities and 

resources, the data does indicate that lower-income areas of the city, and areas closer to highways and non-residential uses, see slightly 

higher rates of disability as compared to higher-income areas of the city consisting primarily of single-unit residences. The spatial 

distribution of Benicia residents living with disabilities has not meaningfully shifted between 2014 and 2019. Census tracts between the 

highways and the waterfront continue to see marginally higher rates of disability relative to other areas of the city. 

To improve access to housing for senior residents and other residents with disabilities, this Housing Element includes Program 5.02, 

which directs the City to evaluate and address issues of “visitability” and universal design in residential building design. As stated in 

Program 3.06, the City will support services and developments targeted for developmentally disabled persons and households. 

  

 
2 Housing Needs Assessment, Table 2-32 
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FIGURE 3-23: POPULATION WITH A DISABILITY IN BENICIA 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022 
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Access to Opportunity 

Transit Mobility 

Regional Patterns 

Transit mobility refers to an individual’s ability to navigate the city and region on a daily basis to access services, employment, schools, and 

other resources. Indicators of transit mobility include the extent of transit routes, proximity of transit stops to affordable housing, and 

frequency of transit.  

AllTransit is a transit and connectivity analytic tool developed by the Center for Neighborhood Technology for the advancement of 

equitable communities and urban sustainability. The tool analyzes the transit frequency, routes, and access to determine an overall transit 

score at the city, county, and regional levels. Figure 3-24, AllTransit Transit Access in the Region depicts where in Solano County 

transit is available and areas with higher connectivity scores. As shown, public transit in Solano County is largely isolated within 

incorporated jurisdictions, with little to no available transit between cities or within unincorporated areas. While transit companies such as 

Amtrak and Greyhound offer connections from Sacramento to San Francisco that have stops along the I-80 corridor, these are not 

typically used as transit opportunities for daily activities. All residents of Solano County have access to the Clipper Card, a program that 

works for 24 transit services within the San Francisco Bay Area, including Solano County Transit (SolTrans), Fairfield and Suisun Transit 

(FAST), and Vacaville City Coach.  
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FIGURE 3-24: ALLTRANSIT TRANSIT ACCESS IN THE REGION 

 

Source: AllTransit.cnt.org, 2022 

AllTransit scores geographic regions (i.e., cities, counties, Metropolitan Statistical Areas [MSAs], etc.) on a scale of 0 to 10. The lowest 

scores in Solano County are in the cities of Dixon (0.9), Rio Vista (1.8), and Benicia (2.5), and higher scores are found in the cities of 

Fairfield (4.1), Suisun City (4.7), Vacaville (4.9), and Vallejo (5.0). As shown in Table 3-3, Regional AllTransit Performance Scores, 

transit accessibility in Solano County reflects the scores of neighboring counties with large agricultural industries, such as Napa, San 

Joaquin, and Sonoma Counties, and is far more limited than more urban jurisdictions in the Bay Area and Sacramento regions. 
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TABLE 3-3: REGIONAL ALLTRANSIT PERFORMANCE SCORES 

Jurisdiction/Region Score 

Alameda County 7.1 

Contra Costa County 5.0 

Marin County 4.8 

Napa County 3.3 

Sacramento County 4.8 

San Francisco County 9.6 

San Joaquin County 3.0 

San Mateo County 6.1 

Santa Clara County 6.5 

Solano County 3.9 

Sonoma County 3.4 

Yolo County 4.6 

Source: AllTransit.cnt.org, 2022 

In Solano County, there are several transit options available to residents, depending on where they are located within the county. 

SolanoExpress, managed by the Solano Transportation Authority (STA), provides express intercity bus service throughout the county, with 

many routes operated by local transportation agencies, such as FAST. Transportation services in Solano County include the following: 

• SolTrans serving Fairfield, Vallejo, and Benicia with connections outside of the county 

• FAST serving Fairfield, Travis Air Force Base, and Suisun City 

• Rio Vista Delta Breeze serving Rio Vista, Fairfield, and Suisun City with connections outside of the county 

• Vacaville City Coach serving Vacaville 

• Solano Mobility serving older adults and persons with disabilities throughout Solano County 
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In addition to standard fixed routes offered by each transportation agency, there are several specialized programs available as well. SolTrans 

offers the Subsidized Lyft Program that pays a portion of Lyft rides throughout the City of Benicia and to the Springstown Center in 

Vallejo for seniors, veterans, and persons with disabilities. The GoGo Grandparent program is a partnership between SolTrans and Solano 

Mobility that offers help to older adults to access and use Uber and Lyft without a smartphone by scheduling rides for them. Solano 

Mobility independently offers four additional programs: Travel Training, Solano Older Adults Medical Trip Concierge Service, Vehicle 

Share Program, and Solano County Intercity Taxi Card Program. The Travel Training program offers individuals or groups training on 

how to board and ride public transit, navigate routes, and use bus features such as bike racks and wheelchair lifts. The medical concierge 

service subsidizes Uber and Lyft rides for Solano County residents aged 60 and over to travel to and from medical appointments while the 

Intercity Taxi Card Program issues pre-paid debit cards to certified riders with disabilities to be used for taxi rides between transit service 

areas. These cards are loaded with $100 and available for riders to purchase for $40, or $20 for qualified low-income individuals. Faith in 

Action, the American Cancer Society/Road to Recovery, and Veteran’s Affairs (VA) also offer free door-to-door rides for ambulatory 

seniors aged 60 and older and those under age 60 with specific medical issues. These programs are available to all Solano County residents 

regardless of location, unless otherwise specified. 

In the ABAG region, transit mobility opportunities are typically more readily available in dense urban areas such as the East Bay and San 

Francisco. In more suburban areas, such as the I-680 corridor in Contra Costa County, there is more limited transit mobility, with 

AllTransit scores matching those found throughout Solano County. While there are a variety of transit options available in Solano County, 

residents in many suburban, agricultural, and rural communities are more limited than elsewhere in the ABAG region, which may limit 

employment opportunities and present a barrier to housing mobility for those households reliant on transit. In the following analysis of 

transit mobility, the individual jurisdictions have identified programs to address access specific to their transit needs. 

Local Patterns 

Benicia residents are served by SolTrans, which provides local and express bus services as well as regional connections to Bay Area Rapid 

Transit (BART). The Yellow line, Route 15, and Route 17 operate within the City of Benicia. The Yellow Line runs from the Vallejo 

Transit Center, adjacent to the ferry terminal, through Benicia to the Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek BART stations, with a stop in 

Concord, and operates every weekday from 4:30 am to 12:00 am with limited operating service on Saturday. Routes 15 and 17 operate in 

loops around the City of Benicia, primarily serving residents attending Benicia schools, though any resident can use the bus services. Route 

15 connects the northwest portion of the city to Military Way, while Route 17 connects Military Way to the northeast portion of the city. 

Routes 15 and 17 operate on a limited weekday service schedule during mornings and afternoons, serving Benicia schools. In addition, 

SolTrans partners with STA and Lyft to offer a subsidized rideshare program for pickups or drop-offs within city limits. Riders using this 

subsidized program pay a flat fee of $5 and the difference of fares over $25 and are able to travel around the city. Available routes and 

overall connectivity are presented in Figure 3-25, Transit Score in Benicia, which depicts where in Benicia transit is available and areas 
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with higher connectivity scores based on availability of transit, frequency of routes, and the number of riders. As shown, public transit is 

available throughout most of the city, with concentrations of routes and stops on Military Way and Southampton Road. In the eastern 

portion of the city, where Benicia Industrial Park businesses include Valero Benicia Refinery and East Bay Tire Company, there is just one 

bus stop on Park Road and Industrial Way that is served by FAST. Therefore, despite these transit options, Benicia has an overall transit 

score of 2.5 according to AllTransit. This is a relatively low transit score compared to other cities in the region, likely due to the low 

population densities in suburban areas and limited accessibility in the northwestern areas of Benicia, which also have less pedestrian 

connectivity. To improve the connection of public transportation and access to employment centers, the City will work with SolTrans as 

part of Program 5.01 to assess unmet transit needs and support transit system expansion, as needed.  
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FIGURE 3-25: TRANSIT SCORE IN BENICIA 

   

Source: AllTransit, 2021 

Housing Mobility 

Regional Patterns 

Housing mobility refers to an individual’s or household’s ability to secure affordable housing in areas of high opportunity, move between 

neighborhoods, and purchase a home if they so choose. Indicators of housing mobility include distribution of HCVs, availability of rental 

and ownership opportunities throughout the city, and vacancy rates. A “healthy” vacancy rate is considered to be approximately 5.0 
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percent, indicating that there are available housing units for those seeking housing, but not an oversaturated market that results in homes 

left unused. In Solano County, the vacancy rate in 2021 was approximately 5.3 percent, indicating a relatively “healthy” vacancy rate and 

reflecting a similar rate as most counties in the surrounding region (Table 3-4, Regional Vacancy Rates). This suggests that residents 

living in Solano County, or seeking to live in Solano County, have similar mobility options overall compared to most of the region. 

Mobility based on vacancy varies within Solano County by jurisdiction and is discussed further below. 

TABLE 3-4: REGIONAL VACANCY RATES 

Geography Total Housing Units Occupied Housing Units Vacancy Rate 

Bay Area 3,402,378 3,213,576 5.6% 

Alameda County 617,415 585,588 5.2% 

Contra Costa County 420,751 398,387 5.3% 

Marin County 112,690 105,395 6.5% 

Napa County 54,982 48,684 11.5% 

Sacramento County 583,631 552,252 5.4% 

San Joaquin County 252,686 238,577 5.6% 

San Mateo County 282,299 266,650 5.5% 

Santa Clara County 680,298 648,665 4.6% 

Solano County 161,371 152,877 5.3% 

Sonoma County 206,768 189,316 8.4% 

Yolo County 79,472 76,555 3.7% 

Source: Department of Finance E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2021 

 

HCVs, or Section 8 vouchers, provide assistance to lower-income households to secure housing in the private market that might otherwise 

be unattainable. In Solano County, vouchers are allocated by the Vacaville Housing Authority, Suisun City Housing Authority, Vallejo 

Housing Authority, Fairfield Housing Authority, and the Solano County Housing Authority to residents of the unincorporated areas and to 

the cities of Dixon and Rio Vista. Section 8 participants can use their voucher to find the housing unit of their choice that meets health and 

safety standards established by the local housing authority. The housing authority will then subsidize an amount up to the Fair-Market Rent 

(FMR) established by HUD toward the contract rent, with any remainder to be paid by the participant. The subsidy increases housing 

mobility opportunities for Section 8 participants and ensures that they are provided safe housing options. Solano County falls within the 
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Vallejo-Fairfield MSA, for which HUD establishes FMRs annually to be used as the baseline for Section 8 subsidies (Table 3-5, Vallejo-

Fairfield MSA FMRs, 2022). 

TABLE 3-5: VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD MSA FMRS, 2022 

Unit Size FMR 

Studio $1,232 

1-bedroom  $1,408 

2-bedroom $1,677 

3-bedroom $2,382 

4-bedroom $2,870 

   Source: HUD, 2022 

Local Patterns 

As discussed in the Housing Tenure section of the Needs Assessment, approximately 28.2 percent of households in Benicia are renters. 

The rental vacancy rate in Benicia is 4.9 percent, while the ownership unit vacancy rate is 0.1 percent. This indicates there is a shortage of 

ownership units for renter households that may be seeking this economic opportunity and housing security, as well as for current 

homeowners looking for a new home. Additionally, while renters are the minority tenure in Benicia, approximately 25.3 percent of renter-

occupied housing units (47 households) use HCVs north of Rose Drive and northwest of East 2nd Street, in the neighborhoods that 

include Benicia Community Park and Channing Circle Park. While Bay Ridge Apartments, a Benicia Housing Authority project, is in this 

neighborhood, the concentration of HCVs may be attributed to other renters who live in the community but have not secured a unit at Bay 

Ridge. Outside of the Bay Ridge Apartments, this census tract is predominately single-family homes, both within and outside city limits. 

Voucher holders comprise at least 4.5 percent of renter-occupied households in all neighborhoods of Benicia, with the lowest rates in the 

center of the city between I-780 to the south, Rose Drive to the north, Hastings Drive to the west, and East 2nd Street to the east. In the 

areas east of East 2nd Street, residential uses are primarily near the intersection of I-680 and I-780. Of these households, approximately 

11.9 percent renters use an HCV. The concentration of voucher recipients in the northern portion of the city may be due to the availability 

of housing that is affordable with a voucher, meets the condition requirements of the voucher, or that landlords in other areas of the city 

are unaware of the legal requirement to accept vouchers. Rent in Benicia ranges from $1,795 to $3,700 for two-, three-, and four-bedroom 

units. The median rent for two- through four-bedroom units is $2,613 for the City of Benicia (see HNA Table 2-28, Rental Rates, 2021). 

The FMR for one-bedroom units in the Vallejo-Fairfield MSA, as established by HUD, is $1,408. Therefore, up to 38.6 percent of studio 

and one-bedroom units in Benicia are considered fair market prices. However, this proportion of units does include those priced up to 
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$1,500, which would slightly exceed the FMR for a one-bedroom unit. As such, it is assumed that approximately 25.0 percent of units are 

priced within the FMR range. This indicates that, even with healthy vacancy rates for rental units, many units may be unattainable to lower-

income households without HCV assistance. To promote mobility with vouchers, the City has included Program 5.01 to educate housing 

providers on the benefits of marketing housing opportunities to voucher holders. 

Employment Opportunities 

Regional Patterns 

HUD developed two indices to analyze access to employment opportunities: the jobs proximity index and the labor market engagement 

index. The jobs proximity index identifies census tracts based on their proximity to employment opportunities and the labor market 

engagement index scores labor force participation and human capital in each tract, with consideration of unemployment rates and 

educational attainment. For both indices, a higher score indicates stronger job proximity or labor force participation. 

According to these indices, Solano County has more consistent proximity to jobs but lower labor force engagement than many other 

counties in the ABAG region (Figure 3-26, Regional Jobs Proximity, and Figure 3-27, Regional Labor Market Engagement). Labor 

force engagement patterns in Solano County more closely reflect the neighboring counties of Yolo and San Joaquin in the Sacramento 

region, where population distribution and industries are similar to most of Solano County. The area with the lowest labor force engagement 

in Solano County, however, is in the tract that includes the City of Rio Vista where there is a sizable senior population, which may include 

residents who retired early. As shown in Table 3-6, Regional Unemployment Rates, 2010-2021, the unemployment rate in Solano 

County in 2021 was one of the highest in the Bay Area and Sacramento regions, at 5.4 percent. However, Solano County saw one of the 

largest decreases in unemployment since 2010, surpassed only by San Joaquin and Yolo Counties.  
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FIGURE 3-26: REGIONAL JOBS PROXIMITY 

 

Source: HUD, 2017  
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FIGURE 3-27: REGIONAL LABOR MARKET ENGAGEMENT  

 

Source: HUD, 2017  
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TABLE 3-6: REGIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 2010-2021 

County 2010 2021 

Alameda County 11.0% 4.2% 

Contra Costa County 11.1% 4.5% 

Marin County 8.0% 3.0% 

Napa County 10.9% 4.2% 

Sacramento County 13.1% 5.1% 

San Francisco City and County 9.1% 3.3% 

San Joaquin County 17.2% 6.5% 

San Mateo County 8.4% 3.0% 

Santa Clara County 10.3% 3.2% 

Solano County 12.8% 5.4% 

Sonoma County 10.9% 3.8% 

Yolo County 12.6% 4.3% 

   Source: California Employment Development Department, 2021 

The U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) reports the distance and direction between home and work for 

residents of each jurisdiction and the ratio between jobs and households. According to LEHD, approximately 40.6 percent of Solano 

County residents live within 10 miles of their job, with the greatest concentration of these jobs in Fairfield (13.5 percent) and Vacaville 

(13.5 percent). Approximately 18.1 percent of Solano County residents report commuting more than 50 miles to their job, with 38.2 

percent of these residents commuting southeast into San Joaquin County. Overall, approximately 50.4 percent of the individuals that work 

in Solano County commute in from areas outside of the county. On average, in the comparison jurisdictions that comprise the Bay Area 

and a portion of the Sacramento region, 42.5 percent of residents live within 10 miles of their job, 15.4 percent live more than 50 miles 

from their job, and 49.4 live outside of the county in which they work. In Solano County, the jobs-household ratio, which is an indicator of 

whether there is a balance between the number of jobs and the number of households, was 0.93 in 2018 according to LEHD Workplace 

Area Characteristics (WAC). This ratio suggests that there was a shortage of jobs in Solano County to support the number of households, 

which may partially contribute to the number of residents that commute outside of the county for work. In comparison, in the Bay Area, 

the jobs-household ratio was 1.47, indicating that there is a shortage of housing to support the job base in this region. Generally, Solano 

County appears to have sufficient housing for those jobs in the county, but still has a slightly higher rate of persons that commute into the 

county than the region overall. 
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Local Patterns 

In the City of Benicia, the Labor Market Engagement Index score ranges from 52 in the eastern-most portion of the city to 85 in the center 

and northern portions (Figure 3-28, Local Labor Market Engagement). Figure 3-28 presents the labor force participation rate in each 

tract, with consideration of unemployment rates and educational attainment. The eastern-most tract is primarily outside of city limits, and 

the area that is within city limits includes stretches from the waterfront to E. 2nd Street. As this area of Benicia is largely industrial, the low 

Labor Market Engagement Index score may be more representative of those areas outside of the city. The remainder of the city has 

relatively high scores, higher than all other tracts in Solano County with the exception of one tract on the eastern edge of Vacaville and one 

just west of Fairfield. Despite the high engagement rate among Benicia residents, HUD identifies western Benicia as having the furthest 

proximity to jobs (Figure 3-29, Local Jobs Proximity). Figure 3-29 identifies census tracts based on their proximity to employment 

opportunities. Only two other areas with similarly poor proximity to jobs, according to HUD, exist in Solano County, in Fairfield and 

Vacaville. The high proximity to jobs in eastern Benicia is likely as a result of the concentration of industrial and commercial jobs southeast 

of E. 2nd Street. However, LODES data indicates that all employed residents are west of E. 2nd Street. According to LODES, 35.6 

percent of employed Benicia residents have jobs within 10 miles from their home. However, 85.4 percent of people employed in Benicia 

reside outside of the city. In 2018, according to LODES Workplace Area Characteristics data, the jobs-household ratio in Benicia was 1.4, 

indicating that there are more jobs in Benicia than homes available to employed residents. The low unemployment rate in Benicia (3.3 

percent) supports that residents of the city have access to employment opportunities. However, to ensure that individuals who are 

employed in Benicia are able to live there, the City will facilitate the construction of housing options in a range of sizes and types to meet a 

variety of needs and will provide assistance to lower-income households seeking housing opportunities (Programs 1.01, 1.03, 1.05, 1.06, 

1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08).  
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FIGURE 3-28: LOCAL JOBS PROXIMITY 

 

Source: HUD, 2017; City of Benicia, 2022 
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FIGURE 3-29: LOCAL LABOR MARKET ENGAGEMENT 

 

Source: HUD, 2017; City of Benicia, 2022 
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Educational Opportunities 

Regional Patterns 

School quality is often tied to housing, with neighborhoods or communities with higher median incomes and home values often having 

access to higher-performing schools than residents of lower-income neighborhoods. Income distribution influences home values and 

property taxes, and therefore funding for public schools. As such, school districts with higher concentrations of affordable housing 

typically have lower test scores in schools, creating a cyclical problem of not offering these students equal educational opportunities. 

Therefore, disparities in access to strong school opportunities serves as an indicator of fair housing and equal access to opportunities. 

Each year, the California Department of Education (DOE) publishes performance metrics for public schools in the state, including student 

assessment results for English Language Arts and Mathematics as they compare to the state grade-level standards and demographic 

characteristics of each school’s student population. The characteristics reported on include rates of chronic absenteeism and suspension, 

percentage of students that are socioeconomically disadvantaged, percentage of students that are in foster care, percentage of students 

learning the English language, and the percentage of high school students that are prepared for college. Chronic absenteeism refers to the 

percentage of students who are absent for 10.0 percent or more of instructional days that they were enrolled at the school, with the state 

average being 10.1 percent of students. Students who are eligible for free or reduced-priced meals, or who have parents or guardians who 

did not receive a diploma, are considered socioeconomically disadvantaged. TCAC and HCD rely on this data from DOE to determine the 

expected educational outcome in each census tract and block group within the state. TCAC and HCD’s educational domain score reflects 

mathematics proficiency, reading proficiency, high school graduation rates, and student poverty rates of all schools for which this data is 

available, culminating in a score ranging from 0 to 1, with higher values being the most positive expected educational outcome.  

In 2021, TCAC/HCD reported the strongest projected educational outcomes for students in the cities of Benicia and Dixon as well as the 

unincorporated areas around the City of Vacaville and all eastern portions of the county (Figure 3-30, Regional TCAC/HCD 

Educational Domain Scores). TCAC and HCD’s educational domain score is based on math and reading proficiencies for elementary 

school students, high school graduation rate, and student poverty rate. Based on these indicators, a higher score is expected to suggest 

higher access to resources or opportunities for students. Figure 3-30 presents the distribution of these scores in Solano County. However, 

the eastern portions of the county, with the highest educational scores according to TCAC/HCD, also have the lowest population density 

in the county and only one school. As such, for a regional analysis, the TCAC/HCD map may not accurately compare educational 

opportunity in Solano County to the ABAG region. At the local level, data based on school performance is more readily available and likely 

more accurate. 
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FIGURE 3-30: REGIONAL TCAC/HCD EDUCATIONAL DOMAIN SCORES 

 

Source: TCAC/HCD, 2021  
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The HUD School Proficiency Index more accurately reflects school performance by residential living patterns in the region. The HUD 

School Proficiency Index ranges from 0 to 100, with higher values indicating better school performance. Though demographic patterns 

have changed throughout the region slightly since 2010, as discussed for each jurisdiction in this assessment, typically schools in Solano 

County and throughout the region are more proficient in areas of increased population density and affluence (see Figure 3-31, HUD 

School Proficiency Index). Residents of western Solano County have access to higher-performing schools than the eastern portion, but 

schools throughout Solano County generally score lower than those in much of Sacramento, Yolo, Marin, and Contra Costa Counites. To 

ensure all students have access to a quality education, each jurisdiction has identified appropriate programs within the individual 

assessments. 

FIGURE 3-31: HUD SCHOOL PROFICIENCY INDEX 

 

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool, 2017  
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Local Patterns 

The Benicia Unified School District (BUSD) has eight public schools in the city and reported on by the DOE, including four elementary 

schools, one middle school, two high schools, and one continuation school (Liberty High School). Liberty High school is operated by 

BUSD for students who are behind in credits or are aiming to graduate early and has a small student population, of approximately 100 

students or fewer. Of the seven schools for which English Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics performance scores were available in 

2019, DOE reported that all were above the state grade-level standards for ELA, while only five schools were above the state grade-level 

standards for mathematics (see Table 3-7, Performance Scores for Benicia Unified School District, 2019). Matthew Turner 

Elementary had the highest positive difference between state ELA and mathematic standards for schools in the BUSD. In the 2019 school 

year, 20.3 percent or more of the student population at most Benicia schools were considered socioeconomically disadvantaged, and five 

out of the seven schools had chronic absenteeism rates ranging from 5.0 to 8.0 percent of the student population. Absenteeism rates are 

not reported for high schools and continuation schools. Despite having the highest rate of socioeconomically disadvantaged students in 

BUSD, Robert Semple Elementary’s ELA and mathematic scores are higher than other schools, indicating strong educational opportunities 

for these students.   

TABLE 3-7: PERFORMANCE SCORES FOR BENICIA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT, 2019 

School Name ELA Score Math Score 
Chronic Absenteeism 

Rate 
Socioeconomically 

Disadvantaged 

Matthew Turner Elementary +39.2 +35.8 7.0% 13.7% 

Joe Henderson Elementary +21.8 +21.8 5.3% 20.3% 

Benicia Middle +8 -2.9 5.3% 25.6% 

Benicia High +40.3 -15.9 -  21.2% 

Mary Farmar Elementary +3.6 +8.9 8.0% 27.3% 

Robert Semple Elementary +12.7 +14.8 6.2% 43.0% 

Source: California Department of Education, 2019 

Despite slight variations in school performance, the anticipated educational outcome, according to the TCAC/HCD (see Figure 3-32, 

Local TCAC/HCD Educational Domain Score), is consistent throughout the City of Benicia. TCAC and HCD’s educational domain 

score is based on math and reading proficiencies for elementary school students, high school graduation rate, and student poverty rate. 

Based on these indicators, a higher score is expected to suggest higher access to resources or opportunities for students. Figure 3-32 

presents the distribution of these scores in Benicia. The expected educational outcome for the city ranges from the 66th to 68th percentile, 

which indicates that students in Benicia are predicted to have better educational outcomes than more than 66.0 to 68.0 percent of the state. 

This percentile score range indicates that regardless of where a student resides within the city, they have equal access to proficient schools.  
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FIGURE 3-32: LOCAL TCAC/HCD EDUCATIONAL DOMAIN SCORE 

 

Source: TCAC/HCD, 2021; City of Benicia, 2022  
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Environmental Health 

Regional Patterns 

A disadvantaged community or environmental justice community (EJ Community) is identified by the California Environmental Protection 

Agency (Cal EPA) as “areas that are disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative 

health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation,” and may or may not have a concentration of low-income households, high 

unemployment rates, low homeownership rates, overpayment for housing, or other indicators of disproportionate housing need.  In 

February 2021, the California Office for Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (COEHHA) released the fourth version of 

CalEnviroScreen, a tool that uses environmental, health, and socioeconomic indicators to map and compare community environmental 

scores. In the CalEnviroScreen tool, communities that have a cumulative score in the 75th percentile or above (25.0 percent highest score 

census tracts) are those that have been designated as disadvantaged communities under Senate Bill (SB) 535.  The cumulative score that can 

result in a disadvantaged community designation is calculated based on individual scores from two groups of indicators: Pollution Burden 

and Population Characteristics. Pollution Burden scores exposure to negative environmental hazards, such as ozone concentrations, PM2.5 

concentrations, drinking water contaminants, lead risk from housing, traffic impacts, and more. Population Characteristics scores the rate 

of negative health conditions and access to opportunities, including asthma, cardiovascular disease, poverty, unemployment, and housing 

cost burden. For each indicator, as with the cumulative impact, a low score reflects positive conditions.  

Much of Solano County, particularly the eastern area and the City of Vallejo, have high cumulative scores, as shown in Figure 3-33, 

Regional CalEnviroScreen Percentiles. CalEnviroScreen’s percentiles are calculated based on an area’s pollution burden and population 

characteristics. Figure 3-33 identifies areas with higher cumulative scores. This is a result of high scores for indicators of both pollution 

burden and negative population characteristics, though the eastern area is primarily agricultural land with limited residential development so 

these scores may be a result of agricultural industry practices. In the ABAG region, high percentiles are mostly concentrated in highly 

urbanized communities along the San Francisco Bay, such as in the cities of Emeryville, Alameda, Oakland, and San Jose. It is unlikely that 

the factors that contribute to environmental scores in Solano County reflect the factors in urbanized ABAG jurisdictions. Rather, Solano 

County more closely reflects the agricultural areas of Yuba, Sacramento, and San Joaquin Counties. Within each jurisdiction of Solano 

County, patterns differ, as described below, as a result of increased urbanization; however, regionally, Solano County reflects areas to the 

east rather than western ABAG jurisdictions. 
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FIGURE 3-33: REGIONAL CALENVIROSCREEN PERCENTILES 

 
Source: OEHHA, 2021 
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Local Patterns 

As shown in Figure 3-34, Local CalEnviroScreen Percentiles, all of Benicia has relatively low environmental burden scores, especially 

compared to Solano County jurisdictions and other jurisdictions on the waterfront in the San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. 

CalEnviroScreen’s percentiles are calculated based on an area’s pollution burden and population characteristics. Figure 3-34 identifies 

areas with higher cumulative scores in the city. The highest score, in the 45th percentile, is in the area east of E. 2nd Street, where there is a 

concentration of industrial jobs that likely contribute to this score. Upon closer inspection, CalEnviroScreen has identified the greatest 

pollution burden in this area resulting from impaired water (92nd percentile) and environmental cleanup sites (95th percentile). A high 

percentile for cleanup sites is not unique to the Bay Area, where nearly all tracts adjacent to the waterfront score in the 95th percentile or 

above. Further, as mentioned previously, this tract is largely industrial and open space with limited residential uses, thus reducing potential 

impact to residents. Impaired waters may result from the impacts of the cleanup sites; however, the water in this tract is not used for food 

or drinking water and do not threaten the health of Benicia residents. In contrast, just west of E. 2nd Street, the overall environmental 

burden scores drop significantly to the 13th to 15th percentiles and population characteristics are generally indicative of healthy living 

conditions throughout Benicia, scoring in less than the 35th percentile for population characteristics throughout the city. Population 

characteristics in Benicia indicate significantly stronger living conditions in Benicia compared to adjacent jurisdictions, including Vallejo and 

Martinez. 

TCAC/HCD identified the areas in Benicia west of Panorama Drive and south of Rose Drive as having stronger environmental scores 

than the areas to the east, supporting the findings of CalEnviroScreen (Figure 3-9, Local TCAC Environmental Domain). The area east 

of E. 2nd Street scores in the 7th percentile according to TCAC/HCD; however, this area only has residential uses in the southern-most 

area, adjacent to a high-scoring residential tract. The census tract with the low TCAC/HCD environmental domain score is geographically 

large and most of its land area is outside of Benicia city limits. The residential portion of this tract is located west of Park Road, largely 

separated from industrial uses by an open space buffer, and is only accessed through neighboring residential uses, further reducing 

exposure to nearby industrial uses. While this does not eliminate the potential for exposure to pollution from the Refinery and other 

industrial uses, it is unlikely that residents within the tract east of E. 2nd Street are significantly more impacted than those west of E. 2nd 

Street, in a tract scoring significantly higher. However, the City does not have access to environmental data that is more granular than 

Census tract-level data and therefore cannot definitively confirm whether the environmental health characteristics are better than the 

Census tract’s cumulative score. The area north of Rose Drive scored in the 8th percentile and, as previously mentioned, has a relatively 

low median income compared to the remainder of the city.  While development in this area remains sparse, pollution burden may impact 

the quality of life in this area. Program 5.03 has been included to assess environmental conditions in conjunction with Public Works and 

ensure that residents are not disproportionately impacted by, or exposed to, impaired water, hazardous waste, or other indicators of 

environmental health.  
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FIGURE 3-34: LOCAL CALENVIROSCREEN PERCENTILES 

 
Source: OEHHA, 2021 
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The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) developed flood maps that identify areas with the highest risk of flooding, 

differentiating by the degree of severity and frequency of flooding anticipated. In Benicia, much of the southern and eastern shoreline has 

been identified as Zone VE or Zone AE, both of which are considered high risk areas3. Figure 12 in the City’s Climate Change 

Vulnerability Assessment Report identifies shoreline flooding risk areas in Benicia. Zone VE is defined as “coastal flood zone with velocity 

hazard (wave action)” and is primarily beyond city limits immediately along the shore. In contrast, Zone AE extends into built-out areas of 

the city. Zone AE covers those areas with a 1 percent annual change of flooding. Areas of Benicia that fall within this zone include the 

Rancho Benicia mobile home park, Benicia Marina, portions of the Historic Arsenal Park and adjacent industrial uses, and portions of the 

industrial area south and east of the Valero Benicia Refinery. There are no areas within Zone AE west of E. 2nd Street, and the only 

impacted residential area is the existing Rancho Benicia mobile home park. In the neighborhood that includes Rancho Benicia, 

approximately 77.32 percent of the population identifies as White, 10.2 percent fall below the poverty line, fewer than 20 percent of 

households are female headed with children, 15.4 percent of the population has a disability, and the median household income is $63,947 

annually. The City’s Safety Element includes policies to pursue funding to retrofit the Benicia Marina to withstand king tide events, 

shoreline flooding, and sea level rise, thus protecting the mobile home park behind the marina. Further, the Safety Element includes a 

policy to assist low-resourced residents and residents with disabilities to install flood-control measures, prioritizing those in residential areas 

of lower Downtown Benicia where flood risks are higher. The intent of these policies is to protect current and future residents from flood 

events and ensure that lower-income residents are not disproportionately burdened by flood risk. 

There are no areas of Benicia that are identified as moderate, high, or very high fire hazard severity zones by CalFire. However, much of 

the northern portion of the city is considered a wildland-urban interface, which can result in increased wildfire risk (Figure 14 of the City’
s Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment Report). Areas that are considered “Intermix zones” have the highest risk of wildfire due to the 

mix of housing development interspersed with areas dominated by wildland vegetation. This zone includes residential areas north of Rose 

Drive, while there is no RHNA capacity identified areas, residents of the current housing stock likely face greater environmental hazards 

due to wildfire risk than residents of more densely urbanized areas of the city. In this area, the median income ranges from $101,083 to 

$174,306 annually, the poverty rate is approximately 5.4 percent, only 7.5 percent of the population reports a disability, female headed 

households with children account for fewer than 20 percent of households, and 45.27 percent to 60.21 percent of the population identifies 

as White. Further, OEHHA, as part of CalEnviroScreen mapping methodology, identified this area as having population characteristics in 

the 27th percentile, indicating a low rate of most indicators of poor quality of life. The demographic characteristics of the area do not 

indicate a disproportionate concentration of lower- and moderate-income households in an area of increased environmental hazards. In 

contrast, this area has a concentration of higher income households. However, to combat wildfire risk, the City’s Safety Element includes 

policies to require new developments of 10 dwelling units or more to provide fire protection plans, provide or connect elderly residents 

 
3 FEMA Flood Zone Definitions 
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and persons with access and functional needs assistance for resources for maintaining defensible space, and conduct ongoing vegetation 

management in open spaces.  In addition, the City has prepared a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) which is available for public review 

as of the adoption of this Housing Element and proposed for adoption in early 2023. If adopted, the VMP will implement additional 

strategies to increase defensible space, creating both horizontal and vertical separation between vegetated areas and adjacent structures. In 

addition to benefitting those closest to the wildland areas, these efforts will also serve to slow the spread of wildfire and improve fire 

containment efforts which benefit the safety and health of the community at large. 

Services for Persons with Disabilities 

According to the California Department of Social Services (CDSS), Benicia has one adult residential care facility and six elderly assisted 

living facilities. Benicia Breeze is an adult residential care facility with capacity for six residents, located near the intersection of West K 

Street and Military West Street. The elderly assisted living facilities include Benicia Angela’s Home 1, Inc., Benicia Angel’s Home 2, Inc., 

Benicia Loving Care Home, Casa Isabella II, Golden Age Care Homes, and Jensteph Home Care, each with the capacity for 5 to 6 

residents, with a combined capacity for 29 residents. Approximately 11.1 percent of the population of Benicia has a disability, or 

approximately 3,130 residents. Of these residents, 3.3 percent have difficulties living independently and 1.5 percent have difficulty with self-

care, or approximately 150 residents combined (see HNA Table 2-32, Disability by Type, 2015-2019). While not all residents with these 

disabilities will require the care of an assisted living facility, and some residents with other disabilities may require assisted living, the 

comparison of the number of residents with disabilities to the capacity of existing care facilities indicates a possible shortage to meet the 

needs of Benicia’s population. To address this and increase the opportunity for persons with disabilities to remain in their communities, the 

City has included Program 3.07 to incentivize construction of residential care facilities throughout Benicia. 

Benicia residents are served by SolTrans, which operates an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant Paratransit Bus Service. This 

service provides pre-scheduled origin-to-destination shared-ride bus service and schedule for eligible residents. Prior to 2019, SolTrans also 

operated a Benicia Dial-A-Ride service. However, this service has since been replaced with a subsidized Lyft program – a partnership 

between SolTrans, STA, and Lyft. This subsidized Lyft program is available for qualified residents, including veterans, those that are ADA 

qualified, Medicare recipients, and lower-income residents. Qualified riders are assessed based on their income to determine the cost of 

their fare. Solano Mobility also provides a Local Taxi Card Program to ADA Paratransit certified residents residing in Vallejo or Benicia. 

This program issues a pre-paid debit card to be used for taxi trips that begin and end in these cities. Funds are purchased in increments of 

$10 for $25 taxi funds for moderate- and above moderate-income qualified residents and $10 for $50 taxi funds for low-income qualified 

residents.  
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Disproportionate Housing Need and Displacement Risk 

Overcrowding 

Regional Patterns 

Overcrowding occurs when the number of people living in a household is greater than the home was designed to hold. The U.S. Census 

Bureau considers a household overcrowded when there is more than one person per room, excluding bathrooms, hallways, and kitchens, 

and severely overcrowded when there are more than 1.5 occupants per room. A typical home might have a total of five rooms that qualify 

for habitation under this definition (three bedrooms, living room, and dining room). If more than five people were living in the home, it 

would be considered overcrowded. Overcrowding is strongly related to household size, particularly for large households, and the 

availability of suitably sized housing. A small percentage of overcrowded units is not uncommon, and often includes families with children 

who share rooms or multi-generational households. However, high rates of overcrowding may indicate a fair housing issue resulting from 

situations such as two families or households occupying one unit to reduce housing costs (sometimes referred to as “doubling up”). 

Situations such as this may indicate a shortage of appropriately sized and affordable housing units as overcrowding is often related to the 

cost and availability of housing and can occur when demand in a jurisdiction or region is high. 

In Solano County, as shown in HNA Table 2-7, Overcrowding by Tenure, of the Housing Needs Assessment, approximately 3.7 percent 

of households experience overcrowding and 1.6 percent experience severe overcrowding. Overcrowding is a slightly greater problem 

among renter-occupied households, at 2.5 percent of these households, compared to 1.2 percent of owner-occupied households, but still 

remains well below the statewide average of 8.2 percent. Further, the overcrowding rates in Solano County are lower than the greater Bay 

Area, in which 4.4 percent of households are overcrowded and 2.8 percent are severely overcrowded. Figure 3-35, Overcrowded 

Households in the Region presents the percent of households in each census tract that are overcrowded. As shown, there are very few 

areas of concentrated overcrowding in the county compared to jurisdictions to the south in the ABAG region. Solano County has 

significantly lower overcrowding rates, across tenures, than most Bay Area and Sacramento region counties (Figure 3-36, Overcrowding 

Rates in the Region). Typically, areas with higher rates of lower-income households and more dense housing types have higher rates of 

overcrowding, as is seen in census tracts adjacent to the San Francisco Bay and to the northeast in the City of Sacramento and southeast in 

the City of Stockton. The rate and pattern of overcrowding in Solano County reflects the suburban communities in the region, such as 

eastern portions of Contra Costa and Alameda Counties and all of Marin County. The relatively low rates of overcrowding in Solano 

County may indicate that there are more appropriately sized housing opportunities at a range of price points to meet housing demand than 

is found in more urbanized areas of the region. 
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FIGURE 3-35: OVERCROWDED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION 

  

Source: California Health and Human Services (CHHS), 2020  
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FIGURE 3-36: OVERCROWDING RATES IN THE REGION 

 

  Source: 2015-2019 ACS 

Local Patterns 

Approximately 2.3 percent of households in Benicia are considered overcrowded, which is well below the citywide rate (5.3 percent) and 

ABAG region overall (6.9 percent). In terms of severity of overcrowding, 1.0 percent of households are considered overcrowded and 1.3 

percent are considered severely overcrowded. While overcrowding rates are relatively low overall, renters in Benicia are slightly more 

impacted by overcrowding. As presented in the Table 2-7 in the HNA, approximately 0.2 percent of owner-occupied households are 

overcrowded, compared to 0.8 percent of renter-occupied households, and 0.5 percent of homeowners are overcrowded, compared to 0.8 
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percent of renters. While overcrowding in Benicia impacts a small portion of the community, at 260 households, when combined with 

income or accessibility challenges, some of these households may become at risk for displacement. 

Overcrowding often disproportionately impacts lower-income households. As discussed in the Income Distribution section, the City’s 

lowest median household income block groups are found in areas along I-780 and I-80 in parts of the Highlands, Francesca Terrace, Pointe 

Benicia, Clipper Bay, Bridgeview, West Manor, and Southampton neighborhoods, generally on the south and southeast sides of the 

highway between the right-of-way and the waterfront. According to Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, 1.1 

percent of households with incomes between 81.0 and 100.0 percent of AMI are overcrowded, 3.8 percent of low-income households 

experience some level of overcrowding, 5.9 percent of very low-income households, and 7.7 percent of extremely low-income households. 

Severely overcrowded conditions exist in 3.8 percent of low-income households, 1.7 percent of very low-income households, and 4.1 

percent of extremely low-income households.  In comparison, only 0.1 percent of households above 100 percent of the median experience 

this level of overcrowding.  

While households living below the poverty line are more likely to live with other families or roommates to afford housing costs, which may 

result in a higher rate of overcrowding, there does not appear to be a spatial representation of this trend in Benicia (see Figure 3-10, Local 

Poverty Rates, and Figure 3-37, Overcrowded Households in Benicia). Figure 3-37 presents the percent of households in each 

census tract that are overcrowded. Households in the western side of the city exhibit a lower incidence of poverty, increasing up to 1.7 

percent in the eastern side of the city in the vicinity of I-80. Although the area south of Military West Street to E. 5th Street in the older 

portion of the city adjacent to the Carquinez Strait is the only area in the city containing a higher incidence of poverty, at 10.2 percent, as 

described in the Income Distribution section, and 23.4 percent of the households are renters, it does not exhibit a higher proportion of 

overcrowding than the rest of the city. However, while there are not concentrations of overcrowded extremely low-income households, 

these households do experience overcrowding at a higher rate throughout the city, as identified above. 
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FIGURE 3-37: OVERCROWDED HOUSEHOLDS IN BENICIA 

 
Source: California Health and Human Services (CHHS), 2020 
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While some households reported as overcrowded may have chosen to double up inhabitants in one room, and therefore the condition is 

not necessarily based on inability to find and secure adequate housing, severe overcrowding, particularly among lower-income households, 

may indicate a greater potential for displacement. By facilitating the development of affordable housing options, the City aims to reduce 

overcrowding conditions for lower-income households, and therefore reduce displacement risk that may result from these conditions. 

The availability of housing units in Benicia adequate to house lower-income large families (with 5 or more persons) may also be a 

contributing factor to overcrowding rates.  The incidence of large family households in Benicia, presented in Table 2-6 of the HNA, is 

lower than most of the other cities in Solano County, at 6.7 percent of households as compared to a countywide representation at 13.6 

percent and 10.2 percent throughout the ABAG region. Approximately 69.0 percent of the housing stock in Benicia has three or more 

bedrooms, suitable for many large households. However, the majority of these larger units, 86.3 percent, are owner-occupied and, 

therefore, unavailable to renter households.  The remaining 14.7 percent of larger units are part of Benicia’s rental stock, comprising 

approximately 36.8 percent of the total rental stock. However, a recent survey of rental listings in Benicia, shown in Table 2-28 of the 

HNA, indicates that the median rent for two-bedroom and above units is $2,613 per month, which exceeds affordable levels for low-

income household. Therefore, although lower-income large families numerically are a quite small proportion (approximately 104 

households) of the total population, this group may experience challenges in finding adequately sized units within their affordability range 

unless they are able to secure housing at one of the assisted affordable complexes in the city or apply HCVs to market-rate larger rental 

units. The relatively low occurrence of overcrowding in Benicia overall may be attributed to the availability of larger units at price points 

affordable to most large family households, as well as a fairly low proportion of large family households. 

Although the population of Benicia is predominantly White, communities of color may experience overcrowding at a disproportionately 

higher rate. Overcrowding closely aligns with block groups with higher diversity index scores east of E. 2nd Street, as discussed in the 

Racial and Ethnic Characteristics section (see Figure 3-17, Local Racial Demographics, and Figure 3-37, Overcrowded Households 

in Benicia). Residents that identify as “Other Race or Multiple Races (Hispanic and Non-Hispanic)” experience overcrowding at the 

highest rate, at 7.1 percent, followed by 6.7 percent of Hispanic residents and 2.5 percent of Black or African American residents. In 

contrast, approximately 1.8 percent of White non-Hispanic households report overcrowding and 0.8 percent of Asian households. Overall, 

non-White residents experience overcrowding at a higher rate than White households in Benicia.  

While there are no areas of concentrated overcrowding in Benicia, any household that is experiencing overcrowding, with the possible 

exception of households with children sharing a room by choice, has a disproportionate need for affordable, larger housing units and is at 

risk of displacement from their housing unit or community. However, by encouraging and supporting the development of a diverse range 

of housing types at a range of affordability levels (Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08), Benicia will encourage the development of 

housing appropriate to households of many sizes, allowing for households to identify homes sized appropriately for their needs and within 

their financial means. 
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Overpayment 

Regional Patterns 

HUD considers housing to be affordable for a household if the household spends less than 30.0 percent of its income on housing costs. A 

household is considered “cost-burdened” if it spends more than 30.0 percent of its monthly income on housing costs, while those who 

spend more than 50.0 percent of their income on housing costs are considered “severely cost-burdened.” In the Bay Area, approximately 

35.1 percent of all households were cost-burdened in 2019, and 16.3 percent were severely cost-burdened (Figure 3-38, Overpayment 

Rates in the Region). Of these households, a significantly larger proportion of renters experienced overpayment than owners. This trend 

can be seen throughout both the Bay Area and Sacramento region, on average 27.7 percent of owners and 47.1 percent of renters are cost 

burdened, and 11.6 percent owners and 24.1 percent of renters are severely cost burdened. In comparison, in Solano County, 26.8 percent 

of owners and 49.2 percent of renters are cost burdened and 10.4 of owners and 25.0 percent of renters are severely cost burdened. While 

owner overpayment rates in Solano County are slightly lower than the regional average, renter overpayment rates are slightly higher. This 

reflects feedback from local organizations and service providers throughout the region that reported a shortage of rental opportunities 

resulting in disproportionately high prices for tenants. 
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FIGURE 3-38: OVERPAYMENT RATES IN THE REGION 

 
Source: CHAS 2014-2018 
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Local Patterns 

In Benicia, approximately 20.5 percent of the households are cost burdened and 13.8 are severely cost burdened, for a total of 44.3 percent 

of the households experiencing some level of overpayment. Approximately 27.0 percent of renters spend 30 to 50 percent of their income 

on housing compared to 18.0 percent of homeowners. Additionally, 24.6 percent of renters are severely cost burdened, compared to 9.6 

percent of owners that are severely cost-burdened.  

As discussed in the Overpayment section of the HNA, in most circumstances, overpayment is closely tied to income. Lower-income 

households are most at risk of displacement due to overpayment, as presented in Table 2-12 of the HNA. In Benicia, 22.8 percent of 

households are lower-income. Of these households, 73.0 percent are overpaying for housing to some degree. Approximately 54.8 percent 

of lower-income households that are overpaying are renters and 44.2 percent are homeowners. Approximately 50.9 percent of the lower-

income households that overpay are severely cost burdened, representing 11.6 percent of the total households in the city. Of the severely 

cost-burdened lower-income households, 56.6 percent are renters and 43.4 percent are owners. In comparison, of Benicia residents making 

more than 100.0 percent of the AMI, 11.9 percent are cost burdened and 1.3 percent are severely cost-burdened.  

Of all cost-burdened renters, 28.8 percent are extremely low-income, compared to 12.4 percent of cost-burdened owners. Among all 

extremely low-income households, 77.6 percent overpay for housing. Approximately 67.8 percent of extremely low-income households in 

the city are renters, of which, 66.9 percent are severely cost burdened. Conversely, 32.2 percent of extremely low-income households are 

homeowners, of which, 66.1 percent are severely cost burdened. This indicates that, regardless of tenure, overpayment is prevalent among 

lower-income households, particularly among extremely low-income households, the majority of which are severely cost burdened.  

Households below the poverty line disproportionately experience the burden of overpayment and are extremely susceptible to the potential 

for displacement as a result. As discussed in the Overcrowding analysis, households in the western and northwestern portions of the city 

exhibit a lower incidence of poverty, with 29.3 percent of renters and 30.3 percent of homeowners in the area south of Rose Drive 

overpaying and 58.6 percent of renters and 33.0 percent of homeowners overpaying in the tract north of Rose Drive. Poverty levels 

increase and overpayment rates generally both increase moving across the city. Poverty levels increase in the eastern side of the city to 9.4 

percent in the vicinity of I-680, with a homeowner overpayment rate of 32.8 percent and a renter overpayment rate of 48.4 percent. The 

area south of Military West Street to East 5th Street in the older portion of the city adjacent to the Carquinez Strait has the highest 

incidence of poverty, at 10.2 percent. In this waterfront district where one of the largest mobile home parks in the city is on the eastern 

edge, 48.5 percent of renters and 33.5 percent of homeowners are overpaying for housing. This indicates that areas of concentrated poverty 

typically correspond with increased rates of overpayment.   
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Economic disparities between different demographic groups may also contribute toward a higher risk of housing insecurity, displacement, 

or homelessness. Approximately 30.0 percent of both White Non-Hispanic and Asian households are overpaying for housing, with a 

slightly higher incidence of overpayment among the Hispanic population, at 35.0 percent. There appears to be a correlation between 

increased proportions of non-White households and renter overpayment along the northern side of I-780, with 54.7 to 56.5 percent of 

households overpaying and a lower median income. This pattern holds east of I-680 and along the waterfront, where there is increased 

diversity and where approximately 48.5 percent of renters and 19.3 percent of homeowners are overpaying (see Figure 3-17, Local Racial 

Demographics; Figure 3-39, Local Renter Overpayment; and Figure 3-40, Local Homeowner Overpayment). Figure 3-39 and 

Figure 3-40 present the percentage of households in each census tract, by tenure, that is paying more than 30 percent of their income on 

housing costs. Particularly high rates of overpayment, at 52.9 percent of renters and 37.4 percent of homeowners, are found in the tract 

south of I-780 where a concentration of public housing and affordable multifamily rental units exists, with incomes below the state median. 

However, this area has some of the lowest rates of non-White populations compared to other areas of the city at 21.0 percent. Similarly, in 

the area adjacent to Lake Herman, there is a non-White population rate of 55.7 percent, primarily Asian, with the highest incomes in the 

city; however, there are relatively low overpayment rates among homeowners (33.0 percent), though similar rates among renters compared 

to other areas (58.6 percent). Therefore, it appears that there is a stronger correlation between tenure and overpayment than demographic 

identity and overpayment in Benicia.  

According to the 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS), most of the cost burdened rental households are spread across the city, 

although the areas with higher rates of cost-burdened renters are found adjacent to I-780 at the lower elevations of the city’s hillside 

neighborhoods and along I-680 (Lopes Road), to the southern neighborhoods adjacent to the Benicia Martinez Bridge (Figure 3-39, Renter 

Overpayment, and Figure 3-40, Homeowner Overpayment). The area with the highest proportion of rental overpayment is between 

Hastings Drive and Panorama Drive south of Rose Drive and north of I-780, where 56.5 percent of renters overpay for housing. In this 

tract, it is likely that rental overpayment corresponds to income characteristics. There are three block groups in this tract in which median 

incomes range from $71,236 in the southern area adjacent to I-780, also the location of a 248-unit market-rate apartment complex, to 

$134,702 in the upper sector at the crest of the hill. This suggests that the majority of rental overpayment may be occurring within the 

lower portion of the tract where multifamily rental options exist, and the remainder of the renter households are residing in single-family 

detached units, which are the predominant housing type in that tract. To the east, there are three market-rate apartment complexes between 

Panorama Drive and E. 2nd Street just north of I-780, where 54.7 percent of renters overpay. North of Military West Street, just south of 

I-780 and west of E. 2nd Street, 27.2 percent of households are renters, partially attributed to the Calms at Burgess Point public housing 

complex and Casa de Vilarrasa II subsidized rental complex. However, as these complexes offer units at prices affordable to lower-income 

households, the 52.9 percent of renters in this tract who overpay for housing are likely residing in other rental options, which are typically 

significantly more costly. In the neighborhoods south of Military West Street, in the older section of the city bound by E. 5th Street to the 

east, 48.3 percent of households are renters. According to an April 2022 survey of available rentals on apartmentratings.com, there are a 
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few affordable market-rate rentals available; however, 48.5 percent of renters are cost burdened, compared to 12.0 percent of homeowners, 

as the median income for renter households is lower than the median city average in comparison to the median homeowner income. 
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FIGURE 3-39: LOCAL RENTER OVERPAYMENT  

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022  
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FIGURE 3-40: LOCAL HOMEOWNER OVERPAYMENT  

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS; City of Benicia, 2022  
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In contrast to these areas of high overpayment rates, the area with the lowest rate of renter overpayment in Benicia, at 29.3 percent, is 

bound by Rose Drive to the north, Hastings Drive to the east, and I-780 to the south, where renters comprise 20.2 percent of the 

households. The overpayment rate for homeowners slightly exceeds that of renter overpayment, at 30.3 percent of owner households. An 

analysis of the median incomes within these areas suggests that the pattern of overpayment in this tract correlates with differences in 

median income between the two block groups within this tract, with the median income found adjacent to I-780 in the vicinity of two 

market-rate apartment complexes roughly equivalent to the median income for Benicia, and the median income north of Cambridge Drive 

over $130,000. Data suggests that the incidence of renter overpayment in this tract therefore is concentrated in housing in the lower-lying 

area in the vicinity of I-780, and homeowner overpayment may be more prevalent in the hillside neighborhoods. 

As housing prices have risen over the past several years, overpayment among homeowners has remained relatively evenly dispersed 

throughout the city regardless of income. The area of highest homeowner overpayment, at 33.0 percent, corresponds with the primarily 

single-family detached housing stock, comprising 86.0 percent of units, in the hillside neighborhoods north of Rose Drive to Lake Herman 

Road. Additionally, this area has one of the highest rates of renter household overpayment, even though rental households make up just 

14.0 percent of the units, at 59.0 percent of renters. Overall, the rate of overpayment in Benicia has decreased since 2014 for both 

homeowners and renters, which may be a result of the increase in median income. However, rising incomes have not kept pace with the 

housing market, and overpayment remains a significant issue to be addressed through rental and homeowner assistance programs, and the 

provision of increased housing stock options affordable to households at all levels.  

Special-needs groups that are disproportionately affected by high housing costs include large families, single-parent households, and 

seniors. As discussed in the Overcrowding section, large family households often face special housing challenges due to a lack of 

adequately sized affordable housing available. The higher costs of homes with multiple bedrooms can result in larger families experiencing 

a disproportionate cost burden and increase the risk of housing insecurity. In Benicia, 9.9 percent of large family households pay between 

30.0 and 50.0 percent of their income on housing, while 15.1 percent of large households spend more than half of their income on 

housing. The ACS also reports that female-headed, single-parent households comprise 10.2 percent of households in Benicia, of which, 

16.7 percent are below the poverty threshold, which may indicate that these households have to spend a greater percentage of their income 

on housing. This segment of the population is at risk for displacement without assistance. Seniors, comprising 14.0 percent of Benicia’s 

households, are also a community at risk of displacement. Senior households often rely on a fixed-income source, such as social security, 

which may increase their risk of displacement due to overpayment as housing prices increase without increases in income. As shown in 

Table 2-31 of the HNA, 17.8 percent of seniors overpay for housing and 14.0 percent severely overpay, constituting 31.8 percent of the 

total senior households in Benicia. Although 7.6 percent of seniors are extremely low income, 85.2 percent of seniors in this income group 

are severely cost burdened. In comparison, 67.8 percent of seniors fall into the above median income group, of which, 13.2 percent are 

cost burdened and spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing.  
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The sudden loss of employment, a health care emergency, or a family crisis can quickly result in a heavy cost burden, with limited 

affordable options available, putting populations at greater risk of displacement due to overpayment. Residents finding themselves in one 

of these situations may have had to choose between commuting long distances to their jobs and schools or moving out of the region. 

There are various ways to address displacement, including ensuring new housing at all income levels is built, which are addressed in 

Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08. 

Substandard Housing 

Regional Patterns 

As discussed in the Housing Needs Assessment, housing condition can be an indicator of quality of life. Substandard conditions present a 

barrier to fair housing as occupants are susceptible to health and safety risks associated with poor housing conditions, as well as at risk of 

displacement if conditions make the unit unhabitable or if property owners must vacate the property to conduct repairs. As housing units 

age, they deteriorate without ongoing maintenance, which can present a fair housing issue for occupants, reduce property values, and 

discourage private reinvestment in neighborhoods dominated by substandard conditions. Typically, housing over 30 years is more likely to 

need repairs or rehabilitation than newer units. As shown in Figure 3-41, Age of Housing Stock in the Region, approximately 31.6 

percent of housing units in Solano County are older than 30 years and may need repairs. This is notably higher than the Bay Area as a 

whole, where 22.9 percent of units are older than 30 years but is comparable to individual jurisdictions in the ABAG and Sacramento 

regions, including Sacramento, Sonoma, and Yolo Counties. However, with the exception of San Joaquin and Yolo Counties, all other 

counties in the region have a younger housing stock than Solano County. This may indicate a greater need for rehabilitation in Solano 

County compared to the greater region. Within individual Solano County jurisdictions, this need has informed the inclusion of several 

programs in each Housing Element, including rehabilitation assistance, relocation assistance, and more. 
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FIGURE 3-41: AGE OF HOUSING STOCK IN THE REGION 

 

Source: 2015-2019 ACS 

Local Patterns 

As presented in HNA Table 2-22, Housing Units by Year Structure was Built, almost all of Benicia’s housing stock was built prior to 2000, 

with 78.0 percent built between 1960 and 1999, 44.9 percent built during the boom of the 1980s to 1999, and 48.8 percent of the units 

older than 40 years. Of the 12 multifamily complexes in Benicia, 9 were constructed prior to 1990 and 3 between 2004 and 2005. The 
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Benicia Housing Authority renovated the Capitol Heights complex, the oldest multifamily complex in the city, in 1993.  However, given the 

age of Benicia’s housing stock, housing condition could present a risk of displacement for residents, including occupants of single-family 

homes.  

A citywide housing conditions survey was conducted by Parsons Brinckerhoff (PB) in April 2002 and, although the conditions of the 

housing stock examined are likely to have changed over the past 20 years, it is significant to note that the majority of the units in one of the 

mobile home parks were found to need replacement or significant rehabilitation. As a result, 134 dilapidated mobile home units were 

demolished due to substandard conditions. While 56 affordable units were constructed in 2004 and offered an alternative to those that may 

have been displaced from the mobile home park, this likely impacted the housing market for lower- and moderate-income households in 

Benicia. Therefore, under Program 4.01 the City will develop a program to provide rehabilitation assistance for lower-income households, 

including mobile home park residents, to alleviate substandard conditions before reaching a point of inhabitability.  

According to the 2015 to 2019 ACS and CHAS, 15.7 percent of the households experience one or more of the following conditions: lacks 

complete kitchen, lacks complete plumbing, is severely overcrowded, or is severely cost burdened. While a large portion of this estimate 

could include households that are overcrowded or cost burdened, but do have a complete kitchen and plumbing, it can be assumed that at 

least a portion are living in units without these basic facilities, which are indicators of substandard housing conditions. CHAS data 

estimates that there were no very low-, low-, or moderate-income ownership households that were living in a unit without complete kitchen 

facilities, while 0.9 percent were without complete plumbing. Approximately 0.5 percent of renters lived in units lacking complete plumbing 

facilities. Due to the low incidence of kitchen or plumbing problems, most of the households experiencing substandard conditions 

according to CHAS are attributed to either severe overcrowding, severe overpayment, or both. Therefore, while at least two-thirds of the 

housing units are older than 30 years, it is unlikely that any specific socioeconomic group or geographic neighborhood is more at risk of 

displacement due to housing condition.  

Based on staff experience and local knowledge, there are no areas within Benicia with higher rates of rehabilitation need. The 

circumstances that often result in deferred repairs, such as lower incomes to pay for repairs or personal physical barriers to completing 

repairs, are not concentrated in any one area. Therefore, to assist those owners of properties in need of repairs or rehabilitation throughout 

the city, the City has identified Program 4.01 to establish a rehabilitation grant or program that assists lower-income homeowners to help 

with needed repairs. 
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Homelessness 

In 2022, Housing First Solano, with the support of the Community Action Partnership (CAP) Solano Joint Powers Authority (JPA), 

conducted a Point-in-Time (PIT) survey of Solano County. This count, conducted in January in communities across the county, assesses 

the size and characteristics of the homeless population. Typically, the PIT survey is conducted in person every two years to estimate both 

the sheltered and unsheltered population. In 2022, the survey counted 17 unsheltered residents and no sheltered residents in Benicia, the 

smallest homeless population counted in incorporated Solano County jurisdictions and accounting for approximately 1.8 percent of the 

unsheltered population in Solano County and 0.1 percent of the total homeless population (unsheltered and sheltered). The homeless 

population in Solano County as a whole has increased from 1,151 persons in 2019 to 1,179 in 2022, though the population peaked at 1,232 

in 2017.  

Of the total homeless population in Solano County in 2022, approximately 78.0 percent were unsheltered, 73.0 percent had been homeless 

for less than a year compared to 6.0 percent that had been homeless or more than three years, and 16.5 percent were chronically homeless, 

meaning they had been homeless for a year or longer or had experienced at least 4 episodes of homelessness, totaling 12 months in the last 

3 years.  

The 2022 PIT surveyed for the following protected characteristics: veteran status, race and ethnicity, disability status, and age. However, 

the 2022 PIT does not report the proportion of the homeless population that identifies as each racial or ethnic group. Therefore, Table 3-

8, Demographic Composition of Homeless Population, 2019, identifies the proportion of each of these protected characteristics from 

the 2019 PIT compared to the proportion of each jurisdiction’s population, to identify whether any protected classes are disproportionately 

represented as part of the homeless population. The percentages for a protected characteristic population in bold are overrepresented in 

the homeless population compared to that jurisdiction’s total population. It is worth noting that, given the small proportion of the 

homeless population that reported sleeping in Benicia, it is unlikely that all protected characteristics are represented in the homeless 

populations of these jurisdictions. However, without data available at the jurisdiction level, it is assumed that the percentages of each 

protected class apply to the local homeless population. 
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TABLE 3-8: DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF HOMELESS POPULATION, 2019 

Protected Characteristic 
Homeless 

Population 
Benicia Dixon Fairfield 

Rio 

Vista 

Suisun 

City 
Vacaville Vallejo 

Uninc. Solano 

County 

Veteran 13.0% 7.7% 8.0% 9.4% 19.4% 11.4% 12.4% 7.8% 10.0% 

Senior 18.0% 19.8% 12.9% 12.2% 48.9% 11.7% 14.0% 15.8% 21.5% 

Disabled 31.0% 11.1% 11.1% 11.6% 26.2% 12.5% 11.8% 12.5% 12.7% 

White 39.0% 65.1% 45.0% 31.5% 74.8% 26.0% 50.5% 24.1% 55.1% 

Black 37.0% 3.2% 1.9% 14.8% 7.6% 20.9% 9.5% 19.7% 5.5% 

American Indian or Alaska Native 3.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 

Asian /Asian Pacific Islander 7.0% 11.4% 5.4% 17.8% 7.5% 20.0% 84.0% 24.2% 5.5% 

Multi-racial or other 14.0% 7.5% 4.8% 6.2% 1.8% 4.9% 6.4% 5.6% 3.3% 

Hispanic/Latinx 16.0% 12.8% 42.4% 29.3% 8.1% 26.8% 24.8% 26.3% 30.2% 

Sources: Housing First Solano PIT, 2019; ABAG Data Packets, 2021; 2015-2019 ACS 

As seen in Table 3-9: Demographic Composition of Homeless Population, 2019, all protected characteristics are overrepresented in 

the majority of Solano County jurisdictions, with individuals with disabilities, American Indian or Alaska Native residents, and residents 

that identify as multi-racial or another race being overrepresented in all Solano County jurisdictions. Approximately 30.0 percent of 

homeless individuals that responded to the survey reported that they believe employment assistance would have prevented homelessness 

for them, approximately 25.0 percent reported alcohol and drug counseling as a prevention tool, 24.0 percent reported rent or mortgage 

assistance, and 21.0 percent reported mental health services. For those that were interested in receiving assistance, 20.0 percent did believe 

they were eligible, 13.0 percent reported that paperwork for assistance was too difficult, and 11.0 percent reported that not having a 

permanent address was a barrier to assistance. 

As stated previously, the homeless population in Benicia is relatively small. There are no established homeless encampments in the city or 

other long-term trends such as sleeping in specific parks or elsewhere However, homelessness is often a cross-jurisdictional issue, as 

represented by individuals reporting sleeping in multiple jurisdictions within the year. Therefore, the City participates in, and offers, several 

homelessness resources and programs that are available regionally and locally, including:  

• Countywide Resources and Services: 
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o Shelter, Inc: A Bay Area nonprofit focused on assisting residents experiencing or at risk of homelessness through wrap-

around services, including assistance in searching for housing, skill building, and more. Shelter, Inc focuses their programs 

on three primary areas: 

▪ Inspiring People - Preventing Homelessness: Through donations, volunteer work, and partnerships with rental 

property managers an downers, Shelter, Inc. to create opportunities for employment and housing. 

▪ Changing Lives – Ending the Cycle of Homelessness: Includes a variety of services including eviction 

prevention through one-time financial assistance for move-in or stay-in costs, interim housing, long-term housing, 

and low-income housing. Shelter, Inc. provides case management, employment assistance, and assistance through 

the housing search process to help individuals and families end their personal challenge with homelessness. 

▪ Ending Homelessness – Providing Affordable Housing: Provides ongoing resources and referrals to help 

reduce the risk of homelessness.  

o Resource Connect Solano: Provides assessment and referral services for individuals and families experiencing or at risk of 

homelessness and to identify the most appropriate response and services need to an individuals’ needs.  

o 211 Solano: A one-stop-shop to connect Solano County residents with services including food, housing, substance abuse 

recovery support, medical and emotional counseling and services, and more.  

o Homeless Outreach Partnership and Engagement (HOPE) Team: Coordinated by the Solano County Behavioral 

Health Services Department to go to homeless encampments to engage with homeless residents and offer mental health 

support. 

o Street Medicine Outreach Team: A branch of the HOPE Team that has a medical team including a medical prescriber, 

clinician, and a specialist for psychiatric intervention and engagement to provide services in homeless encampments. 

o Beck Mental Health Facility: Located in Fairfield but available to all Solano County residents, the County is constructing 

a new mental health residential treatment facility for adults either on jail diversion, homeless, or at risk of becoming 

homeless. 



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 97 

o Fair Haven Commons: Located in Fairfield but available to all Solano County residents, the County is constructing 72 

affordable apartments that will include 44 permanently supportive units for homeless residents and those with mental 

health needs. 

o Sacramento Street Apartments: Located in Vallejo but available to all Solano County residents, the County is 

constructing 75 affordable apartments that will include 23 permanently supportive units for homeless residents and those 

with mental health needs. 

o CAP Solano JPA: Provides oversite and coordination of homeless services and secures and distributes funding to support 

projects to end homelessness. 

o Housing First Solano: Coordinates multi-agency coordination to end homelessness and provides connections to housing, 

jobs, and medical resources for persons experiencing homelessness. 

o Food Bank of Contra Costa and Solano: Distributes perishable and non-perishable foods to residents throughout Contra 

Costa and Solano Counties through partnerships with local foodbanks and service organizations. Programs include the 

College Pantry Program to serve junior and four-year colleges as well as adult education schools, delivery of fresh produce 

and shelf-stable pantry staples to local communities through the Community Produce Program and Community Produce 

Program Plus, drive through distribution centers for local fresh and non-perishable foods, distribution of lunch and after-

school foods to low-income schools through the Farm2Kid Program, provision of healthy foods at elementary through 

high schools where more than half of students receive free or reduced-price lunch, and a mobile food pharmacy for patients 

who have prescription for healthy shelf-stable foods from a medical provider. Physical locations are in Vallejo, Fairfield, Rio 

Vista, and Dixon, with mobile and distribution programs throughout the county. 

• Local Resources and Services: 

o Benicia Community Action Council (CAC): provides information and referrals to link persons and families experiencing 

homelessness, or at risk of homelessness, to available services and resources. The CAC operates, coordinates, or offers a 

variety of services for persons experiencing or at risk of homelessness, including: 

▪ Season of Sharing (SoS): Provides temporary assistance for housing and basic necessities for eligible households 

facing unexpected and emergency circumstances that can result in poverty and homelessness. 
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▪ Employment Program:  Provides mentoring, coaching, on-site job experience, and referrals to better equip clients 

to secure employment and enhance their potential. 

▪ Food Pantry Program: Distributes fresh produce and basic food stables to residents of Benicia, and provides 

emergency food allocations to homeless residents in Benicia. 

▪ Transition to Independence Program (TIP): Provides counseling on mechanisms to secure affordable housing 

(i.e., Section 8) and provides referrals to emergency housing, clean clothing, hygiene supplies, bathing and barber 

services, and more.  

o St. Paul’s Episcopal Church: Provides free community meals to go on Monday and Wednesday evenings. 

To address homelessness throughout the region, Program 3.03 has been included to coordinate with all other Solano County jurisdictions 

to increase the availability of emergency shelters, transitional housing, and homelessness service generally as well as develop targeted 

assistance and outreach for overrepresented populations.  

Displacement Risk 

A combination of factors can result in increased displacement risk, particularly for lower-income households. These factors include those 

listed above, as well as vacancy rates, availability of a variety of housing options, and increasing housing prices compared to wage increases. 

The Urban Displacement Project, a joint research and action initiative of the University of California Berkeley and the University of 

Toronto, analyzes income patterns and housing availability to determine the gentrification displacement risk at the census tract level. Six 

displacement typologies exist in Solano County: 

• Low-Income/Susceptible to Displacement: These tracts are predominantly low- or mixed-income, susceptible to changes if 

housing prices increase. 

• Ongoing Displacement: These tracts were previously low income, before seeing a significant loss of low-income households 

between 2000 and 2018.  

• At Risk of Gentrification: These are low- or mixed-income tracts with housing affordable to lower-income households; however, 

the tract has seen increases in housing costs or rent values at a greater rate than regional increases or resulting in a larger rent gap 

locally than regionally.  
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• Stable Moderate/Mixed Income: These tracts are predominantly occupied by moderate-, mixed-moderate, mixed-high, or high-

income households. 

• At Risk of Becoming Exclusive: These tracts are also predominantly occupied by moderate, mixed, or high-income households, 

with housing affordable to middle- to high-income households but ongoing increases in prices. 

• Stable/Advanced Exclusive: These are high-income tracts with housing only affordable to high-income households, and 

marginal or rapid increases in housing costs. 

According to the Urban Displacement Project, all of Benicia is considered to be either “Stable Moderate/Mixed Income” or “At Risk of 

Becoming Exclusive” Most of the northern area and the area east of East 2nd Street are considered to be stable, while areas along the 

Carquinez Strait and the Southampton neighborhood are considered at risk of becoming exclusive. However, dramatic increases in home 

and rental prices have impacted residents throughout Benicia, though renters are typically disproportionately burdened by housing market 

increases in annual rate increases, compared to homeowners who have fixed-rate mortgages. While the impact of these conditions is 

considered to be uniform citywide, the Urban Displacement Risk estimates that lower-income renters in Rio Vista have a relatively lower 

displacement risk compared to other census tracts in the state (Figure 3-42, Low-Income Renter Displacement Risk).According to the 

Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI), the average home value in Benicia has more than doubled between December 2012 and December 

2021, from $351,000 to $838,000, for an average increase of approximately 15.4 percent annually. Despite this rapid increase, housing 

prices in Benicia have increased at a slower rate than all other incorporated jurisdictions in Solano County, with the exception of the City of 

Rio Vista. However, the median home price in Benicia is still only affordable to above moderate-income households. Rent prices in Benicia 

have increased at a slower rate than home values, but still present a barrier for lower-income households. Between 2014 and 2021, the 

average rent for a two-bedroom unit, for example, increased from $1,600 to $2,195 according to a survey of online rent tracking platforms, 

resulting in an annual average increase of 5.3 percent. The median rent in 2021 was affordable to moderate-income households. 

  



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 100 

FIGURE 3-42: LOW-INCOME RENTER DISPLACEMENT RISK 

 
Source: Urban Displacement Project, 2022 
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While housing costs have increased rapidly, wages have not kept pace. The median income in Benicia has increased approximately 2.1 

percent annually, from $87,018 in 2010 to $103,413 in 2019, according to the ACS. The difference in these trends indicates growing 

unaffordability of housing in Benicia. To address affordability challenges, the City will encourage and incentivize development of affordable 

housing units, particularly in high opportunity areas and will develop a program to connect lower-income residents with affordable housing 

opportunities and will identify funding for financial assistance for first-time homebuyers. (Programs 1.03 and 1.05).  

Displacement risk increases when a household is paying more for housing than their income can support, their housing condition is 

unstable or unsafe, and when the household is overcrowded. Each of these presents barriers to stable housing for the occupants. As 

discussed under Patterns of Integration and Segregation and Overpayment, the rate of poverty in Benicia is relatively low, with only a 

slightly higher rate in the southern portion of the city. However, displacement risk due to overpayment for low-income renter households 

is not significantly higher in any one area of the city. The City has included several programs to increase the supply of affordable housing 

by providing assistance with acquisition, rehabilitation, and construction; providing technical assistance, streamlining, and other incentives; 

and working with affordable housing providers to preserve units (see Table 3-11, Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing Issues). 

Other Relevant Factors 

In addition to the indicators analyzed above, there are several other factors that can influence housing mobility and access to opportunity in 

a jurisdiction. For example, development patterns may have resulted in neighborhoods that are largely, or exclusively, consist of single-

family homes. Given current market trends, these neighborhoods would likely be inaccessible to lower-income households.  Other factors 

may include mortgage lending patterns, public and private investment, and historic policies. Other factors that are considered relevant vary 

between jurisdictions and are described at the local level below. 

Influence of an Industrial History 

The history of Benicia begins with settlement by native peoples thousands of years before the city was founded. It was not until the early to 

mid-1800s that early Mexican and American settlement altered the landscape and began the foundations of the city that exists today. By the 

1880s, the Central Pacific Railroad and ferry connection to San Francisco changed the future of Benicia. Industrial uses, and including 

associated employment opportunities, shaped development in Benicia. By 1886, the city’s population had grown by 30 percent, spurring the 

demand for a commercial and shopping district. The beginnings of Downtown emerged along First Street, between D and I Streets, with a 

busy commercial district and a variety of shops, hotels, and services. Industrial uses remained primarily along the shoreline west of First 

Street, including several heavy industrial businesses such as Pacific Cement Works, Benicia Flouring Mills, Benicia Tannery, and the 

Matthew Turner shipyard.  
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During the industrial boom, affluent neighborhoods emerged along the 200 block of West G Street and 700 block of West Third Street, 

while a smaller residential enclave was constructed near industrial uses, likely for worker housing. During the late 19th century, most 

residential development expanded east and west of First Street north of H Street. New construction typically occurred through infill 

development rather than construction of an entire block of homes at once, resulting in integration of a variety of housing types that were 

popular across the decades. However, some larger employers provided residences for workers closer their facilities along the waterfront.  

In 1906, an earthquake in the Bay Area damaged much of Benicia as well, with the worst of it along the waterfront where businesses and 

industrial facilities of the time were built on pilings in the mud or over marshland. Several waterfront facilities and buildings were damaged 

or entirely destroyed. This damage, paired with an increase in industrial activity in other Bay Area cities, resulted in a modest decline of 

industrial uses in Benicia. In 1918, the Matthew Turner shipyard relocated to Alameda, and tanneries and canneries faced challenges of 

competition and overfishing, many of which closing or relocating by the late 1930s.  

World War II revitalized Benicia with the expansion of the Benicia Arsenal. While only a relatively short increase in employment and 

population, this period had a significant impact on housing in Benicia. To meet the housing need spurred by workers coming to work at 

the Arsenal, the Benicia Housing Authority received federal funding to construct hundreds of housing units, though many units were 

considered temporary solutions. This included a 50-home government housing project and dormitories for workers of the Arsenal. 

Another cluster of World Water II-era public housing was on the northwest corner of Military East and East Seventh Street. In addition to 

temporary public housing, permanent housing was constructed near the Arsenal and in northern Benicia (The Highlands and West Manor). 

Civic improvements to schools, public buildings, and recreational facilities, and new historic preservation efforts, in the 1950s were aimed 

at revitalizing Benicia neighborhoods after the post-war decline in employment. By this time, industrial uses were largely isolated to the 

Arsenal site and to the east along the shoreline. In the early 1960s, the Martinez-Benicia ferry was replaced by the construction of the 

George Miller Jr. Memorial Bridge and subsequent I-680 connection, and the Arsenal closed, presenting an opportunity for the city to 

purchase the land and structures and redevelop it as an industrial park that would go on to support Benicia’s economy. In 1964 the Benicia 

Industrial Park opened on the previous Arsenal site and many structures on the site were converted for public use. During this time of 

change in southern Benicia, suburbanization was surging through areas north of Downtown, skewing the industrial-residential balance in 

Benicia toward residential for the first time in the city’s history. 

Since the 1960s, development has continued to move toward a separation of industrial and residential uses. Industrial uses are now 

contained within the Benicia Industrial Park, and sites that were historically industrial that are not located within the Park have been 

rezoned to match surrounding residential uses. 
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Land Use and Zoning Patterns 

The Othering & Belonging Institute, a University of California Berkeley research center, published a report in 2020 analyzing the 

characteristics of communities in the Bay Area in relation to the degree of single-family zoning.4 The research findings identified that in 

Solano County, and across the Bay Area regionally, jurisdictions with high levels of single-family zoning see greater access to resources 

resulting in positive life outcomes. This comparison is significant even when considering that the Bay Area region is generally wealthy and 

expensive. Predominance of single-family zoning aligned with higher median incomes, home values, proficient schools, and other factors 

that are similarly associated with the highest-resource designation in the TCAC/HCD opportunity maps. Single-family zoning 

predominates residential areas in the Bay Area, with the average proportion of residential land zoned only for single-family in Bay Area 

jurisdictions at approximately 85.0 percent. Benicia was one of only two jurisdictions, with Suisun City being the other, where single-family 

only zoning made up less than 40.0 percent of the city’s land area.  

Analysis identified Benicia as having less than 80.0 percent of land area designated to exclusively single-family zoning, categorizing it as a 

“low” level of single-family zoning relative to Bay Area jurisdictions. However, single-family housing units make up approximately 73.4 

percent or 8,332 of the City’s 11,357 housing units, indicating that, while the majority of Benicia’s land mass is not dedicated to single-

family housing, the majority of its housing stock is. Conversely, multifamily units (2 or more units) make up approximately 24.6 percent of 

Benicia’s housing units. While single-family zoning can create highly desirable places to live, higher entry costs associated with this housing 

type can pose a barrier to access for lower- and moderate-income households, restricting access to economic, educational, and other 

opportunities that are available in higher-resource communities. To support and expand access to affordable housing in high opportunity 

areas, the City will adopt Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08. 

Investment Patterns 

Public and private investment typically includes construction, maintenance, and improvements to public facilities, including infrastructure, 

acquisition of land, and major equipment. Historically, investment in Benicia has been prioritized based on need and available funding, 

which has prevented disinvestment in any particular area of the city. However, any infrastructure or facilities needing improvement are 

identified for investment in the City’s 5-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP is funded from a variety of sources that can each be 

used for specific purposes. These funds are allocated to improve roadways and other transportation infrastructure, expand waste facilities, 

and expand service capacity, amongst other projects. Projects identified for public investment are considered based on the following 

factors: 

 
4 Menendian, Stephen, Samir Gambhir, Karina French, and Arthur Gailes, “Single-Family Zoning in the San Francisco Bay Area,” Othering & Belonging Institute, 
University of California, Berkeley, October 2020. https://belonging.berkeley.edu/single-family-zoning-san-francisco-bay-area. 

https://belonging.berkeley.edu/single-family-zoning-san-francisco-bay-area
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• Support for neighborhoods with the highest need • Consistency with adopted master plans 

• Consistency with other formal long-range plans • State, federal, or other legal mandates 

• Recommendations of City Councils and/or Commissions • Potential impacts on operating budgets 

• Input from residents and business owners • Benefits to communities 

• Consistency with General Plans • Mitigation of health or safety issues 

• Consistency with local Consolidated Plans for federal funds 
like Community Development Block Grants 

 

Priority is based on projects that will result in the greatest community benefit, mitigate existing issues, and address public demand and 

need, therefore ensuring that projects occur throughout the city. Recent target areas for investment include, but are not limited to: 

• The Citywide Street Resurfacing Program: Consists of grinding and overlaying, rubber cape sealing, and micro-surfacing streets 

throughout the city. The program will maximize the available funding and strive to improve pavement condition. 

• The Library Basement Completion Project: A top priority for the Board of Library and library staff. The project consists of 

completing approximately 8,000 square feet of unfinished library space in the basement by installing interior walls, a drop ceiling, 

flooring, electrical work, heating/cooling, computer cables, conference rooms, a literacy center, book storage, and a Friends of the 

Benicia Library book sale area. 

• The Community Center-Play Yard Project: Consists of replacing the play yard for the Tiny Tots Preschool. 

• The James Lemos Swim Center – Boiler Replacement Project: Consists of replacing the boilers at the swimming pool. 

• The Fitzgerald Field Bleachers Project: Consists of removing and replacing the existing bleachers and restrooms. New 

bleachers and restrooms will be installed to meet current accessibility requirements. 

• The Library Exterior Improvement Project: Consists of exterior improvements to the library. New paint to the exterior walls 

was done in Fiscal Year 2017/18 and a new roof was installed in Fiscal Year 2019/20. 
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• The Gazebo Replacement Project: Consists of replacing the gazebo in City Park on First Street and providing accessibility 

upgrades. 

These project areas, among others, improve connections between neighborhoods, availability of and accessibility to community resources 

and facilities, and more. Benicia will continue public investment throughout their jurisdictions, and will encourage the same from private 

investment, so all residents have access to improved transportation, safer streets, additional recreational amenities, and other outcomes of 

public and private investment. 

Mortgage Loan Denial Rates 

Data related to home loan applications are made available annually through the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau Home Mortgage 

Disclosure Act (HMDA). It is important to note, however, that this data does not reflect all lenders, particularly local financial institutions, 

and does not provide a comparison of applicants based on qualifications, such as income and credit, to determine whether there are factors 

other than racial or ethnic identity that may have influenced the success rate of securing a mortgage loan. Additionally, the Consumer 

Financial Protection Bureau provides mortgage data specific to census tracts as opposed to jurisdiction boundaries, so data for Benicia 

includes portions of unincorporated Solano County in tracts that expand beyond city limits, most notably the tract that includes everything 

east of E. 2nd Street and extends northeast beyond city limits toward Grizzly Bay. 

In 2020, White applicants accounted for 34.5 percent of all mortgage loan applications for home purchase and 52.5 percent of all originated 

loans in Benicia. While Hispanic and Latinx residents make up 12.8 percent of Benicia’s ethnic composition, Hispanic and Latinx 

applicants made up only 1.3 percent of loan applications and 2.0 percent of originated loans. Black residents represented 3.2 percent of 

Benicia’s racial composition; however, Black applicants made up approximately 1.3 percent of total loan applications and 2.0 percent of all 

originated loans. While Asian residents represented 11.4 percent of Benicia’s racial composition, Asian applicants made up 6.5 percent of 

loan applicants and 10.0 percent of originated loans. Other applicants (e.g., American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, or other 

Pacific Islander, two or more race, and other) represented less than 1.0 percent of both loan applications and originated loans. The City 

hopes to address some of these disproportionalities, particularly for Latinx residents, by implementing targeted and multilingual outreach 

strategies and programs described in Program 5.01 and removing barriers to homeownership identified in the fair housing assessment 

public outreach process. 

In 2020, applicants from Benicia applied for three types of loans for home purchase: conventional, Federal Housing Administration (FHA), 

and Veterans Administration (VA). Denial rates, shown in Table 3-9, Mortgage Loan Denial Rates, Benicia indicate that Asian 

residents were denied conventional and FHA loans at a higher rate than other racial and ethnic groups.  
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TABLE 3-9: MORTGAGE LOAN DENIAL RATES, BENICIA 

Loan Type White Latinx Black Asian 
Native American 

or Pacific Islander 

American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native 

Two or More 
Minority Races 

Total 

Conventional 

Total Applications 257 11 11 52 0 2 1 334 

Denial Rate 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 5.7% 

Federal Housing Administration  

Total Applications 7 1 2 3 0 0 0 13 

Denial Rate 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 

Veterans Administration  

Total Applications 19 0 3 2 0 0 0 24 

Denial Rate 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council's (FFIEC), Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HDMA), 2020 

The low participation rate by residents of color and barriers to building capital necessary to pursue homeownership may be a result of both 

past policies, such as racially restrictive covenants, that prevented particular communities of color from building generational wealth, 

current inequities like occupational segregation, and existing barriers like language access and documentation requirements. Actions 

described in Programs 1.03 and 5.01, including targeted and multilingual homebuyer education and outreach strategies and financial 

empowerment services, are just some of the ways the City hopes to address these disparities. The City will also work with legal service 

providers to ensure all residents have access to legal counseling and representation in cases of discriminatory lending practices and other 

fair housing issues (Program 5.01).  
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Enforcement and Outreach Capacity 

Compliance with Fair Housing Laws 

In addition to assessing demographic characteristics as indicators of fair housing, jurisdictions must identify how they currently comply 

with fair housing laws or identify programs to become in compliance. The City of Benicia enforces fair housing and complies with fair 

housing laws and regulations through a twofold process: review of local policies and codes for compliance with state law, and referral of 

fair housing complaints to appropriate agencies. The following identifies how the City complies with fair housing laws. 

• Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section 65915). The City allows up to a 50.0 percent increase in project density 

depending on the proportion of units that are dedicated as affordable, and up to 80.0 percent for projects that are completely 

affordable.  

• No-Net-Loss (Government Code Section 65863). The City has identified a surplus of sites available to meet the RHNA 

allocation. In total, the City’s surplus unit capacity is 1,381, composed of 408 lower-income units, 499 moderate-income units, and 

474 above moderate-income units.  

• Housing Accountability Act (HAA) (Government Code, Section 65589.5). The City does not condition the approval of 

housing development projects for very low-, low-, or moderate-income households or emergency shelters unless specified written 

findings are made. Further, the City allows emergency shelters by-right in the RM, CO, CG, MU-I, and MU-L zoning districts. 

• Senate Bill 35 (Government Code Section 65913.4). The City has adopted a procedure to use a streamlined, ministerial review 

process, including objective development and design standards, for qualifying projects and has information regarding this 

procedure on the City’s website. 

• Senate Bill 330 (Government Code Section 65589.5). The City has adopted a procedure to process preliminary application for 

housing development projects, conduct no more than five hearings for housing projects that comply with objective General Plan 

and development standards, and make a streamlined determination of compliance with development standards. Information 

regarding this procedure is available on the City’s website. 

• California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) and Federal Fair Housing Act. The City provides protections to 

residents through referrals to legal assistance organizations, such as Legal Services of Northern California (LSNC) and has included 

Program 5.01 to provide biannual training to landlords on fair housing rights and responsibilities with the intent of reducing, or 

eliminating, discrimination. 
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• Review Processes (Government Code Section 65008). The City reviews affordable development projects in the same manner as 

market-rate developments, except in cases where affordable housing projects are eligible for preferential treatment, including, but 

not limited to, on sites subject to Assembly Bill (AB) 1397. 

• Assembly Bill 686 (Government Code Section 8899.50): The City has completed this Assessment of Fair Housing and identified 

programs to address identified fair housing issues in Table 3-11, Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing Issues. 

• Equal Access (Government Code Section 11135 et seq.). The City has included Program 5.01 to provide translation services 

for public meetings and materials and currently offers accessibility accommodations to ensure equal access to all programs and 

activities operated, administered, or funded with financial assistance from the state, regardless of membership or perceived 

membership in a protected class.  

Fair Housing Outreach 

In addition to assessing fair housing issues related to development standards, fair housing issues can include disproportionate loan rates by 

race, housing design that is a barrier to individuals with a disability, discrimination against race, national origin, familial status, disability, 

religion, or sex when renting or selling a housing unit, and more. The City of Benicia ensures dissemination of fair housing information and 

available services through the City’s website and has identified programs to improve equal access to all governmental programs and 

activities. The City will continue to make fair housing information available, updating annually or as needed, on their website and through 

annual distribution of printed materials at government buildings and community meetings. In 2021, the City began to outline an approach 

to the Housing Element that was informed by equity and inclusive of the community. This work included coordination with the City’s 

Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) Manager, Dr. Maliika Chambers. The City of Benicia is unique in Solano County and one of only a 

handful of jurisdictions in the Bay Area to employ a DEI manager as part of City staff. The City has also formed a standing committee, the 

Committee United for Racial Equity (CURE), which is actively evaluating an equity assessment and is working to create a platform that 

values a diverse community where all individuals are treated equally. The CURE committee has been informed about the Housing Element, 

with an emphasis on this Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) analysis and programs and policies. CURE committee members 

are encouraged to share information with the organizations and people that they represent and to encourage participation in the public 

process. CURE committee members were invited to provide comment, suggestions, and feedback on the draft Housing Element. 

Benicia residents are served by two local fair housing organizations to help enforce fair housing laws, in addition to the California 

Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) and HUD FHEO: Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), and 

LSNC. While FHANC is contracted by the cities of Fairfield and Vallejo for direct services, Benicia residents can also contact the 

organization if they believe they are experiencing discrimination. FHANC offers fair housing counseling services, complaint investigation, 
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and assistance in filing housing discrimination complaints to homeowners and renters, with resources available at no charge in English, 

Spanish, and Vietnamese.  Between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2021, FHANC provided counseling or education to 2,930 tenants, 

homeowners, homebuyers, housing providers, children, social service providers, and advocates across Marin, Sonoma, and Solano 

Counties. Of the fair housing clients assisted by FHANC, 94.0 percent of clients were extremely low-, very low-, or low-income. In 

addition, 27.0 percent were Latinx, 13.0 percent of whom spoke no English, and 20.0 percent were Black or African American. LSNC 

provides free legal services and assistance to qualifying clients with cases involving tenants’ rights, evictions and lock outs, foreclosures, 

quality of housing, mobile homes, mitigation of homelessness, termination of utilities, unsafe housing, and loss of shelter because of natural 

disasters. As part of regional outreach efforts, consultations were conducted with FHANC and LSNC for feedback both regionally and 

locally for each jurisdiction.  

In December 2021, LSNC reported that they had received 450 discrimination cases in 2021 from residents of Solano County. The 

organization identified the most common issue as disability discrimination, most frequently due to failure to make reasonable 

accommodations, followed by gender-based discrimination, usually resulting from unfair treatment of victims of domestic violence, such as 

terminating the lease of the entire family for a domestic violence disturbance. LSNC identifies gender-based discrimination as the most 

common complaint they receive from residents of Vacaville and habitability issues as a greater issue among non-English speakers in 

Fairfield than White, English-speaking residents. The primary concerns related to barriers to fair housing the LSNC reported include a 

substantial lack of affordable housing, resulting in a myriad of other issues, including substandard units being the only affordable options 

remaining and absentee landlords due to low vacancy rates so little concern about having a tenant regardless of conditions. LSNC reported 

that the increase in real estate investors in Solano County has further depleted the limited affordable, substandard stock as properties are 

remodeled and sold at higher prices. As a result of these concerns and issues, LSNC expressed a need of mechanisms to promote 

homeownership, reduce property turnover, and support tenants of units that are cited for negative conditions, such as requiring the owner 

to cover relocation costs. Overall, LSNC identified a need for stronger tenant protections throughout the region, better response to 

discrimination complaints through contracted service providers, a need for inclusionary housing ordinances, and other mechanisms to 

support affordable development. 

In January 2022, FHANC provided extensive feedback on fair housing issues and needs in Solano County, particularly in Vallejo and 

Fairfield where the organization is contracted to provide services. Through testing and audits of housing providers, FHANC has identified 

a great need for more coordinated and extensive education and enforcement related to fair housing laws. For example, in 2021, FHANC 

tested housing providers to determine whether disability discrimination was an issue and found that approximately half of landlords did not 

allow exceptions for service animals. Further, FHANC reiterated what LSNC had reported, that the most common discrimination 

complaints are regarding denials of reasonable accommodations requests. Through testing, FHANC found that landlords and housing 

providers of fewer units discriminated at a higher rate, identifying a lack of understanding of laws as the most likely cause. The number of 

new laws related to fair housing has resulted in an increased need for education for both tenants and housing providers on requirements as 
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well as resources available to them. FHANC expressed a need for coordinated resource management in Solano County so residents can 

easily access resources and know where to go to find services. The primary actions that FHANC recommended jurisdictions take to 

affirmatively further fair housing include contracting a fair housing organization to provide direct services to residents and adoption of 

tenant protections, such as a just-cause ordinance, and protections for residents with criminal backgrounds, such as an ordinance ensuring a 

fair chance to access housing. FHANC emphasized the importance of having fair housing service providers that are separate from the local 

housing authority, as the housing authority is also a housing provider, which may present a barrier to tenants who feel discriminated 

against. For example, in 2021, FHANC negotiated a settlement against the Suisun City Housing Authority on behalf of a client, as a result 

of disability discrimination. 

In addition to general feedback, FHANC also shared the results of their 2019-2020 and 2021 audits of discrimination in rental units in 

Marin, Sonoma, and Solano Counties, as well as information on lawsuits they jointly filed with other fair housing organizations against 

banks for the maintenance and marketing of foreclosed properties. For their 2019-2020 audit, FHANC investigated 63 rental properties, 

through 139 individual tests, for discrimination against national origin and source of income. Forty-five tests were conducted on rental 

properties in Marin County, 29 in Solano County, and 45 in Sonoma County, testing the extent to which Latinx and HCV holders were 

discriminated against. FHANC found that approximately 82.5 percent of all housing providers tested discriminated on the basis of national 

origin and/or source of income. In Solano County, 81.0 percent of housing providers tested discriminated against one or both protected 

classes: 52.4 percent discriminated based on source of income, 19.0 percent on the basis of national origin, and 9.5 percent on both 

national origin and source of income. The remaining 19.0 percent of housing providers did not show discrimination against either 

protected class. The results of these tests indicate a need for education of landlords on source of income discrimination and requirements 

to accept Section 8 vouchers, as well as providing information on the benefits of participating in the voucher program, such as dependable 

payments from the public housing authority and regular inspections to check on the condition of the units. 

In the May 2021 Audit Report, FHANC reported on discrimination on the basis of disability in the tri-county region, based on testing of 

111 rental properties: 32 in Marin County, 39 in Solano County, and 40 in Sonoma County. Solano County properties were in Fairfield, 

Vallejo, Vacaville, Benicia, and Suisun City. These tests were based on housing providers allowing emotional support animals and/or 

service animals at properties listed as prohibiting or limiting animals. Approximately 30.7 percent of housing providers in Solano County 

showed clear evidence of discrimination, 15.4 percent showed some or potential evidence of discrimination, and 53.8 percent showed no 

evidence of discrimination. The rate of discrimination in Solano County was the lowest in the tri-county region, with 59.4 percent of 

housing providers in Marin County and 60.0 percent in Sonoma County showing total discrimination. Across all tested properties, FHANC 

found that discrimination rates were higher among properties with fewer than 11 units, indicating a need for increased education for these 

housing providers.  
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In addition to the audit reports, FHANC shared press releases from 2016, 2017, and 2018 that reported on lawsuits filed by FHANC and 

other fair housing organizations against Fannie Mae, Bank of America, Deutsche Bank, Ocwen Financial, and Altisource companies, 

alleging racial discrimination based on how banks maintain and market foreclosed properties. In each case, the fair housing organizations 

compiled data from multiple metropolitan areas throughout the nation, including the Vallejo-Fairfield MSA, that clearly indicated that 

bank-held properties in neighborhoods of color were consistently neglected and poorly maintained compared to those in White 

neighborhoods. In the Fannie Mae lawsuit of 2016, 68 properties in the Vallejo-Fairfield MSA were investigated: 1 in a predominantly 

Hispanic community, 48 in predominantly non-White communities, and 19 in predominantly White communities. Approximately 47.0 

percent of foreclosed properties in White communities in the Vallejo-Fairfield MSA had fewer than 5 maintenance or marketing 

deficiencies, compared to 35.0 percent of properties in communities of color. Further, 12.0 percent of foreclosed properties in 

communities of color had 10 or more deficiencies, while no properties in White communities had this extent of deficiencies. Similar 

findings were reported throughout the Bay Area and across the nation in the case against Fannie Mae, as well as the banks. While the 

findings reported are a national issue, the impacts are seen in Solano County and the greater Bay Area region, presenting fair housing issues 

for local communities of color. FHANC expressed that the City may help reduce impacts, and in turn affirmatively further fair housing, 

through strict code enforcement of Fannie Mae properties, and other foreclosed homes, to ensure they are properly maintained and do not 

negatively impact the neighborhood they are located in. 

Throughout the region, local organizations and service providers identified a need for stronger enforcement of code violations related to 

substandard housing conditions and better communication of available resources for a range of programs. For example, the Agency for 

Aging expressed a need for better marketing of Solano Mobility program that helps connect seniors to necessary services. Urban Habitat 

and Habitat for Humanity both identified coordination and partnerships between jurisdiction and non-profit staff as an opportunity to 

reduce barriers to housing through shared resources and outreach capacity. There are a range of services and programs available 

throughout the county and in individual jurisdictions; however, service providers and fair housing advocates expressed that they often hear 

from residents who are unaware of these opportunities. Improved outreach and communication efforts will help connect residents with 

appropriate services and programs, which may aid them in remaining in their home or identifying new opportunities. The City has 

identified specific programs in Table 3-11, Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing Issues, to address concerns regarding enforcement 

and outreach. 

Discrimination Cases 

In their 2020 Annual Report, DFEH reported that they received 8 housing complaints from residents of Solano County, approximately 0.9 

percent of the total number of housing cases in the state that year (880). As part of the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP), DFEH 

also dual-files fair housing cases with HUD’s Region IX FHEO, which are reported by the origin of the issue.  
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HUD FHEO reported that just three cases were filed by residents of the City of Benicia between January 2013 and April 2021. Of these, 

two were made against a public entity (i.e., public housing authority, city); one of the two resulted in a no-cause determination and the 

other was closed after a successful settlement. The third case was also closed for no-cause determination. The single case that had cause 

and was settled was based on discrimination against a disability. In addition to these cases, there were 13 fair housing inquiries made by 

Benicia residents. Four of these were inquiries against public entities, though none were pursued by the claimant. Of all 13 inquiries, 7 

claimants failed to respond to HUD’s follow-up, 5 in findings of no basis or issue, and 1 inquiry was not made in a timely manner. While 

there were few cases filed with HUD during this time period, it is important to note that there may be residents experiencing discrimination 

that do not file a case or are unaware of their rights. Therefore, the City has identified Program 5.01 to ensure residents and housing 

providers are aware of fair housing laws, rights, and requirements as well as resources available to residents should they experience 

discrimination. Further, the City will work with local and regional fair housing providers to facilitate a training for housing providers to 

prevent discriminatory actions and behaviors. 

SITES INVENTORY ANALYSIS 

The location of housing in relation to resources and opportunities is integral to addressing disparities in housing needs and opportunity and 

to fostering inclusive communities where all residents have access to opportunity. This is particularly important for lower-income 

households. Government Code Section 65583(c)(10)(A) added a new requirement for housing elements to analyze the location of lower-

income sites in relation to areas of high opportunity. As discussed throughout this Assessment of Fair Housing, TCAC and HCD have 

designated almost all of Benicia as moderate resource, with a small sliver of low resource on the far west edge of the city southwest of 

Columbus Parkway. This land, which contains no existing residential units and one mixed-income site in the Sites Inventory within 

Benicia’s city limit, is lumped into a larger census tract that is largely within the adjacent City of Vallejo, which is a predominantly low 

resource city.5 Therefore, it is likely that the data displayed for that area is skewed towards the Vallejo demographics. Overall, Benicia is a 

moderate resource community, but access to opportunity varies slightly throughout the community, as identified in this assessment of fair 

housing. 

 
5 The one mixed-income site in the Sites Inventory in this census tract is across the street from a large new single-family development under construction in 
Vallejo and it is adjacent to existing services and trails and open space. This site will be incorporated into the built environment, regardless of jurisdictional 
boundaries.   
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To confirm whether the sites identified in the Housing Element inventory will affirmatively further fair housing, the City examined the 

TCAC/HCD opportunity area map as well as specific geographic patterns of resources. As the vast majority of the City of Benicia has 

been designated as a moderate resource area by TCAC and HCD, the City primarily relied on other indicators to determine whether the 

sites inventory affirmatively furthers fair housing. 

Table 3-10 presents the RHNA capacity by census tracts in the City, and the existing conditions of each tract as they relate to indicators of 

fair housing. As shown, no sites have been identified in tracts 2506.05, 2521.07 and 2521.04. Tract 2506.05 is almost entirely made up of 

land area located in the City of Vallejo, the small portion of the tract that is located in Benicia is along the northwestern border, adjacent to 

Benicia State Park and zoned for open space and is therefore not suitable for residential development. Tract 2521.04 includes those areas 

north and west of Rose Drive in neighborhoods that are already built out and surrounded by open space. Tract 2521.07 is north of I-78 

and south of Panorama Drive in a built-out hillside residential area with only a few vacant infill lots remaining. The remaining tracts, which 

do include viable and available land for residential development, have units identified at a mix of affordability levels.  

The largest proportion of the RHNA unit capacity, across all income categories, has been identified in tract 2521.02, east of E 2nd Street. 

While this tract includes industrial uses in the northern portion, all residential capacity has been identified in existing residential areas in the 

Hillcrest neighborhood and other neighborhoods to the south. With the exception of units in the unincorporated area outside of city limits 

but within the tract, all residential units within this tract are located in Hillcrest and neighborhoods to the south. Therefore, the addition of 

72.5 percent of lower-income units, 47.4 percent of moderate-income units, and  44.8 percent of above moderate-income units will be 

incorporated into existing neighborhoods with infrastructure and amenities. This tract has a current median income ranging from $76,477 

to $89,485, making it a lower- to moderate-income area in Benicia. However, it also has the highest jobs proximity index score of any area 

in Benicia, likely due to its proximity to the Industrial Park and commercial uses near the shoreline. The inclusion of lower-income units 

here will help to reduce existing overpayment rates, which are moderate compared to elsewhere in the city, therefore reducing displacement 

risk, and the inclusion of moderate- and above moderate-income units will aid in creating a more mixed-income neighborhood to reduce to 

combat a potential concentration of lower- and moderate-income households that may otherwise occur with the development of affordable 

housing in this area. 

A second concentration of lower-income unit capacity is in tract 2505.02 in a mixed-income project adjacent to the city limit line. The land 

this tract encompasses is almost entirely within the City of Vallejo, with the only portion within the City of Benicia being in existing open 

space and the site identified in the inventory. As such, the characteristics identified likely reflect those of Vallejo residents rather than 

neighboring Benicia neighborhoods. Approximately 8.3 percent of the total lower-income unit capacity has been located on a site, mixed 

with 3.4 percent of the moderate-income capacity, and 3.1 percent of the above moderate-income capacity. This block group that this site 

is located in, within the larger tract, has a median income in the moderate-income category, a high proportion of the population that 

identifies as non-White, and a low resource designation. However, this designation likely reflects the access to resources in the residential 
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neighborhoods of Vallejo within this tract. The site is adjacent to the Rose Center shopping center and less than half a mile from the 

Parkway Plaza shopping mall, which offer a variety of job opportunities, a pharmacy, grocery store, and restaurants, as well as being within 

walking distance of the Columbus Parkway and Rose Drive bus stop. This site is also located near the Bay Ridge Apartments and single-

family neighborhoods in tract 2521.04, ensuring integration of this mixed-income site into existing Benicia neighborhoods.  

Tract 2521.05 has one of the highest median incomes and the lowest percentage of low- to moderate-income households of tracts that 

include RHNA capacity. The unit capacity is very low and generally supports moderate and above moderate-income development based on 

zoning and the size of available lots.  Tract 2521.05 has high median income, a low poverty rate, a small proportion of the population that 

identifies as non-White, and one of the best CalEnviroScreen scores in the city, but is designated as a RCAA by HCD, as discussed 

previously in this assessment. This neighborhood was largely built out in the 1970s to 1990s with little to no remaining land to support the 

size of project that is typically needed to make an affordable development feasible. As such, no lower-income units have been identified in 

this area. However, to combat the existing RCAA conditions, the City has included the City will implement Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 

2.01, and 3.08 continue to support construction of high-density housing in areas with better access to opportunities and to encourage 

construction of ADUs in higher income areas to facilitate income integration and economic mobility for lower-income residents. 

With the exception of tract 2521.05 and 2521.06, all tracts with identified capacity to meet the RHNA include lower-, moderate-, and above 

moderate-income units. This will facilitate and encourage mixed-income development, combat patterns of income segregation, and will 

provide housing mobility opportunities for a range of households. As shown in Table 3-10, and described previously, approximately 55.7-

percent of the total unit capacity to meet the RHNA has been identified in tract 2521.02. These units are projected on approximately 20.0 

percent of the total sites in the inventory. However, while there is a concentration of units in tract 2521.02, it is not a concentration of sites. 

Over one-third of the individual sites in the inventory, regardless of unit capacity, have been identified in tract 2520. This is because, while 

there are more individual sites in tract 2520, they are typically smaller infill lots that can support fewer units, compared to fewer, larger lots 

located in tract 2521.02 that can support more units. This distribution of sites has been identified based on available land that is suitably 

zoned for residential development. Table 3-10 presents how the distribution of sites by income will help to combat existing fair housing 

issues in Benicia through facilitation of mixed-income communities and providing opportunities for additional housing opportunities in 

higher resource areas and areas, in combination with programs identified in Chapter 2. 

Figures 3-43 through 3-49 compare the total RHNA capacity to citywide indicators of fair housing for a comprehensive comparison of 

how the sites inventory will influence existing patterns. 
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TABLE 3-10: DISTRIBUTION OF RHNA CAPACITY BY CENSUS TRACT 

Census 
Tract 

Existing 
House-
holds 

Existing 
House-
holds % 

RHNA Capacity 
AFFH Indicators 

Patterns of Integration and Segregation Access to Opportunity Displacement Risk 

Lower 
% 

Lower 
Mod. 

% 
Mod. 

Above 
Mod. 

% 
Above 
Mod. 

Median Income 
Poverty 

Rate 

Low- / 
Moderate- 

Income 
Population 

Non-White 
Population 

Disability 
Rate 

RCAA 
Status 

Resource 
Designation 

Jobs 
Prox-
imity 
Index 

CalEnviroScreen 
Score 

Overc
rowdi

ng 

Renter 
Overp
aymen
t Rate 

Home
owner 
Overp
aymen
t Rate 

2505.02* 1,130 8.3% 50 8.3% 16 3.4% 17 3.1% $93,462  8.3% 37.40% 71.8% 11.1% No Low 5 41-50 2.5% 47.6% 46.3% 

2506.05* 1,389 10.2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% $78,906 - $92,813 5.9% 8.90% 77.5% - 80.7% 6.9% No Low 6 - 7 31-40 3.5% 33.6% 35.9% 

2520 2,047 15.1% 88 14.7% 26 5.5% 62 11.2% $63,947 - $104,667 10.2% 34.50% 22.7% - 31.8% 15.4% No Moderate 15 - 37 31-40 0.0% 48.5% 33.5% 

2521.02* 1,509 11.1% 435 72.5 224 47.4% 248 44.9% $76,477 - $89,485 9.4% 34.20% 35.3% - 41.4% 14.4% No Moderate 98 - 99 41-50 1.7% 48.4% 32.8% 

2521.04 1,783 13.1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% $101,083 - $174,306 5.4% 14.00% 40.8% - 55.7% 7.5% No Moderate 8 - 79 21-30 0.9% 58.6% 33.0% 

2521.05 1,257 9.3% 0 0% 13 2.8% 15 2.7% $89,764 - $132,946 2.7% 14.30% 37.1% - 41.6% 8.6% Yes Moderate 7 - 8 11-20 0.0% 29.3% 30.3% 

2521.06 1,726 12.7% 0 0% 165 34.9% 165 29.8% $71,276 - $134,702 8.8% 23.20% 33.0% - 51.7% 11.9% No Moderate 9 - 19 11-20 1.9% 56.5% 30.9% 

2521.07 1,461 10.8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% $101,793 - $113,977 6.2% 14.90% 31.1% - 40.4% 11.7% No Moderate 20 - 27 11-20 0.0% 54.7% 29.7% 

2521.08 1,289 9.5% 27 4.5% 29 6.1% 46 8.3% $75,438 - $108,056 5.4% 20.10% 37.2% - 38.7% 8.6% No Moderate 18 - 27 21-30 0.5% 52.9% 37.4% 

Sources: 2015-2019 ACS; Esri, 2018; TCAC/HCD 2021; HUD, 2020; OEHHA, 2021; CHHS, 2022 

*Most of the land within these tracts is located outside of the City of Benicia; therefore, the characteristics of the population within each of these tracts does not represent the Benicia population exclusively. Tracts 2505.02 and 2506.05 are primarily in the City of Vallejo and tract 2521.02 is located primarily in 

unincorporated Solano County.  
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Potential Effect on Patterns of Integration and Segregation 

The sites identified to accommodate the lower-income housing need are generally located along Southampton Road or south of I-780, with 

the exception of one site on Columbus Parkway on the far western edge of the city. As discussed in the analysis of displacement risk, these 

sites are close to amenities, schools, and transit and in the most walkable areas of the community. These sites are well-dispersed from east 

to west across the city, but they largely avoid the Southampton neighborhood because that area has steep hillside topography, which is not 

cost-effective for multifamily development, as demonstrated in the low-density residential character of the neighborhood, and the 

remaining vacant land is deed-restricted open space. The Southampton neighborhood also has minimal access to transit and services. High-

density development is the most likely to result in deed-restricted affordable housing, a housing type that is needed in Benicia.  Proximity to 

Southampton Road and areas south of I-780 provide the opportunity for residents to have reduced transportation costs associated with 

access to employment centers and daily amenities. 

Income 

While the area south of I-780 is considered a moderate-resource area in Benicia by TCAC and HCD, it has more renter overpayment than 

the rest of the city. The sites identified in this area for housing will facilitate construction of new lower-income units to increase housing 

mobility opportunities that may alleviate pressure on the existing housing stock that has resulted in renter overpayment and will aid in 

preventing displacement of residents from the community.  

In the area south of I-780 and along Southampton Road, the median household income is lower than other areas of the city. Most sites for 

lower-income housing identified in these areas are mixed-income sites, including moderate- and above-moderate housing as well. 

Therefore, these sites will encourage mixed-income neighborhoods and serve as a mechanism for achieving income integration. By 

identifying sites to meet the lower-income RHNA across the community, the City aims to combat potential income segregation spurred by 

available housing that may have resulted in existing patterns of renter overpayment and household income concentration.  The City has 

identified greater capacity for lower-income units in areas with higher median incomes compared to moderate-income capacity, and 

equivalent capacity for lower-income units in areas with higher median incomes as above moderate-income units. This distribution will 

increase the housing opportunities for lower-income households in higher-income neighborhoods to integrate socioeconomic groups. As 

shown in Figure 3-43, Unit Capacity by Median Income, the City has identified a relatively uniform capacity for all units in the Sites 

Inventory, regardless of income category, across a range of median incomes in the city. This facilitates housing mobility opportunities in 

higher resource areas for lower-income households and promote income integration with the introduction of above moderate-income units 

in lower-income neighborhoods. Overall, this income distribution is intended to enhance equal access to housing for all income categories 

and promote housing opportunities in integrated neighborhoods. 
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FIGURE 3-43: UNIT CAPACITY BY MEDIAN INCOME 

 

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2023; 2015-2019 ACS 

Race and Ethnicity 

As discussed previously, Benicia’s largest demographic is White non-Hispanic, followed by Latinx and Asian non-Hispanic. Because 

different parts of the city do not vary substantially in their demographic composition, lower-, moderate-, and above-moderate income units 

are not located in areas of concentration of any particular minority demographic and provide housing opportunities throughout many of 

Benicia’s neighborhoods. As discussed, a mixture of high costs of housing and limited housing types (i.e., predominantly single-family 

housing) historically posed a barrier to access for diverse populations. However, rates of non-White residents have decreased over the past 

30 years, and pre-dominantly White neighborhoods now have higher rates of non-White residents. Additional lower- and moderate-income 

units in the city will improve access to housing in the city for residents who would otherwise be priced out and excluded from the city, a 

category that has historically included communities of color in the Bay Area. As shown in Figure 3-17, Local Racial Demographics, the 
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largest number of lower income units are identified on sites in areas with relatively low proportions of non-White households, and where 

60.0 to 70.0 percent of the population is White. This offers an opportunity for lower- and moderate-income non-White households that 

may have been historically excluded from housing opportunities in Benicia, particularly Black households, to access the opportunity and 

resources Benicia residents have access to, disrupting a legacy of concentrated White households in Benicia. In total, the city has identified 

sites for 14.7 percent of lower-income units, 43.8 percent of moderate-income units, and 44.4 percent of above-moderate units in areas 

where non-White populations comprise up to 29.9 percent of the total population. In areas where non-White populations comprise 

between 30.0 to 39.9 percent of the population, the City has identified 77.0 percent of lower-income unit capacity, - 52.9 percent of 

moderate-income unit capacity, and 52.5 percent of above moderate-income unit capacity. The remainder of the unit capacity 5.1 percent, 

has been identified on sites where the non-White population is above 70.0 percent, in tract 2506.05, discussed previously. 

As shown in Figure 3-44, Unit Capacity by Diversity Index Score, the distribution of sites is intended to enhance equal access to 

housing for minority populations and promote integrated neighborhoods by including units for a range of incomes in high diversity 

neighborhoods. Approximately 29.8 percent of above moderate-income units are identified on sites with diversity index scores above the 

70th percentile. As shown, - 14.7 percent of lower-income unit capacity has been identified in areas with lower diversity scores (59th 

percentile or less) and no lower-income units are identified on sites in areas of the city with a diversity index score between 70th and 79th 

percentile in an effort to promote mobility opportunities in all neighborhoods and provide housing options that may result in increased 

diversity and inclusion for future residents. 
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FIGURE 3-44: UNIT CAPACITY BY DIVERSITY INDEX SCORE 

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2023; HUD, 2018 

Note: There are no areas in the City of Benicia in which the diversity index score is lower than the 40th percentile or greater than the 89th percentile. 

Disability 

The City has identified a slightly greater capacity for lower-income units in areas with high disability rates compared to moderate- and 

above moderate-income capacity. This distribution is intended to improve accessibility for lower-income individuals with disabilities to new 

housing opportunities that are required to comply with current development standards and Americans Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. 

Locating units affordable to lower- and moderate-income residents in and around the commercial centers will help to improve access for 

and accommodate the needs of persons living with disabilities, who benefit from close access to services and amenities as well as proximity 

to transit. Furthermore, the City has committed to providing mixed-income units on the vast majority of sites that provide lower-income 

units, so people with disabilities of any economic status will have access to new housing opportunities.  As shown in Figure 3-45, Unit 
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Capacity by Disability Rate, most sites are in or near areas of the city with concentrations of services, which will facilitate access for 

persons with disabilities.  

FIGURE 3-45: UNIT CAPACITY BY DISABILITY RATE 

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2023; 2015-2019 ACS 

Note: There are no areas in the City of Benicia in which less than 5.0 percent of the population has a disability. The highest rate of disability is 15.4 percent 

Familial Status 
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households. These relatively lower rates may reflect exclusivity due to Benicia’s predominantly single-family housing landscape, making it 

difficult to access housing affordable to a single-income household, let alone a household with children. The City has dispersed higher-

density, mixed-income housing capacity across the city to meet the RHNA, increasing the opportunity for female-headed households 

currently living outside of Benicia to access resources within Benicia (such as proficient schools) that would have otherwise been 

unaffordable. In areas with the highest concentration of children in female-headed households (greater than 30.0 percent of children), 4.5 

percent of lower-income unit capacity is identified, along with -2.7 percent of moderate-income unit capacity and - 5.2 percent of above 

moderate-income unit capacity to decrease competition for lower-income units within these neighborhoods and facilitate mixed-income 

areas. The greatest concentration of total unit capacity (54.9 percent) is identified on sites where 20.0 to 24.9 percent of the children reside 

in households that are headed by single females, including 72.5 percent of lower-income units, in addition to 47.4 percent of moderate-

income unit capacity and 4 44.6 percent of above moderate-income capacity, many of which are in mixed-income developments. By adding 

moderate and above-moderate units throughout the city, and particularly by co-locating lower-income units with these moderate and above 

moderate units to provide access to resources, Benicia will combat exclusion by becoming more accessible to female-headed households 

with children and no spouse or partner present, as well as other single-parent households or lower-income families. 

Elderly households living alone are often more socially isolated from the rest of the community, and they may lack communication or 

transportation access and social connections, thereby making access to supportive housing and resources more difficult. Elderly households 

often have a fixed income as well, which limits their financial resources and housing choices. In most areas of Benicia (73.9 percent) elderly 

households living alone comprise less than 20.0 percent of households. The City has identified slightly greater capacity for moderate- and 

above moderate-income units in areas with higher rates of elderly households living alone, compared to lower-income capacity. In areas 

with between 20.0 to 29.9 percent of the elderly population is living alone, the City has identified 34.-9 percent of moderate-income unit 

capacity, and 30.1 percent of above moderate-income unit capacity. In the areas of the city with the highest rates of elderly households 

living alone (44.0 percent of the neighborhood’s population), the City has identified 14.7 percent of lower-income unit capacity, 8.9 percent 

of moderate-income unit capacity, and 14.1 percent of above moderate-income units capacity.  This distribution is intended to expand 

housing mobility opportunities for lower-income households and alleviate cost burden in areas of concentrated elderly populations by 

increasing affordable housing opportunities and will facilitate integration through development of mixed-income communities by 

encouraging above moderate-income, moderate-income, and lower-income housing throughout the city.  
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Potential Effect on Access to Opportunity 

Mobility 

Beyond environmental conditions, the City anticipates that the newly adopted mixed-use zoning in the Eastern Gateway Study Area will 

increase interest in new mixed-use development or redevelopment of existing uses to provide new job opportunities.6 This is in one of the 

most walkable areas of the community and within a mile of a grocery store, a pharmacy, schools, medical offices, and other services and 

amenities. Therefore, the zoning applied in the Eastern Gateway Study Area will affirmatively further fair housing through constructing 

new affordable housing in an amenity-rich, income-integrated neighborhood to provide housing and economic mobility opportunities. The 

other sites identified to meet the lower-income RHNA in the city are in the Downtown Priority Development Area (PDA) where jobs, 

restaurants, pharmacies, grocery stores, and other services are abundant or are co-located with other income categories to ensure that all 

sites for lower-income units are placed such that they will provide close access to opportunities in high resource areas and mixed-income 

communities for these households. 

Further, as identified in this assessment, there is a concentration of HCV holders in the northern portion of the city. The sites identified to 

meet the RHNA will provide lower- and moderate-income opportunities in southern portions of the city, close to amenities as identified 

here, which will facilitate additional housing mobility opportunities for lower-income households with or without HCV assistance. 

Employment Opportunities 

As discussed in this assessment, there is limited transit mobility available in Benicia currently. As such, housing located near services, 

amenities, and businesses, such as areas south of I-780 and Southampton Road, have the greatest access to these opportunities. The 

moderate economic score across Benicia is indicative of the city’s lack of major employment centers, as Benicia is typically categorized as a 

bedroom community. Many residents commute out of the city towards job centers in Vacaville, Fairfield, or Walnut Creek, as evidenced by 

the highest job proximity score near the I-780 and I-680 interchange on the eastern edge of the city that gradually diminishes as one travels 

west across the city. However, the low poverty rates and higher median income throughout the city indicate that many residents are still 

able to access employment without public transit. As shown in Figure 3-46, Unit Capacity by Jobs Proximity Index Score, although 

approximately one-third of city acreage is within the highest percentile for jobs proximity, the City has identified greater capacity for lower-

income units (-72.5 percent of unit capacity) in areas with the closest proximity to jobs compared to moderate- and above moderate-

 

6 The Eastern Gateway Study Area adopted two new mixed-use zones: the Mixed-Use Infill (MU-I) zone and Mixed-Use Limited (MU-L) zone. These zones have 

more flexible development standards that allow for denser housing and taller residential buildings that previously permitted in the city. 



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 124 

income capacity, -47.4 and -44.6  percent, respectively. This distribution will support lower-income households by providing them with 

housing that supports mobility and access to employment opportunities. 

FIGURE 3-46: UNIT CAPACITY BY JOBS PROXIMITY INDEX SCORE 

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2023; Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data, 2017 

Educational Opportunities 

As shown in Figure 3-32, Local TCAC/HCD Educational Domain Score, all of Benicia has a similar expected educational outcome, 

which indicates that high-performing schools are distributed evenly throughout Benicia, providing strong educational opportunities for 

students regardless of location. The existing patterns of access to opportunity related to economic and educational resources indicate that 

regardless of where future housing is located, current and future residents will have access to these opportunities. 
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Environmental Health 

Environmental health conditions are less desirable than economic and educational conditions in Benicia, as described in the Environmental 

Health section of this assessment. The eastern side of the city has a relatively higher pollution burden ranking than other parts of the city, 

as shown in Figure 3-34, Local CalEnviroScreen Percentiles. This is largely due to pollution and possible contamination due to a lack 

of substantial buffer from sources such as proximity to the Valero Refinery, the Port of Benicia, and other industrial uses on the eastern 

side of the city. According to CalEnviroScreen produced by the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), all areas of Benicia 

where sites have been identified, at all income levels, fall into the 49th percentile or lower for pollution burden, with 100 being the worst 

pollution burden (see Figure 3-34, Local CalEnviroScreen Percentiles, and Figure 3-47, Unit Capacity by Environmental Score). 

The City has identified greater lower-income unit capacity (- 80.8 percent) in areas with higher rates of pollution burden compared to 

moderate- and above moderate-income capacity, at 50.7 and - 47.7 percent, respectively. Most undeveloped and underdeveloped land 

remaining in the city is in these areas with higher pollution burdens; however, construction of new housing in closer proximity to pollution 

sources, such as the eastern side of the city closer to the Valero Refinery and Port of Benicia, has the potential to impact quality of life of 

these residents while not altering existing patterns. To address this, the City has included Program 5.04 to alleviate and mitigate pollution 

sources to improve conditions for current and future residents across the city. 

No sites to meet the City’s RHNA have been identified in the “Intermix zone” in northern Benicia; therefore will not have an impact on 

existing conditions and will not locate more residents in areas of increased risk. However, sites to accommodate units at all income levels 

have been identified in or near FEMA flood zones. In addition to several policies in the City’s Safety Element, the City has included 

actions in Program 5.04 to post information about flood-related resources on a dedicated page on the City's website and provide public 

notices in utility bills or other direct methods at least every two years. 
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FIGURE 3-47: UNIT CAPACITY BY ENVIRONMENTAL SCORE  

 
Source: City of Benicia, 2023, OEHHA, 2021 

Note: There are no areas within the City of Benicia with a CalEnviroScreen score below the 10th percentile or above the 49th percentile 

 

Potential Effect on Displacement Risk 

Overcrowding 

The City is uniform on demographics related to overcrowding and does not have any areas where overcrowded households occur at a rate 

higher than the statewide average. The sites provided to meet the RHNA are dispersed across the city and sites provide mixed-income 

housing opportunities, which will only help to further reduce overcrowding. Promoting mixed-income neighborhoods will help to facilitate 

additional housing opportunities for those few households that are experiencing overcrowding currently.  
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Overpayment 

As discussed in the assessment of disproportionate housing need, overpayment is an issue for approximately 67.5 percent of lower-income 

homeowners and approximately 77.3 percent of lower-income renters across the city. The city does not have any areas where homeowner 

overpayment occurs at a rate substantially different than other areas of the city (see Figure 3-40, Local Homeowner Overpayment). 

Similarly, the rate of renter overpayment is relatively uniform across the city, but it is slightly less prevalent in the western side of the city 

north of I-780(see Figure 3-39, Local Renter Overpayment). As shown in Figure 3-48, Unit Capacity by Homeowner 

Overpayment, and Figure 3-49, Unit Capacity by Renter Overpayment, the majority of RHNA units, regardless of income category, 

have been identified on sites in areas in which approximately 30.0 to 39.9 percent of homeowners and 40.0 to 59.9 percent of renters are 

overpaying for housing. The addition of these units will help to alleviate existing overpayment by offering lower- and moderate-income 

units to current and future residents where there is need and increasing the housing stock overall to alleviate the demand on an existing 

shortage of housing and will facilitate mobility opportunities for all households. 
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FIGURE 3-48: UNIT CAPACITY AND CITY ACREAGE BY HOMEOWNER OVERPAYMENT  

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2022; 2015-2019 ACS 

Note: There are no areas within the City of Benicia in which more than 49.0 percent of homeowners are cost burdened. 
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FIGURE 3-49: UNIT CAPACITY AND CITY ACREAGE BY RENTER OVERPAYMENT  

 

Source: City of Benicia, 2023; 2015-2019 ACS 

Note: There are no areas within the City of Benicia in which fewer than 10.0 percent or more than 59.0 percent of renters are cost burdened. 

 

72.5%

50.1%

47.5%

57.5%

2.7%

2.9%

1.8%

23.0%

12.3%

17.3%

17.9%

4.5%

37.6%

35.2%

24.6%

69.2%

48.4%

52.5%

57.5%

4.5%

37.6%

35.2%

24.6%

26.3%

11.2%

9.4%

16.2%

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

Lower-Income Capacity

Moderate-Income Capacity

Above Moderate-Income Capacity

Total RHNA Capacity

Lower-Income Capacity

Moderate-Income Capacity

Above Moderate-Income Capacity

Total RHNA Capacity

C
o

st
 

B
u

rd
en

ed
Se

ve
re

ly
 C

o
st

 B
u

rd
en

ed

10% to 19% of renters 20% to 29% of renters 30% to 39% of renters

40% to 49% of renters 50% to 59% of renters 60% to 69% of renters



City of Benicia 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

November 2023 Page 130 

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS 

Through discussions with service providers, fair housing advocates, other local organizations, and this assessment of fair housing analysis, 

the City identified factors that contribute to fair housing issues, as shown in Table 3-11, Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing 

Issues. While there are several strategies identified to address the fair housing issues, the most pressing issues are the displacement risk of 

lower-income households, overpayment, and the presence of an RCAA within the city. Prioritized contributing factors are bolded in 

Table 3-11 and associated actions to meaningfully affirmatively further fair housing related to these factors are bold and italicized. 

Additional programs to affirmatively further fair housing are included in Chapter 2, Goals, Policies, and Programs. 

TABLE 3-11: FACTORS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO FAIR HOUSING ISSUES 

AFH Identified Issues Contributing Factors Meaningful Actions 

Displacement risk due to 
economic burdens, such as 
housing costs resulting in 
overpayment 

Shortage of affordable housing options 

Limited variety in housing types and sizes 

Program 1.06 reduces development standards to promote the creation of 
housing in the CC, CO, CW, and Downtown zones. 

Program 1.12 implements a proactive marketing campaign to encourage 
construction of ADUs.  

Program 1.15 facilitates lot consolidation for affordable housing projects. 

Program 2.01 updates the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance to 
incentivize construction of affordable units. 

Program 1.06 reduces development standards to provide greater flexibility in 
the creation of housing in the CC, CO, CW, and Downtown zones. 

Program 1.12 implements a proactive marketing campaign to encourage 
construction of ADUs. 

Program 3.08 allows SROs in Benicia. 

Program 5.01 educates housing providers on benefits of marketing to Section 8. 

Program 1.12 encourages the construction Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs), particularly in areas of concentrated affluence and/or single-family 
homes. 

Program 1.03 develops a program to connect lower-income households with 
housing opportunities. 

Program 1.05 promotes private, state, and federal homebuyer programs.  

Program 1.01 provides the adopted Housing Element inventory (in ABAG’s HESS 
tool once the 6th Cycle Housing Element is updated) to non-profit housing 
providers. 
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AFH Identified Issues Contributing Factors Meaningful Actions 

Presence of an RCAA 

Dominance of single-family housing, 
particularly the Southampton neighborhood 
north of I-780 

Shortage of affordable options within this area 

Program 1.12 encourages the construction ADUs, particularly in areas of 
concentrated affluence and/or single-family homes 

Program 1.06 reduces development standards to provide greater flexibility in 
the creation of housing in the CC, CO, CW, and Downtown zones. 

Program 1.12 implements a proactive marketing campaign to encourage 
construction of ADUs particularly in areas of concentrated affluence and/or 
single-family homes. 

Program 3.08 allows SROs in Benicia particularly in areas of concentrated 
affluence and/or single-family homes. 

Program 2.04 calls on the City to identify additional lower income sites in 
this area 

Disproportionate access to 
housing for lower-income and 
female-headed, single-parent 
households 

Shortage of affordable housing options 

Concentration of multifamily housing and 
mobile home parks 

Location of smaller and more affordable units 

Higher costs of housing in other Benicia 
neighborhoods 

Program 1.06 reduces development standards to promote the creation of 
housing in the CC, CO, CW, and Downtown zones. 

Program 1.12 implements a proactive marketing campaign to encourage 
construction of ADUs. 

Program 1.15 facilitates lot consolidation for affordable housing projects. 

Program 2.01 updates the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance to 
incentivize construction of affordable units. 

Program 1.06 reduces development standards to provide greater flexibility in the 
creation of housing in the CC, CO, CW, and Downtown zones. 

Program 1.12 implements a proactive marketing campaign to encourage 
construction of ADUs. 

Program 3.08 allows SROs in Benicia. 

Programs 2.05 and 2.06 identify paths to additional housing options on sites owned 
by religious facilities and via allowing additional units with streamlined review 

Shortage of services for persons 
with disabilities 

Shortage of accessible units 

Potential discrimination based on disability 

Disproportionate proximity to services within 
walking distance or transit 

Program 5.02 encourages “universal design” in new development throughout the 
city. 

Program 3.06 prioritizes projects that include accessible units. 

Program 3.06 works with disability service providers to identify gaps. 

Program 3.07 allows residential care facilities for 7 or more. 

Limited transit access in areas 
further from major arterials or 
transportation corridors 

Concentration of transit along highway 
corridors and higher-density areas 

Program 5.01 works with SolTrans to assess unmet needs, support expansion as 
needed. 
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AFH Identified Issues Contributing Factors Meaningful Actions 

Discriminatory practices by 
housing providers and other 
organizations 

Potential discrimination against Section 8 
resulting in a concentration of HCVs 

Disproportionate maintenance of foreclosed 
homes 

Program 4.07 implements strict code enforcement for maintenance of foreclosed 
homes. 

Program 1.02 educates housing providers on benefits of marketing to Section 8. 

Program 5.01 seeks to secure a fair housing provider under contract to conduct 
audits of housing. 

Program 5.01 coordinates with fair housing providers to conduct biannual trainings 
for landlords and property managers. 
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Appendix C
Review of Previous  

Housing Element 2015 - 2023

This chapter summarizes the progress made during 

the previous Housing Element’s planning period 

(2015 to 2023) towards accomplishing the goals, 

policies, programs, and the Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation (RHNA) determined by the California 

Department of Housing and Community Development 

(HCD). 

C.1 Summary of Progress 

Table C.1 summarizes the City’s previous RHNA for 

the period from January 2015 through December 

2020 and the number of housing units built or 

approved during that planning period. From January 

2015 through December 31, 2020, the City 

constructed or approved 39 units, which was less 

than the 327-unit total allocation. One very low-

income unit and three low-income units were 

approved and built. 

The goals and policies of the previous element were 

found to be generally sufficient in covering the range 

of issues for a comprehensive Housing Element in 

Benicia. However, housing goals and policies have 

been restructured and revised to some extent to 

eliminate redundancy, clarify the intent, address 

new State law, or respond to needs identified by the 

public and City staff (unless stated otherwise, all 

programs have been carried forward). 

The following section evaluates each program in the 

previous Housing Element and summarizes the status 

of implementation. In addition, the City worked 

diligently to address the housing needs of special-

needs groups. Some of the accomplishments are 

highlighted below: 

Special-Needs Groups: 

• Adopted new land use designations that 

encourage higher-density residential 

development opportunities in accessible 

areas of the city. 

• Updated the Affordable Housing Density 

Bonus Ordinance in 2016 to encourage 

affordable housing development in 

compliance with State law. 

• Established a streamlined review process 

under Senate Bill (SB) 35 to encourage 

affordable housing development in 

compliance with State law. 

Lower-Income Households: 

• Extended the affordability of The Calms at 

Burgess Point Apartments in 2021 for an 

additional 55 years. 

Seniors: 

• Obtained $592,951 to rehabilitate Casa de 

Vilarrasa, an age-restricted affordable 

housing community in Benicia. 
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People Experiencing Homelessness: 

• Adopted new land use designations and 

development standards that allow 

transitional and supportive housing by right 

and emergency shelters by right in a zoning 

district. 

Small Households and Extremely Low-Income 

Households: 

• Amended the accessory dwelling unit section 

of the Zoning Code in 2020 to encourage 

naturally affordable and flexible housing 

opportunities in compliance with State law. 

• Reduced fees for accessory dwelling unit 

applications. 

• Removed parking development standards for 

studio and one-bedroom multifamily 

residential uses to minimize barriers to the 

creation of small, efficient, and compact 

housing types. 

• Conducted a "Future Plans and Status" survey 

and followed up in early 2017 to determine 

future plans and the feasibility of continuing 

mobile home park use.  

Persons with Disabilities: 

• Updated the Zoning Code in 2014 to address 

reasonable accommodations. 

 

 

Table C.1 Progress During Previous Planning Period, 2015-2020 

Income Level 2015-2023 RHNA 
Housing Built or Approved 

Since January 2015 
Remainder of  
Housing Goals 

Very Low 94 1 93 

Low 54 3 51 

Moderate 56 
35 144 

Above-Moderate 123 

Total 327 39 288 

Source: City of Benicia, 2022 
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Housing Program Progress? Continue/Modify/
Delete 

Regulatory Environment 

Program 1.01 

Work with the Housing Authority to coordinate affordable housing activities and maintain 
good working relations with other non-profit housing providers by: 

• Consulting with the Housing Authority throughout every update of the Housing 
Element and also every year during the annual review of the Housing Element. 
Specifically, strategize to ensure the City’s programs and the Housing Authority’s 
programs are complementary and maximize limited housing resources; 

• Continue to share information and priorities between the City, the Housing 
Authority, and other non-profit housing providers; 

• Update the inventory of vacant and opportunity sites twice a year in January and 
July and provide this inventory to non-profit housing providers; and 

• Inform the Housing Authority about units produced by the Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance (BMC 17.70.320) and other affordable projects 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development 
Department and Housing Authority  

Timeframe: Ongoing  

Quantified Objective: 5 units  

The City disbursed $592,951 of Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) grant funds to the Housing Authority for the 
rehabilitation of Casa de Vilarrasa, an age-restricted affordable 
housing community in Benicia, which was subject to approval 
from the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD). The City of Benicia is coordinating with the 
Housing Authority and local housing advocates on development 
of Objective Planning Standards. 

The City and Housing Authority coordinated on the Housing 
Element update. The City has been responsive to Housing 
Authority needs and concerns when presented. The City also 
consults with the Housing Authority during the annual review of 
the Housing Element. As part of the process, the Housing 
Authority submits an annual status report to the City. 

The City has not updated the inventory of vacant sites twice a 
year and provided this inventory to non-profit housing providers 
due to limited staff resources and time. In addition, the City 
reports significant staff turnover during the previous planning 
period as a challenge to implementation of this part of the 
program.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is 
planning to include the adopted Housing Element inventories in 
their HESS tool once the 6th Cycle Housing Elements are 
updated. The City plans to rely on this tool for availability of 
the inventory moving forward. Tracking inclusionary units, and 
subsequently reporting them to the Housing Authority, has also 
been limited due to low production of new units in the city. The 
City would like to establish a better system for coordination 
with the Housing Authority. At this time, the key constraint is 
limited staff and resources. 

Amend and continue. 

Program 1.02 

Continue to support the Benicia Housing Authority in the administration of the Section 8 

housing voucher program and apply for additional vouchers, as appropriate. 

Funding Source: HUD Section 8 

Responsible Agency: City Council, Community 

Development Department, and Housing Authority 

Timeframe: Ongoing, when eligible 

Quantified Objective: 5 units 

This is an ongoing effort between the City and the Benicia 
Housing Authority whereby the City provides support when 
eligible. The Benicia Housing Authority currently has an 
allotment of 372 vouchers. 

Continue. 
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Housing Program Progress? Continue/Modify/
Delete 

Program 1.03 

Investigate the feasibility of joining a housing consortium to access a pooled source of 
funding for mortgage revenue bonds or mortgage credit certificates for the development 
of affordable housing and/or first-time homebuyer assistance. The City will investigate 
existing local consortiums and report to the City Council on the most appropriate 
consortium for Benicia based on cost, level of activity, and the potential for funding to 
benefit Benicia residents. Assuming the City identifies an appropriate consortium, 
Benicia will take the necessary legal, administrative, and financial steps to become a 
member. The City would consult with the Housing Authority for relevant data and 

support during the process. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: By December 31, 2022 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City began to investigate the feasibility of joining a 
consortium; however, due to reduction of staff resources, this 
effort was placed on hold. Instead of seeking a consortium, 
which City staff report would pose logistical barriers to entry 
and administration for their jurisdiction, the City will focus its 
resources on other programs prioritizing partnerships with local 
organizations to enact the development of affordable housing 

and/or first-time homebuyer assistance.  

Delete. 

Program 1.04 

The City will explore how to leverage financial resources and partner with the 
development community to assist first-time homebuyers with down payments. The City 
will apply for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding annually for this 

purpose. 

Funding Source: General Fund, CDBG, and Building Equity and Growth in 
Neighborhoods (BEGIN) Program (provides down payment 

assistance for first-time homebuyers). 

Responsible Agency: Community Development and Finance Departments 

Timeframe: Apply for CDBG funding annually; Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: Dependent on available funding 

The City obtained a consultant in 2015 to help implement the 
City's CDBG program. This consulting firm was disbanded in 
2018, and the City did not seek out a new contract at that time.  
The City’s most recent distribution of CDBG funds supported the 
Benicia Housing Authority’s (BHA’s) repairs to affordable senior 
housing. The City will continue to seek CDBG funding, as 
eligible.  

The City does not have the staff resources or budget necessary 
to track and monitor loans to assist first-time homebuyers with 
down payments. The City will revise this program to investigate 
the feasibility and funding of a partnership with an external 
agency to seek out and implement CDBG funds for use in the 

city.   

Amend and continue.  

Program 1.05 (new) 

Work with the Public Works Department (City’s water and sewer provider) in order to 
ensure the availability and adequate capacity of water and wastewater systems to 
accommodate the housing needs during the planning period. Priority shall be granted to 
proposed developments that include housing affordable to lower-income households. In 
addition, the City will provide a copy of the Housing Element and any future 
amendments to the Public Works Department immediately after adoption. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department and Public Works 
Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing  

Quantified Objective: n/a  

While the City has not received proposals for lower-income 
housing projects that would require prioritization of that 
proposal over market-rate housing, this program is ongoing. The 
Community Development Department coordinates with the 
Public Works Department whenever possible.   

The Public Works Department was provided a copy of the 
Housing Element. 

Continue. 
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Program 1.06 

Provide information at City Hall, other public locations, and on the City’s website 
(www.ci.benicia.ca.us) to promote private, State, and federal homebuyer assistance 
programs to the public. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective:  n/a 

This program is ongoing. The information available through the 
City directs inquiries to the Benicia Housing Authority. The City 
acknowledges that their online information could be more 
substantial, and commits to augmenting the City website with 
resources about homebuyer assistance programs.  

The Community Development Department continues to 
coordinate with the Public Works Department whenever 

possible.   

Continue. 

Program 1.07 

Provide pre-application technical assistance to affordable housing providers to determine 
project feasibility and address zoning compliance issues in the most cost-effective and 

expeditious manner possible. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. Pre-application review of all 
development projects, including those pertaining to housing is 
regularly provided and coordinated through the Planning 

Division staff. 

Continue. 

Program 1.08 

Continue to educate the public on affordable housing through annual reporting to the 
Planning Commission and City Council. Current housing issues and recent 
accomplishments towards reaching the City’s Quantified Objectives listed in the Housing 
Element will be addressed. This report will also serve as the annual report required by 
State law (§65400) for progress in implementing the City’s General Plan, including the 
Housing Element. This report shall be sent to the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
annually in accordance with their due dates. Inform members of the public by publishing 
a notice in the local newspaper and by posting information on the City’s website. 

Educational materials will be made available, as appropriate. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Council, Planning Commission, and Community 
Development Department 

Timeframe: Annually, one month prior to OPR’s due date. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The Housing Element annual report and 
General Plan Annual Report are presented to the Planning 
Commission and City Council each year prior to submittal to 
state agencies by the April 1 deadline. Periodic updates are 
provided to the Planning Commission and City Council regarding 
changes to State housing law (e.g.,  ADUs, Senate Bill [SB] 35). 

The City has not published notices in the newspaper. The City 
informs members of the public about affordable housing on the 
City’s website.  

Combine with Program 
4.06 and continue. 

http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/


 

C-6 

Housing Program Progress? Continue/Modify/
Delete 

Program 1.09 

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with changes in the State Density Bonus law 
(Government Code Section §65915) and develop an outreach program to ensure its 
successful implementation. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Any amendments will be completed within two years of Housing 

Element adoption. 

 Outreach program will be initiated within three years of Housing 

Element adoption. 

Quantified Objective: 5 units 

Ordinance 16-10 was adopted November 1, 2016, amending the 
Affordable Housing Density Bonus section, Benicia Municipal 
Code (BMC) Section 17.70.270, to be consistent with State law. 
However, density bonus law has changed since 2016. The City 
has not yet updated the Affordable Housing Density Bonus 
section to be consistent with these additional changes to State 
law (the most recent being AB 2345).  

The City would like to initiate a scheduled comprehensive 
review and update of housing requirements in the Zoning Code, 
given frequent changes in State law, through a new housing 
program.  

Amend and continue. 

Program 1.10 

To encourage the development of second units, amend the Zoning Ordinance for second 
units (accessory dwelling units) and reduce fees. Modifications to City standards and 
procedures should include: 

• Eliminate or reduce the 6,000 square foot minimum parcel size for second units 
outside the Historic Districts (for inside Historic Districts see Program 1.11); 

• Allow units above or adjacent to the garage of a primary housing unit; 

• Reduce parking standards for lots with second units. For example: 

− Allow exceptions to parking requirements for second units up to 400 square 

feet; 

− Allow for on-street parking spaces adjacent to the lot to count towards 50 
percent of the parking requirement; 

− Eliminate the covered parking requirement for the primary residence, if an 
accessory dwelling unit is provided; 

− Allow one of the required parking spaces in the front or exterior yard setback; 
and 

− Allow tandem parking to meet the parking requirement for the primary 
residence and the accessory dwelling as long as both spaces are behind the 
front facade plane. 

• Investigate additional reductions to sewer and water connection fees for second 
units; and 

• Reduce or waive planning and building fees for affordable second units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development, Public Works, and Finance 
Departments; and City Council 

Timeframe: By December 31, 2022 

Quantified Objective: 10 units 

The City most recently amended the Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) section of the Zoning Ordinance in 2020 to reflect 
changes to state ADU laws. The City also created an ADU 
webpage on the City of Benicia website to clearly communicate 
the permitting process for ADUs. An impact fee study was 
completed in 2020 and the resulting streamlined fee schedule 
reflects fee waivers/reductions for ADUs that meet certain 
criteria, consistent with State law. The City will continue to 
amend the Zoning Ordinance related to ADUs consistent with 
Government Code Section 65852.2. 

Amend and continue. 



 

C-7 

Housing Program Progress? Continue/Modify/
Delete 

Program 1.11 

To expedite the approval process for second units, the City will investigate the feasibility 
of developing second unit prototype or model plans for homeowners to use. It may be 
determined that another prototype would be necessary for historic districts. Use of these 
plans would reduce costs to homeowners, decrease the time for the approval process, 
and, in historic districts, help ensure preservation of the historic character is 
maintained. If such plans were approved for application in the historic districts, the City 
should consider reducing or eliminating the 6,000 square foot minimum parcel size in the 
R Zoning District. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Council and Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Within three years of Housing Element adoption. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City considered how to proceed with this program during 
the planning period. The City had learned that ABAG may be 
preparing an ADU prototype and was interested in using ABAG’s 
model plans, if possible. If ABAG chooses to forego this effort, 
the City will investigate the feasibility of developing a 

prototype.  

The City removed the parcel size requirements for ADUs in 

compliance with State law. 

Amend and continue. 

Program 1.12 

Continue to reduce the cost of providing affordable housing: 

• Provide a fast-track processing procedure for projects with extremely low-, very 
low-, low- and moderate- income affordable housing units; 

• Review annually, amend, and reduce to the extent feasible, the permit fee 
schedule as it affects small, efficient, and compact (e.g. 600 to 750 square feet) 

housing types; 

• Defer, waive, or reduce certain development fees, portions of fees, or combinations 
of fees for the affordable portion of any project; and 

• Amend the Benicia Municipal Code to include language directing the City Council to 
consider waiving or reducing fees when a project provides affordable housing units. 

• Investigate revising or reducing parking requirements for affordable housing 
projects. Also investigate setting parking maximums. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Council and Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing; amend Benicia Municipal Code, Chapter 1.20 by 
December 31, 2022. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The Community Development Department and Economic 
Development Division work closely with the development 
community. This is an ongoing effort subject to the specifics of 

individual development proposals. 

The City established a streamlined review process under SB 35 
to review qualifying affordable housing projects using a 
ministerial review process, which means that no discretionary 
approvals can be required. The City processes applications for 
eligible affordable housing projects within the timeframes 
specified in Government Code Section 65913.4(c). While the 
City does not have specific procedures adopted for SB 330, part 
of which requires the timely processing of housing permits that 
follow zoning rules and postpones requirements for voter 
approval of zoning and General Plan changes, the City enforces 
SB 330 to comply with State law. 

The City has not created additional fast-track processing 
procedures for affordable housing projects beyond SB 35 
because SB 35 and the Housing Accountability Act have enacted 
timely permit processing requirements that have addressed this 
issue. Furthermore, all building permits have a 10-day 

turnaround or less.   

Rather than conduct an active review of the fee schedule each 
year, the City conducted a comprehensive update to the fee 
schedule in 2016. Each year, the City updated the fee schedule 
in relation to the consumer price index. In 2021, the City 
reviewed the fee schedule in more depth and cleaned it up to 
better align fee pricing with the tasks required. The City also 
minimized development fees for the affordable portion of 
multifamily residential development projects in the updated 
2021 impact fee schedule. 

Amend and continue. 
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The City has not pursued widespread reduction or removal of 
parking requirements or set parking maximums for affordable 
housing projects due to local sentiments against different 
parking requirements for affordable housing versus market-rate 
housing. However, the City reviewed and reduced the parking 
requirement for studio and one-bedroom multifamily residential 
uses in 2021 to minimize barriers to the creation of small, 
efficient, and compact housing types. The Eastern Gateway 
Study, which includes residential development, also increased 

flexible options for parking.  

The City did not amend the Municipal Code to direct the City 
Council to waive or reduce fees for affordable housing units. 
However, the City did approve reductions to the impact fee for 
affordable housing units.  

Program 1.13 

The City will provide, when possible, developer incentives such as expedited permit 
processing and fee deferrals for units that are affordable to lower income households. 
Priority for receiving incentives will be given to units constructed for extremely low-
income households. Benicia will promote these incentives to developers on the City’s 
website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us) and during the application process. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: 20 extremely low, very low, or low-income units 

The Community Development Department and Economic 
Development Division work closely with the development 
community. This is an ongoing effort subject to the specifics of 
individual development proposals. The City adheres to the 
State-specified permit review times for ADUs and qualifying 
multifamily projects. 

In addition, the City established a streamlined review process 
under SB 35 to review qualifying affordable housing projects 
using a ministerial review process and complies with state law 

under SB 330, as described in the previous row.  

The City has not provided incentives to developers to build 
affordable units. However, the MU-I district in the Eastern 
Gateway study area establishes the Community Benefits 
Program, an incentive system for projects that build 
inclusionary units (rather than paying in-lieu fees) and 
incentivizes exceeding the inclusionary requirement. The City 
has laid the groundwork for streamlined design review and other 
incentives that could be applied to other areas of Benicia 
outside the Eastern Gateway study area in the future.  

Combine into Program 
1.12 and continue. 

Accommodating Housing Units 

Program 2.01 

The City adopted an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 2000. There have not been many 
new developments with 10 units or more to generate a significant number of affordable 
units. No funds have been collected from in-lieu fees. 

The City shall evaluate the inclusionary ordinance and consider changes that: (1) revise 
the current requirement for City Council approval of an in-lieu alternative to 
construction of inclusionary units if it is found to pose a constraint to residential project 
development, (2) consider additional incentives or regulatory concessions for developers 
to facilitate compliance with the inclusionary ordinance, (3) encourage the production of 
affordable housing onsite by providing development incentives to make onsite 

Planning staff is reviewing the Inclusionary Ordinance as time 
and resources permit and intends to update it before the 
adoption of the 2023-2031 Housing Element. Local sentiments 
are advocating for a higher minimum unit requirement, but it is 
undetermined at this time what that will be. 

The City is preparing an update to the Inclusionary Ordinance 
that will be adopted by the end of 2022 before the 6th Cycle 
Housing Element adoption. As the City updates the existing 

ordinance, they will: 

Amend and continue.  
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construction more feasible, (4) increase the range of affordability levels by including 
moderate with very-low and low, (5) provide City discretion to require onsite 
construction, (6) investigate extending the income categories served by the inclusionary 
requirements to extremely low income households, (7) investigate the feasibility of 
reducing the minimum unit requirement to be less than 10 new units, and (8) evaluate 
the impacts of the inclusionary ordinance on the feasibility of development in 
combination with other City regulatory requirements. 

The City will engage the development community during the evaluation process. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Complete evaluation of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance by 
January 2018 

Quantified Objective: 20 units 

1. Continue to provide an in-lieu alternative to on-site 
construction of inclusionary units. 

2. Provide incentives and regulatory concessions from the 
Community Benefits chapter of the Eastern Gateway Study 
citywide. 

3. Potentially increase the range of affordability levels from 
moderate to very low. 

4. Potentially extend income categories to extremely low-
income households. 

5. Likely reduce the minimum unit requirement to be less 
than 10 new units. 

6. Likely evaluate the impacts of the inclusionary ordinance 
on the feasibility of development with other City 
regulations. 

Program 2.02 

As part of its next General Plan update, the City shall establish efficient land use and 
development patterns that conserve resources, such as fuel, water and land, and allow 
for higher-density development in the vicinity of major transit nodes, set forth 
pedestrian- oriented development patterns, and preserve open space areas. The update 
should comply with SB375 goals to reduce vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions from driving as related to land use patterns. In addition, the updated Plan 
should strive for consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy known as Plan 
Bay Area set forth by ABAG. These strategies are intended to reduce energy 
consumption, increase walkability and access to transit and services, reduce automobile 

trips, and conserve land and water resources. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: During the next comprehensive update of Benicia’s General 
Plan. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City prepared a Climate Action Plan in 2009 that 
established the community’s goal to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions 10% below 2000 levels by year 2020. This program will 

be further implemented in the City’s next General Plan update. 

Continue. 

Program 2.03 

Maintain a housing trust fund to be funded by inclusionary in-lieu fees and other sources, 
as appropriate. This fund will be used to support affordable housing activities, such as an 
equity share program, site acquisition, write down of land costs, subsidization of rents 
and mortgages, site improvements, and the provision of collateral for development 
loans. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

The housing trust fund was established as part of a settlement 
agreement in the late 1990s. There has been no housing trust 
fund activity, neither fund contributions nor withdrawals, since 
the mid-2000s. Neither the City nor the Benicia Housing 
Authority have had access to any housing trust fund dollars 
during the planning period. The City does not see this as an 

active funding source moving forward due to its stagnation. 

Delete. 
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Responsible Agency: City Council, Planning Commission, Community Development 
Department, Economic Development Manager, and Housing 

Authority 

Timeframe: Ongoing  

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 2.04 

Consider implementing an affordable housing linkage fee on nonresidential development 
to support the development of workforce housing. This ordinance should consider 
alternatives to paying the fee such as construction of housing on-site, construction of 

housing off-site, and dedication of land for housing. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department and Economic 
Development Manager 

Timeframe: by December 31, 2022 

Quantified Objective: 15 units 

Evaluation of the program determined that use regulations in 
the CG zone do not present a constraint to accommodate 
affordable housing. This program was removed from the 2015-
2023 Housing Element update. 

Delete. 

Program 2.05 [new] 

The City will annually evaluate the sites inventory identifying the zoning, size, and 
number of vacant and underutilized parcels suitable for residential development for each 
income category. If the sites inventory indicates a shortage of available sites to 
accommodate the remaining RHNA for an income category, the City shall rezone 
sufficient sites with appropriate densities to accommodate its remaining RHNA for each 
income category. 

The City will develop and implement an ongoing formal evaluation procedure (project-
by-project) of sites to accommodate its RHNA for lower-income households. 

If an approval of a development results in a reduction of site capacity below the 
residential capacity needed to accommodate the remaining RHNA, including for lower-
income households, the City will identify and zone sufficient adequate sites to 
accommodate the shortfall of sites within six months of approval of the development 
causing the shortfall of sites. 

Funding Source: General Fund  

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Annually update the sites inventory in conjunction with 
Government Code Section 65400 Housing Element Annual 
Reports. Develop evaluation procedure of sites to accommodate 
lower income households to comply with Government Code 

Section 65863 within one year of Housing Element Adoption. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

City staff continued to monitor development activity to ensure 
the City’s ability to accommodate the RHNA. 

No development approvals during the planning period reduced 
site capacity below the capacity needed to accommodate the 
remaining RHNA. Therefore, the City has not identified a 
shortage of available sites to accommodate the remaining RHNA 
for an income category and therefore has not had to rezone 

sufficient sites to accommodate its remaining RHNA. 

The City did not develop a formal evaluation of sites to 
accommodate its RHNA for lower-income households due to a 
lack of housing development in the city during the planning 
period and thereby a lack of developments in need of this type 

of evaluation.  

Continue. 
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Program 2.06 

The City will monitor available funding sources and activities to pursue based on 
competitive funding considerations, the funding cycles of various State and federal 
sources, and housing provider interest. The City will contact these funding sources to 
make sure they are on all pertinent distribution lists for funding opportunities. The City 

will keep these funding sources updated on appropriate contact persons at the City. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Annually, following Housing Element Adoption 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City continues to monitor available funding sources and 
updates the contact information as necessary. This is an ongoing 

effort. 

This program did not receive consistent attention due to 
staffing and resource constraints. In addition, the City reports 
significant staff turnover during the previous planning period as 
a challenge to implementation of this part of the program. 
Therefore, the City did not contact any funding sources to make 
sure they are on funding opportunity distribution lists nor keep 

funding sources updated with appropriate City contact persons.     

Amend and continue.  

Program 2.07 

Consult with and apply for financial assistance from the FOCUS program of ABAG for 
projects within the Downtown Priority Development Area, including but not limited to 

the Solano Square and Senior Center neighborhood retrofit and opportunity site projects. 

Funding Source: General Fund and ABAG 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing as funding opportunities arise 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

In 2013, the City received a $250,000 One Bay Area Grant 
(OBAG) for the development of the Transportation and 
Employment Center (TEC) Plan for the Benicia Northern 
Gateway Employment Investment Area Priority Development 
Area (PDA). The TEC Plan was adopted by Council in May 2017. 

The City had previously designated a Downtown PDA that 
corresponds with the Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan Area. 
The City continued to seek funding opportunities for the 
Downtown PDA. While the City did not apply for funding from 
the FOCUS program during the previous planning period, the 
City sought funds from the latest round of PDA planning grants. 

The City was not selected.  

In 2020, the City also designated a PDA around the intersection 
of Military East and East Fifth, an area that corresponds to the 
current Eastern Gateway area. The City intends to pursue PDA 
funding. 

Amend and continue. 

Special Needs 

Program 3.01 

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with Senate Bill 2 under the “Housing 
Accountability Act” to permit emergency shelters without a use permit or other 
discretionary permits in at least one zoning district or on one site. Emergency shelters, 
which shall be defined under Use Classifications, residential use types, will be allowed by 
right to allow for either future development, redevelopment or conversion of an existing 
site. The amendment to the Zoning Ordinance for Emergency Shelters may also set 
standards for the following: 

• Maximum number of beds or persons permitted to be served nightly; 

• Off-street parking based on demonstrated need; standards shall not require more 
parking for emergency shelters than for other residential uses within the same zone; 

This program was completed. A revision to the Zoning Ordinance 
was adopted in December 2014 to allow emergency shelters by 
right. 

The City will update standards for emergency shelters in the 

zoning code for compliance with state law. 

Amend and continue. 

https://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/index.asp?SEC=6E7DAF01-13C3-4BF3-BD81-08410787E177
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• The location of exterior and interior on-site waiting and client intake areas, e.g. 
measures to avoid queues of individuals outside proposed facility; 

• Provision of on-site management; 

• Length of stay; 

• Hours of operation; 

• External lighting; 

• Provision of security for the proper operation and management of a proposed 
facility; and 

Compliance with county and State health and safety requirements for food, medical, and 
other supportive services provided on-site. 

The purpose of these standards are to encourage and facilitate homeless shelters 
through clear and unambiguous guidelines for the application review process, the basis 
for approval, and the terms and conditions of approval. 

The City will solicit input from local service providers (e.g., Community Action Council) 
in the preparation and adoption of the amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to ensure 
that development standards and permit processing procedures will not impede the 
approval and/or development of emergency, transitional, or supportive housing. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: At the time of adoption of the Housing Element 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 3.02 

The City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to define transitional and supportive housing 
as a residential use under Use Classifications, residential use types, which shall subject 

to the same standards that apply to other housing use types in the same zoning district. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: At the time of adoption of the Housing Element 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program was completed. A revision to the Zoning Ordinance 
was adopted in December 2014 for transitional and supportive 
housing to define it as a residential use subject to the same 
standards that apply to other housing use types in the same 
zoning district. 

Delete. 

Program 3.03 

Pursuant to the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the requirements of Chapter 
671, Statues of 2001 (Senate Bill 520), the City will adopt a reasonable accommodation 
ordinance addressing rules, policies, practices, and procedures that may be necessary to 
ensure equal access to housing for those with disabilities. The City will promote its 
reasonable accommodations procedures on its web site and with handouts at City Hall. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

This program was completed. A revision to the Zoning Ordinance 
was adopted in December 2014 to address reasonable 
accommodations. A handout describing reasonable 
accommodation procedures is available on the Planning Division 

webpage. 

Some of the findings for reasonable accommodation procedures 
need updating for compliance with state law. 

Amend and continue. 
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Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Within 2 years of adoption of Housing Element 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

Program 3.04 

The City will assist the CAC in promoting the availability of resources by posting 
notifications on the City’s website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us). The CAC is part of County-
wide consortium of community service groups who join together in applying for 
applicable State and federal funds for their organizations. They have found this 
collaborative approach, supported by their respective governmental jurisdictions, much 

more successful than if each individual agency applied for funds. 

Funding Source: General Fund and Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Program (a 
federal law that created funding for homeless assistance 
programs) 

Responsible Agency: Community Development and Finance Departments, City 
Manager, and Community Action Council 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City promotes the services provided by the CAC and the 
Benicia Housing Authority on the City’s website and will 
continue to provide information as requested. 

Amend and continue. 

Program 3.05 

Continue to refer persons in need of transitional housing assistance to the CAC. Meet 
annually with the CAC to determine the need for transitional housing facilities. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department and Community Action 

Council 

Timeframe: Meet annually; ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The Family Resource Center (FRC), 
within the City of Benicia Police Department, helps people when 
they are behind on their rent, working with the City of Benicia 
Finance Department to get rental assistance paid.  They do also 
refer people to the CAC for additional help. The CAC functions 
as a one-stop shop for lower-income families; they provide 
financial support to help people cover mortgage or rent when 
they are behind, to prevent homelessness. The City will 
continue to work with the CAC to identify housing needs and 
ensure that social services are provided. The Community 

Development Department does not meet with CAC annually.  

Combine into Program 

3.04 and continue. 

Program 3.06 

The City will provide for needed social services in all City funded affordable housing 
projects. These services should address the needs of single mothers and families and 
could include childcare, counseling, and education. If necessary, the zoning ordinance 
will be amended to allow these uses at these project locations. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing  

Quantified Objective: n/a  

There are currently no City-funded affordable housing projects; 
however, social services would be provided if such a project 
were to happen in the future. 

The City has not considered amending the Zoning Ordinance to 
allow social services at affordable housing project locations due 
to a lack of development interest in affordable housing 
development. However, the City is interested in making this 
Zoning Ordinance amendment, regardless of housing 
development interest, to facilitate the provision of social 
services for future affordable housing projects. 

Amend and continue. 
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Program 3.07 

Facilitate the establishment of shared housing in Benicia to bring together persons with 
special housing needs, including single parents and elderly persons, to share living 
accommodations and housing costs. The City will facilitate shared housing by continuing 
to permit such housing and associated supportive services under the Zoning Ordinance 
and consider applying for private, State, or federal funding for a proposed shared 
housing project or program, when an eligible project is submitted to the City. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The City will continue to work with the 
development community to provide shared housing. 

Proposals for shared housing projects and programs are 
ministerially permitted and therefore the Community 
Development Department does not actively track when this 
housing type is proposed and approved. The City has not 
received requests for support on shared housing development, 
and they have therefore not applied for private, state, or 
federal funding for a proposed shared housing project or 

program. 

Group Residential uses are permitted in the CG, RM, RH, MU-I, 
and MU-L zoning districts. The community voiced support for 
shared/group/co-op housing during outreach for the Eastern 
Gateway Study, which led to the approval of the new MU-I and 

MU-L zoning districts in the city. 

Delete and replace 
with a broader special-
needs program that 
includes group 
residential/shared 

housing provisions. 

Program 3.08 

The City shall explore different models to encourage the creation of housing for persons 
with disabilities, including developmental disabilities. Such models could include the 
following: (a) coordinating with the North Bay Regional Center, North Bay Housing 
Coalition, and other local agencies to pursue funding to maintain housing affordability 
for persons with disabilities, including developmental disabilities; (b) encourage 
affordable housing projects to dedicate a percent of housing for disabled individuals; (c) 
assisting in providing housing services that educate, advocate, inform, and assist persons 
with disabilities to locate and maintain housing; and (e) assisting in the maintenance and 
repair of housing for persons with developmental disabilities. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing, and the City will continue it into the 
next Housing Element with revisions to enhance feasibility and 
promote inter-agency coordination. The City will continue to 
coordinate with agencies such as North Bay Regional Center, 
North Bay Housing Coalition, and other local agencies to pursue 
funding to maintain housing affordability for persons with 

disabilities. 

The City did not actively encourage affordable housing projects 
to dedicate a percentage of housing for disabled individuals 
because the City hasn’t received many housing development 
proposals. Of the few housing developments proposed, 
developers were encouraged to prioritize affordable units in 
their application.  

The FRC, within the City of Benicia Police Department, provides 
rental assistance to people with disabilities, among other 
clients, to maintain housing. In addition, the Benicia Housing 
Authority (BHA) provides similar assistance to people with 
disabilities at BHA properties. In addition, the CAC provides 
financial support to help people with disabilities cover mortgage 
or rent payments and provides vital resource information and 
referrals to link people with disabilities to available City and 

County programs and services.  

The BHA assisted with the maintenance and repair of housing 
for persons with developmental disabilities at BHA properties in 
the city.  

Amend and continue. 
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Preserve and Maintain Housing Stock 

Program 4.01 

Work with the State to expand the use of existing Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program 
funds to other uses such as assistance to first time home buyers and funding to establish 
transitional housing in Benicia. The existing Rehabilitation Loan Program should also be 
maintained, and available to qualified applicants, including for historic preservation 
purposes. In addition, announce the availability of such funds through noticing on the 
City’s website, local government access channel, through several display ads, 
advertisements at the Benicia Library and at the Planning Counter. Also, create and 
provide flyers to the Community Action Council, Benicia Housing Authority, and other 

affordable housing affiliates. 

Funding Source: CDBG funds, California Self-Help Housing Program, and CHFA 
funds 

Responsible Agency: City Manager, Community Development Department, and Non-

Profit Developer(s). 

Timeframe: Annually review existing available resources and apply, as 
needed, for additional state funding 

City staff was able to maintain the program, but since 2015, the 
City not been able to expand the existing Housing Rehabilitation 
Loan Program (HRLP) funds to other uses due to staff and 
resource limitations. Therefore, the City did not have capacity 
to make the program available to qualified applicants. The City 
will continue to work on ways to assist in rehabilitation of 
residential units. 

Amend and continue.  

Program 4.02 

Continue to implement procedures applicable to inclusionary for-sale units, such as the 
resale control mechanism, equity recapture, qualifications for subsequent buyers, and 
other relevant issues that are not listed in the inclusionary housing ordinance, to ensure 
ongoing affordability. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: City Manager and Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. City staff continues to monitor 
inclusionary housing to maintain affordability. In addition, any 
development project that includes inclusionary housing is 
reviewed for such requirements. 

City leadership would like to modify this program to make it 

more robust and effective during the 6th cycle planning period.  

Amend and continue. 

Program 4.03 [new – program added since adoption of existing Housing Element] 

The City will work with the Benicia Housing Authority to prevent conversion of affordable 
housing to market rate for any and all properties leased or operated by the Housing 
Authority. The City will take all necessary steps to ensure projects remain affordable, 
including the use of available financial resources to restructure federally assisted 
preservation projects, where feasible, in order to preserve and/or extend affordability, 
and prior to affordability expiration date, identify funding sources for at-risk 
preservation, rehabilitation, and acquisition and pursue these funding sources at the 

federal, State, or local levels to preserve at-risk units on a project-by-project basis. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective:  n/a 

This program is ongoing. City staff continue to coordinate with 
the Housing Authority as necessary. 

There were no known conversions of affordable units to market-
rate housing during the planning period. Therefore, the BHA did 
not need to prevent the conversion of any affordable housing 

units to market-rate housing. 

In 2021, the City entered into an agreement to extend the 
affordability of The Calms at Burgess Point Apartments (55 
affordable units) for an additional 55 years. This program will be 
continued and amended to comply with current state law. 

Amend and continue. 
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Program 4.04 

Contact the owners of the mobile home parks to determine future plans and the 
feasibility of continuing mobile home park use. The City will work with the owners to 
ensure maintenance, upkeep, and compliance with State regulations. If appropriate, the 
City will assist the owner in accessing State or federal funds for improvements to 
substandard or dilapidated parks and units or in converting the park to resident 
ownership. Maintaining affordable units in mobile homes parks will be a priority of the 

City. 

The City will also continue to implement its mobile home park conversion ordinance to 
ensure that any conversion of a mobile home park is preceded with adequate notice and 
relocation assistance. A relocation plan must be submitted to the Planning Commission 
for approval as part of the application for conversion. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department and HCD. 

Timeframe: Contact owners by December 31, 2016 

Quantified Objective: 10 units 

Outreach was conducted in December 2016 with a “Future Plans 
and Status” survey and followed up in early 2017 to determine 
future plans and the feasibility of continuing mobile home park 
use.  

The City continued to implement its mobile home park 

conversion ordinance. 

The City has not assisted mobile home park owners in accessing 
funds for improvements to substandard or dilapidated parks and 
units or in converting the park to resident ownership. However, 
the City is aware that there is one mobile home park that will 
likely be reclassified to an RV park in the 6th cycle planning 
period, and there is a mobile home park on Military East that 

could potentially benefit from such funding. 

Continue. 

Program 4.05 

As new projects, code enforcement actions, and other opportunities arise, the City will 
investigate ways to meet its housing needs through rehabilitation and preservation of 
existing units. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This is an ongoing effort subject to the specifics of individual 
development proposals. The City recently contributed CDBG 
funds to the Housing Authority’s rehabilitation and roof 
replacement for an existing senior affordable housing complex. 

Continue. 

Program 4.06 

The City will maintain a record of any units rehabilitated and made affordable or 
converted to affordable and include the data in their annual report to HCD. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing and annually, every April 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The City maintains a record of any 
units rehabilitated and made affordable or converted to 
affordable and reports this information as part of the annual 

report. 

Combine this program 
into Program 1.08 and 
continue. 
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Equal Access 

Program 5.01 

Implement the complaint referral process for those persons who believe they have been 
denied access to housing because of their race, religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, 
national origin, color, or disability, family status, sexual orientation, source of income, 
or political affiliation. The City will educate selected staff in the Community 
Development, City Attorney, and City Manager departments on responding to complaints 
received regarding potential claims of housing discrimination. The selected personnel 
will be given a typed handout detailing the process for someone with a complaint and 
the agencies that should be contacted regarding a claim: Solano County District 
Attorney’s office, California Department of Fair Employment and Housing, San Francisco 
Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing, Legal Services of 
Northern California (Solano County Vallejo office), and ECHO (non-profit housing 
advocacy group). The City Attorney’s office will be notified and a log maintained of all 
complaints received. Information regarding the housing discrimination complaint referral 
process is made available by the Benicia Housing Authority and CAC to their clients. This 
information is available on the City’s website (www.ci.benicia.ca.us). The City will 
maintain a supply of complaint forms and informational brochures at City Hall. 

Funding Source: General Fund and CDBG Funds 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The City Attorney’s office manages this 
program and maintains this information in their office and on 

the City’s website. 

BHA makes information regarding the housing discrimination 
complaint referral process available to all of their clients; they 
are given pamphlets and a hotline number.  The FRC, within the 
City of Benicia Police Department, and the Benicia CAC refer 
clients with discrimination complaints to Legal Aid of Northern 
California.  

Amend and continue. 

Program 5.02 

The City will continue to provide brochures on universal design available at the planning 
counter in the Community Development Department. The City will also consider writing 
development standards to encourage use of universal design in home design. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The City provides brochures to 
encourage use of universal design in home design, such as the 

brochure completed in 2013.  

The City did not write development standards beyond those 
listed in the Building Code to encourage universal design in 
home design due to a lack of staff time and resources.  
However, the Building Division recently engaged in discussions 
with the Building Official to pursue the development of 
universal design standards. 

Amend and continue. 
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Energy Efficiency & Water Conservation 

Program 6.01 

The City will continue to implement the California Green Building Standards Code, 2013 
edition (adopted by reference in 2013 by City Council Ordinance 13-14), which applies to 
residential additions of 600 sq. ft. or more, or when a project’s value exceeds $20,000. 
The City will evaluate additional green building standards beyond the State’s minimum 
requirements. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing. 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. The City adopts updated Building 
Codes, including the Green Building Code, on a 3-year cycle. 
The code is implemented by the Building Division during the 
building permit process. 

The City evaluated additional green building standards beyond 
the State’s minimum requirements as they were presented. For 
example, the City increased opportunities for compact parking 
stalls and reduced parking requirements for studio and one-
bedroom units in multifamily development. In the future, the 
City would like to focus on strategic amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance (especially the Landscape Code) to enhance more 

feasible implementation. 

Amend and continue. 

Program 6.02 

Continue to implement the Benicia Home Efficiency Program and Residential Solar 
Rebate Program, both of which were approved by the Sustainability Commission who 
assists with implementing the City’s Climate Action Plan. These programs will educate 
and bring awareness to the public about the long-term benefits of energy conservation 
and efficiency in housing and encourages the installation of renewable energy which 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions. 

Funding Source: Good Neighbor Steering Committee Settlement Agreement 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Benicia Home Efficiency Program through 2016. Residential Solar 

Rebate Program needs additional financing: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

The City’s Community Development Department applied for 
additional grant funding so that it could launch Phase II of the 
Residential Solar Rebate Program. In 2015, the Community 
Sustainability Commission (CSC) awarded the Department 
$50,000. In November 2015, the City launched Phase II with the 
help of local solar contractors. MCE assists with promotion of 
the program. Two solar vendors, Solar City and Sun Power, have 
signed memorandums of agreement (MOUs) with the City to 

match rebates.  

The Benicia Home-Efficiency Program, previously managed by 
WattzOn, ended in October 2016 after expending funds received 
through the Valero Good Neighbor Steering Committee 
Settlement Agreement. The City replaced this program by 
joining an additional four Property Assessed Clean Energy 
(PACE) programs and requiring that all program providers in the 
city (five total) sign a Collaborative Services Agreement, which 
clearly outlines the roles and responsibilities of providers, 
including regular reporting to the City on outreach activities, 
total financing, and the number and type of home and business 
upgrade projects. PACE provides a simple and effective way to 
finance energy efficiency, renewable energy, and water 
conservation upgrades to buildings.  PACE can pay for new 
heating and cooling systems, lighting improvements, solar 
panels, water pumps, insulation, windows, and more for 
residential uses. 

Finally, the City continues to partner with the Solano County 
Water Agency (SCWA) to provide rebates for the Turf 
Replacement Program. The current rebate is $0.50 per square 
foot, up to $1,500, for replacing grass with water-wise 
landscaping. For context, the SCWA rebate is $1 per square foot 
plus the $0.50 enhanced rebate from the CSC grant of $60,000 
awarded in August 2015. 

Amend and continue. 
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Program 6.03 

To facilitate implementation, the City will make available, in the Community 
Development Department, brochures from PG&E and others that detail energy 
conservation measures for existing buildings, as well as new construction. The City will 
investigate more innovative outreach methods including social media and other online 

interfaces. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective:  n/a 

This program is ongoing. Brochures that detail energy 
conservation measures for existing buildings and new 
construction are available at City Hall from the Community 
Development Department. 

The City investigated more innovative outreach methods and 
maintains social media accounts and an e-newsletter. The City 
also maintained a sustainability webpage during the planning 
period and the program is expected to gain momentum with the 
hiring of the City’s new sustainability coordinator. 

Amend and continue. 

Program 6.04 

Continue to provide public education on green building certification, energy efficiency, 
and sustainable materials through the use of display boards, and locate them near the 

Planning and Building Counter and throughout City Hall. 

Funding Source: General Fund 

Responsible Agency: Community Development Department 

Timeframe: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: n/a 

This program is ongoing. Brochures, display boards, and other 
information about green building certification, energy 
efficiency, and sustainable materials is available at the 
Community Development Department in City Hall. In the future, 
the City is interested in strengthening their Web-based 
resources and providing focused newsletters. 

Amend and continue. 
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Appendix D 
Housing Element Sites Inventory List 





Table A: Housing Element Sites Inventory

Jurisdiction 

Name
Site Address/Intersection

5 Digit 

ZIP 

Code

Assessor 

Parcel 

Number

Consolidated 

Sites

General Plan 

Designation (Current)

Zoning 

Designation 

(Current)

Minimum Density 

Allowed 

(units/acre)

Max Density 

Allowed 

(units/acre)

Parcel Size 

(Acres)

Existing 

Use/Vacancy
Infrastructure Publicly-Owned Site Status Identified in Last/Last Two Planning Cycle(s)

Lower 

Income 

Capacity

Moderate 

Income 

Capacity

Above 

Moderate 

Income 

Capacity

Total 

Capacity

BENICIA WEST 14TH STREET AND MILITARY WEST 94510 0086041140 RLD RS 0 7 0.24 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MILITARY WEST AND WEST 14TH STREET 94510 0086046280 RLD RS 0 7 0.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST L STREET AND WEST 11TH STREET 94510 0086091760 RLD RS 0 7 0.18 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA GRANT COURT AND CAPITOL DRIVE 94510 0086382010 RLD RS 0 7 0.23 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA LORI DRIVE AND WEST 7TH STREET 94510 0087044180 RLD RS 0 7 0.21 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA FIRST STREET AND EAST O STREET 94510 0087070520 RLD RS 0 7 0.22 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA FIRST STREET AND EAST N STREET 94510 0087070530 RLD RS 0 7 0.33 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA O-HARE DRIVE AND WEST N STREET 94510 0087072050 RLD RS 0 7 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA O-HARE DRIVE AND WEST N STREET 94510 0087072060 RLD RS 0 7 0.13 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA FIRST STREET AND HARBOR VISTA COURT 94510 0087073270 RLD RS 0 7 0.30 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 121 EAST N STREET 94510 0087074150 RLD RS 0 7 0.31 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 7TH STREET AND MILITARY WEST 94510 0087093190 RLD RS 0 7 0.54 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 1 1 2

BENICIA MILITARY WEST AND WEST 5TH STREET 94510 0087112160 RLD RS 0 7 0.17 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MILITARY WEST AND WEST 5TH STREET 94510 0087112170 RLD RS 0 7 0.17 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MILITARY WEST AND WEST 5TH STREET 94510 0087112180 RLD RS 0 7 0.22 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST NINTH STREET AND WEST L STREET 94510 0087134370 RLD RS 0 7 0.45 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 723 WEST K STREET 94510 0087134510 RLD RS 0 7 0.13 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA DANIEL HILLS COURT 94510 0087134660 RLD RS 0 7 0.12 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA DANIEL HILLS COURT 94510 0087134670 RLD RS 0 7 0.13 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST K STREET AND WEST 7TH STREET 94510 0087142300 RLD RS 0 7 0.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST K STREET AND WEST 7TH STREET 94510 0087142320 RLD RS 0 7 0.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST J STREET AND WEST 3RD STREET 94510 0087154100 RLD RS 0 7 0.36 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA CORTE DEL SOL AND EL BONITO WAY 94510 0088012500 RLD RS 0 7 0.24 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA ST. AUGUSTINE DRIVE AND EAST 2ND STREET 94510 0088083310 RLD RS 0 7 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA EAST 7TH STREET AND EAST J STREET 94510 0088164050 RLD RS 0 7 0.46 Vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 1790 PACIFICA COURT 94510 0088182320 RLD RS 0 7 0.38 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA CASA GRANDE STREET AND VIEWMONT STREET 94510 0088215040 RLD RS 0 7 0.19 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA CASA GRANDE STREET AND VIEWMONT STREET 94510 0088215050 RLD RS 0 7 0.18 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA CASA GRANDE STREET AND VIEWMONT STREET 94510 0088215060 RLD RS 0 7 0.23 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA CASA GRANDE STREET AND VIEWMONT STREET 94510 0088215070 RLD RS 0 7 0.20 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 1783 CLOS DUVALL COURT 94510 0088230050 RLD PD 0 7 0.08 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 9TH STREET AND WEST I STREET 94510 0089012310 RLD RS 0 7 0.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 6TH STREET AND WEST J STREET 94510 0089021150 RLD RS 0 7 0.17 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 655 WEST I STREET 94510 0089021190 RLD RS 0 7 0.19 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST I STREET AND WEST 4TH STREET 94510 0089031130 RLD RS 0 7 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST I STREET AND WEST 4TH STREET 94510 0089034020 RLD RS 0 7 0.24 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Pending Project Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST I STREET AND WEST 3RD STREET 94510 0089034040 RLD RS 0 7 0.25 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 1 MCKAY WAY 94510 0089092410 RLD RS 0 7 0.24 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 737 WEST SIXTH STREET 94510 0089092680 RLD RS 0 7 0.20 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA JOHNS PLACE AND WEST 6TH STREET 94510 0089092710 RLD RS 0 7 0.36 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA EAST 7TH STREET AND EAST J STREET 94510 0088166020 RLD RS 0 7 0.53 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 1 1 2

BENICIA EAST 6TH STREET AND EAST N STREET 94510 0088131070 RLD RS 0 7 0.18 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST THIRD STREET AND WEST H STREET 94510 0089034100 RLD RS 0 7 0.55 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 1 1 2

BENICIA 60 WINGFIELD WAY 94510 0088114030 RLD RS 0 7 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 4TH STREET AND WEST I STREET 94510 0089032060 RLD RS 0 7 0.19 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 4TH STREET AND WEST I STREET 94510 0089032050 RLD RS 0 7 0.20 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA WEST 4TH STREET AND WEST I STREET 94510 0089032030 RLD RS 0 7 0.20 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 123 EAST N STREET 94510 0087074160 RLD RS 0 7 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 0 1 1

BENICIA HARBOR VISTA COURT AND EAST 2ND STREET 94510 0087073020 MDR RS 0 7 0.18 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA EAST 3RD STREET AND EAST S STREET 94510 0088181060 RLD RS 0 7 0.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 704 WEST I STREET 94510 0089014320 Parks RS 0 7 0.31 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 708 WEST I STREET 94510 0089014310 RLD RS 0 7 0.33 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MCKINNEY PLACE AND HILLCREST AVENUE 94510 0088032010 RLD RS 0 7 0.36 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA HILLCREST AVENUE AND EAST 2ND STREET 94510 0088014020 RLD RS 0 7 0.12 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 1071 WEST K STREET 94510 0086101330 RLD RS 0 7 0.23 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 633 EAST J STREET 94510 0088164240 RLD RS 0 7 0.30 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 825 EAST FIFTH STREET 94510 0089064100 RLD RS 0 7 0.22 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MILLS DRIVE AND CAMBRIDGE DRIVE 94510 0086291020 RLD RS 0 7 0.13 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA HAWTHORNE LANE AND SOLANO DRIVE 94510 0083011920 MDR RS 0 7 0.12 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA 1201 WEST K STREET 94510 0086091800 RLD RS 0 7 0.23 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1

BENICIA MILITARY EAST AND EAST 6TH STREET 94510 0088131240 RLD RM 0 14 0.11 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 1 0 1

BENICIA BUCHANAN STREET AND HOSPITAL ROAD 94510 0080140630 HDR RM 0 14 1.67 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 9 9 18

BENICIA BUCHANAN STREET AND HOSPITAL ROAD 94510 0080140640 HDR RM 0 14 1.95 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 10 11 21

BENICIA LONDON DRIVE AND HASTINGS DRIVE 94510 0086691040 MDR RM 0 14 0.48 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 3 5

BENICIA LONDON DRIVE AND HASTINGS DRIVE 94510 0086694030 MDR RM 0 14 2.16 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 11 12 23

BENICIA EAST 5TH STREET AND EAST O STREET 94510 0088092150 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.14 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 2 2 4

BENICIA 456 MILITARY EAST 94510 0088124040 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.31 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Pending Project Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 5 5 10

BENICIA 1401 EAST FIFTH STREET 94510 0088092040 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.45 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 7 8 15

BENICIA EAST 6TH STREET AND EAST N STREET 94510 0088131210 MU-L MU-L 0 30 0.19 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 2 2 4

BENICIA 921 FIRST STREET 94510 0089043100 Commercial Downtown TC 0 29.9 0.25 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 0 2 3 5

BENICIA EAST 4TH STREET AND EAST L STREET 94510 0088124130 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.52 Vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 10 3 4 17

BENICIA JEFFERSON STREET AND PARK ROAD 94510 0080150010 Lower Arsenal Mixed Use CO 0 21 0.56 Vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 5 2 2 9

BENICIA E STREET LOT 94510 0089371030 Commercial Downtown TC 0 29.9 0.83 Vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 11 4 4 19
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BENICIA E STREET LOT 94510 0089372090 Commercial Downtown TC 0 29.9 0.85 Vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Used in Two Consecutive Prior Housing Elements - Vacant 11 4 4 19

BENICIA 498 MILITARY EAST 94510 0088124140 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.26 Commercial uses YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 1 2 3

BENICIA 475 MILITARY EAST 94510 0088123140 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.14 Commercial uses YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4

BENICIA 502 EAST N STREET 94510 0088102040 A MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.43 RV park YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 7 7 14

BENICIA 502 EAST N STREET 94510 0088102140 A MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.14 Residential, 6 YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4

BENICIA 502 EAST N STREET 94510 0088102050 A MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.44 Residential, 6 YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 7 7 14

BENICIA 385 MILITARY EAST 94510 0088121110 MU-I MU-I 0 44 0.14 Residential, 1 YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4
BENICIA 1280 West 11th Street 94510 0086062110 Medium Density ResidentialRM with Overlay Zone0 30 1.00 church, with balance vacantYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 9 3 3 15
BENICIA 356 East I Street 94510 0089062030 Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.21 single family house - vacantYES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 2 1 1 4
BENICIA 230 East L Street 94510 0088141060 B Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 5.16 Parking lot YES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 5 0 0 5
BENICIA 150 East L Street 94510 0088141070 B Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 lawn, ROW access to libraryYES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 4 0 0 4
BENICIA 187 East L 94510 0088113010 B Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.37 single story Senior Center, one parking lot, lawn, part of libraryYES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 4 0 0 4
BENICIA n/a 94510 0088113030 B Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.11 park/part of library YES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 4 0 0 4
BENICIA n/a 94510 0088113020 B Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.17 Part of parking lot/lawn YES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 4 0 0 4
BENICIA 1030 West 6th 94510 0087144010 C High Density Residential   RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.38 SFR YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 4 4 8
BENICIA 1030 West 6th 94510 0087144060 C High Density Residential   RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.02 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1
BENICIA 255 Military West 94510 0087122200 High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.43 SFR YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 4 5 9
BENICIA 1400 Military West 94510 0086047040 High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.84 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 11 4 4 19
BENICIA 353 East N Street 94510 0088091120 D Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.24 duplexes YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 3 1 1 5
BENICIA 363 East N Street 94510 0088091110 D Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.24 duplexes YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 3 1 1 5
BENICIA 373 East N Street 94510 0088091100 D Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.24 duplexes YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 3 1 1 5
BENICIA W. 2nd, second parcel north of Military West 94510 0087200090 High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.38 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 4 4 8
BENICIA includes 1113-1115 W. 5th, full parcel bounded by Military West, W. 5th, and K Street94510 0087143130 High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 1.63 SFR (3 market rate units) YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 16 5 5 26
BENICIA H Street at E. 6th 94510 0089074100 High Density Residential RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 3 5
BENICIA H Street at E. 6th 94510 0089074330 High Density Residential RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.80 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 10 4 4 18
BENICIA 600 block of East I 94510 0089074030 Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.43 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 4 5 9
BENICIA 612 E I St 94510 0089074020 Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.29 vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 3 3 6
BENICIA 670 East H Street 94510 0080180050 E High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 10.35 Only temporary structures onsite; same owners and site as parcels in 3 rows belowYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 89 29 29 147
BENICIA 670 East H Street 94510 0080180150 E High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 6.86 Only temporary structures onsite; same owners and site as parcel above and 2 belowYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 59 19 20 98
BENICIA 670 East H Street 94510 0080180110 E High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.03 Only temporary structures onsite; same owners and site as 2 parcels above and 1 belowYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 2 1 1 4
BENICIA 670 East H Street 94510 0080180130 E High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 18.48 Only temporary structures onsite; same owners and site as 3 parcels aboveYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 158 53 52 263
BENICIA 802 Southampton Road 94510 0086151110 Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 13.67 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 165 165 330
BENICIA 10 Solano Square 94510 0087200100 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 0.47 shopping center (Solano Square)YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 7 2 2 11
BENICIA 20 Solano Square 94510 0087200040 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 0.51 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 7 2 3 12
BENICIA 25-79 Solano Square 94510 0087200050 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 1.19 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 17 5 6 28
BENICIA 40-50 Solano Square 94510 0087200060 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 1.88 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 27 9 9 45
BENICIA 60 Solano Square 94510 0087200070 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 0.67 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 9 3 4 16
BENICIA 70 Solano Square 94510 0087200080 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 0.73 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 10 3 3 16
BENICIA 84, 86, 90 Solano Square 94510 0087200130 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 0.77 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 11 4 4 19
BENICIA 72, 74, 76, 77, 78 Solano Square 94510 0087200120 F Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 1.15 shopping center YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 36 11 12 59
BENICIA 200 block between Military West and West K Street94510 0087161010 G High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.47 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 6 2 2 10
BENICIA 201 block between Military West and West K Street94510 0087161140 G High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.08 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 1 0 0 1
BENICIA 202 block between Military West and West K Street94510 0087161150 G High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.09 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 1 0 1 2
BENICIA 203 block between Military West and West K Street94510 0087161220 G High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 0.46 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 6 2 2 10
BENICIA 2170 Columbus Parkway 94510 0079020360 Mixed Use Infill MU-I 0 44 2.47 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 50 16 17 83
BENICIA 507 Claverie Way 94510 0087144100 Community Commercial CC with Overlay Zone0 30 0.12 commercial uses YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1
BENICIA 560 First Street 94510 0089371110 Downtown Commercial NG with Overlay Zone0 30 1.66 Parking lot YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 7 2 3 12
BENICIA 190 East F Street 94510 0089371020 Downtown Mixed Use  NG with Overlay Zone0 30 0.43 single family house YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 3 4 7
BENICIA 900 East Second Street 94510 0089053110 H Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.43 Benicia Fire Museum YES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 7 0 0 7
BENICIA 900 East Second Street 94510 0089053100 H Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 Benicia Fire Museum YES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 3 0 0 3
BENICIA 900 East Second Street 94510 0089053090 H Public/Quasi-Public PS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 Benicia Fire Museum vacant backyard areaYES - Current YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 3 0 0 3
BENICIA 827 First Street 94510 0089044090 Downtown Commercial TC with Overlay Zone0 30 0.43 offices and services YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 3 4 7
BENICIA 1471 Park Road at 780 94510 0080140670 High Density Residential RH with Overlay Zone0 30 9.41 building pad on the site; underutilizedYES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 78 26 26 130
BENICIA Church Street 94510 0086050030 I Medium Density ResidentialRM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.16 vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 1 2 3
BENICIA Church Street 94510 0086050040 I Medium Density ResidentialRM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.13 vacant YES - Potential YES - City-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 1 2 3
BENICIA 163 East H Street 94510 0089052290 Downtown Commercial NG with Overlay Zone0 30 0.21 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4
BENICIA 800 East 7th Street 94510 0089076120 J Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.14 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 2 1 1 4
BENICIA 808 East 7th Street 94510 0089076130 J Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.14 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 2 0 1 3
BENICIA 888 East 7th Street 94510 0089076140 J Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.14 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 1 1 0 2
BENICIA Along East 7th Street 94510 0089076090 Low Density Residential RS with Overlay Zone0 30 0.34 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 3 4 7
BENICIA 1043 Grant Street 94510 0080150260 Lower Arsenal Mixed Use CO with Overlay Zone0 30 0.29 portion developed with commercialYES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4
BENICIA 1025 Grant Street 94510 0080150320 Lower Arsenal Mixed Use CO with Overlay Zone0 30 0.71 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 6 2 3 11
BENICIA Grant Street and Polk Street 94510 0080150330 Lower Arsenal Mixed Use CO with Overlay Zone0 30 0.51 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 4 2 2 8
BENICIA First block of East H Street 94510 0089052160 Downtown Commercial TC-O with Overlay Zone0 30 0.09 parking lot YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1
BENICIA 100 block of West E Street 94510 0089173190 Downtown Commercial TC-O with Overlay Zone0 30 0.12 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 0 1 1
BENICIA 111 West H Street 94510 0089044320 K Downtown Mixed Use/Downtown CommercialTC-O with Overlay Zone0 30 0.14 parking lot YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 1 1 2
BENICIA 111 West H Street 94510 0089044330 K Downtown Mixed Use with Overlay UseTC-O with Overlay Zone0 30 0.11 parking lot YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 1 1 2
BENICIA 500 block of East H Street 94510 0089072170 High Density Residential RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 3 5
BENICIA 535 EAST H STREET 94510 0089072160 High Density Residential RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.22 single-family home YES - Current NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 3 5
BENICIA 543 EAST H STREET 94510 0089072150 High Density Residential RM with Overlay Zone0 30 0.21 vacant YES - Potential NO - Privately-Owned Available Not Used in Prior Housing Element 0 2 2 4
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Appendix E 
Outreach 

 

The following sections summarize the events 

conducted to solicit input on the Housing 

Element. 

Consultations 

In November through December 2021, four 

consultations were conducted with Benicia 

stakeholders to offer opportunities for each of 

them to provide one-on-one input. 

Representatives from the following organizations 

were interviewed: 

• Benicia Community Action Council on 

November 18, 2021 

• Carquinez Village Project on December 

6, 2021 

• Benicia Housing Authority on December 

8, 2021 

• Family Resource Center on December 16, 

2021 

In each of the consultations, the stakeholders 

were asked some or all of the following 

questions, depending on the type of organization 

interviewed: 

• What services do you currently provide? 

• What are your organization’s funding 

sources (federal funds, EDHSA funds, 

grants from foundations, donations, 

etc.)? 

• What are the three top opportunities 

you see for the future of housing in this 

jurisdiction? What are your three top 

concerns for the future of housing in this 

jurisdiction? 

• What housing types do your clients 

prefer? Is there adequate rental housing 

in the community? Are there 

opportunities for home ownership? Are 

there accessible rental units for seniors 

and persons with disabilities? 

• What are the biggest barriers to finding 

affordable, decent housing? What are 

the unmet housing needs in this 

jurisdiction? 

• How would you characterize the physical 

condition of housing in this jurisdiction? 

What opportunities do you see to 

improve housing in the future? 

• How many homeless individuals are in 

the jurisdiction? Is the Point-In-Time 

count accurate? 

• What factors limit or deny civil rights, 

fair housing choice, or equitable access 

to opportunity? What actions can be 

taken to transform racially and 

ethnically concentrated areas of poverty 

into areas of opportunity (without 

displacement)? What actions can be 

taken to make living patterns more 

integrated and balanced? 

• How has COVID-19 affected the housing 

situation? 

Through these interviews, the stakeholders 

expressed concerns about current challenges and 

barriers to housing in the city. The stakeholders 

discussed barriers to housing, including high 

construction costs, the lack of vacant land 

available for development, and the high demand 

and competition for the existing housing stock. 

In addition, stakeholders reported that landlord 

discrimination against Section 8 Housing Choice 

Vouchers increases difficulties for voucher 

holders to obtain housing. Program 1.02 supports 

the Benicia Housing Authority in the 

administration of the Section 8 housing voucher 
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program and apply for additional vouchers. 

Service providers indicated that compiling 

financing packages to fund affordable housing 

construction is also very difficult and time-

consuming. Program 1.01 requires the City to 

work with the Benicia Housing Authority to 

coordinate affordable housing activities and 

maintain good working relations with other non-

profit housing providers. 

Stakeholders noted that the city needs a variety 

of housing types. In particular, stakeholders 

observed that housing for seniors and studios for 

small households (such as seniors and single-

parent households) are needed. Furthermore, 

new senior housing must be accessible and lower 

cost to accommodate seniors living on fixed 

incomes. Program 3.05 requires the City to work 

with housing providers to ensure that special 

housing needs are met, including the needs of 

lower-income households, persons with 

disabilities and developmental disabilities, 

seniors, and single parent-headed households 

with children. The stakeholders cited the 

Housing Element as an opportunity for the City 

to increase housing capacity in Benicia. 

Stakeholders also recommended that the City 

seek out funding to help rehabilitate aging 

housing for lower-income households. Program 

4.01 will establish a rehabilitation grant or 

reimbursement program to assist homeowners 

with rehabilitation needs, particularly 

weatherization and accessibility retrofits.  

Community Workshop 

The first community workshop for Benicia 

residents as part of the Housing Element update 

took place via Zoom on Wednesday, March 2, 

2022, from 6:00 pm to 7:30 pm. The purpose of 

this workshop was to educate residents about 

the update process, solicit input on potential 

housing sites to be included in the draft Housing 

Element, and hear resident insights and ideas on 

how the City can improve housing opportunities 

in the future.  

 
Residents participated in the workshop by Zoom. 

City staff and consultants facilitated the 

workshop and 11 residents and interested 

persons attended and participated. Throughout 

the presentation about the Housing Element 

update process and the selection criteria for 

potential housing sites, community members 

were asked to provide feedback through 

interactive polling and invited to ask questions 

or provide comments in the chat. All questions 

and comments were read aloud, and either City 

staff or the consultants answered the question or 

documented receipt of the comment. Input and 

ideas are summarized below. 

• Does the city’s current sites inventory 

include recent changes to zoning in the 

Eastern Gateway Study Area? 

• How many accessory dwelling units have 

been built in the last two years? 

• What parcels in the sites inventory are 

designated to accommodate lower-

income housing? Where are they located 

in the city? 

• If a site is designated to accommodate 

lower-income housing in the Benicia 

Housing Element, what happens if a 

developer wants to construct housing at 

a different income level? Are the sites 

restricted to only the income category 

that the Housing Element specifies? 

• What is an example of a 20 dwelling unit 

per acre housing development in 

Benicia? 

• Will City staff consider sites that are 

smaller than half an acre to 
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accommodate the RHNA when property 

owners are interested in developing the 

site with housing? 

• Can historic homes be converted to 

multifamily units? The City should 

consider allowing conversions for willing 

homeowners. 

• The Jefferson Ridge site (vacant land 

located at Adams and Park) should not 

be included in the sites inventory 

because the City is reviewing an SB 35 

development application on that site. 

• Why is property owner interest a factor 

to consider when identifying candidate 

sites to be rezoned and counted toward 

the RHNA? 

• Multifamily housing is supported on or 

near Military West. 

• The General Commercial (GC) zone does 

not permit multifamily units. Does the 

City plan to rezone sites with the GC 

zoning to allow for multifamily 

residential housing on these sites? 

• Will the City review small lots that could 

accommodate up to four units under SB 

9? 

• What is the definition of a live/work 

unit? 

These comments have been considered and 

incorporated into the Housing Element, as 

applicable. The community workshop was 

recorded and posted on the City’s Housing 

Element webpage. 

Open Houses 

The City of Benicia invited members of the 

community to participate in two open houses to 

discuss the Benicia Housing Element. These two 

open houses covered the same content, but one 

was held in person, while the other was hosted 

online. The online open house took place on 

Thursday, March 31, 2022, from 5:00 pm to 7:00 

pm via Zoom. The in-person open house was held 

at the Community Center (370 East L Street) the 

following Wednesday, April 6, 2022, from 5:00 

pm to 7:00 pm. City staff and consultants 

facilitated the open houses. 

 
Attendees provided feedback at the open houses. 

The purpose of the open houses was to educate 

residents about the update process and solicit 

input on local housing preferences, local housing 

needs, housing creation strategies, and fair 

housing. There were four stations at each open 

house event and one set of polling questions. 

Each station had a topic: fair housing, potential 

sites for housing, preferred housing types, and 

barriers to housing in Benicia. The format of 

each open house is summarized below. 

• Virtual Open House: The event began 

with a short presentation introducing 

the Housing Element and meeting 

agenda. Following the presentation, the 

group in attendance was small enough to 

continue discussion in the main meeting 

room. Staff walked through all of the 

open house stations and solicited 

feedback from meeting attendees via 

Google Forms surveys, interactive 

polling, and open discussion.  

• In-Person Open House: The various 

open house stations were set up around 

the event space to allow attendees to 

move from one station to the next at 

their own pace. Staff were stationed at 

each board to guide attendees through 

the station exercise and answer 

questions. Meeting attendees were also 

given the option to sign in at the 
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entrance table and submit additional 

input via a comment form.  

In total, 8 people attended the virtual event and 

13 people attended the in-person event. While 

21 total community members attended these 

events, not all attendees provided input at each 

station and answers for each question posed at 

the station. Input and ideas are summarized 

below.   

• To comply with State law, does the city 

need to plan for new housing units or 

identify existing housing units to meet 

the RHNA? 

• The people in attendance at this 

meeting likely have more access to 

resources and therefore don’t 

experience severe housing issues that 

would warrant fair housing assistance. 

• Are open space sites outside the Urban 

Growth Boundary being considered? 

• Is there a deadline by which housing 

units need to be built to meet State 

requirements? 

• There is support to develop large sites 

along Military West between West 5th 

Street and West 7th Street. 

• What is missing middle housing? 

• Is there a way to encourage property 

owners to develop multiple small homes 

on their individual lots? 

• Why are accessory dwelling units (ADUs) 

an attractive opportunity to provide 

housing in Benicia? Are there any ADUs 

currently in Benicia? 

• Is the City considering rezoning 

commercial zones or industrial zones to 

allow residential uses? 

• How will written comments be addressed 

by City staff? 

Community members were asked to choose 

opportunity sites in the city where they’d 

support housing development. Sites on the 

opportunity sites map, which is displayed at the 

end of this appendix, that received more than 

one dot are listed below. Large-sized sites drew 

more attention from attendees due to their 

sheer size and visibility on the map. Therefore, 

more votes for larger sites do not necessarily 

mean that participants favor those sites over 

smaller, less-visible sites: 

• Yuba Site on H Street (8 votes) 

• Open space between Cambridge and 

London Circle (5 votes) 

• 1471 Park Road Area (4 votes) 

• Solano Square/Davies Square (4 votes) 

• Cemetery Site (4 votes) 

• Southampton Center (4 votes) 

• Civic Center Area (3 votes) 

• 701 Southampton Road (3 votes) 

• East H Street Sites Across from Yuba Site 

(3 votes) 

• Downtown Overlay Sites: 190 East F 

Street (3 votes) 

• 1125 Southampton Road, Church of Jesus 

Christ of Latter-Day Saints (3 votes) 

• Northgate Church Site (2 votes) 

• Downtown Overlay Sites: 831 First Street 

(2 votes) 

• Eastern Gateway Sites: 1401 E 5th Street 

(2 votes) 

• Fire Museum Site (2 votes) 

• Community Congregational Church (2 

votes) 

• Downtown PDA Vicinity: 200 Block 

Military West (2 votes) 

• Claverie Way Vicinity Upzone: 1030 West 

6th Street (2 votes) 

• Claverie Way Vicinity Upzone: 1113-1115 

West 5th Street (2 votes) 

• Claverie Way Vicinity Upzone: 1150 West 

7th Street (2 votes) 
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• 810 West Ninth Street (Cliff's) and 

adjacent parcels (2 votes) 

• First Baptist Church Site (2 votes) 

• 2170 Columbus Parkway (2 votes) 

The community’s comments on the housing sites 

and general housing in Benicia have been taken 

into consideration and informed the drafting of 

the Housing Element.  

Input Received on the Proposed Housing 

Opportunity Sites Overlay and Other Zoning 

Changes 

Essential components of the zoning approach 

were presented and discussed in various public 

meetings and study sessions (e.g., 30 DU/AC 

density, 3-story height) beginning in the early 

part of 2022. These parameters have remained 

consistent through the development of the 

Housing Element and proposed zoning text and 

have general consensus in support.   

The City conducted a study session with the 

Planning Commission on May 12, 2022.  Some 

public comments were received regarding the 

potential zoning changes concerning impacts to 

historic resources, clarification of the text, and 

ability to count existing nonresidential uses 

towards the nonresidential requirement for 

commercial zones.  In response, public comment 

was evaluated and incorporated into the draft 

text of the proposed zoning. Additional detail 

about this study session is presented in the next 

subsection. 

A second study session was conducted by the 

Planning Commission on October 13, 2022. The 

staff report for this meeting detailed public 

comment, discussed how and whether it was 

incorporated into the proposed text, and 

detailed the substance of the proposed zoning 

and general plan amendments. The staff report 

and attachments can be viewed at: 

www.ci.benicia.ca.us/agendas.  Public comment 

was received from Karen Massey, representing a 

housing opportunity site zoned General 

Commercial (1043 Grant Street), to request 

further clarification of the text. It was 

acknowledged and agreed during the meeting 

that Ms. Massey’s suggestions would be 

incorporated and they are reflected in the 

current draft of the updates to the zoning.   

Three other individuals spoke more broadly 

about historic preservation and infill. 

Planning Commission and City Council Study 

Sessions 

The City brought information to the Planning 

Commission and City Council multiple times for 

feedback and guidance on the Housing Element 

update.  

 
Community members participated in Planning 

Commission meetings by Zoom or in-person.  

The input has informed the sites selected for the 

Housing Element and the drafting of the Housing 

Element. Those study sessions are summarized 

herein. 

• Joint Planning Commission and City 

Council Study Session. January 25, 

2022, via Zoom. The City and consultant 

provided a presentation to update the 

Planning Commission, City Council and 

the public on the Housing Element 

update. Topics of the presentation 

included the functions of housing 

elements, the RHNA, State housing laws, 

fair housing, sites selection, and a 

discussion of next steps. 

Members of the public were encouraged 

to participate via public comment, and 

nine public comments were made. The 

public commenters provided input on a 

wide variety of housing topics but many 

were focused on sites selection. Two 

commenters discouraged the City from 
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constructing housing in many of the open 

space areas of the city while two other 

commenters encouraged the City to lift 

open space deed restrictions on City-

owned open space. Another commenter 

encouraged the City to prioritize housing 

sites on City-owned land, parking lots, 

churches, and in the Downtown Priority 

Development Area (PDA). Two additional 

commenters were in favor of developing 

in the Downtown PDA, and another 

commenter endorsed the reuse of 

Downtown PDA parking lots to develop 

housing. One commenter discouraged 

developing housing in the Arsenal area, 

while another commenter was in favor 

of developing the Yuba site, which is 

near the Arsenal area. One commenter 

requested that the City increase housing 

density in single-family residential 

areas. The councilmembers and 

commissioners had questions about 

whether the City can impose zoning on 

properties without property owner 

interest or consent. The majority of the 

councilmembers and commissioners were 

in favor of prioritizing sites for housing 

that are vacant, public, or have property 

owner interest. The councilmembers and 

commissioners requested that City staff 

also examine City-owned properties 

including parking lots, church 

properties, deed-restricted open spaces, 

and commercial centers with 

consideration to traffic impacts and 

quality of life implications.  

• City Council Study Session. March 22, 

2022, via Zoom. The City held a study 

session at a regularly scheduled City 

Council meeting to present sites and 

locations being considered for housing 

opportunities and obtain direction to 

refine priorities for sites selection. 

Councilmembers also requested that 

specific parcels be added to the 

Opportunity Sites list, including vacant 

lots in the Downtown PDA, an 

unoccupied site adjacent to the Benicia 

Senior Center, and open space sites 

without deed or legal restrictions on 

development. Councilmembers 

requested that sites with property owner 

interest be prioritized for housing in the 

Housing Element. While one 

councilmember wanted the sites in 

eastern Benicia to not be developed, the 

other councilmembers asked City staff 

to continue to consider those for housing 

in the Housing Element. The 

councilmembers also asked that City 

staff contact property owners and 

neighbors to gauge their interest in 

redevelopment with housing. 

• Planning Commission Study Session. 

April 7, 2022, via Zoom and in-person - 

hybrid meeting. The City and consultant 

provided a presentation to update the 

Planning Commission and the public in 

attendance on the Housing Element sites 

selection process. City staff presented 

information about various potential 

housing sites across the city and asked 

for commissioner and public feedback. 

During the meeting, City staff gave the 

commissioners and public an opportunity 

to identify additional housing sites that 

should be considered, sites that should 

be removed, and sites that should be 

prioritized for housing.  

Members of the public were encouraged 

to participate via public comment, and 

three verbal public comments were 

provided. One commenter, who self-

identified as the attorney representing 

the Yuba site landowner, noted that the 

Yuba site is not classified as a 

brownfield site and encouraged the City 

to consider some open space sites 

further for housing development. 

Another commenter noted that the 

Southampton Shopping Center is an ideal 

site for mixed-use development, and 

they observed that some property 

owners may become interested in 

developing housing once zoning changes 

are adopted so sites should not be 

discounted because of a current lack of 
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interest from a property owner. The 

commenter also asked that City staff 

reduce the development capacity on the 

1471 Park Road site to buffer housing 

from nearby uses. The third public 

commenter noted that the 1025 Grant 

Street property owner would like to be 

included in the Sites Inventory and is 

interested in developing housing on their 

property. 

The Planning Commissioners requested 

that the City continue to consider open 

space as a viable option for housing 

development, but some commissioners 

also voiced their favor for infill 

development. The commissioners were 

also in favor of developing most housing 

sites with a mix of incomes rather than 

designating sites for a singular income 

category. The commissioners agreed 

with sentiments from previous study 

sessions about encouraging housing in 

the Downtown PDA and at the 

Southampton Shopping Center. The 

commissioners were also interested in 

developing housing in an unused portion 

of the Benicia City Cemetery. Some 

commissioners suggested that the City 

consider the tax revenue benefits or 

drawbacks from designating certain sites 

for housing and encouraged the City to 

select housing sites with the highest 

economic benefit to the City. One 

commissioner expressed concern over 

the level of remediation potentially 

needed on the site at 882 Blake Court, 

but another commissioner voiced 

opposition to those concerns and was 

confident in the quality of the site. One 

commissioner also requested that the 

City consider the impact of the RHNA on 

school infrastructure. 

• City Council – April 19, 2022, Via Zoom 

and in-person – hybrid meeting.  City 

staff presented a draft sites inventory 

for review by City Council, including a 

partial inventory of open space sites. 

Members of the public provided a range 

of comments.  One commenter 

recommended that residential use be 

removed from the General Plan mixed 

use land use as part of the Housing 

Element update, citing three parcels in 

the Benicia Arsenal that are included in 

the Vacant Lands Inventory; this 

commenter also discussed concerns 

regarding the way evacuation routes out 

of the Arsenal are all funneled through 

Military East. A second commenter noted 

concerns that the proposed Overlay Zone 

might lead to incompatible development 

in the downtown, citing the F Street 

parking lot as a site that might be 

developed in a way that is outsized for 

the Downtown; questioned whether 

residential could be sited on the ground 

floor on First Street within the Overlay 

Zone; whether allowed density could 

overshadow historic buildings; noted 

concern regarding SB 35 being applied in 

the Downtown; unclear whether the 

Overlay Zone would be priority over the 

Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan; 

requested that Arsenal sites be removed 

from the Housing Opportunity Sites List. 

A third commentor stated that 

affordable housing is very important to 

our community; stated that the Blake 

Court site could be a good site as it has 

gone through CEQA review and that 

everything had been excavated and 

removed.  A fourth commenter stated 

general opposition to the designation of 

open space for housing, but understands 

why it may occur; there should be 

mitigation required for development, 

including provision of trails and 

landscaping in that open space or 

elsewhere; asked City Council to adopt a 

policy that prohibits future designations 

of open space areas for housing; 

questioned which open space sites would 

be evaluated in the Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) with concern 

regarding making the EIR unnecessarily 

complex. A fifth commenter stated that 

the City did a great job finding 
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opportunity sites without going outside 

the city limits or significantly raising 

elevations, then noted that the Housing 

Opportunity Sites represent significant 

change for Benicia so need to do this 

carefully; ensure historic character is 

preserved; supported removing 

residential from the land use allowed in 

the Arsenal; supported recommendation 

that community benefits be included in 

any Open Space development; stated it’s 

premature to prohibit future Open Space 

development, if we need the housing we 

can provide community benefits with 

that development. A sixth commenter 

congratulated the City on the new 

opportunity sites that have been 

identified, including older commercial 

sites that can be used for mixed use 

commercial with housing; discussed 

pulling the Arsenal National Register 

District sites off the Opportunity Sites 

List; need to evaluate the impacts if 

housing did go on those historic sites, 

noting that the Housing Element EIR 

would be the right time for that 

evaluation. A seventh commenter 

supported the removal of the Arsenal 

sites from the Housing Opportunity Sites 

list.   

Councilmembers stated general support 

for designation of one open space but 

noted that otherwise there is general 

agreement that open space should be 

lower on the priority list; thanked the 

Planning Commission for their work on 

the Housing Element; and discussed 

reevaluating sites once the Draft Housing 

Element was available for review.  

Another Councilmember noted that the 

EIR will be programmatic, and that there 

will be subsequent evaluation for sites 

as they develop. City Council affirmed 

the sites list as presented, pending 

subsequent review following completion 

of the Draft Housing Element.   

• Planning Commission Study Session. 

May 12, 2022, via Zoom and in-person – 

hybrid meeting.  City staff presented a 

draft conceptual Housing Opportunity 

Sites Overlay Zoning District approach 

for consideration and comment by the 

Planning Commission and public. The 

Planning Commission was supportive of 

the draft conceptual Housing 

Opportunity Sites Overlay Zone District, 

as were several public commenters.  

One commenter requested consideration 

of horizontally mixed use sites, 

flexibility around the minimum retail 

requirement, and consideration of 

application of the Overlay Zone on 

additional sites. Another commenter 

recommended parking maximums and 

increased height allowance. Several 

commenters spoke in opposition to 

developing open space sites.  Several 

commenters stated concerns regarding 

infrastructure adequacy, traffic 

concerns, water sufficiency, and habitat 

protection. One commenter requested 

that the Housing Element discuss the 

Surplus Land Act process and feasibility 

of development of sites. 

Property Owner Outreach 

In the spring of 2022, the City notified the 

property owners of all properties that were 

preliminarily considered for inclusion in the 

Housing Opportunity Sites List. In Appendix D, 

Table B, the City sought to introduce initial 

rezone considerations and learn from the 

property owners about their interest in 

residential development on their property in the 

next three to eight years. City staff invited 

seventy-two property owners to meet to discuss 

their interest in potential residential 

development and conducted three informational 

meetings on March 16 and 17, 2022. 

Approximately ten property owners participated. 

Several property owners that were unable to 

attend contacted the City in the following 

weeks. The City has conducted additional one-

on-one outreach to property owners as the 

Housing Opportunity Sites List has been refined 

through the plan process. Most contacted 

property owners expressed interest in developing 
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housing, with some remaining uncommitted. Two 

property owners confirmed that they are not 

interested in having their properties rezoned to 

accommodate housing. Additional outreach to 

property owners is ongoing through summer 

2022.  

The City scheduled an additional virtual 

outreach meeting for property owners of the 

opportunity sites listed in the Housing Element 

on October 19, 2022. The City directly invited 

each of the property owners with parcels listed 

in Table B of Appendix D. A letter was sent to 

each owner about the Housing Element and 

rezoning process the City is going through and 

inviting them to the meeting. The invitees 

consisted of approximately 40 people. No 

property owners attended the meeting on 

October 19th. However, one property reached 

out to the City in response to the invitation and 

discussed their site and the process with City 

staff. The conversation ended with them 

expressing support for the zoning change on 

their property. 

CURE Committee Meeting 

On June 27, 2022, the City presented to the 

Committee United for Racial Equity (CURE) 

about the Housing Element Update. The 

committee consists of five residents and two 

City Councilmembers. The presentation 

included a high-level overview of the Housing 

Element, the project timeline, and initial 

findings on the fair housing components of the 

Housing Element Update. The City then 

solicited questions and comments from the 

CURE members to share their knowledge about 

fair housing in Benicia and provide feedback on 

the initial findings in the draft Housing 

Element. The Committee members asked the 

City how underserved communities in Benicia 

had been engaged during Housing Element 

Update outreach. The CURE members stated 

that ensuring vulnerable populations have 

access to housing programs that meet their 

needs is the Committee’s priority. Two 

Committee members were interested in ways 

that the City or Benicia Housing Authority could 

track the types of vulnerable communities 

served through their programs. Another 

Committee member requested that the City 

consider ways to protect special needs groups 

from eviction or foreclosure. The Committee 

thanked the City for examining fair housing 

issues in the Housing Element and for bringing 

the topic to CURE. Two residents spoke during 

the public comment period: one commenter 

echoed the Committees’ request to consider 

tracking local progress to serve vulnerable 

communities, and the other commenter was 

supportive of the City’s goal to provide 

resources and programs in the Housing Element 

to support housing affordability.  

Hearings 

The City brought information to the Planning 

Commission and City Council multiple times in the 

process for recommendations and approval of the 

Housing Element update. Those hearings are 

summarized herein. 

• Planning Commission Study Session. 

July 7, 2022, via Zoom and in-person 

hybrid meeting. City staff and the 

consultant presented information about 

the Public Draft Housing Element and 

asked for commissioner and public 

feedback. During the meeting, City staff 

gave the commissioners and public an 

opportunity to request changes to the 

Public Draft Housing Element and 

provide recommendations for future 

property owners and neighborhoods to 

engage with. Commissioners 

recommended that the City continue to 

avoid concentrating housing in lower-

income areas of Benicia. One 

commissioner cited appreciation for 

inclusion of Program 5.04 but noted that 

they still have concerns with proximity 

of some Housing Element sites to 

industrial uses. One Commissioner asked 

why the open space site at the corner of 

Hastings Drive and Southampton Road 

was removed from the Housing Element, 

and another stated that the City needs 

to approach fair housing from a “fair for 

all” perspective in which all residents 

are valued equally. The Commissioners 

also discussed the First Baptist Church 

site and determined that while owner 
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interest is not currently expressed on 

the site, the site is underutilized and 

should be included in the Housing 

Element sites inventory. Members of the 

public were encouraged to participate 

via public comment, and eight verbal 

public comments were provided. One 

commenter had a question about the 

project timeline. One commenter 

requested that the City revise the 

“health-oriented” term in Program 5.04, 

and another commenter requested that 

the zoning and land use designations be 

revised to correct a typo. One 

commenter requested that the City 

include strategies to protect residents 

from displacement. Another commenter 

requested that all Housing Element sites 

in the Arsenal be removed. One 

commenter requested that the City 

remove the Housing Element site that is 

located on part of the Benicia City 

Cemetery parcel, and a Planning 

Commissioner followed-up by asking that 

the City look further into development 

potential on that site.   

• Joint Planning Commission and City 

Council Study Session. July 26, 2022, 

via Zoom and in-person hybrid meeting. 

City staff presented an overview of the 

Public Draft Housing Element and asked 

for direction concerning any needed 

revisions. Planning Commissioners and 

City Councilmembers requested that City 

staff review the legality of required 

renter preferences for existing Benicia 

residents on City-owned sites and revise 

the Housing Element text about the 

Inclusionary Ordinance in Chapters II and 

V, to eliminate the in-lieu option. They 

also requested that the City review the 

Blake Court site documentation to 

determine the extent of remediation 

conducted on the site. Commissioners 

and Councilmembers discussed the 

Arsenal sites, E Street sites, and Blake 

Court parcel with consensus to leave 

these sites in the Housing Element now, 

pending further information.  

Members of the public were encouraged 

to participate via public comment, and 

20 public comments were made. The 

public commenters provided input on a 

wide variety of housing topics, but many 

were concerned with the Housing 

Element sites inventory. One commenter 

requested that the City evaluate the 

zoning on opportunity sites near Benicia 

High School for a potential teen center, 

and other commenters supported 

development on the Southampton 

Shopping Center, Solano Square, and 

Grant Street sites. Multiple commenters 

requested to remove the Blake Court 

site and Arsenal sites, with some 

commenters noting environmental 

justice, traffic, and evacuation concerns 

regarding sites proximate to industrial 

uses. Some commenters supported infill 

and affordable housing, and one 

commenter requested that the City 

consider the Siino property for housing 

development. Another commenter 

requested that City staff review the 

realistic development capacity 

projected on non-vacant sites and adjust 

the SB 35 sites capacities to reflect the 

current applications on those sites. That 

commenter also requested that the City 

re-examine Benicia’s Tax Credit 

Allocation Committee rating as a 

Moderate Resource community. One 

commenter expressed concern regarding 

the displacement of lower-income 

households. Another commenter 

recommended that the City raise 

building height limits to allow for multi-

family units and reduce the number of 

sites needed in the Housing Element, 

and others supported infill and 

affordable housing.  

• City Council Study Session. August 16, 

2022, via Zoom and in-person hybrid 

meeting. City staff presented an 

overview of the Public Draft Housing 

Element and the comments and 

direction received at earlier meetings on 

the public draft. Staff asked Council to 
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provide direction concerning any needed 

revisions ahead of submittal of the 

revised Draft Housing Element to HCD. 

Members of the public were encouraged 

to participate via public comment, and 

14 public comments were made. 

Discussion and public comments focused 

on the Arsenal sites, Blake Court site, 

expansion of the Yuba site, the city 

cemetery site, East E. Street parking lot 

site, 1280 W. 11th site, Surplus Land Act 

requirements, and repeat sites in the 

Housing Element for lower income 

RHNA. In addition to recommendations 

made at earlier meetings for revisions to 

the draft Housing Element, the Council 

recommended removal of the Blake 

Court site, change in proposed zoning on 

the 1280 W. 11th Street Site, and 

addition of parcels and corresponding 

units to the Yuba site. 

• Joint Planning Commission and City 

Council Study Session. December 13, 

2022. The City and consultant provided a 

presentation to update the Planning 

Commission, City Council and the public 

on the Housing Element update and 

Draft EIR. Topics of the presentation 

included an overview of the Housing 

Element and the RHNA, the process so 

far, comments received from the state 

and revisions proposed to address them, 

the rezoning and CEQA part of the 

process, and a discussion of next steps. 

Members of the public were encouraged 

to participate via public comment, and 

four members of the public commented. 

Public comment focused on concerns 

about whether the EIR has addressed all 

revisions to the Housing Element, 

comment that more units than are 

needed have been identified, comment 

that the eastside gets the 

preponderance of the parcels/sites and 

that isn’t fair, comment with concerns 

that the 1471 Park Road site shouldn’t 

be on the Housing Element inventory 

because of environmental health/noise 

concerns and that therefore it won’t 

develop during the planning period and 

will become a repeat site and allow by 

right development in the future, 

comments about the reduction in 

capacity on the 1043 Grant Street site 

and that it should be increased to the 

former unit numbers, comment that 

Solano Square should be left on the sites 

inventory because the owner could 

change their mind and become 

interested in housing development after 

the rezoning or someone else could buy 

it in the future who is interested, 

comment about HCD comment about 

disproportionate impacts on 

disadvantaged neighborhoods – thinks 

more quantitative information should be 

added, not just qualitative, comment 

that the eastside has more sites and the 

sites should be spread around more. 

The councilmembers and commissioners 

comments focused on ways to ensure 

affordable housing units are built in 

Benicia, questions about who pays HOA 

fees for affordable units, mechanics of 

the proposed Housing Opportunity Sites 

Overlay, why a unit/site buffer of 15% 

above the RHNA was selected, questions 

about next steps in the process with HCD 

and whether it is possible they won’t 

accept some of the sites in the 

inventory, questions about what the 

RCAA identified in the Assessment of 

Fair Housing is and what HCD expects in 

relation to that area of town, questions 

about whether fair housing 

testing/audits would be required, 

questions about what HCD is wanting in 

response to their comments about 

farmworkers and farmworker housing, 

questions about the Solano Square site, 

additional questions about what HCD 

really wants in response to the findings 

letter and how does the City know that 

HCD won’t keep asking for more in the 

Housing Element, question of whether 

adopting the Housing Element before 

January 31, 2023 will protect the City 
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from having to approve Builder’s 

Remedy projects, comments about 

infrastructure issues that the State has 

exacerbated including water supply and 

others, question as to whether Solano 

Square and Southampton shopping 

centers could be removed from the 

calculation to meet the RHNA and the 

city could still meet their RHNA and 

question whether those two sites are 

repeat sites under state law, comments 

with concerns about repeat sites 

allowing by right development, asked 

questions about BAAQMD siting distances 

for sites 31,32,35,45,122, and 123, 

comment that it's important that HCD 

understands that the City is 

consolidating boards and commissions 

for efficiency, comment that design 

review in the Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan area is a constraint, 

question regarding if development 

standards like height are found to be a 

constraint will the Housing Element 

recommend changes to the standards, 

question about at what point the Surplus 

Lands Act kicks on sites like Site 45 that 

is owned by the City, comments about 

the state penalizing financially 

successful homeowners through 

identifying RCAAs and other fair housing 

analysis and actions -that wealthy 

people should be able to live the way 

they want, and comment about concern 

that CEQA and other discretion is being 

taken away at the local level. 

• Planning Commission Hearing. January 

12, 2023. The City staff provided a 

presentation to update the Planning 

Commission and the public on the 

Housing Element update, Safety Element 

update, zoning amendments and EIR and 

request a recommendation from the 

Commission about whether to 

recommend adoption of the documents 

to the City Council. City staff and 

consultants were present to respond to 

questions. Sixteen members of the 

public commented. Comments from the 

public and Planning Commission mostly 

focused on the EIR alternative that 

would remove historic sites and 

potential removal of the cemetery site. 

The Commission approved a motion to 

send the documents along to the City 

Council for consideration. 

• City Council Hearing. January 24, 2023. 

The City staff provided a presentation to 

update the City Council and the public 

on the Housing Element update, Safety 

Element update, zoning amendments, 

and EIR and request that the Council 

adopt and approve all of them. City staff 

and consultants were present to respond 

to questions. Twenty-six members of the 

public commented. Comments from the 

public and Council mostly focused on the 

EIR alternative that would remove 

historic sites and potential removal of 

the cemetery site. The Council approved 

the zoning amendments and the EIR and 

adopted the Safety Element. The Council 

decided to remove two sites, including 

the cemetery and the site at 125 West F 

Street, and adopt the Housing Element 

with those changes and authorized staff 

to submit the Adopted Housing Element 

to HCD for their certification review. 
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Written Public Comments 

Received Prior to Public Draft 

The City received the following written public comments prior to the release of the Public Draft Housing 

Element. 

A group, consisting of Monith Ilavarasan, Zoe Siegel, Shajuti Hossain, Justine Marcus, Jeff Levin, Leslie 

Gordon, Michael Rawson, and Evelyn Stivers submitted comments as follows:  

• Express their urgency for compliance with the implementation of comprehensive, inclusive, and 

detailed public engagement. They state that jurisdictions must make the effort to seek and 

incorporate input from community members from diverse economic backgrounds. They suggest 

that a distinct effort must be made to include marginalized populations, including low-income 

people, people of color, immigrants, non-English speakers, people with disabilities, who typically 

face barriers when trying to be heard in public decision making.   

• Propose the creation of an outreach plan specific to the Housing Element Update. They suggest 

releasing drafts of the Housing Element Update with sufficient time for the public’s review prior 

to the submission to HCD. They request community input meetings at accessible locations and 

times, including evenings and the weekends, and that the City provide a mix of creative public 

engagement opportunities, including surveys and public booths at outdoor events that are 

properly advertised, including through email, social media, and local news. They emphasize 

public meetings should be at times outside of working hours that should be convenient and 

accessible to increase attendance from community members. 

• State that jurisdictions must seek and incorporate information about fair housing issues and 

disparities from people who need to live in the jurisdiction but are unable to.  

• Propose the City proactively collaborate with community-based organizations (CBOs) to plan and 

prepare community engagement workshops and opportunities. The intention to ensure the CBOs’ 

members and partners can directly participate as part of the evaluation and creation of the 

Housing Element Update.  

• Propose engaging community participation at all stages of the Housing Element Update process. 

They suggest the creation of a road map that highlights important milestones in the Housing 

Element Update process that contain plans for robust public outreach and communication. These 

plans should include opportunities for providing public input, opportunities for public review and 

input of the draft and adopted element and provide input on annual Housing Element report. 

Public notification of these public engagement opportunities must be accessible, including posts 

on the jurisdiction’s website, and provide instruction on how public input will be received.  

• Request that the jurisdiction provide an adequate telephone option as public engagement remains 

virtual. They also request that virtual meetings provide multiple options for teleconferencing that 

include two-way communication options that allow computer and phone uses to engage and 

provide public comment. They suggest other modes of public engagement, including surveys, 

short interviews, and other opportunities to engage at outdoor events, community-based events 

and resource distributions, and essential businesses and offices. They propose that the public 

should be allowed to comment in real time for live-streamed public meetings through a 

combination of phone and video, chat boxes, and/or email. They emphasize meeting the public 

where they are at, and that advance planning and creativity will help ensure participation from 

the community.  

• Request that all materials and notices be translated in multiple languages appropriate to the 

community. They state that interpretation should be made available for residents to understand 

and participate in meetings, interviews, and workshops to meet language access needs.  
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• Request that public engagement opportunities should be made accessible to people with 

disabilities, including providing reasonable accommodations, including sign language 

interpretation, written materials in Braille, and other alternative formats.  

• Request more time for the public to review materials and submit comments prior to public 

meeting’s start time. They suggest accepting comments from the time notices are distributed up 

until the start of the meeting. They request that comments should be accepted via various modes, 

including emails and phone voice messages that should be share during the meeting. They also 

request that the comments be received in multiple languages and interpreted as needed.  

• Request that community input be meaningfully incorporated into the Housing Element Update. 

They also request that the jurisdiction provide a tracking feedback system to demonstrate how 

the City considers and incorporates public input for the Housing Element Update. 

• Requests an exclusive Housing Element mailing list and website. They state that maintaining an 

active mailing list notifies all interested parties about new meeting and related documents. They 

also request that the potential Housing Element site contain access to related materials and 

resources. 

• Suggest the creation of a Housing Element working group to provide input as its process develops 

and evaluate its implementation after its adoption. They request that the group be diverse and 

representative; it should include renters, low-income people, people of color, tenant and 

community organizations, seniors, people with disabilities, unhoused people, farm and 

agricultural workers, and other marginalized groups most impacted by housing issues. 

Michael Hayes requests that the City reject the State’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) given 

concerns about environmental and resource sustainability.  

Sheryl Roy requests that the distribution of the proposed potential housing sites be equitable and spread 

throughout the jurisdiction. They suggest that the Southampton area be considered. 

Margot Gorske states: 

• The City should remove the Arsenal sites from the selected housing sites inventory. 

• The City should consider the impacts of high-density development, including potential traffic 

impacts. 

• More housing will result in more school-aged children that will require more public investment 

and infrastructure changes and impacts. 

Steven Goetz submitted comments as follows: 

• Requests the inclusion of policies to protect existing resident from displacement as the City plans 

for more housing.  

• Recommends the acquisition of low-income data to inform the City Council about vulnerable areas 

to displacement and evaluate potential improvements to housing conditions for lower income 

residents.  

• Requests the consideration of a few suggestions, including identifying affordable housing 

developers, local preference for displaced tenants, support the rehabilitation of existing 

multifamily housing, and acquire and convert existing multifamily housing to be permanently 

affordable.  

Maggie Catt expressed her concerns about the preservation of the City’s character. Their concerns are in 

response to the implementation of SB 35. They share that the Jefferson Ridge sites have historical 

designations and is not content with this selection.  
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Brandon Marshall, LEED AP BD+C, provided recommendations about the Housing Element Update. 

Comments included requests to implement SB 10 in rezoning and update to the Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan language, feedback on the existing ADU ordinance, recommendations to assess the City’s 

current zoning to remedy any inconsistencies between zoning and on-the-ground uses, and consider other 

housing priorities beyond affordability.  

Heidi Peeler requests the consideration of infrastructure impacts from new housing and the removal of the 

Arsenal sites. 

Maxwell Davis, with Eastbay for Everyone, states the organization’s concern that the City is not making 

enough effort to qualify potential sites and to reduce barriers to development in Benicia to accommodate 

its RHNA allocation. They request the City provide justification for their ADU projections or remove them 

altogether. They propose the City increase allowed densities above 21 dwelling units per acre. 

Zoe Siegel, Director of Climate Resilience, Greenbelt Alliance submitted the following comments:  

• Shares that the Housing Element Update is an excellent opportunity for Benicia to mitigate 

climate change, reduce negative environmental impacts, and ensure new resources are identified 

to expand affordable housing production. They state that building more housing can mitigate 

climate impacts and reduce housing costs and inequities. They encourage equitable, fire-safe 

infill development to maximize all of the potential benefits. They suggest building more infill 

housing in existing urban areas that include green infrastructure, a tree canopy, native plants, 

and other nature-based solutions to mitigate climate risks. 

• Suggests the protection of urban growth boundaries and increasing density. They request that the 

City not extend the urban growth boundary or build in open spaces. They affirm removing barriers 

to development and encourage reducing current barriers, like height limits, and increase densities 

above the 21 dwelling units per acre minimum. 

• Requests that the City increase density in non-high fire severity zones and away from flood zones. 

They propose building in proximity to transit to create healthy, resilient, and affordable housing 

and protect our open spaces. They share that concentrating growth in low or even moderate 

wildfire hazard risk and outside of anticipated inundation zones is necessary to address the need 

for building more homes while avoiding unnecessary hazards, sprawl, and unsustainable shoreline 

development. They request the City to assess existing commercial sites to accommodate mixed-

income or affordable housing, including underutilized parking lots or large setbacks. They propose 

increasing height standards and remove restrictions on density in appropriate areas in proximity 

to resources and the development of an Affordable Housing Overlay Zone.  

• States that to address our housing, climate, and equity crises, the stigma about multi-family 

housing needs to be changed. They believe that Cities need to actively plan for diverse, accessible 

housing using the principles of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH). They request that 

low and very low-income RHNA sites be realistic and feasible for development that reverse past 

segregation patterns and disparities in access to opportunity. They state the City must identify 

and evaluate sites relative to fair housing factors. The propose that the City should make the 

effort to align opportunity sites with affordable housing finance mechanisms. They also propose 

that the City should focus on creating opportunities for “missing middle” housing in proximity to 

public transportation. 

• Requests that the City require nature-based solutions for climate resilience in future 

developments. They believe the City must be better equipped to respond and support natural 

disasters. The also request that the City require developers to integrate green infrastructure into 

development and the adjacent public right-of-way that incorporates public input. They promote 

infill development as an opportunity to revitalize the City that doesn’t pose additional 
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environmental hazards. They ask the City to consider permit streamlining for new housing that 

exceeds current green infrastructure requirements. They also request reducing mandatory parking 

minimums to encourage other transit modes. 

The California YIMBY and YIMBY Law groups submitted the following comments: 

• Request the City to adequately plan for density to accommodate the number of projected units. 

They also request to ensure height limits, setback requirements, Floor Area Ratio, and other 

controls allow for adequate density and the ability to achieve realistic capacity. They ask the City 

to provide sufficient zoned capacity to accommodate all income levels, including a minimum No 

Net Loss buffer of 30%. They also ask that the City identify a sufficient number of sites and zone 

them to accommodate lower-income housing to meet the RHNA. They suggest using 5th Cycle’s 

data to calculate the likelihood of development for the 6th Cycle sites inventory. They ask to 

incorporate the projected likelihood of development into the zoned capacity. 

• Ask the City to commit to a mid-cycle adjustment if ADU permitting activity is lower than 

estimated. They recommend complying with HCD's standards of using one of its ""safe harbor"" 

methodologies to anticipate future ADU production. An alternative they suggest is to create a 

mid-cycle adjustment that will automatically facilitate alternative housing options (i.e., a 

rezoning program, removing development constraints, ADU incentives, etc.) if the city falls 

behind the estimated ADU production. They suggest incentivizing new ADUs by considering low- or 

no-interest loans, forgivable loans, impact fee waivers for ADUs that are 750 square feet or 

larger, and allowances to facilitate two-story ADU construction. 

• Request that the City allow residential in areas zoned for commercial use. They suggest a housing 

overlay as a policy to implement this. They ask the City to consider eliminating new commercial 

space in mixed-use developments where there is not a strong demand or that is unused or 

frequently vacant. They advocate for the City to incentivize land dedication to affordable 

developers in order for market-rate developers to meet their inclusionary requirements.  

• Request that the City ensure there is a ministerial process for housing permitting, especially 
multi-family housing, and remove impact fees for deed-restricted housing. They recommend 
that the City reduce parking standards and eliminate parking minimums and consider adopting a 
parking maximum. 

• Advise that the City should reduce impact fees and delay the collection of impact fees until the 
issuance of the certificate of occupancy to reduce financial impacts on new housing. They share 
that there are three new revenue streams that the City should consider, including transfer tax, 
vacancy tax, and commercial linkage fees. 

• Request that the City prioritize rezoning in high resource areas that have been historically 
exclusionary neighborhoods to allow more housing opportunities. They ask the City to establish 
a strong tenant protection ordinance to avoid the displacement of existing residents. They 
recommend programs, including housing replacement programs, temporary housing vouchers, 
right of return, and demolition controls, to create stability for renters while allowing new 
housing developments.  

• Suggest the City to prioritize development on sites with owner-occupied housing and 
commercial uses instead of sites with existing rent-controlled apartments or lower income 
rental housing. They request the City to support homeownership opportunities for historically 
excluded groups, identify opportunities to create a variety of for-sale housing types, and create 
programs to facilitate property ownership for these groups. 

Natalie Macris requests that the City consider removing the Arsenal sites. 
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Norma Agan request that the City remove the Southampton site be removed in order to preserve open 

space.  

Bruce McKendry expresses his concern about water usage and preservation as the City considers and 

potentially develops more housing.  

Corinne Koopowitz believes that encouraging growth can have a negative component to it. They are 

opposed to more housing developments, particularly affordable and multifamily housing developments. 

They do not support considering housing sites on existing open spaces. They share that if the City must 

build, it should only be single-family housing to maintain the City’s character. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments:  

• Provides a table listing city-owned sites that should be considered for housing. They state that 

open space sites could be used for new developments and can incorporate open space 

amenities to these projects.  

• Requests the removal of inadequate sites due to their location adjacent to heavy industrial sites 

and due to being a historical site. 

• Recommends a 241-acre open space site located on Cambridge Dr. They share that a portion of 

the site is near existing medium density multi-family housing. The parcel is large enough to 

create housing plus buffer areas with adjacent single-family uses. Southwest portion of site 

(about 22 acres) is .25 to 0.5 miles from Rose Dr/Columbus Pkwy intersection. 

• Recommends an 84.6-acre open space site located at the intersection of Cambridge Dr. and 

London Dr. The northwest and southeast portions of site are bordered by medium density multi-

family housing. They believe this parcel is large enough to create housing plus buffer areas with 

adjacent single-family uses. The site is in proximity to the Rose Dr and Columbus Pkwy 

intersection and the Southampton Shopping Center. 

• Recommends a 12-acre open space site located on Hastings Dr. They share site is near medium 

density multifamily housing. They believe the parcel is large enough to develop housing plus 

buffer areas that include adjacent single-family uses. The site is in proximity to the Southampton 

Shopping Center. 

• Recommends a 4.7-acre open space site located on Southampton Rd and Chelsea Hills Dr 

intersection. They share that this is the smallest open space on their list and is adjacent to high 

density multi-family housing. They believe the parcel is large enough to develop housing plus 

buffer areas with adjacent single-family uses. 

• Provides several recommendations to ensure the Housing Element has sufficient housing 

opportunity sites to meet the City's housing needs and to remove the vacant sites from the 

Lower Arsenal. They provide a correction on one of the City’s staff reports that claims the City 

Council removed an existing apartment complex, 1322 Military East, from the Core Sites, the 

listed address is a gas station. 

• Believes the potential zoning density should be increased from the proposed RH + Overlay (30 

DU/AC) to MU-I (44 DU/AC). They state that these parcels are in Benicia's Priority Development 

Area, adjacent to many city services and transit. Since these are city-owned parcels, there is no 

need to keep existing underlying land use rights and entitlements intact through the overlay 

zoning proposal. Higher density might also make it more economically feasible to integrate the 

existing city uses into a new mixed-use housing project. 
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• Requests the removal of the 1471 Park Road site. They believe that this site is unfit due it being 

in proximity to seven Valero pipelines that transport crude oil to the refinery and transports 

refined petroleum products from the refinery. It is also near heavy industrial uses which are 

important to the city's economy. These existing conditions make this site inconsistent with 

General Plan Policy 2.6.5 and the State of California guidance for Environmental Justice 

elements of General Plans. They realize the City has made past mistakes locating new housing 

where these conditions exist, but that is not a reason to keep repeating these mistakes. 

• Requests moving second tier sites to the Core Sites list, except for the vacant sites on Grant 

Street in the Arsenal. They share that these vacant sites are within 400 feet of heavy industrial 

uses and are not appropriate for new housing according to General Plan policy 2.6.5 and the 

State guidance for Environmental Justice elements of General Plans. 

• Requests the City to clarify the rezoning of Open Space for Housing. They advise that staff 

reports, and public outreach activities need to distinguish between open space within the Urban 

Growth Boundary (UGB) and open space outside the UGB. They share that some of the public 

concern about rezoning open space for housing may be due to the concern about the City not 

renewing the UGB and rezoning open space outside the UGB for housing. They share open 

spaces outside the UGB have a high habitat value and are far from urban services, unlike many 

city-owned open spaces within the UGB. 

Sudha requests the distribution of attachments to the Planning Commission, City Council, and the public 

before the April 22nd meeting. They share these documents review issues and relevant history of a 

proposed Blake Court project indicating an ongoing need for updated relevant environmental 

information. 

Jane King provided a brief history summary of the significance of the Arsenal. They provide their insights 

on the Objective Design Standards and Update, including: 

• The Jefferson Street Alignment needs to retain and extend the existing Jefferson Street 
alignment. It should provide pedestrian cross-access to the city-owned property containing the 
Commanding Officers Quarters (APN: 0080-140-090),” so that part of Jefferson Street should not 
be overlooked or omitted from City planning documents. They attached the historic 1879 map 
and overlay show the relationships among the six Landmarks of the Officers’ Enclave and the 
Carquinez Strait, with overlays of the parcels shown on the proposed Housing Element. 

• The Vacant Sites Inventory shows incorrect parcel boundaries. It can be seen that Grant Street 
formerly extended Northward from Adams St to Jefferson St providing a clear sight line from the 
Headquarters Office Building to the towering garrison flag, the Guardhouse was precisely 
aligned with the Lieutenant’s Quarters, and the three senior officers’ quarters were aligned with 
the Clocktower Fortress, all overlooking the Carquinez Straits and the shipping lane from the 
goldfields, which financed the Union efforts in the Civil War. These six parcels should not be 
under consideration for housing, as that would place residents in a dangerous environment, and 
divide and nullify the National Register Historic 
District.  

• Until these errors and omissions are corrected, effective and consistent planning decisions are 
impossible. For these reasons, as well as the proximity of petroleum pipelines and toxic 
substances, and the peninsular location with limited emergency access, these parcels should not 
be considered for housing. 
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Marilyn Bardet requests that the mixed-use land use designation for the Arsenal as part of the Housing 

Element Update. Changing General Plan land use designations can be included as an action in the HEU 

and analyzed in its EIR. They also request to remove parcels in the Arsenal Historic District located along 

the Jefferson Ridge, at 1471 Park Road and 1025 Grant Street from both the Sites inventory. This would 

resolve long-term issues that have been publicly raised and addressed in the context of previous 

proposals for housing developments in the lower Arsenal. The Arsenal requires lasting protection for the 

distinct character of the Arsenal Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places. Its integrity would be completely disrupted by housing infill and become unrecognizable. They 

share the Draft EIR for the Housing Element would have to address inadequacies of current protections 

for our Arsenal Historic District, including omissions and/or errors in the Arsenal Conservation Plan, 

which has not been updated since its creation in 1993. Allowing family residential housing in an area 

surrounded by major industrial ports and port-related facilities would subject future residents to known 

hazards, including 7 active refinery pipelines at ground level, the Valero tanker wharf, along with other 

sources of pollution, including car detail and repair shops, and a machine shop, within 1,000 feet of the 

Jefferson Ridge and Grant St parcels. The extremely toxic fire at Valero's petroleum coke terminal on 

April 9th is the most recent incident signaling the dangers these facilities pose to the area. In the case of 

catastrophic explosion, fire or earthquake, the limited evacuation routes out of the lower Arsenal funnel 

onto Military East. The EIR for the Housing Element Update would have to include assessment of all 

known hazards, pollution sources, and air quality associated to the port area facilities. They emphasize 

the removal of the Arsenal sites from the Sites inventory. They believe the City can find alternative sites 

better suited for additional density housing near necessary resources to satisfy RHNA requirements. 

David F. shares their ideas for Benicia redevelopment, which have received a positive response from the 

Mayor. David recognizes that funding is an issue to complete projects. I had suggested building more 

parking spaces around the 1st Street Train station for a future farmers market. They encourage mixed 

use developments to help with the cost of parking. They suggest the Amports field as a potential 

housing. David F. provides what they consider additional potential housing sites, including: 

• The baseball fields on the east side of Benicia near the senior mobile homes to become senior 
and affordable apartments. 

• City parking lot near Benicia Yacht Club. Half of the parking lot could have a parking garage with 
a 2 to 3 story housing development.  

• The City currently has easements or open land areas that have space for senior housing if the 
city and the property owners could collaborate to build on the parcel near Carl's Jr and 
Northgate Church.  

• Lake Herman Road could have a trailer park and campground for tourists. 

• Liberty High School, including the school’s parking area.  

•  The parking lot next to Liberty High could have half parking garage and 2 to 3 story public 
housing apartments. 

• Vacant and abandoned homes in Benicia that can be rented or sold for more available housing.  

Jane King submitted the following comments:  

• Shares that the National Register District C, Arsenal Officers' Enclave is of historical and 

architectural significance that it has been a California State Historical Landmark since 1935. To 

maintain its National Register integrity, the ten Landmark structures need to be considered as a 

unified whole for planning purposes. Over 800 signatures have been collected on a Change.org 
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petition to prevent such infill on the Arsenal site. They note several errors and omissions in the 

City's planning documents for District C, which would interfere with accurate and 

comprehensive planning. At this time, with the Housing Element and the Parks, Trails, and Open 

Spaces Master Plan under review for updating, it is particularly important to correct these errors 

for accuracy going forward. They share that the Benicia Arsenal Park Task Force is exploring 

options for protecting the vacant lands that tie the District together with dramatic views among 

the ten landmarks and straits. They share increasing housing pressures justify more park spaces 

on the East side, including the listed Clock Tower Park expansion in Phase II of the 1997 Parks, 

Trails, and Open Space Master Plan. 

• Notes Figure 3-1, Historic Resources (p.99), of the General Plan only shows three, Clocktower, 

Commandant’s Residence and Guardhouse, of the ten District C Landmarks shown in AHCP. The 

Objective Planning and Design Standards also only show three of the ten District C Landmarks, 

as well as omitting several streets in general use. Without an appreciation for the visual 

continuity of National Register Historic Districts C and D and complete delineation of the 

defining viewsheds, Protection Standards become meaningless. Figure 1 has Washington Street 

mislabeled as Adams Street and omits Madison and McKinley Streets. Whether they are 

privately held or maintained by the City, Jefferson, Madison, and McKinley Streets remain in 

public use, forming prescriptive easements, which should be acknowledged in planning 

documents. OPDS (C-4) contains the Jefferson Street Alignment and should not be overlooked or 

omitted from City planning documents. There are also numerous private easements over the 

vacant lands, and the 1975 Exchange Agreement is very specific about improving the streets 

leading to historic sites to City standards. Unfortunately, the 1975 Exchange Agreement at City 

Hall is apparently incomplete, missing the formerly attached Exhibits describing Historical Areas 

and related easements, according to the City Clerk. The April 19 proposed Housing Element 

Vacant Sites Inventory shows the location of the property line between APN’s 0080-150-380 and 

-390 erroneously; it is further west, having been relocated. In any case, those vacant sites help 

define District C, and should not be considered for infill housing. They would like the City to be 

transparent as they mitigate these errors. 

Ron Dodge believes open space should not be developed due to the intention of an open space 

designation. 

Ron Bruno shares that they strongly oppose any development on open spaces in Benicia. 

Rachel Birnbaum shares their strong opposition to the proposed development of 62 units of affordable 

housing at Hastings and Southampton Rd. They promote open space in the Southampton area as a 

benefit for homeowners. They state that the City should not allow development in any areas that have 

been designated as open space because it will diminish the property values in the Southampton area.  

Susan Dodge states their strong opposition to any development in open space designated areas. They 

believe more housing will increase traffic and will disturb existing wildlife habitats. 

John and Theresa Schneider oppose the consideration of the open space parcel located at Hastings and 

Southampton Rd for 62 affordable housing units. They share that their main concern is safety due to 

anticipated increase in traffic. They believe open spaces make Benicia unique and that the City's 
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Planning Commission can develop a more feasible, safer, and unique plan to allow these open spaces to 

remain. 

Teresa Picone believes that residents in the area were not provided adequate notice or time to respond 

to the notice of the development in Southampton.  

Brent Roath shares that they understand that the City is proposing some Open Spaces as housing 

opportunity sites for Affordable Housing development to meet the requirements for the State’s Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for 2023-2031. They state their opposition to the development of the 

Southampton open space site and any other open spaces. They strongly encourage the City to not 

develop any of the Open Spaces and find other opportunities to meet the State’s requirements for the 

RHNA. They share their concerns about the detriments to open space and wildlife, concerns about 

climate change, and increase traffic issues. They request the City to prioritize vacant, underutilized, and 

city-owned sites. 

Brett and Ashley Woodruff believe that the Blake Court Site will experience increased traffic issues in an 

already high traffic area. They request a full traffic impact report so that the community could be better 

informed about traffic impacts. They believe developing open spaces will affect and endanger wildlife. 

They request a full environmental impact report for potential damages that could arise from the 

construction. 

Steven Goetz believes that in addition to considering rezoning the housing overlay district to increase 

housing opportunities in certain areas, the City should concurrently consider revising the General Plan 

and zoning to eliminate housing as an eligible use for the Arsenal Mixed-Use District. They share the 

statutory authority provided by the Housing Crisis Act of 2019 that would allow Benicia to change the 

General Plan policies and zoning of a parcel to a less intense use if the jurisdiction changes the policies 

and zoning applicable to other parcels to ensure there is no net loss in residential capacity. The 

proposed housing opportunity sites considered for the Housing Element update demonstrate there is 

more than enough capacity to increase housing on appropriate parcels outside of the Arsenal site to 

compensate for reducing housing on parcels within the Arsenal. State law gives Benicia the land use 

authority to correct past mistakes of past City Councils that allowed housing in the Arsenal. They express 

the need for leadership to exercise this authority to protect the city's history and avoid locating housing 

in proximity to industrial facilities and uses that contain or produce material that poses a significant 

hazard to human health and safety. 

Forest L. Frasieur share their concern of flooding issues considering there is a current flooding situation. 

They believe this situation is going to get worse over the short term let alone the long‐term planning for 

2050 and 2100 and needs a solution within the next few years. They recommend installing a pump 

system. A solution to the future flooding would be to encourage the recreation or preservation of all 

wetland areas for the entire Bay Area region. Enough wetlands can lower the level of high tides by 

spreading it out over a larger area. This would also be beneficial for open space, wildlife, reducing water 

pollution, and recreation. 

Joyce Prescott shares they recently heard of the plan to develop 62 units in the open space between 

Hastings and Mills Drive and have several concerns. They share that they were assured that open space 

would remain intact. They understand the need for Benicia and other cities in the state to develop 

affordable housing but believe the Southampton/Hastings intersection due to needing to preserve 
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natural wildlife habitats, traffic issues, They implore you the City and the planning department to look 

more carefully for other sites for affordable housing projects. 

Hamid and Shohreh Seirafi state that the Planning Dept and City should remove the Open Space parcel 

bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element update. They 

believe it should not be considered for development in the future.  

Kathryn Sallomi objects the development of the open space parcel at Southampton and Hastings. They 

believe developing this site would completely ruin it. They request that the City does not let the 

development come to Benicia and ruin the thing that keeps us all here. They believe it will decrease 

property values and increase traffic issues on Hastings and Southampton Roads and displace wildlife. 

Robert Ritter and Phyllis Ritter oppose to the development of Open Space and the City should remove 

Southampton Road and Hastings Road site from the draft Housing Element. It should not be considered 

for development in the future.  

Rolando & Fe Tayag state that the Planning Department and City should remove the Open Space parcel 

bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings Road from draft Housing Element and it should not be 

considered for development in the future.  

The New Harbor Community Church would like to put forward its property located on Blake Court. The 

current need for affordable housing in our city and state has become a pressing matter. In our eagerness 

to help those within this group to find housing, New Harbor Community Church would like to use the 

property for mixed use building that would help in the city's need for affordable housing. The site can 

accommodate a significant number of units. This site has been taken through the CEQA process and 

finished remediation in 2001. It has gone through the EIR process, soil tests, and traffic studies. All 

contaminated soil was removed, and clean fill was brought in to finish the project. We believe it is a 

fitting opportunity to use a site that has been restored to help in the housing of those that need it. In 

Benicia, affordable housing is for any household making under 77k. This can include teachers, single 

parents, those who work with nonprofits, those who are currently without residence, and/or have been 

put upon hard times due to other circumstances. As a church, we are called to serve our community and 

have the opportunity to serve Benicia where low-income housing is greatly needed. The church has a 

mandate to serve and support the low-income population families that work in Benicia. They are all 

essential to Benicia and our heart is to help people grow and flourish in our community. New Harbor 

Community Church is requesting the Planning Commission please consider prioritizing the property at 

Blake Court as a "Core Site". Thank you for your consideration. 

Karen Talbert states the community does not want multifamily units squeezed into their single-family 

housing areas. They believe the Planning Department should remove the Open Space site bordered by 

Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element update and it should not be 

considered for development in the future. 

Tiffany Schaffer supports the development of the open space site bordered by Southampton Road and 

Hastings Road for affordable housing. They share the trouble their family had to find suitable housing for 

their family’s needs. They consider the scenario of the difficulty it would be to find housing post 

pandemic and considers one's income isn't substantial enough to pay the average rental cost in Benicia. 
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They believe more people should be able to enjoy living and educating their children here just like they 

do. 

Sharon Oliver states that the Planning Department and City should remove the Open Space site 

bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element update and it 

should not be considered for development in the future. They share that increasing traffic on 

Southampton and Hastings is already compromised and heavy due to schools in surrounding the area. A 

62-unit affordable housing development would add to existing traffic problems. 

Mike Radesky believes that the City’s Planning Commission is overriding the promise of preserving open 

space by planning to build over 60 units at the busy Southampton and Hastings intersection. They 

believe it is an example of disrespect from the City Council. They request that the City identify sites with 

less congestion and less potential for destroying open space. 

Eva Austin believes it is extremely concerning that the city is considering developing on the few open 

spaces left in Benicia. they suggest developing affordable housing in the city of Vallejo since it is 

cheaper. they request that the city remove the open space site bordered by Southampton Road and 

Hastings Road from the draft housing element and to never be considered for any kind of development. 

Steve Bogel requests that the City remove the Southampton open space site be removed from the draft 

Housing Element, and not be considered for future development. They believe that the consideration of 

this site for housing is alarming and a violation of trust by the City. They share that Southampton Dr. is 

currently impacted with traffic due to the shopping center and schools. They believe that adding 62 

units in such a small space would negatively impact traffic. They ask that the City prevent ruining their 

neighborhood and that they should not designate this open space for development.  

John and Felicia Floris strongly oppose the development of 62 units of housing in the area of 

Southampton Road and Hastings Drive. They believe this area has limited access roads and that all traffic 

goes to Southampton Rd. They believe that the potential development would worsen traffic. They 

believe wildlife should be considered. They request that the City should not develop this area.  

Aaron H. Hartley believes it is a bad idea to develop housing on the corner of Hastings and 

Southampton. They share their concerns about the added traffic. They request removing the open space 

site bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings Road form the draft Housing Element update and it 

should never be considered for the development in the future. They state that this request also applies 

to any potential development plans for any open space site in Benicia.  

Marc Trapani opposes open space being converted into affordable housing units. They ask that you 

respect the intention of the design for this area, as well as for those who purchased homes based on 

this.  

Amy Rice expresses their disappointment about the decision regarding developing housing on the open 

space on Hastings and Southampton. They suggest the open space at McAllister and Kearney in Waters 

Edge. 

Rachel Birnbaum requests that the City leave open spaces as they are. They have been a real estate 

broker here for almost 25 years and it is one of the main things that attracts buyers from around the bay 

area, silicon valley, etc. They are also natural habitats for wildlife. 
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Charlotte Cannizzaro believes building affordable housing in the open space would not the sentiment of 

the community’s love about living in the City but raises concerns about the demographics it would. They 

believe it would definitely change Benicia, and not believe for the better. They request that the Planning 

Department and City should remove the Open Space site bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings 

Road from the draft Housing Element update and it should not be considered for development in the 

future. 

Paul Morsen, representative of the Hampton Bay Homeowner's Association, states they understand that 

the city is required by state law to revise their housing element by providing potential housing sites. The 

share that there is a covenant establishing that open space near Southampton was to be in perpetuity. 

This open space promise should not be rescinded. When some 25-years ago an effort was made to 

develop the city's open space the city council (at that time) turned it down as should this city council. 

We understand the necessity and difficulties of complying with state law requiring affordable housing, 

however the removal of open space to meet this mandate is the wrong way to proceed. All the open 

space in Benicia, not just that referenced in this letter, enhances the experience of living here; one of 

the reasons it's better in Benicia. They believe that the addition of 62 affordable housing units and their 

vehicles will add to an already dangerously congested intersection. The vehicle traffic on our portion of 

Hastings and Southampton due to nearby schools congests both of these arterial streets. Many kids walk 

to and from school through this intersection creating more of a hazard if there are an additional 62 cars. 

They believe developing this site will create significant and irreparable damage to the wildlife. They 

state they are not against affordable housing; they want to preserve open space at Hastings and 

Southampton and throughout the City.  

Gary McCoy requests that the Planning department and City remove the open space site bordered by 

Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element update, and it should not be 

considered for development in the future. They share that the intersection is already a high traffic area.  

Susan Dodge requests that the planning department and the city should remove the open space parcel 

bordered by Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element update and it 

should not be considered for development in the future as was promised to us many years ago. They 

believe the intersection does not need more traffic near the schools. They believe this area should be 

kept for its open views and wildlife habitat.  

Eric and Angel Moffatt express that developing the Southampton open space is a horrible proposition. 

They believe the Planning Department and City should remove the Open Space site bordered by 

Southampton Road and Hastings Road from the draft Housing Element and it should not be considered 

for development now or in the future. They request that the City protect and preserve the Southampton 

open space for our communities and neighbors to enjoy for many years to come.  

Tim Bloodgood submitted the following comments:  

• States their opposition to some of the proposed sites listed in the draft Housing Element update. 

The Open Spaces in Benicia are key to what makes the City so great and are the reason that 

many of us moved here in the first place. There following propose sides should be removed 

from the draft Housing Element update: 

• Hastings Rd. & Southampton Rd. Parcel 0086212010. 

• Southampton Rd. & Turner Rd. Parcel 0087011530 
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• Believes there are plenty of sites available for development and there is no need to include 

existing open spaces. 

• Shares that the Planning Commission’s plans to create an "overlay zoning" for more housing will 

degrade the community’s lives. They believe that this breaks the social contract with the current 

residents. They request the following:  

• All of the "Overlay" zoning should be dropped.  

• The height limit for the remaining parcels in the plan should be changed from 3-story to 2-

story. 

Annette and Francis Hall state their opposition to develop the Southampton open space site. They 

strongly urge the City to  

• Discontinue this plan.  

• Remove "Overlay" zoning and maintain the current zoning of open spaces  

• Restrict low-income multifamily to a height of no more than 2 stories 

• Look at areas out near the industrial complex with easy access to freeways, public 
transportation. 

• Do not rescind the 50-year Southampton tradition of open space in perpetuity, to do so would 
be a disservice to the Benicia residents of Southampton. 

Sindy Mikkelsen submitted the following comments:  

• States their opposition to some proposed sites in the draft Housing Element update. They 

request the following:  

• Remove "Overlay" zoning should be dropped 

• The height limit should be changed 

from 3-story to 2-story 

• Believes that this breaks the social contract with the current residents. She requests that the 

following sites be removed from the draft Housing Element update: 

• Hastings Rd. & Southampton Rd. Parcel 0086212010. 

•  Southampton Rd. & Turner Rd. Parcel 0087011530  

• States that there are plenty of sites available for development. There is no need to include 

existing open spaces. 

Bill and Sandy Weber express their disappointment about the proposed 3-story, affordable housing plan 

at the corner of Southampton and Hastings. They believe the City should seek alternative locations to 

build new low-income housing in Benicia. They state that they stand with their neighbors to oppose this 

development proposal. 

Alisa Danyeur requests that the City look at other sites in Benicia to develop housing and to preserve the 

open spaces in Southampton. 

Craig and Futsuki Downs express their concern about potentially developing open space within Benicia. 

They strongly oppose the development of or planning to allow development of open spaces in Benicia.  

Angela Federigi shares that they signed the petition to Save the Southampton Open space. They share 

that they find it hard to believe that the city would prioritize financial gain over preserving the town’s 

open space. They believe that additional housing will increase the amount of traffic this area 
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experiences and the barriers it may pose for emergency evacuation routes. They request the City to 

preserve the area’s natural wildlife habitat.  

Gene and Karen Pullin request the Planning Department and City to remove open space sites from the 

draft Housing Element and they should NOT be considered for development in the future. The share 

their concerns about traffic impacts, overcrowding, and endangering wildlife habitat.  

Kyle March submitted the following comments:  

• Asks that the City reconsider developing our open spaces. They believe more development will 

result in: 

• Exacerbating the water crisis. 

• Increased carbon/Noise/light pollution. 

• Loss of animal habitat. 

• Increased traffic and congestion / new traffic lights. 

• Loss of quality of life. 

• Believe there was a lack of public decision making, whether it be a debate or vote. They also 

believe that the City acted wrongly in this decision. They question who this will benefit. They 

emphasize potential water supply issues during construction and post construction. They 

implore that the City reconsider zoning changes and construction. 

Nora Bergman shares that they have concerns, about the plan to develop 62 units in the open space 

between Hastings and Mills Drive. They also share that the major influence to purchase their 

Southampton home was the covenant that open spaces would remain in perpetuity. This guarantee has 

been previously reaffirmed by City Council and should not be rescinded. Transparency, honesty, and 

trust are the foundations of all dealings, transactions and relationships. They believe other sites can be 

developed in Benicia without infringing upon wildlife habitats, removal of open space and violating the 

open space covenant with homeowners. They understand the need for affordable housing, however, 

the site of Hastings and Mills Drive for a 62-unit development is ill-advised. They believe traffic on 

Southampton and Hastings is dangerously congested. They are concerned that the additional 62 units 

would greatly increase congestion and danger to pedestrians. They request that the City consider other 

sites for affordable housing. 

Chris and Wilna Derr request that the City remove the Southampton/Hastings open space site from 

consideration for development of additional housing. They share concerns about pollution, particularly 

light pollution. They request that the City prevent this from happening and to protect our open space. 

John Prescott shares that they understand some of issues that the Benicia City Council is facing and has 

faced regarding the State of California Housing Element. They believe that there is tremendous pressure 

on cities and city councils to create more affordable housing in their communities and to eliminate 

delays to housing projects the best way possible. They share they have experience with financing 

affordable housing and recognize that finding appropriate land and supporting affordable development 

projects is paramount to meeting the city’s housing element requirements. They claim that Benicia does 

not develop affordable housing. They recognize that the City has the power to zone and re‐zone 

property that can be used as affordable housing for developers and for development projects. Through 

the zoning and EIR approval process, the City is indirectly responsible for creating properties that will be 

developed for that use. They believe that zoning, rezoning, or creating overlay zoning for designated 
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open spaces for affordable housing use takes away the City’s past dedication and promise for Benicia’s 

Open Space and introduces a terrible precedent for Open Space development in the future. They 

request that the City consider removing the Open Space sites that you have selected for affordable 

housing projects. 

Basha and Brent Millhollen submitted the following comments:  

• Oppose subjecting Benicia open spaces to eminent domain to create more housing. They 

believe that the proposed project has negative contributions, including: 

• Current levels of traffic created by already existing multi-unit housing along Southampton 

from Panorama to the 780 onramps 

• The existing transportation congestion created by shopping, schools, and work along 

Southampton from Panorama to the 780 onramps 

•  The current number of single-family units throughout the Old Southampton subdivisions 

whose inhabitants all traverse the outlets of Hastings, O’Farrell, Turner, Panorama toward 

Southampton from the upper loops including Rose 

• Consider the promise made to purchasers of housing along the open spaces that assured their 

existence into perpetuity 

• Consider the promise and promotion by local real estate agents regarding existence of open 

spaces as added value to homes they sell—check out the language they use to describe homes 

for sale along the open spaces 

• Believe that all people deserve a safe and healthy environment and affordable housing. They 

share they are on a fixed income and are one health disaster away from being unhoused. Thus, 

we support the Federal initiative to provide funding and require communities to develop more 

affordable housing options. 

• We ask that you consider meeting the terms of these requirements by reviewing sites in areas 

that are not burdened by density issues and protected by long-term agreements. 

Mike Maggart expresses their concern with the use of Southampton open space for affordable housing. 

They share that this is designated open space. They propose the City consider the park space on East B 

Street since it was city-owned and zoned commercial. They share their concerns about impacts on 

infrastructure and resources. They believe older residents are being treated unfairly by taking away 

open spaces by proposing affordable housing. They state that the City poorly maintains existing roads. 

They are also concerned that existing food markets cannot handle the existing population. They hope 

the City will consider their concerns and suggestions. 

Greg Dominis states their opposition to any development of Benicia’s open spaces. They ask that the 

City consider the perspectives of most long-term residents to preserve all open spaces and quality of 

life. 

Peggy Fulton submitted the following comments:  

• Expresses their gratitude I for the commitment and time put into making the decisions for 

growth while maintaining their unique community. They share that they want new families to 

have the same opportunity to live in Benicia, so they are not opposed to more housing. They 

believe the decision to rezone the covenanted open space in the area between Southampton 

Road, Hastings, Mills, Brentwood, York, and Sanborn Court is a pivotal decision for the entire 
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community. This decision should be given careful consideration. They invite the City to park on 

Hastings and observe the traffic before and after school hours. They share that this intersection 

has become increasingly dangerous. They have witnessed several auto collisions and many near-

pedestrian accidents.  

• Does not want to imagine the increased danger if 62 units (1 or 2 cars each) are built there. They 

ask that the City consider traffic patterns on a typical school day before rezoning. They believe 

that to make this area viable for multifamily housing, the steep grade would need to be highly 

engineered and graded. They ask that the City consider existing residential slopes, the added 

complication, and time constraint in the decision to rezone this site. They ask if there is another 

site that does not impact covenanted open space, does not need as much grading, and would 

not create dangerous traffic issues. They appreciate the consideration of this important decision 

that will affect the quality of life and safety of our residents for generations.  

Comments Received on Public Review Draft 

Mark Bremer submitted the following comments:  

• States that there may be a real need for more housing, and certainly low-income housing given 

that there is plenty of middle- and higher-income housing. They share their insights about 

housing development, including: 

• Preserve the “small town” aesthetic and culture  

• Consider and implement mixed-use policies to move away from the dependence on cars  

• Require all new housing to be self-sufficient for power, solar panels capable of supplying 

necessary electricity 

• All building should be electric. All the buildings should have some form of adequate power 

storage for overnight use, be it batteries or something else.  

• All multi unit buildings must provide for charging electric cars. 

• All units must have air conditioning (as well as heat), be it from a central unit or individual 

units. 

• See these as fundamentals of “modern” housing. They believe that regulations must be set since 

the start of the development to prevent any inadequacies. 

Lori Grundman expresses their appreciation for all of the effort that the Community Development 

Department has put into this project. They strongly support the Housing Element update, as written, 

with the caveat that units are spread evenly throughout the city to avoid overburdening certain areas. 

Mary Jo Sherman-Nelson believes that if there aren’t sites for large developments, then we need to 

build infill units on undeveloped lots. They believe that the City should reconsider Southampton open 

spaces. They state that the City needs more multifamily housing rather than single family homes. They 

hope the housing element update includes these ideas. 

Kitty Griffin shares that they support the Hastings Drive and Southampton Road development for multi-

family housing. They believe that this area has no community value as open space. They oppose 

permanently closing it to development that would benefit the entire community, at the personal behest 

of some nearby private residents. If you decide to zone this undeveloped site for multifamily housing, I 

would be grateful if it could be targeted for low-income accessibility, and that it be as attractive as other 
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multi-family development along Southampton Road, with trees and bushes separating it from adjacent 

single family housing to the north of it. 

Suzanna St. Jacques shares that they are impressed while skimming through the Housing Element 

presentations and materials. They observed the careful consideration has been given to the sensitive 

site selections. They express gratitude for not rushing through such an important plan. They share the 

following thoughts:  

• They do not like seeing the Southampton Center on the Core Site listing or the Solano Square on 

the Second Tier Site list. Both of these grocery/retail sites are critical to the everyday life of all 

current residents. Disruption of these sites will severely disrupt the community. They 

understand the need to have the mass acreage in the plan but to make them a high priority for a 

future development plan conversation is unsettling. 

• They suggest that underutilized City Parks need to be considered. 

• They suggest that the Benicia Unified School District footprint can also be considered, including 

the fields at Joe Henderson and Robert Semple and Liberty High School given its small student 

population. 

• They are grateful for preserving the special character of Benicia while addressing the larger 

needs of society. 

Nicole McCafferty-Harbaugh express their concerns about the with the buildings being recommended 

off of Hasting in the open space. They question if existing schools have the capacity for new school-aged 

residents. They want Benicia to remain special, to remain unique. They believe there are alternatives to 

make housing affordable without building into Benicia’s beautiful landscape. 

Joe Marinos opposes the proposed affordable housing projects that are being considered especially if 

they include section 8. They believe that it not only decreases home values but will increase crime. They 

only support low-income housing if it does not involve government assistance and that it decreases 

costs for existing homeowners and renters in Benicia.   

Steven Goetz requests that the Commission ask the City Council to direct staff to use a more transparent 

review process when a housing project is being approved under the ministerial procedures authorized 

by Senate Bill (SB) 35. The recommend the City disclose in its final determination letter on the project’s 

consistency with the SB 35 standards, the reason or reasons the City uses when it finds that a project 

complies with a particular SB 35 standard. They provided their insights for the 1451 Park Road project. 

Staff share with them that they could not say whether the final letter of determination would provide 

the information I have requested. They request that the City provide reasoning when the City finds that 

a project complies with a SB 35 standard. Passage of SB 35 warrants the City revisit this standard 

procedure for the review of projects eligible for ministerial approval. Public disclosure of the reason or 

reasons supporting a project’s finding of consistency with SB 35 standards is one way the City can 

demonstrate to its constituents that the City is appropriately applying General Plan and zoning 

requirements to projects that would otherwise require discretionary review without the passage of SB 

35. It is important that the Commissioners communicate soon to the City Council any concerns about 

the transparency of the review process for SB 35 housing projects. Two projects are being reviewed now 

and they have deadlines for the receipt of documentation from the City on their compliance with SB 35 

objective planning standards. 
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Michael Hayes questions whether developers would entertain the idea of developing part of the City 

Cemetery but given the nature of real estate development in California, he would not be surprised if it 

might be an option at some point in the future. Further, some politicians, including the current Mayor, 

have indicated that Benicia is one of the few cities in the Bay Area that owns a Cemetery, and that the 

City should not be in that type of business. Comments like this suggest that there may be a point in the 

future where the City would try to sell of part of the cemetery for development. They reiterate their 

concerns about using the cemetery for housing development as it would prevent future generations of 

local residents the option of being buried there. They provide a correction for information provided by 

Benicia staff. Staff state that no burial plots have been sold in the cemetery parcel that is being looked at 

for development. That is probably correct, however their Dad put together the Benicia City Cemetery 

survey book has stated that in the 1850s and 1860s specific burial records were spotty at best and that 

the locations of all the burials are not known. Having worked for Benicia Parks Dept in the past, they 

have asked long time coworkers if they have ever dug up human remains in areas where the maps show 

there were not supposed to be known burials. I was told that while it is not common, it has happened in 

the past. In the 1800s some burials were simply marked with a wooden headboard. Numerous fires that 

have swept the hillsides thru the 1800s have destroyed these wooden grave markers. Thus, it may be 

possible that human remains could be uncovered if excavation for housing on the cemetery parcel. I 

would also like to add that while no written records have surfaced to confirm this, my Dad was told by 

longtime resident, Charlene Irwin, in the 1970s that the area of the City Cemetery at the top of the hill 

where the parking lot is now and where the City piles extra dirt and chipped bark is where the Chinese 

were buried in the 1800s. According to their Dad, Charlene was told that by the then City gravedigger in 

the 1940s. This all illustrates that if you go digging anywhere up in the Cemetery, you might find human 

remains. 

Mike believes the small green space in the Southampton area must be preserved to prevent unhealthy 

overcrowding in this community. More development will decrease the home values of this area, has the 

potential to increase crime and overburden our fire, police and school services. Furthermore, the city of 

Benicia has not demonstrated the ability to manage existing obligations or costs to infrastructure like 

roads, sewer, water or EV stations. Adding more homes that steal valuable open space and wildlife and 

jeopardize the health and well-being of our existing residents would be irresponsible actions by our 

elected officials. 

Paul Leimone expresses their gratitude for the time and effort the City put in to developing a plan. They 

share their concern that some of our open space may be used for housing. They believe water is a big 

concern given that residents are being told to cut their water usage and now the City is trying to develop 

housing. They recommend the City first figure out how to recycle water waste. They don’t believe single 

family housing should be changed to allow fourplexes to be built, which is believed to increase 

congestion on streets not designed for them. 

David Wagner believes it makes sense to at least consider the area off Southampton and Hastings for 

some sort of development in a reasonable fashion. We can't have the entire responsibility fall on the 

neighborhoods south of 780. They want to continuously state the need for at least a small playground or 

park area in the area around the middle school. They understand Benicia is a small town and residents 

like that, and that Southampton is more of a suburban feel, but everyone needs to do their part to stem 

the housing crisis, while also generating income for the City. We can't sit back and say we want to help 

those experiencing homelessness without adding to the housing stock. Those of us who are 
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homeowners must think how it was as renters and how hard it is now to even consider being 

homeowners. They may misunderstand the proposal, but question why the land where the two 

churches are on Southampton and Turner is being designated, since they imagine there will be no 

homes built there. 

Tony Morgado believes the City needs to respect the original open space planning and not intrude into 

current open spaces with housing. The City needs to explain why the State of California and by 

consequence, the City of Benicia has to plan for additional housing. The State of California does not have 

the power grid nor the water supply to support more residents. In regard to the open space in the 

Southampton site, though not documented in formal transfer documents the admission that it is clear 

that the intent at the time of the transfer to the City was for this parcel to remain as open space. The 

suggestion is to formalize this status by updating or filing appropriate documents to record a covenant 

or deed restriction requiring it to remain open space. This would formalize the acknowledged intent and 

remove the question for future reviews. They understand that the State mandates a report and holds 

Cities hostage for compliance. However, this type of governmental bureaucracy leads to a waste of time, 

money and resources. As stated in many documents, though there are no requirements to submit a plan 

for additional housing units, we are not required to build them. I assume that the State can change the 

rules at any time by legislation and change the rules requiring building. They suggest including provisions 

in the housing element that the State must meet in order to comply with any future mandated building. 

For example, in order to build the recommended housing, the State must provide a stable PowerGrid, 

with no black or brown outs, which meets 125% of the States peak power needs. In regard to water, the 

State must provide water storage that meets 125% of normal needs with at least a 10-year surplus of 

water storage capacity to combat future drought situations. 

Andre J. Stewart submitted the following comments:  

• States that Benicia’s housing growth has been below half a percent since 2010. We need 800 

plus units. We need to ensure we step up for underrepresented groups, which was pointed out 

in the report. They state that Citizens with disabilities comprise over 10% of our total population 

There is inadequate housing for citizens that seek assisted and retirement living. They believe 

folks would like to move out of their houses but don't want to leave Benicia. They believe using 

2019 data may be incorrect regarding housing costs. Such costs have increased dramatically 

since 2019; therefore, more folks are in crisis regarding rent payments, thus increasing the 

current 32% of residents with cost burden and severe cost burden status. 

• States that page 25 of the Housing Needs Data Report, reflects that 30% of Black people are at 

the poverty level and represent 3 to 4% of the population. This is a large percentage of a 

population that, in many cases, moved to town. They ask if there is outreach being done to 

share resources with affected populations. They Human resources board is seeking to answer 

this. In addition, 8% of 70% of the population is white and lives below poverty. They ask what is 

being done to help this group. This group has a high percentage of single mothers. Page 34 of 

the Housing Needs Data Report points out there is no desire to build low-income housing. What 

is being done to educate the population that this low-income housing term is a stop thought 

statement that is being misused to create fear? Page 35 of the Housing Needs Data Report 

states substandard housing is not an issue, where is this coming from? They find it hard to 

believe. 
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Matt Campbell submitted the following comments:  

• Requests that all opens lands associated with the Benicia Historical District be removed from the 

Housing Element opportunity lists. There are several reasons which have been listed in prior 

communications. Among them: 

• The historic Benicia Arsenal is an integral element of Benicia’s history and needs to be 

protected from future developments that would cause us to lose this piece of historic land 

forever. 

• The land is incompatible for high density housing, and development would inject residents 

into an industrial area and put them in close proximity to hazard emissions, petrochemical 

substances, and industrial noise and traffic. 

• In Jan 2023, the sites will have been on the opportunity list for a length of time that will 

make them eligible for development of 20% low-income housing with even less oversite 

requirements than this SB 35 process, and this needs to be avoided. 

• The area is not zoned residential but rather zoned for mixed use with a residential 

component.  

• Proclaims their frustrated that the City continues to allow more and more condos be considered 

for areas east of East 5th St. Our area has enough of this type of house, and other areas of 

Benicia need to absorb their fair share. What we need on the east side of town is a park, and 

this historic area of the Benicia Arsenal with its sweeping views of the waters and the Carquinez 

Straits makes a perfect area to place one. Its open spaces were once enjoyed by countless 

visitors and dignitaries to the base back when it was operational, and it should continue to be 

enjoyed that way for future generations. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments:  

• The Housing Element has a disproportionate impact on disadvantaged neighborhoods. The fair 

housing assessment in Appendix B suggests that the City is proposing a disproportionate share 

of new units in the eastern side of the city, specifically in Census Tract 2521.02. Appendix B 

analyzes available data to identify integration and segregation patterns and trends, racially or 

ethnically concentrated areas of poverty or affluence, disparities in access to opportunity and 

disproportional housing needs, including displacement risk. Appendix B shows Census Tract 

2521.02 at the low end of the spectrum of living conditions in the city and that it also houses 

populations with special needs. The Housing Element site inventory proposes to place in the 

eastern side of the city 37% of all new units and 46.8% of new lower-income units. This census 

tract currently accommodates only 14.8% of the city’s population and 15.1% of the city’s 

housing units. The disproportionate share of new housing in the eastern side of the city can 

constitute a form of environmental racism, which is the concept of locating low-income housing 

closer to environmental hazards and degraded environments than the general population. The 

Housing Element places this disproportional burden on the most environmentally challenged 

area of the city as shown in Appendix B, Figure 3-9: Local TCAC/HCD Environmental Score “Less 

Positive Environmental Outcome.” This figure identifies census tracts that have lesser access to 

environmentally positive outcomes. Figure 3-9 shows Census Tract 2521.20 with a score in the 

7th percentile, meaning it is the area of the city with the least positive environmental outcomes. 

The disproportionate environmental burden in the eastern side of the city is also shown in 

Figure 3-34: Local CalEnviroScreen Percentiles (prepared by the California Environmental 



E-33 

Protection Agency) which identifies areas that are disproportionately affected by environmental 

pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative health effects, exposure, or environmental 

degradation. Census Tract 2521.02 scores in the 45th percentile, making it the census tract with 

the highest environmental burden in the city. 

• The Housing Element creates this disproportionate impact through two programs that 

implement Policy 2.04: Disperse affordable housing throughout the city to avoid concentration 

in any one part of the city. Program 2.02 proposes to revise land use policies in the next update 

of the General Plan to establish efficient land use and development patterns. Program 2.03 will 

annually evaluate the inventory of sites to meet Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 

requirements and shall rezone for sufficient sites as needed. Neither of these programs avoid 

concentration of affordable housing in any one part of the city. 

• The Housing Element contains statements that minimize the findings from Figures 3-9, 3-34 and 

3-46 in Appendix B. Page 73 makes the following statement regarding Figure 3-34, which shows 

Census Tract 2521.02 scoring in the 41st to 50th percentile range, the highest score in the city 

for neighborhoods with environmental burdens: 

“just west of E. 2nd Street, the overall environmental burden scores drop significantly to the 

13th and 15th percentiles and population characteristics are generally indicative of healthy 

living conditions throughout Benicia, scoring in less than the 35th percentile for population 

characteristics throughout the city.” The above statement does not acknowledge the fact that 

residential development west of East 2nd Street is protected by a 1,500+ foot buffer from the 

industrial uses to the east, which may help reduce the environmental burden on neighborhoods 

west of E. 2nd Street. Such a buffer does not exist for the residents of Census Tract 2521.02, and 

the Housing Element does not dispute the fact that this census tract bears the greatest pollution 

burden of any tract in the city (CT 2521.02 at 45th percentile vs. Citywide at less than 35th 

percentile). The residents of this census tract are in close proximity to environmental hazards 

and degraded environments compared to the general population in Benicia. 

• The analysis on Page 73 of Appendix B minimizes the findings of Figure 3-9 that the eastern side 

of the city has neighborhoods that experience the least positive environmental outcomes 

compared to the rest of the city. “The area east of E. 2nd Street scores in the 7th percentile 

according to TCAC/HCD; however, this area only has residential uses in the southern-most areas, 

adjacent to a high-scoring residential tract. The census tract with the low TCAC/HCD 

environmental domain score is geographically large and most of its land area is outside of 

Benicia city limits. Given that only a small portion is residential, it is likely that these residents 

experience more similar conditions to the adjacent residential neighborhoods and the score in 

the 7th percentile is not reflective of actual conditions for these residents.” 

• The fact that most of the land area for this census tract is outside the city limits (largely open 

space and rural residential) is irrelevant to the conditions inside the city limits where most all of 

the industrial and residential development evaluated by the TCAC/HCD is located. No evidence 

is provided to substantiate that the conditions experienced by the residents of Census Tract 

2521.02 are similar to residents in other Benicia census tracts or that the TCAC/HCD evaluation 

in wrong. Page 11 of the state guidelines for including environmental justice principles in 

General Plans states “depending on the data and information available, local governments 

should consider whether there are disadvantaged communities in geographic units that are 

smaller than a census tract to ensure that all disadvantaged communities are recognized.” 
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• Page 114 of Appendix B contains unsupported statements regarding Figure 3-46 which shows 

46.8% of the new low-income units allocated to the eastern side of the city. “The City has 

identified slightly greater capacity for lower income units in areas with higher rates of pollution 

burden compared to moderate and above moderate-income capacity. Most undeveloped and 

underdeveloped land remaining in the city is in these areas with higher pollution burdens; 

however, construction of new housing in closer proximity to pollution sources, such as the 

eastern side of the city closer to the Valero Refinery and Port of Benicia, has the potential to 

impact quality of life of these residents while not altering existing patterns. To address this, the 

City has included Program 5.04 to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources to improve conditions 

for current and future residents across the city.” The City provides no information to show that 

most of the undeveloped and underdeveloped land remaining in the city is located in the 

eastern side of the city. Rather than avoiding the concentration of low-income housing in 

neighborhoods with high pollution burdens, the Housing Element chooses to put more housing 

in harm’s way, with the promise to mitigate pollution sources and provide amenities to improve 

conditions for residents. The City has the ability to completely avoid steering low-income 

residents towards this adverse environmental exposure. The City can remove the parcels from 

the sites inventory that are located in the Arsenal Historic District which have the greatest 

exposure to the heavy industrial uses located there, while retaining the sites that locate new 

housing away from these environmental burdens. This optional course of action is not even 

mentioned in the Housing Element." 

• The Housing Element provides other data in Appendix B that identifies disadvantaged 

populations that reside in the eastern side of the city who are disproportionately impacted by 

the proposed inventory of sites. They point out the following figures:  

• Figure 3-8: Local Median Income shows that households residing in one of two Census Block 

Groups in Census Tract 2521.02 fall within the lowest median income category listed for 

Benicia; 

• Figure 3.17: Local Racial Demographics, shows one of two Census Block Groups located 

within Census Tract 2521.02 is one of the lowest income areas of the city with a non-white 

population of 41.4% (the city’s non-white population is 34.9%); 

• Figure 3-21: Single-Parent Female-headed Households with Children in Benicia, shows 

households in Census Tract 2521.02 reside in relatively lower-income neighborhoods that 

have the city’s highest percentage of single-parent female-headed households (greater than 

20%, compared to 10.2% of households citywide); and 

• Figure 3-23: Population with a Disability in Benicia shows Census Tract 2521.02 is among the 

Benicia census tracts where residents living with disabilities are found at marginally higher 

rates and coincide with the city’s relatively lower-income and environmentally adverse 

census tracts. 

• The Housing Element should evaluate other data that can help describe conditions experienced 

in Benicia’s disadvantaged communities. The Housing Element describes the City’s Housing 

Choice Voucher (HCV) Program which provides rental assistance to low, very low, and extremely 

low-income households through Section 8 of the Housing Act of 1937. Identifying which 

neighborhoods have the market rents that fall within the levels supported by HCV Program 

might help address disparities in housing opportunities for these households. The Housing 

Element indicates that the Housing Authority administers the HCV Program to 372 participating 
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households. Page 58 of Appendix B identifies a concentration of 47 HCV users north of Rose 

Drive. It would be helpful to provide a map or table to show the distribution of HCV users 

citywide according to census tract. They point out the following tables:  

• Table 3-4: Residential-Zoned Land Capacity and the RHNA, estimates that 511 new units 

could be accommodated by land in the city currently zoned for residential use. It would be 

helpful to provide a map or table to show the distribution of these units by census tract. This 

data could show whether or not current zoning policies concentrate affordable units at 

specific sites. 

• Table 2-21: Housing Units by Year the Structure was Built (Appendix A: Housing Needs 

Assessment, page 45) shows the general ages of the housing stock in Benicia. This data 

could help understand whether housing in an area is more likely to have rehabilitation 

needs or is more likely to be redeveloped if the area is rezoned for higher densities. It would 

be helpful to provide a map or table to show the age characteristics of housing within each 

census tract in the city. 

• The State advises local governments to “evaluate whether low-income areas are 

disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to 

negative health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation. The statute does not include a 

definition or process for determination of disproportionate pollution burden or other hazards. 

However, it is important that local jurisdictions broadly analyze possible disproportionate 

burdens to further the protective intent of Government Code section 65302(h)”, [this is the 

State statute promoting environmental justice principles in General Plans]. The State’s guidance 

on how General Plans evaluate environmental justice issues recommends that General Plans 

“propose methods for providing for the location of new schools and residential dwellings in a 

manner that seeks to avoid locating these uses in proximity to industrial facilities and uses that 

will contain or produce material that because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or 

chemical characteristics, poses a significant hazard to human health and safety”.  The 

disproportionate impact of the Housing Element can be corrected by eliminating the proposed 

new units from the Arsenal Historic District. The City can avoid the concentration of affordable 

housing in the eastern side of the city by removing parcels from the Housing Element site 

inventory that are located in the Arsenal Historic District. Removing residential as an eligible use 

of land in the Arsenal would create the following benefits: 

• Removes parcels in the Housing Elements sites inventory that are most vulnerable to the 

environmental burdens and potentially create new liabilities for the city; 

• Protects the historic resources of the Arsenal Historic District from development that could 

result in removing this area’s listing on the National Register of Historic Places; 

• Protects the viability of heavy industrial uses in the industrial park and the waterfront; and 

• Increases the likelihood that low-income housing can occur on sites located in areas with 

fewer environmental burdens and improved fair housing opportunities. 

• The Housing Element sites inventory gives the city the option to strategically remove sites to 

avoid locating housing in unsafe areas, to preserve historic resources in the Arsenal Historic 

District and to avoid conflicts with the heavy industry operating in the Arsenal. The Housing 

Element provides 511 new units through existing zoning, so another 239 new units would be 

needed through rezoning other parcels for residential use to meet the 750-unit RHNA target. 

The Housing Element sites inventory provides over 1,400 new units outside the Arsenal Historic 
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District boundary that can be used to meet RHNA through rezoning parcels for higher density 

residential uses. The sites for housing in the Arsenal Historic District are not needed to meet the 

RHNA target. Parcels in the Arsenal Historic District provide an estimated 340 new units; some 

of these parcels are already zoned for housing while other parcels are proposed for rezoning for 

residential use. The Housing Element sites inventory provides more than enough sites to meet 

RHNA and to rezone the Arsenal Historic District to remove new housing sites and improve land 

use compatibility with the operations of the heavy industry located there. 

State law allows the City to reduce housing capacity on a parcel or parcels as long as it 

concurrently rezones other parcels to provide an equivalent increase in housing capacity. 

Parcels in the Housing Element sites inventory have the capacity to rezone sufficient land to 

demonstrate that there would be no net loss in housing capacity by the elimination of future 

housing from the Arsenal Historic District. 

• The City should  use City-owned open space to provide new units in the Housing Element sites 

inventory. Using a small portion of the 1,810 acres of city-owned open space north of the 

freeway for housing should be considered by the City. Staff has reported that several city-owned 

open space areas in Southampton that were included in an earlier version of the sites inventory 

have been removed because developing these sites for housing would conflict with the city’s 

original intent to preserve these areas as open space. If the intent of the city fathers was to 

preserve this land as open space in perpetuity, they would have required the developer to 

create a homeowner’s association to own and maintain this land. The Southampton open space 

is owned by the city and maintained by all city taxpayers. The fact that a city council fifty years 

ago decided to acquire this land and zone it for open space does not bind future city councils 

from rezoning this land for other purposes to address community needs and priorities. 

• The Council has received numerous letters from Southampton residents about the value open 

spaces provide to wildlife habitat and the problems created by the traffic that comes with new 

housing. These comments could be made by the neighbors of other vacant lots elsewhere in 

Benicia that are being considered by the City as housing sites. One advantage of using the City-

owned open spaces is the ability to develop housing on only a portion of the parcel, leaving the 

majority of the parcel available for trails and landscaping and other improvements for the 

benefit of the community. Park improvements will be needed to serve the additional population 

accommodated by new housing. Other advantages of the parcels of City-owned open space 

previously included in the list of housing opportunity sites is that the parcels are reasonably 

close to services, have good access, and are in areas of high opportunity to facilitate economic 

mobility for low income households. 

• In the Bay Area where existing homeowners have become the gatekeepers for new housing, 

meeting our need for more housing will mean making tradeoffs. New housing should respect 

existing height limits and design standards and preserve of our historic resources to maintain 

the small-town character of Benicia. New housing should be higher density than single-family 

construction to respect our urban growth boundary that preserves the natural areas outside 

Benicia. And any new housing in Southampton open space should be limited to a small fraction 

of the 1,810 acres that the City owns, be close to shopping and services, and be located and 

designed to preserve views, improve wildlife habitat and provide other amenities and benefits 

for the community. 
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• The City has the ability to rezone some of the City-owned open space parcels for residential use 

and add them to the sites inventory. Such an action would significantly improve the ability of the 

Housing Element to provide fair housing opportunities for low-income residents. Earlier versions 

of the housing opportunity sites for the Housing Element identified four sites in City-owned 

open space for consideration as opportunity sites. These four sites encompass 67 acres, which 

represents only 4% of the City-owned open space in Southampton. Preliminary information 

provided by the City indicated there are no deed restrictions on these parcels that prevent their 

use for housing. If 10% of the acreage in each of these four sites were developed for housing at 

30 units/acre, that would provide 200 new units for the Housing Element sites inventory in an 

around a neighborhood identified in the Fair Housing Assessment as a “Local Racially 

Concentrated Area of Affluence,” (Appendix B: Figure 3-18). The remainder of these four sites 

could be used for park and open space improvements. 

• The Housing Element should add a policy or program to prevent displacement of existing low-

income residents from redevelopment. Most policies currently proposed to address 

displacement involve assistance with down payments for first time homebuyers, increasing 

housing throughout the city, reducing costs for construction, making housing denser, and 

implementing the inclusionary housing ordinance. How do these programs keep a person 

already living in a low-rent apartment building from being displaced if the owner of the building 

wants to redevelop for a taller and larger apartment building? 

• The City should expand Program 4.06 to cover low-income tenants who could be displaced 

when the un-restricted unit they rent is being replaced with a taller and larger apartment 

building, or are these tenants already covered by this program. They also ask if the Housing 

Element can offer a program that will give tenants displaced by redevelopment preference for 

locally-available affordable housing. They state that they City can enhance Program 4.05. 

Jennifer Campbell submitted the following comments:  

• They are the owner of a 151- year-old home and are expected to adhere to the standards of the 

Benicia Historical Design Review Commission to have any changes or additions approved by the 

City before we are allowed to proceed with external home improvement projects. They 

conclude that when they purchased our house, they understood the social contract, the 

agreement they have with the City of Benicia, to adhere to strict guideline and standards set 

forth by the Benicia Historic Preservation Review Commission to preserve the historic nature of 

our home to protect the integrity of Historic District C. They question why the City of Benicia 

does not hold up their end of this agreement by allowing builders to put apartments and condos 

that are completely out of compliance with the preservation and conservation plan of Historic 

District C. The provisions of the 1451 Park Road and Jefferson Ridge projects, as part of the rules 

of SB 35, state that these projects must comply with objective standards. These objective 

standards must be uniformly verifiable by reference to an external and uniform benchmark or 

criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant or proponent and the 

public official prior to submittal and not involve any personal or subjective judgment by a public 

official.  

• The Benicia Arsenal Historic District was designated as Historic District C in order to preserve its 

legacy and ensure that future development or improvements reflected the heritage and style of 

the past it represented. As I demonstrated earlier, this designation established a social contract 
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between residents in the historic district, the citizens of Benicia, and the city government 

whereby the residents of the historic district agreed to put in the extra expense, time, effort, 

and abide by strict rules around architectural style and the use of more expensive, original-style 

materials in the use of repair or upgrade in exchange for a promise from the city government to 

preserve the historical essence of the area and only approve plans for the area that conformed 

with its establish architecture as well as its historical land use. 

• So, what are the socially agreed objective standards for the area? What are the criteria and 

benchmarks? What have the citizenry of Benicia already agreed to? To find answers, we must 

look at the available, verifiable and knowable history of this historic district to determine that. 

Jefferson Street and Jefferson Ridge were the areas where all of the Benicia Arsenal’s leadership 

lived, and the buildings reflected a elevate style for the housing of the base’s non-commissioned 

and commissioned officers. It was not the location, at any historical point, for high-density 

barrack style buildings. This an available and knowable fact just by simply walking the 

neighborhood or by picking up a book like “Benicia, Portrait of an Early California Town, An 

Architectural History by Robert Bruegmann.” The historical fact that no barracks ever existed 

along the street and ridge has established the benchmark and the criterion by which the 

heritage, style, and type of any new structures in the Benicia Arsenal Historic District must 

comply. 

• In summary, these current projects do not comply with a historically established objective 

standard for Historic District C. They are large, multi-family units resembling barracks; a form, 

function and style of building that was never located along Jefferson Street and Jefferson Ridge. 

They urge this city council to deny approval of the current forms of these projects for not only 

this reason, but to also preserve the social contract, the trust, and the integrity it has with its 

citizens. At the very minimum they encourage the applicants to review, revise, and resubmit the 

1451 Park Rd. plans so that they conform with the type and style of homes along Jefferson 

Street. The most appropriate historical addition for the Jefferson Ridge area would be to put a 

park on this land, resembling as it once was when the officers during the Civil War presided on 

Jefferson Street’s Officer’s Row. If this land is built on with this massive amount of 138 

apartments and condominiums, its historic preservation and most likely its position on the 

National Register of Places as Historic District C will be lost forever, so therefore they also ask 

that it be eliminated from the Benicia Housing Element list.  

Corinne Koopowitz received a notice that mentions "How the City will grow and address the changing 

needs of the community". They believe it implies that the City believes the City will grow but want 

opinions. They believe that is a contradiction and manipulative. If the Planning Commission or City 

Council is trying to tell people that the City is required to build homes, or affordable housing, then I 

would like to see that requirement in writing. They ask that the City listen to their opposition. Benicia 

had a small town feel and even that is being lost.  

Marilyn Bardet submitted the following comments:  

• She endorses and incorporates the comments submitted on the Housing Element Update by 

professional planners, Natalie Macris, and Steve Goetz. Her letter dated April 19, 2022, on the 

scoping for the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Housing Element/Climate 

Vulnerability Assessment Update is pertinent to their comments on the HEU. She calls for a 
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General Plan Amendment to permanently eliminate residential as a permitted use in the Arsenal 

Historic District/lower Arsenal area because of two major reasons:  

• The obvious incompatibility of residential with major industrial uses in the port waterfront 
area where Valero's and Amports' facilities are ever-present existing sources of pollution, 
hazards and risks to which future residents and sensitive receptors (families, children, 
elderly, immune compromised) would be vulnerable, and from which there are very limited 
ways for those future occupants to be protected from those facilities' physical hazards and 
also air, soil and water pollution. State agencies would be involved in any proposed 
mitigations: EPA's DTSC, BAAQMD, the Water Board and State's Port Authority. Allowing 
residential including affordable housing within the Arsenal Historic District would potentially 
locate from 400 - 500 future residents in harm's way. The City should not be relying on 
""Buyer Beware"" notices, represented primarily by real estate disclosure statements (see 
SB 35 project applications), to be conveyors of detailed information about existing hazards 
and major sources of chronic pollution. While SB 35 projects are exempted from CEQA, 
leaning exclusively on such a flawed law, and thereby seeming to escape evaluation of such 
known existing hazards and pollution sources is an irresponsible position of a city 
government. The primary job of elected officials is to be looking forward and proactively 
engaging in protecting the health and safety of current and future residents as the General 
Plan's Health and Safety chapter outlines. This is an issue of environmental justice. 

• Of equal and paramount concern is saving the Arsenal Historic District's incomparable Civil 
War era Officers' Enclave from destruction. Identified in the Arsenal Historic Conservation 
Plan [AHCP] as ""sub District C"", a national treasure listed in 1976 on the National Park 
Services' National Register of Historic Places, to this day, this district is visibly intact as 
designed by the Army under orders of President Abraham Lincoln and served as the central 
heart of the Arsenal's command structure from the mid-19th c until the Arsenal's closure in 
1964. District C has 11 original historic structures—the Clocktower Fortress, commanding 
officers' living quarters and their administrative buildings surrounded by open space 
grounds— the surrounding landscape setting of Officers' Row of the Jefferson Ridge, 
inclusive of the assembly area where the Arsenal flagpole originally stood. These landscapes 
are deemed ""cultural landscapes"" of District C. The 1993 Arsenal Historic Conservation 
Plan, though it needs updating, represents the intent of the City and community, as affirmed 
in the General Plan, for preserving the National Register district's distinct character as a 
venerable asset that invites the development of historic tourism, as the General Plan 
envisions. The draft HEU does not specify, describe, or characterize the distinctions 
conferred on the Arsenal Historic District and particularly District C. Why not? Staff 
presentations have also not used proper names, such as are used on historic maps and 
other official materials and the AHCP, such as ""Officers' Enclave"" or ""National Register 
District C"". The scant description in the HEU does not accurately represent the distinctions 
and values of these esteemed cultural assets. It is not surprising, then, that such prestigious 
distinctions have not been accounted for in the SB 35 project applications for residential 
development within the Arsenal Historic District. Distinctions that must be named and 
discussed for their value to the City, state and nation: In 1936, the Arsenal earned 
California's official state landmark status; and in 1976, the National Park Service of the U.S. 
Dept of the Interior listed 4 subdistricts on the National Register of Historic Places as 
distinguished in the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan, [AHCP, Figure 2, p.7 "National 
Register Districts and Properties of the Benicia Arsenal""] Generalized references to the 
Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan protections are not sufficient to inform the public of our 
major cultural elements, including the cultural landscapes along Jefferson Ridge that have 
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been integral to the design of Officers' Row since 1859. Many residents have no knowledge 
of the Conservation Plan, let alone, the history of the City and the Arsenal's role in its 
foundation and subsequent prominence through the Civil War era, the 20th century's world 
wars, the Korean War and peacetime defense, until the Arsenal closed in 1964. But City 
elected officials are expected to understand and promote those values and historical 
relevance.  

• SB 35 projects are now being evaluated under minimum objective standards, if approved, would 

destroy District C in every way pertinent to its integrity, character and standing on the National 

Register as a unified, intact district. Over the past twenty-five years issues cited in one and two 

were deliberated by staff, planning commission, council, and the public. Concern for protecting 

historic resources and for addressing environmental hazards in the lower Arsenal port area that 

would impact the Arsenal Historic District and its future uses have still not been resolved. These 

issues were previously raised during controversy in 1994-1995 over a large- scale industrial 

development proposal for the Port of Benicia, submitted by Koch Industries, for a petroleum 

coke storage and shipping terminal facility that was planned to serve all 5 Bay Area refineries. In 

the aftermath of public outcry and defeat of Koch Industries' proposal, a number of housing 

development proposals, beginning in 2001, were floated and subsequently withdrawn for 

residential infill in the Arsenal Historic District's National Register District C. A culminating public 

defeat of the Draft EIR for the Lower Arsenal Mixed Use Specific Plan, reviewed through two 

attempts at certification between 2006-2007, meant that upwards of 115 units of infill housing 

proposed for parcels along the Jefferson Ridge, Park Rd and Grant St, were not permitted. Now, 

however, given two projects that could ruin the Arsenal Historic District forever, the city claims 

that SB 35 allows for no avenue of appeal of any ministerial decision for approval that would be 

made by its own staff.  

• The reasons cited above in one and two, which are more fully accounted for in my April 19th 

letter, request that the following parcels be removed from the HEU's "Vacant Lands" inventory 

and those cited as "Opportunity Sites" for residential infill, and also, those parcels previously 

permitted for residential use in "mixed use districts". From HEU's Figure 3.1.E. City of Benicia 

Sites Inventory #5, they request removal of the "Considered "suitably zoned": Parcels # 123, 

124, 6, 7, 2, 3, 4, 5; as well, those parcels proposed for zoning changes and/or zoning overlay: 

Parcels # 52, 53, along Grant St. and Parcel #45, at 1471 Park Rd. Included are the two SB 35 

project application sites at 1451 Park Road Project (categorized as a "Core Site"), and 7.9 acres 

on the Jefferson Ridge, the "Jefferson Ridge Project".  

• A prime example of a city-owned property that should be removed from the HEU: 1471 Project 

Road, Parcel #45, which is in every aspect equally unsuitable for residential development of any 

kind as are the parcels cited above within District C and Grant St parcels. Parcel #45 lies within 

the boundaries of former Benicia Arsenal and is within the Arsenal Historic District. [See Figure 

3, Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan. p 9]. Because it lies within the former boundaries of the 

former Benicia Arsenal it would require DTSC clearance with regard former possible 

contamination from former military uses. The 1471 Park Rd parcel is triangle-shaped and fronts 

onto Park Rd. Its location on Park Rd would put future residents entering and leaving the 

development in daily danger. Park Rd cuts up from the lower Arsenal industrial area to connect 

to a major intersection at Bayshore Rd and Industrial Way, at the entrance to the Valero 

refinery. Park Road is the ONLY and busiest, heavily truck-trafficked road that cuts through the 

eastern side of town connecting the lower Arsenal industrial area to the industrial park. Park 
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Road is particularly important to both Valero's refinery and Asphalt Plant, as well as Amports LLC 

car import business operations, whose headquarters and parking lots border Park Rd. For 

example: Park Rd is used by huge tractor-trailers hauling cars from the port to Amports' other 

parking areas along Park Rd., just north of the 1471 Park Rd parcel. The parcel at 1471 Park Road 

is bounded on the north by 2 lanes of the I-780 freeway that form a low overpass over Park Rd.; 

just north of those lanes, there is a flyover of I-680 lanes connecting to the Benicia/Martinez 

bridge. The parcel's eastern side, bounded by Park Rd, is also where Valero's 6 active pipelines 

run parallel to the road, running from the refinery, and then following a course along the base of 

the Jefferson Ridge's northern side to Valero's tanker dock at Bayshore Rd at Army Pt., the dock 

owned and governed by the State of California's Port Authority. On the east side, Amports uses 

the property across Park Rd and bordered by Oak Road as a parking lot for cars offloaded at 

their shipping terminal. Further, the parcel is approx. 2,500 ft from Valero's southern tank farm 

and less than a mile from Valero's Asphalt plant. 

• In regard to the need to build affordable housing, while the serious aim to provide affordable 

housing is necessary and laudably noble, how can this aim be justly and equitably realized by 

current means, wherein, for example, SB 35 projects are required to build only 10% affordable 

of the total number of units proposed for maximum density? And, since SB 35 streamlined 

approval processes lie outside the purview of CEQA, it appears that ""environmental justice 

issues"" are given no attention by SB 35, e.g., consideration of conditions of a specific location 

where such a density infill project could be developed. Ergo, those projects' potentially 

significant impacts related to environmental justice could remain uncharacterized, veiled by SB 

35 proscriptions against CEQA. The implications of SB 35, and by example and precedent, how 

the streamlined review is being conducted for the two SB 35 projects proposed for the Arsenal 

Historic District, are ominous for Benicia, since SB 35 projects are likely to be proposed for 

"vacant lands" and "opportunity sites" throughout the community to fulfill RHNA numbers. 

• In regard to the "underserved" East Side, they are particularly concerned about how future 

anticipated increases of residential infill will improve and/or adversely impact Benicia's East 

Side, which is still considered to be "underserved", lacking services and amenities, as described 

by a City study initiated in 1985 on East Side conditions. How will the full impacts to the East 

Side be accounted for if ALL projects proposed for the East Side were to be developed apropos 

the HEU, whether as Opportunity Sites or Vacant Lands, in addition to any and all SB 35 projects 

approved now or in the future for the East Side? The full scope of cumulative effects of the HEU, 

should development of all parcels represented be developed, must be evaluated as part of the 

HEU DEIR. Right now, those SB 35 projects for the Arsenal Historic District will not have had 

analyses of potential cumulative impacts on future residents, pertinent to environmental justice 

issues. Such evaluation is currently left uncharacterized and excluded from the prospective 

review of SB 35 projects. 
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• The Climate Vulnerability Assessment Update allows for projected increases in population. The 

lack of a substantial "passive recreation" park on the East Side is a glaring problem. The CVAU 

cites the importance of parks that provide shade and respite outdoors for residents during long 

hot summers. Where is this concern represented in the HEU as related to existing conditions on 

the East Side? Parcels considered now for development on historic landscapes within the 

Jefferson Ridge's District C are the last substantial green "open spaces" left on the East Side and 

within the old Arsenal's central historic core. This fact has not been recognized by the HEU but 

should be. 

Natalie Macris submitted the following comments:  

• Requests that the Jefferson Ridge and other Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan sites be removed 

from the list of potential housing sites in the Draft Housing Element. As explained in more detail 

in my April 16, 2022, letter to the City Council, the 12 Arsenal sites, shown in Draft Housing 

Element Figure 3.1.E, should be removed due to: 

• The health and safety hazards of siting housing in an active heavy industrial area that 

includes the Valero refinery, the Port of Benicia, and the adjoining Interstate 780 freeway; 

and 

• The potential for high-density housing, especially streamlined projects enabled by state law 

(Senate Bill [SB] 35), to overwhelm the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, a nationally 

significant historic gem that deserves careful planning. 

• Asks that the City review the draft sites inventory with the intent to remove the Jefferson Ridge 

and other Lower Arsenal parcels from the list of potential housing sites, for the following 

reasons: 

• The Lower Arsenal is not a safe place for housing. Jefferson Ridge is right next to the Port of 

Benicia, with aboveground Valero fuel pipelines running along the northern boundary of the 

site. Other potential housing sites in the Lower Arsenal are also surrounded by heavy 

industry. The recent Port fire and news of ongoing air quality violations at the Valero 

refinery are just current examples of why a heavy industrial area is not a good place for 

housing. The existing Housing Element calls for 153 units of very low- and low-income 

housing on Jefferson Ridge. Even if that number were realistic, which seems doubtful, there 

are serious health, safety, and environmental justice issues with siting that much housing, 

especially low-income housing, in a heavy industrial area, with all the hazards and nuisances 

it would create for residents. 

• Jefferson Ridge is the heart of a nationally significant historic district that deserves careful 

planning. Jefferson Ridge is the city’s most historic place – and it’s a historic district, not just 

a collection of historic buildings. It’s a place that’s important in state and national history, as 

well as local history. The entire district is on the National Register of Historic Places, which 

makes it very special. The recent Senate Bill (SB) 35 proposals there have shown how high-

density housing development will completely overwhelm the historic nature of the place. A 

change.org petition opposing the SB 35 proposals because of their impact on the historic 

district has 800 signatures and is still growing. There is community support for preserving 

the historic district and planning for it more carefully. Removing the Jefferson Ridge parcels 

from the Housing Element is an important first step. 
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• The City can meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation on other sites. City staff and the 

consultant team have done an excellent job of scouring the city for housing opportunity 

sites. They found some very interesting possibilities for sites throughout the city with a 

range of housing types and densities – places where housing could work well, for the people 

who live there and for the city as a whole, whether it’s downtown, in other commercial 

areas, or in residential neighborhoods. These sites have more than enough housing unit 

potential for the City to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 

The Housing Element update is an exciting opportunity to do some creative and far-reaching 

planning for Benicia’s future. I hope you will take advantage of it. 

• States that the City has identified many other sites where development of housing would be 

more appropriate and would easily meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation. These 

sites are in existing residential neighborhoods, close to services and away from hazardous 

industrial activity. They offer ample opportunities for replacing the housing development 

potential of the Arsenal. The fact that the City has removed some of these logical infill sites from 

consideration while continuing to designate housing in the Arsenal raises serious environmental 

justice concerns. The process to date has created the unfortunate impression that the City will 

quickly remove sites in response to sentiments from residents of existing, established 

neighborhoods, but has no qualms about placing future residents—many of them low-income— 

in a heavy industrial area, where they will face air pollution, noise, truck traffic, and other 

hazards and nuisances not experienced in other parts of Benicia. The Draft Housing Element 

designates the 12 Arsenal sites for 340 units, of which 176 would be “lower income.” Those 

numbers represent almost 50% of the City’s total Regional Housing Needs Allocation (750 units), 

and more than 50% of the lower income housing allocation (339 units). Ironically, the Draft 

Housing Element contains a policy (5.03) and a program (5.04) that try to address the health and 

safety hazards that residents on the east side of town already face due to heavy industrial 

uses—and yet it plans for almost half the city’s new housing to be in the Arsenal, even closer to 

industry. By removing the Arsenal parcels from consideration for housing, the City can resolve 

this contradiction and begin planning more responsibly and creatively for the Arsenal and 

Benicia as a whole. The City can meet its housing obligations in more appropriate locations and 

retain the Arsenal as an important place in the history of the city and the nation. 

Cynthia and Mike Herd submitted the following comments:  

• Express their gratitude for serving in the job capacities for the best interests of their charming 

community of Benicia. They realize your efforts to comply to the California state law of 

providing affordable housing. However, their concern is the proposed development of 62 units 

at corner of Southampton and Hastings Drive. Obviously on Southampton Road, there are 2 

churches, Benicia Middle School, 2 huge apartment buildings, converted condo complex, 

Southampton shopping plaza, etc. It is one of the most traffic congested streets in this city! They 

provide the following suggestions: 

• Traffic study of Southampton Road when school is in session. (Can hardly drive on this street 

when school is out.) 

• Require a traffic light at Southampton and Hastings. 

• Require an extra turn lane from Southampton into affordable housing of 62 units. (Estimate 

at least 100 cars there.) 
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• Consider affordable housing in the Open Space off Cambridge from Rose Drive to Cooper. 

Past the Benicia Highlands Condominiums, it is vacant.  

• State that overall, the City’s consideration and respect for the residents of Benicia would be 

greatly appreciated by all. Please view the online petition to save Southampton Open Space 

currently up to 883 signatures and increasing. 

Kathleen Brown share that it has come to their attention, what they consider an emergency, that there 

are proposed high density housing, apartment buildings, at the Arsenal Park. They clarify that they are 

not a Planner, or a lawyer, but a concerned citizen. They agree that we need more affordable housing 

but believe that modern apartment buildings would ruin the historical area that is in the Arsenal Park. 

They don’t think it is too late to stop this development. I know that SB 35 makes the situation more 

complex. I read Mayor Young’s letter to the Editor in the Herald that describes his visit to Senator 

Wiener. Mayor Young describes SB 35 as “not a good law.” He says he is opposed to it. He describes 

being treated “dismissively.” They ask that the City should not give up easily. They want to confirm is it is 

true that there is the “opportunity to remove sites from the inventory” of sites identified as possible 

locations for Affordable Housing. They also ask if the City can amend the General Plan and the City’s 

zoning regulations in case there are any inconsistencies. They ask the City to preserve the history and 

heritage of this special place for generations to come. They ask for the community to imagine a different 

long-term plan and future for that area. They ask the City to stop large apartment buildings that are 

incompatible with the historic area being built.  

Amir Firouz submitted the following comments:  

• Benicia has a very high unit cost for its waste-water treatment, roughly 6 times that of city of 

Dixon and 3.5 times that of the cities of Fairfield- Suisun. I have not investigated yet the cost for 

other Cities in Solano County, but my guess is that it would confirm the same trend, that Benicia 

has one of the highest costs for wastewater treatment plant. Since low-cost housings are eligible 

for low-cost water/sewage rates in Benicia and the allocation of the low and very low-cost 

housing is proportionally very high in Benicia, then each new housing unit costs Benicia 

residents more than for similar house in Fairfield-Suisun or Dixon. Basically, looking at it 

objectively, it is more expensive to build and maintain a house in Benicia than in other Cities. It 

makes sense to build a project where it costs less to build and maintain unless it is a 

state/county policy for their own reason. Therefore, the State/county should compensate 

Benicia for added cost of forcing Benicia to build it in more expensive areas to comply with their 

policies. The City of Benicia has had the lowest population growth rate among Cities in Solano 

County, in the last two decades, almost 0% based on Table 2.1 of this report. The state and 

county are expected to grow at very low annual rate in the next decade, less than 0.8% per year. 

And if Benicia is to follow its own previous natural growth rate, it would grow much less than 

the state or county. The basic requirement of the new housing units for Benicia and other cities, 

appears to completely ignore this previous trend and appears to be proportional to total 

number of the existing housing (with some minor modifications for some other factors). It 

appears then that the program is trying to stimulate a higher growth rate for Benicia, by 

providing cheap subsidized housing. I am not sure what is the rational for this. If this is desirable 

outcome for the state, and county, then they should participate in sharing the cost to 

implement this plan. 
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• This report is mainly concerned with describing and advocating for benefits of the programs 

proposed in the report. By contrast, when it comes to discussing the costs of the program, the 

report is mainly silent. Except for a very few secondary items for which cost figures were 

produced in this report, I could not find any mention of the total cost of the programs (total 

housing), nor the cost of the main components of the programs (the four categories of housing), 

proposed in this report. It is as if a cost/benefit analysis of the programs recommended in the 

report is not necessary and has no bearing on the decision making process. This approach seems 

to be completely irrational and unjustified. I would recommend that cost estimate for the first 

costs as well as recurring costs of the program for its main components to be included in the 

report. The overall thrust of the report. The following four (4) implicit assumption appear to 

have shaped this report and its programs: a) the number of proposed housing and its 

distribution have already been decided and cannot be modified; b) the City of Benicia is 

obligated to comply and implement the program as it is now and cannot modify it; c) the City of 

Benicia is obligated to implement the program no matter what is the initial costs of the program 

to the City; d) the City is obligated to commit to pay for the  recurring costs of the program in 

future years. In order to make the report more easily readable and understandable, I 

recommend that these basic implicit assumptions to be made explicit. 

• Since the state of California is mandating how many housing units, and in what combinations of 

cost categories the City has to build, then the State has to compensate the City for the costs 

associated with the land, building, maintenance, water, and other services and utilities imposed 

on the City by the mandate, above and beyond what would have been built based on the natural 

growth rate for the City. The authors of the report, as the consultants/advisors hired by the City, 

should investigate, and advise the City not only about what are the City's obligations to the 

State/ County, but also advise and advocate for the City about what are the State/County 

obligations to the City. Does state have a right to force unfunded mandates on the Cities? The 

report should have dedicated a section to options available to the City's for: a) challenging or 

appealing details and extent of the programs; b) guiding the City on how to recuperate some of 

funding obligations that is forced on the City by seeking compensation from the State/County 

agencies that have mandated these obligations to begin with. 

• On page iii in the Table of Contents, there is a line item with a duplicate and wrong page 

number. 

• The City administration is cautioned that setting the precedent of opening the open space for 

private use will stay with the City and its residents long after the present administration is gone 

and replaced by officials with quite different agendas and interests. They might want to use the 

open spaces then for causes much less "noble" than affordable housing. Also note that the deed 

to the housing in Southampton development area excludes underground mineral and natural 

gas/ oil . etc. Those hydrocarbon and mineral rights are owned by other private entities. If you 

allow the open space for use by private/commercial use, then the owners of those mineral 

rights may pressure the City to allow them access to the open space in order to exploit and 

extract those minerals (that is their property) directly from the open space area. Do we want to 

see a bunch of oil/gas pumps all over our open space areas, similar to the landscape in southern 

California in the last century and some still there? 
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• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 1: The report describes a system-wide problem 

that is primarily caused by the state and federal rules, regulations, and policies. However, the 

solution that the report advocates for falls only on the shoulder of the local population and 

administration (the City), without making any reference to the main cause of the problem or 

suggest ways to directly influence those causes. Please note that the more successful the local 

governments are at subsidizing low-cost housing, the more businesses and state/federal 

governments will count on that as a part of their employees’ "effective" compensation and 

therefore, will adjust the real paycheck of their workers downward. Moreover, unlike the 

State/Federal government, the City does not have the power to decide state/federal budget 

priorities; increase minimum wage; reduce the wealth gap between rich and the poor; regulate 

interest rate; impose rent control; stop large funds from buying houses for investment and drive 

up home prices and rental; impose surtax on vacant houses or on secondary residences, in order 

to drive down the cost of housing for first time home buyers. The preceding are the primary 

causes of the reduction in affordable housing. Only the Federal and State governments have the 

authority, and sufficient means, to address the causes of the previous problems and reduce 

their impact on affordable housing. It is irrational, unrealistic, and unfair to expect the City to 

solve the problems that are caused by Federal/State governments' policies.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 1: Another cause of reduction in 

housing/rental places, which the City might have a role to play, is absence of effective local 

regulation to limit "Airbnb" type of vacation home rentals, since studies have shown that these 

types of short term rentals reduce the available long-term housing/rental for local population 

and increase the price of remaining housing/rentals. The commenter observed on the Airbnb 

website that there are multiple vacation short term rentals presently operating in Benicia. These 

are potential housing and condo residences that are not available to home buyers or long-term 

renters, and moreover they have driven up the prices for the remaining housing/rental. The 

present report has completely ignored this subject. I recommend a comprehensive treatment of 

this subject to see their effect at present, and formulation of effective policies by the City to 

limit their negative impact on housing/rental availability, especially in the affordable category.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 2 reads: "The current housing affordability 

crisis is not unique to Benicia, but local solutions to the crisis must be." This is a misleading 

statement. It gives the false impression that we have a choice since we are free to choose our 

"local solution". Yes, we have a choice for secondary issues like the exact location or look and 

color of the housing, but we do not have a choice to decide the primary issues of who pays for it 

and how many units we have to provide.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 3 reads: “Analyze the differences between 

what was intended and what was achieved.” This report partially (for the first 6 years) describes 

what was achieved and what was intended but does not analyze cause(s) of this discrepancy. 

The description of the situation is not the same as analysis of the situation.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 3 reads: "The RHNA for Benicia is shown in 

Table 1.1, whereby Benicia must have the appropriate zoning in place to allow 750 new units to 

be built through the year 2030." It is not clear how this mandate was decided and allocated to 

Benicia. It is presented here as something to be obeyed and not questioned. According to Table 

C.1 and Table 1.1, why the required number of housing goals for the City of Benicia has 

dramatically increased from 327 in the previous cycle by 2.3 times to 750, even when the total 
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number of housing units built in the previous cycle was only 39? How about other cities in 

Solano County? The County total increased by about 1.5 times only.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 4 reads: "While the City is not responsible for 

the actual construction of these units, Benicia is, however, responsible for creating a regulatory 

environment in which the private market could build these additional homes. This includes the 

creation, adoption, and implementation of City-wide goals, policies, programs, and zoning 

standards, along with economic incentives to facilitate the construction of a wide range of 

housing types." Somehow this report uses euphemism that Benicia shall create "economic 

incentive" to mean in plain English that Benicia shall use its general fund to subsidize market 

price houses so that the effective price paid by the occupants drops into Very Low/Low 

category. I suggest that the report to use straight forward language rather than convoluted 

construct, this will make the text simpler to understand.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 5 reads: "For the General issues, the goals, 

policies, and programs of each element must be internally consistent. This Housing City will 

need to update the Land Use Element and Land Use Diagram to retain consistency across its 

policies. Consistency between the Housing Element and the General Plan will continue to be 

evaluated whenever an element of the General Plan is amended. The City will continue to 

ensure that the Housing Element’s goals and policies are consistent with—and supported by—

goals and policies in the other elements of the General Plan or make amendments as necessary 

to maintain consistency." Is the report saying that the City's actions will be consistent with the 

General Plan, and when it cannot be, then the City will amend the General plan so that the 

General Plan is consistent with the City's actions? 

• The proposed programs in Chapter II require full or partial funding from the General Fund of the 

City of Benicia. Some of them might require small amount of funding, while others might require 

substantial funding support. However, I have not located any information regarding an estimate 

of the magnitude of financial obligation that the City is undertaking by complying with this 

written document. I am not sure how all these diverse programs can be evaluated and agreed to 

unless some estimate of the actual present and future cost plus the administrative cost to the 

City is known.  

• In Chapter III, on Figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E are the housing sites in this Figure cross-referenced 

in Tables in Appendix D? 

• In Appendix B on page 2, the sentences in reference state: " The countywide average was 12.2 

percent between 2000 and 2021. The city with the 2021 was the smallest city, Rio Vista, with a 

54.1-percent increase." These annual growth rates are an order of magnitude too high. Real 

cities do not grow by 12% to 54% per year over 21 years. They also differ from the values in the 

table below. Please verify and correct both. The commenter has not checked all of these 

numbers. They ask that the City please also check all other figures and numbers make sure they 

have not made similar mistakes.  

• In Appendix B, on Table 2-1 Population Growth Trends, 2000-2021, the Average Annual Growth 

column in this spreadsheet for some unknown reason appears to be using the wrong equation. 

It uses the values of the Total Change column to its left and then divides them by 11 for some 

unknown reason. Please correct the spreadsheet. The commenter has not checked all the 

spreadsheets, and they ask the City to review them all and make sure they are error free.  



E-48 

• In Appendix B, on Table 2-40 Assisted Units At Risk Of Conversion, they state that the numbers 

for Total Units cannot be less than the Affordable Units. They ask that the City transpose the 

values.  

• In Appendix B, on Table 3-7: Performance Scores For Benicia Unified School District, 2019, the 

City should check the numbers. The correct Chronic Absenteeism Rate for Mary Farmar 

Elementary appears to be 8.0%. No real school can function with 80.0% absenteeism. 

• In Appendix C, on page C-1, the sentence reads: "From January 2015 through December 31, 

2020, the City low-income unit and three low-income units were approved and built." The 

reported period is only 6 years and not the full 8 years. 

• In Appendix C, on page C-1, the sentence reads: "However, housing goals and policies have been 

restructured and revised to some extent to eliminate redundancy, clarify the intent, address 

new State law, or respond to needs identified by the public and City staff (unless stated 

otherwise, programs have been carried forward)." What does "carried forward" mean? Why are 

all programs carried forward?  

• In Appendix C, on Table C.1 Progress During Previous Planning Period, 2015-2020, the goal of 

(94+54) very low and low categories, out of a total of 327 units (i.e., more than 45%) appears to 

be very high. Why such a high percentage? Was it mandated by the State/County, or it was set 

voluntarily so high by the City of Benicia? It is more expensive to build in Benicia due to its hilly 

terrain, compared to typically flat areas such as Fairfield and Vacaville. The period reported is 

only 6 years of the total 8 years of the plan. We should by now have an estimate for the 

remaining two years. What is the estimate for the remaining two years? Why the actual 

constructed projects fell so much below the goal? Was it because the goals were totally 

unrealistic? Was it an unforeseen market condition? Was it a failure of the City to execute 

properly to achieve the goal? Why this report of more than 400 pages has not provided and 

analysis of this discrepancy? If we do not understand the past failures, we may be doomed to 

repeat it in the future. 

• In regard to Program 2.03 in the large table of Appendix C, what exactly it is? Is there a fund that 

is tied in litigation and therefore the City cannot access it? And what does delete mean? Does it 

mean the City is giving up on getting part or whole of the moneys in the fund? 

• The City provide a column showing site number as marked on figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E for 

ease of cross referencing.  

• Regarding Appendix E on page E-9, if the Figure is not coordinated with Figures 3.1.A through 

3.1.E. 

Kristen Valperga share that it has come to their attention, what they consider an emergency, that there 

are proposed high density housing, apartment buildings, at the Arsenal Park. They clarify that they are 

not a Planner, or a lawyer, but a concerned citizen. They agree that we need more affordable housing 

but believe that modern apartment buildings would ruin the historical area that is in the Arsenal Park. 

They don’t think it is too late to stop this development. I know that SB 35 makes the situation more 

complex. I read Mayor Young’s letter to the Editor in the Herald that describes his visit to Senator 

Wiener. Mayor Young describes SB 35 as “not a good law.” He says he is opposed to it. He describes 

being treated “dismissively.” They ask that the City should not give up easily. They want to confirm is it is 

true that there is the “opportunity to remove sites from the inventory” of sites identified as possible 

locations for Affordable Housing. They also ask if the City can amend the General Plan and the City’s 
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zoning regulations in case there are any inconsistencies. They ask the City to preserve the history and 

heritage of this special place for generations to come. They ask for the community to imagine a different 

long-term plan and future for that area. They ask the City to stop large apartment buildings that are 

incompatible with the historic area being built.  

Belinda Smith, from the Benicia Historical Society, submitted the following comments:  

• I believe that the draft Housing Element poses a significant detrimental effect on the city’s 

historic districts. The proposed Housing Element has included parcels in the Benicia Arsenal 

National Register Historic District and parcels in the Benicia Downtown Historic District on 

Housing Element sites inventory. The Housing Element also proposes a housing overlay 

ordinance that would change land use zoning, increase density, and increase building heights. 

• The downtown commercial area has been recognized by the City as a historic district since 1969 

(Benicia General Plan Chap. 3 Community Identity pg. 102). The Benicia Arsenal was occupied by 

the U.S. Army until its closure in 1964, at which time the City took possession. In 1976 structures 

and landscapes in the Arsenal and downtown area were documented in the Historic American 

Building Survey. Also, in November of 1976 the Benicia Arsenal was listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places as the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, which consists for four 

geographic areas – Districts A through D. Further in October or 1987 the City enacted a special 

historic overlay district. In 1989 the City applied the Historic Overlay District to the downtown 

commercial and residential area centered along First Street, and the Benicia Arsenal Historic 

District, based on extensive surveys and documentation. In 1990 and 1993, the City prepared 

and adopted conservation plans for both overlay districts. General Plan Goal 3.1 Maintain and 

enhance Benicia’s character and its policies and programs to achieve that goal using the 

documents mentioned above are intended to promote the conservation, preservation, 

protection, and enhancement of each historic district. Historic districts are a composition of 

landform, historic and contributing structures, landscapes, streets, visual appearance, views, 

etc. The whole is greater than the sum of its parts. If a historic district was like a chess game, 

and you started substituting checkers for chess pieces, would you still be playing chess? And 

although it’s the same board you wouldn’t have any kind of game at all. If the City continues to 

ignore the whole of each district, we will not have any historic districts. To the extent that the 

proposed housing overlay ordinance promotes new structures in Benicia’s two historic districts 

it has the potential to greatly diminish the historic integrity of those districts. Benicia’s 

downtown, centered on First Street from the waterfront to Military, is the historic and cultural 

heart of the city. Recognizing the importance of Benicia’s historic downtown, the City created an 

expanded the downtown historic district and adopted the Downtown Historic Conservation Plan 

(DHCP) in 1990 (amended 1992). Lastly, in 2007 the City adopted the Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan (DMUMP). The Historical Society is not opposed to housing in the downtown 

historic district; in fact, housing has been a part of the downtown area since it was established. 

However, we are concerned that the proposed housing overlay ordinance that is included in the 

Housing Element and its’ application to downtown, and especially the Town Core area will result 

in the dilution of this historic commercial district, and lead to demolition of existing commercial 

structures in favor of residential-only structures. The DMUMP allows for 40’ height and 2 ½ 

stories and allows for residential development on the ground floor on parcels along First Street 

as long as the residential use is behind the ground floor commercial space. The difference in 
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density from the housing overlay ordinance may provide for a few more housing units but can 

drastically change the street profile and commercial nature of First Street. Staff has stated that 

the housing overlay ordinance will not override the DMUMP, however when you look at the 

three areas that will alter the DMUMP, land-use, height, and density, it changes the core 

components of the DMUMP. The DMUMP was a thoroughly vetted community process that is 

now being set aside. Will the housing overlay ordinance override the DHCP as well? It should be 

noted that in the event of conflict between the DHCP and the DMUMP, the DHCP prevails. 

Another concern is the placement of garages on street frontages. Within the Downtown Historic 

District, in both the Town Core and Town Core Open areas, alleyways are used which has limited 

the number of driveways on street frontage and helps reinforce the pedestrian nature of these 

historic streets. When the City defines the elements of the housing overlay ordinance, it should 

not allow additional driveways on streets in the Downtown Historic District for parcels with alley 

access. 

• The proposed Housing Element update includes the Benicia Arsenal Historic District C in the 

housing inventory. This jeopardizes District C’s listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

and could result in delisting from the National Register. The Arsenal Historic District C should be 

removed from the Housing Element sites inventory. The proposed housing overlay ordinance 

must not be applied to the Benicia Arsenal Historic District C since that addition of new 

structures will overwhelm and diminish the historic integrity of District C. While we support 

additional housing, any new housing in District C will come at great cost to its integrity, 

cohesiveness, and unity. The Housing Element as proposed is in conflict with General Plan Goal 

3.1 to Maintain and enhance Benicia’s historic character. 

• The Historic Society opposes including any parcel in the Benicia Arsenal Historic District in the 

Housing Element site inventory and the application of the housing overlay district in the Benicia 

Arsenal Historic District C and Town Core. The recommend that driveways be prohibited on 

parcels in the Town Core Open that have alley access,  the redevelopment of any non-historic 

structure in the Town Core Open that do not have alley access shall be required to create alley 

access for any proposed parking, and that the Secretary of Interior Standards be applied to any 

development project proposed in the Downtown Historic District. They believe that Benicia is 

fortunate to have a historic identity, something that distinguishes it among Solano County cities. 

It is our hope that you will choose to protect our historic districts and retain Benicia’s identity.  

Betsy Henderson submitted the following comments:  

• Expresses that they do not support the proposed housing overlay ordinance which would allow 

residential use in the ground floor and buildings of three stories on First St. They believe that the 

City needs to preserve the views, charm, commercial-residential balance, and historic resources 

of our downtown. They share an example from the One Bay Area community which chose to 

allow unfettered development after 2008 and lost their historic downtown is Redwood City, 

according to a new neighbor who used to live there. Let's learn from their mistakes and save 

what our community loves most about our town. 

• Believes that Elizabeth Patterson said it very well. Thank you for noting my strong opposition to 

the proposed development inside the Arsenal Historic District. 

They reference Elizabeth Patterson’s comment from Joint Study Session: “Dear Council 

Members and Commissioners: I am writing to request that the Jefferson Ridge and other Arsenal 



E-51 

Historic Conservation Plan parcels be removed from the list of potential housing sites in the 

Draft Housing Element. As explained in more detail in Elizabeth Patterson's April 16, 2022 letter 

to the City Council (attached), the 12 Arsenal sites, shown in Draft Housing Element Figure 3.1.E, 

should be removed due to: 

• The health and safety hazards of siting housing in an active heavy industrial area that 

includes the Valero refinery, the Port of Benicia, and the adjoining Interstate 780 freeway, 

and 

• The potential for high-density housing, especially streamlined projects enabled by state law 

(Senate Bill [SB] 35), to overwhelm the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, a nationally 

significant historic gem that deserves careful planning. The City has identified many other 

sites where development of housing would be more appropriate and would easily meet the 

City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation. These sites are in existing residential 

neighborhoods, close to services and away from hazardous industrial activity. They offer 

ample opportunities for replacing the housing development potential of the Arsenal. The 

fact that the City has removed some of these logical infill sites from consideration while 

continuing to designate housing in the Arsenal raises serious environmental justice 

concerns. The process to date has created the unfortunate impression that the City will 

quickly remove sites in response to sentiments from residents of existing, established 

neighborhoods, but has no qualms about placing future residents—many of them low-

income—in a heavy industrial area, where they will face air pollution, noise, truck traffic, 

and other hazards and nuisances not experienced in other parts of Benicia. The Draft 

Housing Element designates the 12 Arsenal sites for 340 units, of which 176 would be 

“lower income.” Those numbers represent almost 50% of the City’s total Regional Housing 

Needs Allocation (750 units), and more than 50% of the lower income housing allocation 

(339 units). Ironically, the Draft Housing Element contains a policy (5.03) and a program 

(5.04) that try to address the health and safety hazards that residents on the east side of 

town already face due to heavy industrial uses—and yet it plans for almost half the city’s 

new housing to be in the Arsenal, even closer to industry. 

• By removing the Arsenal parcels from consideration for housing, the City can resolve this 

contradiction and begin planning more responsibly and creatively for the Arsenal and Benicia as 

a whole. The City can meet its housing obligations in more appropriate locations and retain the 

Arsenal as an important place in the history of the city and the nation. 

Karen Massey is responding to the City’s request for comments on the Public Review Draft Housing 

Element, on behalf of the owners of the property located at 1043 Grant Street and identified as Site 51 

in the City’s Draft Housing Site Inventory. They applaud Staff’s efforts to date on the draft Element and 

commend the City for producing a draft that is both responsive to the requirements of State housing law 

but also to the needs and desires of the local community. In particular, we support the City’s efforts to 

maintain an adequate supply of housing that supports inclusivity and equitability, not only in the type of 

housing provided, but also by its dispersion so as to avoid concentrations of affluence. Continuing to 

identify housing sites within the Lower Arsenal is not only consistent with the area’s historic use and the 

City’s existing land use practice, but also directly supports the City’s overarching housing goals of 

inclusivity and dispersion while at the same time preserves open space. Approximately 43 acres of land 

designated as Lower Arsenal under the City’s General Plan currently allow for residential uses, including 

multifamily and mixed use residential, and at least four of the sites on the City’s Housing Site Inventory 
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have been included on prior inventories. The addition of new Arsenal sites, and moreover the 

development of these types of underutilized infill sites, would serve to revitalize an area that has 

historically accommodated a range of uses, including housing, and properly locate housing opportunities 

more proximate to services and transit and away from open space. Future development within the 

Arsenal will be required to adhere to the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan which provides design 

guidelines for new development and ensures the historic integrity of the district and historic structures 

are safeguarded. These guidelines and regulations are in addition to those of the underlying zoning 

district which further restrict the type and intensity of uses allowed and will dictate new development in 

the area. The City’s Design Review process will help ensure any new development is consistent with the 

character of the area, is compatible with adjacent existing development and does not detract from 

Benicia’s historic heritage. The required environmental review process will analyze any potential 

environmental impacts associated with new development to further ensure compatibility and that any 

new potential impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level. For these reasons, with these 

existing safeguards in place, we support efforts to provide an adequate supply and mix of housing types 

throughout the City, including in the Lower Arsenal. Finally, we would like to note the land use and 

zoning identified for Site 51 was incorrectly stated in the draft Element and should be revised to 

correctly reflect the Mixed Use: Lower Arsenal Land Use Designation and General Commercial Zoning 

District for the parcel. 

Marilyn Bardet submitted the following comments:  

• The overarching goal of the Benicia General Plan is sustainability. When considering sites for infill 

residential, there should be evaluation of the proximity of such parcels to existing services, 

shopping, and public transit. The Housing Element Update proposes parcels within the Arsenal 

Historic District's Jefferson Ridge, Grant Street, and at 1451 and 1471 Park Rd, and thus ignores the 

General Plan's sustainability goals, policies, and programs, as well as the Climate Action Plan and 

Climate Vulnerability Assessment that accord with state laws that would reduce our carbon 

footprint. A primary aim is to reduce residents' "VMT" vehicle miles traveled to and from basic 

services and employment. It makes no sense to include parcels that cannot pass this fundamental 

test. Further, having to provide new services and infrastructure to these areas would be a huge cost 

born by the City -e.g., taxpayers.  

• The California legislature's "over-reach" is expressed in SB 35: The state of California gave authority 

to local governments to determine local land use, and a general plan was required by the state to be 

created to guide future development. Right now, SB 35 denies the right of local governments to 

control their cities' futures in accordance with their established general plans' goals, policies, and 

programs and in keeping with the public's interests and concerns to protect residents' health and 

safety through environmental reviews under CEQA, which SB 35 denies. Further, certain state laws 

are inconsistent with each other and thus create conflicts for cities to abide by them. Our General 

Plan and Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan call for preserving the character of our most valuable 

heritage sites, including National Register District C inclusive of its historic structures and cultural 

landscapes. SB 35 does not allow for those protections and would permit destruction of the district, 

its character and integrity. My letter of July 7th gives particular examples and reasons why all 

parcels cited in the Housing Element Update that lie within the Arsenal Historic District must be 

removed from consideration. This includes the parcels under current review for development under 

SB 35- the Jefferson Ridge and 1451 Park Rd. Again, they call for a General Plan amendment that 
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would exclude residential as a future permitted use in the Arsenal Historic District for all the reasons 

previously stated.  

• The issue of environmental justice is a key component of the social realm of sustainability. Page 5 of 

the Housing Element says that the City in not required to prepare an Environmental Justice Element. 

Yet the state guidance on the subject says, "Locate new housing in a manner that seeks to avoid 

locating these uses in proximity to industrial facilities and uses that will contain or produce material 

that because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a 

significant hazard to human health and safety." This means keeping development's future residents 

out of harm's way, away from major sources of hazards and pollution. This Draft Housing Element 

compounds past planning mistakes by the City, steering more affordable housing in harm’s way, 

thus making a case that the City must prepare an Environmental Justice Element for the General 

Plan and adopt it as part of this new Housing Element. 

Friends of Blake Court believe that the land surface of the church-as listed-owned property at the end of 

the Blake Court is unfit for and unsafe for human habitation. The "cleanup" survey that removed the top 

layer of soil and replaced it with "clean soil" only removed the top foot or so of the contaminated Blake 

Court surface, and that was only on part of the property and not the entire property now under 

consideration for development. It would take an investigation of at least the top 5-10 yards of depth of 

the entire property under consideration to determine the degree of contamination. They believe that if, 

hypothetically, a three- or four-story building were constructed there, the building would need to be on 

top of a two story underground parking facility to accommodate the enormous additional parking needs 

for such a development, considering that Blake Court is a tiny cul-de-sac with no available additional 

street parking. So, we now need to determine the safety of soil up to 45 feet deeper. Since the church 

property abuts an area rich in animal life and has a wide variety of all kinds of animals and birds, the 

subsoil most likely has pathogen spores, such as anthrax, and a wide variety of viruses causing serious 

human illnesses. The owner of the property in question bears a major moral responsibility in projects 

such as this one, to promote the security, safety and health of children and their parents. If, for 

example, 50+ families lived there, or, say, approximately 200 people, the life, good health, benefits, and 

satisfactions of these people is a clear moral and ethical responsibility of the property owner. When any 

multi-unit dwelling owner in Benicia acts immorally, irresponsibly, and/or unethically, they are subject 

to the moral judgments and good will of the community around them. Not only the high risks to health 

of living on that property are of immediate concern. The many months of construction proposed would 

contaminate the whole neighborhood every day over many months, and the residual contamination 

would be a severely unethical experiment in slow poisoning while the site is being excavated and 

developed. If hundreds of new residents were living in the constructed in the Blake Court neighborhood 

and a predictable and unfortunate set of emergencies: stroke, heart attack, drug abuse, gas stove 

explosion, broken water pipe, falling down a stairwell, and more, or head-on crash (DUI) at the 

intersection of Rose Drive and Blake Court, already a very busy traffic area, it could become impossible 

for ambulances, fire trucks, and other emergency assistance to be provided in time to save lives. Thus, 

the responsibility for those lives, and those children, remains with every member of the Planning 

Commission and the City Council and cannot be erased by any evasions or excuses. True leadership by 

our elected Benicia officials can be best summarized in four words: "The Buck Stops Here." 
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Kathy Kerridge submitted the following comments:  

• I have gratitude toward staff for a comprehensive and well thought out document. They think 

the maps and the site inventory are tremendous. They visuals help and they appreciate all of the 

work that went into this. They are aware that this is mandated by state law, and I know that the 

city does not build projects or housing. Nevertheless, they hope that this is only the first step in 

having a more dense and diverse community. The whole Bay Area desperately needs housing 

and low-income housing. One only has to look at the median value of homes to understand why 

we have so many people who are homeless and in their RVS and vehicles. This is a disgrace in 

such a wealthy area, and something must be done about it. The city should consider giving its 

land to a developer with the condition that all units be affordable and that they be kept that 

way in perpetuity. They firmly believe that building all types of housing in a denser way will help 

alleviate our housing problem. Having spread out housing only contributes to climate change as 

it contributes to vehicle miles driven and it puts a tremendous burden on families who must 

endure long commutes at the expense of their family time. Denser development helps alleviate 

that problem. Single family zoning is one of the worst things that happened to America. I live on 

the West side of town in an older neighborhood with in-law units, duplexes, small apartment 

complexes and lots with 6 or 8 small housing units on them with a bit of yard. If all of our 

development had been this way, we might not have quite the crises that we have today. I love 

my neighborhood and love the mix up of housing types. I only wish that we were doing more to 

promote that throughout Southampton and Water’s End. I appreciate the efforts that the state 

is making at the state level to increase housing. I don’t think the cities will ever do it on their 

own. It takes the state that can see all the problems that localities have created to clear the way. 

If cities can’t do more to solve these problems, then I think we may see even more aggressive 

action on the state level as more businesses have problems finding employees and the homeless 

crises get even worse. I attempted to see what I could come up with on my own by looking at 

the inventory and shared it in the attached document. 

• The City could exclude most of the lower Arsenal. I do not object to housing in an historic area. 

Frankly, I think that area would be better with a park at the center and housing throughout. It 

has not been attractive since I got here 37 years ago. But I do have serious concerns about 

building so close to so many industrial facilities. Maybe keep it tucked away for the future when 

we will be off fossil fuels. Blake Court is similar. I don’t think there would be traffic problems and 

I think the density there is fine, but I am concerned about building anything over a former toxic 

waste dump. Before we do that, there should be testing done by multiple people that extend far 

down into the soil and far beyond the boundary. I would not trust the state testing without 

doing it independently. If testing showed nothing, then that could be added. I have not included 

Blake Court or the core of the Arsenal in my inventory. In general, I put only parcels that the 

owner indicated they would like to develop. I deleted a couple of parcels that probably contain 

low-income housing now. We don't want to make the problem worse. I excluded one site, Site 

36: 507 Claverie Way, in my neighborhood and would ask that the city exclude it too. It contains 

the Workshop, the only restaurant in the neighborhood and the only restaurant serving Creole 

food in Benicia, and Rod’s Bait and Tackle, which provides vital services for all of the fishermen 

using the 9th Street boat launching ramp. These are unique businesses which cannot be 

replaced. It would be slated for only 2 units of housing. This should be zoned commercial. I 

question the inclusion of the Yuba site because of sea level rise. That would leave you short of 
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low-income units. You need more low-income units in more places. Why aren’t there any at the 

Raley’s shopping center or the cemetery site? Certainly, low-income units would be appropriate 

in both places. Or maybe we would need to change the zoning on site 45 as a tradeoff. 

Betsy Henderson is concerned that the list as it stands misrepresents our city. It is much more built out 

than the list indicates and perhaps the new housing, etc. that occupy some of supposed vacant 

properties have not even been counted as built. By my count, the built out and duplicate findings 

represent more than a third of the Vacant listings and more than half of the Non- Vacant ones. Also, 

they strongly oppose development of any of the proposed Arsenal sites. They should be parkland and 

preserve the National Register Historic property. Lastly, has the City calculated the water demand 

increase that would accompany the higher density development/growth mandated by the State? Could 

it be accommodated? At what expense? How does that fit in with the State's goal of 20% urban water 

use reduction? She provided her own analysis and claims that it is has a sufficient number of sites for 

the inventory for the City to consider. It includes the following sites: 

• 1: Scout Site 

• 6: 1451 Park Rd 

• 8: E Street Lot #1  

• 9: E Street Lot #2 

• 10: 498 Military East (this could have more units) 

• 11: 1401 East 5th 

• 12: 475 Military East 

• 13: 502 East N Street, trailer Court (don't displace what low income we have now) 

• 14: 385 Military East 

• 15: 456 Military East 

• 17: King Solomon Missionary Baptist Church (could have more) 

• 18: 356 East I Street 

• 19: Senior Center and Adjacent Land, 

• 20: 1030 West 6th Street 

• 21: 255 Military West 

• 22: 1400 Military West 

• 23: East N Street 

• 24: West 2nd Street Site 

• 25: West 5th Street Site 

• 26: East 6th Street Site 

• 27: East 6th Street Site 

• 28: 612 East I Street 

• 29: 600 Block of East I Street 

• 30: Yuba Site (vulnerable to sea level rise) 

• 31 701 Southampton Road 

• 32 Southampton Shopping Center (development of shopping centers is happening all over) 

• 35: 2170 Columbus Parkway 

• 37: 560 First Street 

• 39: Benicia Fire Museum Site 

• 44: 827 First Street 

• 45: 1471 Park Road 
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• 46: Church Street Sites (why not a couple of low-income units) 

• 48: Benicia Cemetery Site (why not a couple of low-income units) 

• There are issues with the following sites:  

• W L & W 11th - Built Out (BO)  

• Grant Ct & Capitol Dr – BO 

• 1st & Harbor Vista Ct – BO 

• Daniel Hills Ct – BO 

• W K & W 7 x2 - Dup, on Non-Vacant List 

• W J & W 3 – BO 

• Corte Del Sol & El bonito Way – BO 

• St Augustine & E 2 – BO 

• W 6 & W J – BO 

• 635 W I - Does not exist/BO 

• W E & W 3 – BO 

• John's Pl & W 6 – BO 

• E 7 & E J - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• 900 E 2 - Dup, see Non-Vacant List 

• 60 Wingfield Way – BO 

• W 4 & W I x3 - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• 123 E N – BO 

• Harbor Vista Ct & E 2 – BO 

• Mills Dr & Cambridge – Tiny 

• 1201 W K – BO 

• E 5 & E O - Nothing available - 780 offramps 

• E 6 & E N - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• W - 2 - Where? 

• Adams St & Park - Arsenal. Where? May be dup 

• Adams St & Washington - Arsenal. Where? 

• 230, 150, & 187 E L - already key city facilities and parking 

• 802 Southampton R - already key shopping center 

• Solano Square - already key shopping center (my Safeway!) and in addition to unacceptable 
duration of rebuilding, existing homeowners to north would not accept multistory going up 
between them and their water views 

• 507 Claverie Way should be 511 Claverie Way 

• 202 E J - already 2 story apartments 

• E N & E 2 - Where? 

• 1367 E 2 - important medical lab and shopping center 

• 827 First - Don't want garages on First St - pedestrian safety issue 

• 163 E H - Dup, see Vacant List 

• 800, 808, 888 E 7 - Dups, on Vacant List 

• Along E 7 - Dup, on Vacant list 

• 1043 Grant - Dup, on Vacant list 

• 1025 Grant - Dup, on Vacant list 

• Grant & Polk - is under an I780 overpass 

• 100 Block of W E - Where/ may be Dup of Vacant list 

• 882 Blake Ct. - Remediated? Too many residents oppose 
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• 111 W H - Dup, see Vacant list (and no more parking lots allowed downtown!?) 

• 150 Riverhill Dr. - should not have City cemetery on the chopping block 

Vohra submitted the following comments:  

• The Blake Court site 1 Blake Ct. is uninsurable; an insurance company informed them that not 

only was that no longer possible, but that they wouldn't provide us an earthquake Insurance 

quote either because no responsible insurance company would provide a policy to any building 

located so close to a hillside due to being likely to have future landslides. If they would not even 

give us a quote, living on Rose Drive, what will they do for a building located on the steep 

hillside itself? They believe that Cell phone reception, including 911, is unpredictable. There is 

very poor TV reception and even variable quality is often interrupted. In case of fire, medical or 

other emergency what If occupants of a new development can't even be sure a 911 call will 

work? The traffic on Rose Dr is above reasonable capacity. The quiet nature preserves are part 

of Benicia charm and attractiveness. The state that residents also have a need for quiet 

enjoyment of our property; we need the thinking space and quiet to work. There are toxic 

hazards at end of Blake Ct that can cause hydrogen cyanide, hydrogen sulfide, and arsenic. They 

question if there are any City staff, Planning Commissioners, or City Council that have a direct or 

indirect conflict of interest on this proposed, including a personal profit potential from this 

project. They ask about the performance bond and the financial commitment to ensure timely 

completion and that any damage to Rose Drive area homes and neighbors is addressed. 

• Fairness in Benicia City housing is only fair when it is fair for the whole spectrum of the city 

residents. They claim that Single Family zoning covers about 40 percent of the land area of 

Benicia and that this percentage is among the lowest in the State of CA. Thus, Benicia does not 

have the sublet discrimination that might be attached to a much higher percentage of single-

family only zoning. Benicia is a model of leading the way for fairness for other cities. State 

mandates for adding even more affordable housing units recently imposed on Benicia, do not 

ensure concern for fairness to existing Benicia residents. Zoning changes now being considered 

by Benicia Councils and Commission to implement the new mandates may achieve some goals 

and prevent or destroy equally worthy goals such as scenic views, new bicycle paths along 

Benicia streets, or smooth traffic flows instead of regular snarls and increased accidents and 

injuries. Residents are concerned for our residents and provide extensive support for the 

portion of our population that has the lowest portion of income per household or individual. 

They share examples:  

• Full-time police officer assigned to help unhoused individuals and families 

• Numerous religious and non-profit organizations that provide food and other assistance for 

those in need. 

• Benicia is the only city in CA that has a diversity and inclusion officer as a city employee. 

• Benicia is years ahead of other cities in the Diversity Plan. 

• The State appears unconcerned by the expropriation of our open space by forcing development 

most city residents don't want. Government of the people, by the people and for the people, as 

we constituted our government based on liberty and freedom, suggests that people should 

direct government, not vice versa! This expropriation leads to overbuilt and crowded 

neighborhoods emerging, focused on many places where people invested their whole lives and 

families in the homes they bought. They did not expect to be crowded by high-density 
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apartment buildings. Traffic will increase because we don't have adequate public transportation 

infrastructure to handle the population growth we have now. Insufficient parking within these 

new developments which appear to not yet have a mandate to ensure completed adequate 

roads and lanes and off-street parking be required for all such developments will lead to 

overcrowded accident-prone residential streets. Those who purchased homes with the 

expectation of living in an uncrowded and charming small Bay Area city with beautiful and 

historic open space are disillusioned by the latest legal tactics by the state of CA to force 

unwanted development. The Fair Housing law ends up being an unfair housing law because it is 

biased against one segment of the population.  

Dana Dean commented that the narrative about the Yuba site is indicating there are two buildings on 

the site and there aren’t. There is a facade and a trailer. Would like this corrected for the record. 

Karen Massey commented that for Site 45 at 1043 Grant Street (previously Site 51)  in Chapter III and 
Appendix D: Table B 

• The proposed General Plan Land Use is incorrect; no GPA is planned, it should be Mixed Use 

Lower Arsenal (not Office Commercial) 

• The realistic capacity is incorrect; it should be 6 units consistent with Draft EIR, July version of 

the HEU and preliminary yield study we shared with the City 

Councilmember Trevor Macenski commented on certain findings in the November 22, 2022 letter from 

HCD: 

• Realistic Capacity finding: In response to the shopping centers, I think it's unrealistic to think 

that all our commercial/shopping center space will be redeveloped. So I will ask do we have any 

direct exchanges with those property owners that own these properties? Also what is the 

impact if we remove all the shopping centers? Also, if they are not developed in this term, are 

they subject to the maximum density if not developed?   

• Nonvacant Site Analysis finding: How many redevelopment project has the city completed in 

the last two or three cycles? 

• Environmental Constraints finding: With sites 45, 35, 32, 31, 122 and 123 I was wondering if 

BAAQMD’s siting distance for DPM emissions from the freeway were identified as an 

environmental constraint? HRAs for high volume roadways would be required for residential 

uses in these locations and I’m curious if you feel that it affects the realistic build out of the 

parcels? 

• Land Use Controls finding: Noted height limitations in relation to the comment from HCD which 

asked for additional analysis of maximum height limits as a potential constraint. 

• Design Review finding: I just wanted to make sure that our response includes the City Councils 

efforts with the City Manager to consolidate and streamline our multiple boards and 

commissions. 

• Processing and Permit Procedures finding: Given the complexity of our Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan and the HPRC's oversight and triggering thresholds,  are we in response to this 

going to identify a streamlined process ? 
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Potential Additional Housing Programs to Address Constraints finding: Are we going to consider the 

removal of our height limits as this is a governmental constraint. Did we do any analysis to see how many 

units could be created if this constraint wasn't in place with our existing sites inventory? The Benicia 

Historical Society (BHS) expressed their agreement with the Housing Element Update’s Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) findings that the Housing Element Update will cause irreparable harm to Benicia’s 

historic districts and will have significant effects. They describe how Benicia is described through a google 

search, with characteristics like “small town” and “historic charm”. They describe how the city is 

described on the City’s website. They also describe the purpose of the California Main Street Program in 

relation to Benicia’s Main Street. They share that it was reported that 17,507 people visited the City’s 

historic depot in 2022 at the January 12, 2023  City’s Tourism Committee meeting. They provide facts 

related to Historic districts with the intent to refresh the City’s memory, including: 

• The City’s downtown commercial area has been recognized by the city as a historic district since 

1969 

• The Arsenal’s structures and landscapes and downtown area were documented in the 1976 

Historic American Building Survey 

• The Benicia Arsenal was listed on the National Register of Historic Places consisting of four 

geographical areas, District A through D in 1976 

• The City established a special historic overlay district in 1987, and in 1989, applied it to the 

downtown commercial and residential area and the Benicia Arsenal Historic District  

• The City prepared and adopted conservation plans for both overlay districts in 1990 and 1993 

• In 2007, the City adopted the Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan (DMUMP) 

They share that Historic Districts are to be preserved and not ignored as an asset for the City or else the 

City will lose its identity. They do not believe that the City’s objective design standards protect the City’s 

historic districts. They state that preservation needs expert opinion and public review to protect the 

historic district’s unique character. They provide the following suggestions:  

• Adopt the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Housing Element Update to meet the 

State’s deadline and eliminate potential significant impacts to the historic districts 

• Update/revise the City’s objective standards for historic preservation, conservation plans and 

other relevant documents and measures for consistency with the Secretary of Interior Standards 

for historic preservation 

• Adopt sites in the historic districts to meet the RHNA if needed during the planning period, under 

the condition that appropriate historic preservation measures are in place 

They share that BHS’s objective is to preserve history and heritage for future generations in Benicia  They 

share their hopes that the City will protect its historic districts and retain the City’s identity.  

Lisa Wolfe expresses that the reason for their comment is to save Benicia’s historical areas, buildings, and 

culture. They express their shock to learn about the City locating a housing site on the local historical 

cemetery, placing housing on top of the local City gym, along Jefferson Ridge, and in the historical 

district. They do not believe that placing housing near and on historical sites is not the answer. They share 

that some of the local politicians are not long time residents. They share that they were born and raised 

in Benicia and, alongside other longtime local families, take pride in the City’s historical structures and 

areas and is saddened by the City potentially interfering with the City’s history. They express their 
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appreciation for former Mayor Patterson’s and Former Mayor Hayes’s leadership on the issue and 

opposition to this. They express their love for Benicia and are generationally embedded into the City, like 

many others. They hope that their letter is considered. 

Steven Goetz writes that the amount of sites included in the Housing Element and their distribution will 

have adverse impacts. Specifically, those adverse impacts would be: 

• Loss of local authority over approval of future housing projects 

• Concentration of lower-income housing in one part of the city 

• Concentration of lower-income housing in the most environmentally challenged area of the city 

• Significant degradation of Benicia’s historic districts 

Mr. Goetz feels the city should reduce the number of sites in the Housing Element as it is more than they 

need to meet their RHNA. He has concerns about the fair housing analysis in the Housing Element – 

including how it analyzes the distribution of sites and the impacts on some of those sites.  

Olivia Johnston shared that they are a long time resident that supports affordable housing, however, urges 

the City to not change the zoning of the Benicia cemetery and objects to any portion of the cemetery 

becoming a housing site. Ms. Johnston also shares that the area adjacent to the site is dense and 

experiences traffic issues. Ms. Johnston believes that this site can be removed with the city still being 

able to fulfill the its RHNA. Ms. Johnston is supportive of affordable housing that is fairly distributed. She 

believes that locating housing near the cemetery will disrupt nature and wildlife. She shares that she 

walked the cemetery trying to imagine housing and believes that it would be a serious incursion for the 

historic cemetery. She observed that most of the sites are located on the eastern side of the City, that is 

already dense and has a variety of affordable housing. She then urged the City to adopt the 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. She quoted Steve Goetz who state that the level of rezoning 

proposed will significantly damage the character of Benicia’s two historic districts and cemetery, as well 

as burdening the City’s eastside while concentrating new lower income units near heavy industrial sites.  

This quote also shares that the City is proposing sites in excess of what is required of them and meets the 

definition of “overkill”. Ms. Johnston requests that the City protect the City’s historic and cultural 

resources and this can be done through adopting the Environmentally Superior Alternative project.  She 

asks that the city keep the cemetery intact for the present community and generations to come. 

Sandy Kovalcik expresses that her husband and her support the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). They ask that the City consider their opinions. 

Natalie Macris requests that the sites within the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan be removed from the 

Housing Element. They believe that removing these sites would prevent negative effects to historical 

sites, environmental justice impacts, and keep regulatory control within the City. They believe that the 

sites within the Arsenal will create environmental justice issues due it being a heavy industrial area. She 

believes that the scale of new housing would destroy the most historic part within the Arsenal Historic 

district. Ms. Macris believes that the City will lose regulatory control over future housing proposals if they 

comply with state law. She believes that housing could still be developed in more appropriate areas in the 

City, particularly the downtown to still meet the RHNA and comply with the general plan. Ms. Macris 

references policies within the General Plan that support the idea that the Arsenal was not intended for 

large-scale neighborhoods. They share that non-traditional mixed-use and live/work housing that 

prioritizes safety and historic preservation works best in the Arsenal. She supports this with referencing 

pages 28 and 47, Goal 2.11, and Policies 2.11.1 and 2.11.2 that support mixed-use and live/work uses in 

the Arsenal district, as well as preserving the historical significance of the area. She believes that 
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removing the Arsenal sites from the proposed Housing Element will allow the City to be more careful and 

holistic when planning for the Arsenal to comply with the General Plan. 

Jean Walker expressed their support for the City’s planning department’s efforts toward the 2023-2031 

housing element to meet the City’s housing needs. 

The Benicia Cemetery History Committee provided written comments that were expressed at the January 

24, 2023 City Council meeting that considered the proposed Housing Element Update. They express their 

gratitude for incorporating those comments into the written record. They suggest that these comments 

are provided to the City Attorney.  

The committee feels that recommended changes to the Housing Element may have a significant negative 

impact upon National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources listed 

properties, as well as significant negative impacts to the contributing context to those listed Historic 

properties. They stated the City failed to provide timely notice under CEQA to those with plots in the 

cemetery. They stated the cemetery is listed as a state and federal historic district and residential 

development is not compatible next to the cemetery for multiple reasons including traffic and 

preservation of the cemetery’s park-like setting. The committee listed state laws pertinent to the 

cemetery. The committee requests that the cemetery site be removed from the Housing Element and that 

the City Council adopt the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the EIR. 

Leann Taagepera writes to request that the City remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. 

She cites caselaw about the cemetery needing to remain in use as a cemetery. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments: 

• Unfortunately, the HEU Subsequent Draft accommodates twice the RHNA (1,650 units), with 

72.5% of the lower-income units concentrated in a census tract (CT 2521.02) that contains the 

city’s oldest neighborhoods which represent only 14% of the city’s households and are shown in 

the HUE’s Fair Housing Assessment to be the most environmentally challenged neighborhoods 

in Benicia. This compares with three contiguous census tracts across town in the Southampton 

neighborhood (CT 2521.04, 2521.05 and 2521.06) which represent 42% of the city’s households, 

with the city’s highest median incomes, but without any lower-income RHNA units. This HEU 

clearly conflicts with General Plan Policy 2.04 to “disperse affordable housing throughout the 

city to avoid concentration in any one part of the city”. 

• These comments focus on the HEU’s Assessment of Fair Housing in Appendix B. The City uses 

Appendix B to demonstrate that the HEU affirmatively furthers fair housing in Benicia. This letter 

includes examples of how that analysis is incomplete, contains unsubstantiated conclusions, 

ignores data contained in the HEU that conflicts with its conclusions, and misrepresents data in 

Table 3-10. It concludes with examples of how the City has rejected opportunities that were 

presented to affirmatively further fair housing. 

• The City misrepresents the distribution of RHNA Capacity by Census Tract to hide barriers to 

housing opportunities in three census tracts and the concentration of lower-income RHNA 

capacity in one census tract. 

Appendix B analyzes Table 3-10 – Distribution of RHNA Capacity by Census Tract. The narrative 

on page 113 concludes that three census tracts north of I-780 are built out, surrounded by open 

space or have only a few vacant infill lots remaining. The narrative goes on to make the 

following conclusion completely contrary to the facts in Table 3-10. “The remaining tracts, which 
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do include viable and available land for residential development, have units identified at a mix of 

affordable levels in generally similar proportions”. 

How are lower-income RNHA units in “generally similar proportions” when 70% are in CT 

2521.02, 18% in CT 2520, 8% in CT 2521.05, 1% in CT 2521.06 and 4% in 2521.08? 

How is the RHNA capacity distributed in “generally similar proportions” when 55% is in CT 

2521.02, 11% in CT 2520, 2% in CT 2521.05, 20% in CT 2521.06 and 6% in 2521.08? Keep in mind 

a typical census tract in Benicia holds between 11 and 18 percent of the city’s households. 

• Table 3-10 is incomplete because it is missing CT 2521.07 with 1,461 households, and which 

received 24 units of RHNA capacity.  

• The table also provides no percentages of existing households by census tract or percentages of 

RHNA by census tract to help identify areas of the city with barriers to housing opportunities 

and areas with concentrations of lower-income RHNA capacity. 

• Additionally, the AFFH Indicator in Table 3-10 for environmental health, the “CalEnvironScreen 

Score”, shows scores that conflict with the CalEnviroScreen scores evaluated in Figure 3-34 of 

Appendix B which show different rankings in environmental health of the census tracts 

compared to the rankings shown Table 3-10. 

• The Assessment of Fair Housing ignores City Council actions that rejected affordable housing 

options in Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAA). 

The narrative on page 114 states: 

“Tract 2521.05 has one of the highest median incomes and the lowest percentage of low- to 

moderate income households of tracts that include RHNA capacity. The unit capacity is very low 

and generally supports moderate and above moderate-income development based on zoning 

and the size of available lots. Tract 2521.05 has high median income, a low poverty rate, a small 

proportion of the population that identifies as non-White, and one of the best CalEnviroScreen 

scores in the city, but is designated as a RCAA by HCD, as discussed previously in this assessment. 

This neighborhood was largely built out in the 1970s to 1990s with little to no remaining land to 

support the size of project that is typically needed to make an affordable development feasible. 

As such, no lower-income units have been identified in this area“. 

The above narrative ignores the fact that the City Council rejected affordable housing options in 

this RCAA. The Public Review Draft HEU (July 2022) included Site 56 in CT 2521.05, a 3.13-acre at 

822 Blake Court, residentially zoned for 73 units and with property owner interest. This site was 

removed by the City Council on August 16, 2022. Appendix D of the HEU Subsequent Draft 

includes APN 0086691040 and APN 0086694030, both vacant with residential medium-density 

zoning for a total of 28 units and located in CT 2521.05, but not used for RHNA units. 

• The Assessment of Fair Housing fails to evaluate if good faith efforts to increase housing 

opportunities to the city’s RCAA have been taken. 

Page 114 promotes a false narrative that the City has removed barriers to housing in CT 2521.05 

through programs: “However, to combat the existing RCAA conditions, the City has included the 

City will implement Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08 continue to support construction of 

high-density housing in areas with better access to opportunities and to encourage construction 
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of ADUs in higher income areas to facilitate income integration and economic mobility for lower-

income residents.” 

• Program 1.06 consists of the General Plan and zoning revisions for other census tract far 

removed from the RCAA and thereby protecting its status. 

• Program 1.12 consists of 22 Accessory Dwelling Units for “neighborhoods with higher 

median incomes” which may or may include this RCAA. 

• Program 1.15 consists of five lot consolidations which have no projected yield in units. 

• Program 2.01 consists of the existing Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, but how many 

affordable housing units can be included in the RCAA when its RHNA capacity is 

projected at 28 units solely for moderate and above moderate incomes? 

• Finally, Program 3.08 consists of rezoning to allow single room occupancies for Group 

Residential housing, with 10 residential care beds in “areas of concentrated affluence”. 

Yet the HEU fails to demonstrate any track record for such outcomes. 

The above programs adopted by the City contrast vividly with the City’s documented rejection of 

an option to develop three vacant, residentially-zoned parcels for a combined 101 units in this 

RCAA. 

• The City misrepresents data to hide barriers to housing mobility to higher opportunity areas. 

The third paragraph on page 114 provides unsubstantiated conclusions from the distribution of 

RHNA capacity shown in Table 3-10. 

“With the exception of tract 2521.05 and 2521.06, all tracts with identified capacity to meet the 

RHNA include lower-, moderate-, and above moderate-income units. This will facilitate and 

encourage mixed income development, combat patterns of income segregation, and will provide 

housing mobility opportunities for a range of households”. 

The above conclusion ignores the fact that CT 2521.05 and 2521.06, when combined with CT 

2521.04, form a contiguous geographic area of Southampton neighborhoods in northwest 

Benicia that, according to Table 3-10, contain 43% of the city’s households with the city’s 

highest median incomes. Yet, this area of the city receives no lower-income RHNA capacity in 

the HEU Subsequent Draft. Program 1.06 

concentrates all lower-income RHNA units in four other tracts, with 72.5% of these units in CT 

2521.02 (East Side) where median incomes are far lower than the three Southampton tracts. 

How does this kind of distribution of RHNA units “facilitate and encourage mixed-income 

development, combat patterns of income segregation, and provide housing mobility 

opportunities for a range of households” as stated on page 114? 

• The City minimizes the concentration of lower-income units in the East Side through false 

comparisons of data and omission of conflicting facts. 

The third paragraph on page 114 states: 

“However, while there is a concentration of units in tract 2521.02, it is not a concentration of 

sites. Over one-third of the individual sites in the inventory, regardless of unit capacity, have 

been identified in tract 2520. This is because, while there are more individual sites in tract 2520, 
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they are typically smaller infill lots that can support fewer units, compared to fewer, larger lots 

located in tract 2521.02 that can support more units. This distribution of sites has been identified 

based on available land that is suitably zoned for residential development. Table 3-10 presents 

how the distribution of sites by income will help to combat existing fair housing issues in Benicia 

through facilitation of mixed-income communities and providing opportunities for additional 

housing opportunities in higher resource areas and areas, in combination with programs 

identified in Chapter 2”. 

General Plan Policy 2.04 calls for the dispersal of affordable housing, not for the dispersal of the 

sites for affordable housing. The policy states: “Disperse affordable housing throughout the City 

to avoid concentration in any one part of the City”. 

The distribution of RHNA units by this HEU is not based on available land that is suitably zoned 

for residential development as stated on page 114. Rather, the Sites Inventory and Analysis of 

the HEU Subsequent Draft shows this distribution of RHNA units is largely based on rezoning 

vacant land formerly used for industrial purposes or located adjacent to industrial activities, for 

conversion to residential uses. Additionally, this distribution of RHNA units is based on 

documented instances of removing vacant land suitable for residential development in 

Southampton from the RHNA distribution. 

Page E-74 in Appendix E (Public Outreach) of the HEU Subsequent Draft references another 

example where vacant land in a high-income Southampton census tract suitable for residential 

development was removed from consideration for RHNA. “The City evaluated Open Space 

parcels throughout the City. While most are either deed restricted to open space uses or lack 

suitable characteristics to accommodate housing development, several were deemed to be 

reasonable candidates for housing development.” 

These sites included APN 0086212010, a 13.83-acre vacant city-owned site at the corner of 

Southampton Rd/Hastings Drive in CT 2521.06 where a portion would be rezoned at 30-

units/acre for a total of 62 units (April 19, 2022 Draft Housing Opportunity Sites Table). 

A July 7, 2022 staff report to the Planning Commission documented removal of this site from 

consideration. 

“Staff has reviewed and analyzed the available records regarding the Southampton and Hastings 

Roads parcel and it is clear from the records that the intent at the time of the transfer to the City 

was for this parcel to remain as open space. However, it appears that this designation was never 

perfected, that is, there is no recorded covenant or deed restriction requiring it to remain open 

space. Nor is there any designation on the applicable subdivision maps indicating that the parcel 

would be used only as open space. Based upon the demonstrated intent for this parcel to remain 

open space, this site is not included in the draft, nor are any other open space sites”. 

The above documentation clearly shows that there was no legal barrier for the City to rezone 

one of several parcels considered “to be reasonable candidates for housing development” to 

further fair housing opportunities in a high-income census tract that otherwise has no lower-

income RHNA units according to Table 3-10. 
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• The City excuses the concentration of lower income units in the East Side by false claims of 

improving environmental conditions in the East Side. 

The narrative on page 113 evaluates the largest proportion of the RHNA lower-income units in 

the East Side as shown in Table 3-10 (72.5% of the total) and concludes that they will be 

“incorporated into existing neighborhoods with infrastructure and amenities.” This conclusion 

ignores the analysis of the environmental health conditions on page 141 which finds “Most 

undeveloped and underdeveloped land remaining in the City is in these areas with higher 

pollution burdens; however, construction of new housing in closer proximity to pollution sources, 

such as the eastern side of the city closer to the Valero Refinery and Port of Benicia, has the 

potential to impact quality of life of these residents while not altering existing patterns. To 

address this, the City has included Program 5.04 to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources to 

improve conditions for current and future residents ….” 

A program to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources in the East Side does not correct the 

absence of fair housing opportunities in the three high-income Southampton census tracts. 

Furthermore, the HEU Subsequent Draft does not address prior comments to the Planning 

Commission on January 10, 2023 which documented that Program 5.04 has no funding 

commitment during the planning period and would be completely ineffective for alleviating and 

mitigating pollution burdens (see also the enclosed comment letter to the City Council dated 

January 25, 2023). The HEU Subsequent Draft fails to further fair housing opportunities as 

required by the State. A valid analysis on the RHNAs impact on patterns of integration and 

segregation and access to opportunity cannot be provided without maps showing the 

boundaries of the census tracts used to describe the city’s neighborhoods, and comparative 

percentages of households and RHNA capacity for these census tracts. Appendix B is 

incomplete, contains unsubstantiated conclusions, ignores data contained in the HEU that 

conflicts with its conclusions, and misrepresents data in Table 3-10. 

• The City rejected the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the HEU Environmental Impact 

Report, which had the potential to affirmatively further fair housing by reducing the 

concentration of affordable housing in any one part of the city. 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) states that the land inventory analysis of the HEU 

must demonstrate whether the units identified to meet the RHNA are distributed throughout 

the community in a manner that affirmatively furthers fair housing. The letter shows that the 

Fair Housing Assessment of the HEU Subsequent Draft does not affirmatively further fair 

housing. Table 3.10 identifies the distribution of RHNA capacity by census tract. The 

Environmentally Superior Alternative (Alternative 6.4 “Removal of All Opportunity Sites in a 

Historic District” or “ESA”) removes the 17 housing opportunity sites in the city’s two designated 

historic districts. These sites are responsible for the significant adverse impacts to these historic 

districts and which the proposed project adopted by the City on January 24, 2023 cannot avoid. 

The Arsenal Historic District is part of CT 2521.02 (East Side) where this HEU proposes to place 

55% of the all RHNA capacity and 72.5% of lower-income RHNA capacity. Figure 3-9 in Appendix 

B shows CT 2521.02 is the area of 
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the city with the least positive environmental outcomes. Figure 3-34 of Appendix B shows CT 

2521.02 is the area of the city bearing the highest environmental burdens. The Downtown 

Historic District is located in CT 2520, which has the city’s 2nd highest percentage of lower-

income RHNA units (14%), the city’s highest poverty rate and the city’s highest percentage of 

lower-income residents (See Table 3.10). Removal of housing opportunity sites from the Arsenal 

Historic District and the Downtown Historic District will reduce the concentration of lower-

income RHNA in overburdened census tracts and increase the likelihood that lower-income 

residents will find housing in areas of Benicia with better opportunities. The Draft EIR finds that 

the ESA reduces impacts to aesthetic resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 

emissions, hazards and hazardous material, hydrology and water quality, public services, 

population and housing, and transportation when compared to the proposed project. 1 

The Draft EIR also finds the ESA includes an adequate inventory of housing sites to meet the 

required Regional Housing Needs Allocation and provides an appropriate buffer.2 The findings 

adopted by the City for the Final EIR claimed that the City could not adopt the ESA because it did 

not have the time to prepare a Fair Housing Assessment for the ESA. Yet, here we are, seven 

months later, and the City is still working on a HEU that can be found by the HCD to comply with 

State law. 

• The City rejected parcels considered to be reasonable candidates for housing development to 

further fair housing opportunities in higher-income higher-resource census tracts. 

The record developed by the HEU process shows the City rejected four parcels in two 

contiguous high income Southampton census tracts (CT 2521.05 and 2521.06) that were 

considered “to be reasonable candidates for housing development”. These parcels collectively 

were estimated to accommodate 165 multi-family units in census tracts that have no lower-

income RHNA capacity shown in Table 3-10 of Appendix B. These are clear examples of 

opportunities to increase housing mobility in an area of Southampton that is low-density, high-

income, and high resource and represents a stark contrast with the rest of the city. The record 

also fails to provide any examples of strategic actions taken by the City to increase housing 

affordability and access that are unique to these two census tracts. This comment letter 

demonstrates that the HEU Supplemental Draft has a disproportionate impact on disadvantaged 

neighborhoods and favors the limitation of housing mobility and access to high-income high-

resource neighborhoods. The General Plan and zoning amendments triggered by Program 1.06 

locate a disproportionate share of RHNA capacity in the eastern side of the city closer to 

environmental hazards and degraded environments than the general population, meeting the 

State’s definition of “environmental racism”.3 This is in stark contrast to the few General Plan 

and zoning amendments triggered by Program 1.06 
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Steven Goetz submitted the following comments:  

• The HEU Revised Subsequent Draft does not address evidence which supports claims that the 

City Council has taken actions to reject affordable housing options, rezoning opportunities, 

and misrepresent data. 

The actions from City Council have led to an attempt in the HEU Revised Subsequent Draft to 

add 1,650 housing units, surpassing the state requirement of 750 units. Additionally, it is 

pointed out that a significant portion of lower-income units (72.5%) is concentrated in a specific 

area of the city that only accounts for about 14% of the city’s current housing stock. The more 

affluent neighborhoods have no proposed lower-income units, including three contiguous 

census tracts across town in the Southampton neighborhood which account for 42% of the 

existing housing stock. Previous comments made, dated August 9, 2023, highlighted issues with 

the HEU's Assessment of Fair Housing. City responses to these comments have not been fully 

addressed and the same concerns. Lastly, the letter provides further examples of how the HEU 

narrative may misrepresent or contradict data in the Assessment for Fair Housing. 

• The HEU Revised Subsequent Draft conclusions in the Assessment for Fair Housing, 

misrepresent or contradict the data and the HEU’s record. 

The narrative from page 133 states that sites are spread throughout the city, avoiding the 

Southampton neighborhood due to hilly terrain, low-density housing, and limited services. It’s 

also stated that developing high-density housing near Southampton Road and south of I-780 is 

recommended for cost-effective deed-restricted affordable housing and reduced transportation 

costs for residents. However, sites cannot be “well-dispersed from east to west across the city” 

when the Southampton neighborhood which accounts for 41% of the housing stock, only 

accounts for 3% of the HEU’s sites. Additionally, the city owns nearly 1,800 acres of open space 

in this area which is suitable for some housing development. Access to transit and services in 

these neighborhoods isn’t “minimal” enough to “largely avoid” this area for housing according 

to Figure 3-25 which states transit scores are greater here than the residential portion of the 

East Side. The Southampton census tracts have access to multiple schools and shopping centers, 

making them more convenient in terms of services as well. Despite this, only 2% of the lower-

income RHNA capacity is allocated to Southampton census tracts, while the East Side census 

tract accommodates 72.5% of Benicia's lower-income RHNA capacity.  

• The Sites Inventory Analysis misrepresents the HEU’s potential impact on neighborhood 

segregation and diversity. 

Page 134 states that Figure 3-17, Local Racial Demographics, the largest number of lower 

income units are identified on sites in areas with relatively low proportions of non-White 

households, and where 60.0 to 70.0 percent of the population is White. However, This figure 

contains no information on the number of lower income housing units. It does show the location 

of RHNA sites, but at a scale that is nearly unreadable. 
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Page 135 of the Revised HEU Subsequent Draft highlights the intention to provide equal housing 

access and promote integration by distributing units for various income levels in neighborhoods 

with different diversity levels. It mentions that around 29.8% of above-moderate-income units 

are in high-diversity areas, 14.7% of lower-income units are in lower-diversity areas, and none 

are in areas with diversity scores between the 70th and 79th percentile to encourage mobility 

and diversity. Page 28 describes the Diversity Index, a measure based on various factors like 

race, age, income, and gender identity. The map used to show Benicia’s diverse neighborhoods 

is very poor. Figure 3-13, the map illustrating diverse neighborhoods, is hard to read due to its 

small size and doesn’t show any block group data for much of Benicia. The main point here is 

that Figure 3-44 shows that most unit capacity is in more diverse neighborhoods, with only 13% 

in less diverse areas. Therefore this Revised HEU Subsequent Draft doesn't significantly promote 

fair housing opportunities and maintains the current diversity levels, making it unlikely for less 

diverse neighborhoods to change. 

• The Sites Inventory Analysis overstates conclusions about the HEU’s potential effect on access 

to opportunity. 

Previous comment letters have extensively discussed the HEU data, highlighting that 72.5% of 

the lower-income RHNA capacity is concentrated in an area with higher pollution burdens, 

which could impact residents' quality of life due to new housing construction near pollution 

sources. The Draft also mentions that the city anticipates that mixed-use zoning in the Eastern 

Gateway Study Area will create new job opportunities and promote fair housing by constructing 

affordable housing in an amenity-rich, income-integrated neighborhood. Additionally, the 

analysis of job creation in the Eastern Gateway Study Area, projecting 22 net new jobs over the 

planning horizon is misleading. The analysis assumes that redevelopment projects won't take 

advantage of mixed-use zoning rules allowing residential uses on the ground floor. 

Additionally, the text mentions that other sites identified for lower-income RHNA are in the 

Downtown Priority Development Area, offering access to various services. However, commenter 

has concerns about the potential misleading nature of the HEU and the City's response to 

comments regarding its impact on disadvantaged neighborhoods, analysis of lower-income site 

locations, rejection of fair housing options, and program effectiveness. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments: 

• The new Program 2.04 will not affirmatively further fair housing. 

The introduction of Program 2.04 in the HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft raises concerns 

about its effectiveness in promoting fair housing. This program intends to identify 75 lower-

income units in specific Census tracts. However, there are discrepancies in the Census tract 

numbers mentioned, and Site 35 is in a different tract. The HEU claims that Program 2.04 

complies with certain California Government Code sections, but it does not provide a clear 

description of these requirements. Upon examining the Government Code sections, it is evident 

that affirmatively furthering fair housing involves addressing disparities, promoting integration, 

and complying with civil rights and fair housing laws. There is no requirement to disperse lower-

income units evenly across the city. 



E-69 

The comments also address the concentration of lower-income units in the East Side Census 

tract, which conflicts with the goal of dispersing affordable housing throughout the city to avoid 

concentration. Program 2.04, if implemented, would reduce the concentration of lower-income 

units in the East Side but may not significantly change the overall segregation patterns. A map of 

the Census tracts used in the analysis is requested to better understand the distribution of 

RHNA capacity. The 75 lower-income units included in HEU Program 2.04 are potentially 

dispersed over such a wide area to maintain the status quo in these lower-density and affluent 

Census tracts. 

• Implementation of the new Program 2.05 is uncertain and potentially ineffective.  

The HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft introduces Program 2.05, which would establish a 

“Religious and Institutional Facility Housing Overlay” with potential provisions to allow 

construction of affordable housing projects and accessory dwelling units. A recent court ruling in 

California, Desiree Martinez vs. City of Clovis (F082914 - April 7, 2023), found zoning overlay 

programs do not meet the minimum density requirements of 20-units/acre provided in state 

law, given that parcels in overlay zones can still develop without providing any housing that 

would meet a jurisdiction’s RHNA. HEU Program 2.05 could conceivably worsen the 

concentration of lower-income units in one area of the city if the only parcels rezoned for the 

proposed 30 lower-income units are located in the East Side Census tract. 

• Appendix B: Assessment of Fair Housing does not satisfy state law. 

Appendix B: Assessment of Fair Housing in the HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft remains 

unchanged despite comments made during the second public review period in August. These 

comments questioned the analysis of the distribution of projected units by income category, 

access to high resource areas, and other fair housing indicators in comparison to citywide 

patterns. Many of these comments pointed out that the analysis in Appendix B lacks support 

from the data it contains. The narrative in Appendix B is criticized for reaching conclusions that 

misrepresent or contradict the information found in the HEU and the data in Appendix B on 

various topics, including the suitability of city-owned open space for affordable housing, the 

distribution of lower-income units in a Census tract with heavy industry and pollution burdens, 

and the effectiveness of proposed housing programs in addressing specific areas. 

Furthermore, the document highlights that the city not only ignores substantive public 

comments made on Appendix B but also fails to include public comments submitted on the 

Revised Subsequent Draft prepared by the city for the second public review period in August 

2023. Finally, there’s a page numbering gap between pages 114 and 132 in Appendix B, and the 

term "Berkshire" should be replaced with "Southampton" on Appendix B, pages 20 and 35. 

Response to Input Received 

Written Public Comments 

Comments Received on Public Draft 
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Mark Bremer submitted the following comments:  

• States that there may be a real need for more housing, and certainly low-income housing given 

that there is plenty of middle- and higher-income housing. They share their insights about 

housing development, including: 

• Preserve the “small town” aesthetic and culture  

• Consider and implement mixed-use policies to move away from the dependence on cars  

• Require all new housing to be self-sufficient for power, solar panels capable of supplying 

necessary electricity 

• All building should be electric. All the buildings should have some form of adequate power 

storage for overnight use, be it batteries or something else.  

• All multi unit buildings must provide for charging electric cars. 

• All units must have air conditioning (as well as heat), be it from a central unit or individual 

units. 

• See these as fundamentals of “modern” housing. They believe that regulations must be set since 

the start of the development to prevent any inadequacies. 

Response: 

• The City does not receive a benefit based on the affordability level of housing built in Benicia. 

• Program 2.02 states that "As part of its next General Plan update, the City shall build on the 

work completed in the Eastern Gateway Study to continue to work to establish efficient land 

use and development patterns that conserve resources, such as fuel, water, and land, and allow 

for higher-density development in the vicinity of major transit nodes, set forth pedestrian 

oriented development patterns, and preserve open space areas." 

• All programs under Goal 6, Housing in Benicia is Energy Efficient, encourage energy 

conservation and green design to support sustainability goals. 

• Hazards associated with extreme heat (as a result of climate change) are mitigated and 

addressed in the Safety Element Update. 

Lori Grundman expresses their appreciation for all of the effort that the Community Development 

Department has put into this project. They strongly support the Housing Element update, as written, 

with the caveat that units are spread evenly throughout the city to avoid overburdening certain areas. 

Response: The City intends to continue to disperse housing throughout the city to avoid overburdening 

certain areas, as feasible given available land and potential for development. 

Mary Jo Sherman-Nelson believes that if there aren’t sites for large developments, then we need to 

build infill units on undeveloped lots. They believe that the City should reconsider Southampton open 

spaces. They state that the City needs more multifamily housing rather than single family homes. They 

hope the housing element update includes these ideas. 

Response: 

• There are no open space sites in the current draft of the Housing Element. 
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• The City of Benicia General Plan promotes sustainability, climate change mitigation, and infill 

development as a central tenant of the community's values. The Housing Element Update will 

remain consistent with the General Plan by promoting these values as well. 

Kitty Griffin shares that they support the Hastings Drive and Southampton Road development for multi-

family housing. They believe that this area has no community value as open space. They oppose 

permanently closing it to development that would benefit the entire community, at the personal behest 

of some nearby private residents. If you decide to zone this undeveloped site for multifamily housing, I 

would be grateful if it could be targeted for low-income accessibility, and that it be as attractive as other 

multi-family development along Southampton Road, with trees and bushes separating it from adjacent 

single family housing to the north of it. 

Response: The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site has been removed from the current draft of 

the Housing Element. 

Suzanna St. Jacques shares that they are impressed while skimming through the Housing Element 

presentations and materials. They observed the careful consideration has been given to the sensitive 

site selections. They express gratitude for not rushing through such an important plan. They share the 

following thoughts:  

• They do not like seeing the Southampton Center on the Core Site listing or the Solano Square on 

the Second Tier Site list. Both of these grocery/retail sites are critical to the everyday life of all 

current residents. Disruption of these sites will severely disrupt the community. They 

understand the need to have the mass acreage in the plan but to make them a high priority for a 

future development plan conversation is unsettling. 

• They suggest that underutilized City Parks need to be considered. 

• They suggest that the Benicia Unified School District footprint can also be considered, including 

the fields at Joe Henderson and Robert Semple and Liberty High School given its small student 

population. 

• They are grateful for preserving the special character of Benicia while addressing the larger 

needs of society. 

Response: 

• The Southampton Shopping Center and Solano Square, if redeveloped with housing, would 

retain the existing businesses and redevelop the sites with mixed-use development. 

• At this time, the City has not found it necessary to remove active City parks to provide housing. 

The Benicia Zoning Code states in Section 16.32.040 that "New residential dwelling units 

increase demand on existing park facilities and create the need for expanded park facilities to 

serve the new development." Therefore, the increase in residential uses would incidentally 

increase the need for more parks. 

• At this time, the City has not found it necessary to remove land from active public schools to 

provide housing.  

• The City owns the land off Park Road as referenced by the commenter. 

• There are many landowners surrounding the Camel Barn Museum, including both public and 

private entities. 
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Nicole McCafferty-Harbaugh express their concerns about the with the buildings being recommended 

off of Hasting in the open space. They question if existing schools have the capacity for new school-aged 

residents. They want Benicia to remain special, to remain unique. They believe there are alternatives to 

make housing affordable without building into Benicia’s beautiful landscape. 

Response: 

• The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site has been removed from the current draft of the 

Housing Element. 

• If new sites are proposed for development, City and State regulations would require analysis of 

growth impacts and resulting mitigation strategies to ensure new development does not 

substantially impact facility and infrastructure needs. 

Joe Marinos opposes the proposed affordable housing projects that are being considered especially if 

they include section 8. They believe that it not only decreases home values but will increase crime. They 

only support low-income housing if it does not involve government assistance and that it decreases 

costs for existing homeowners and renters in Benicia.   

Response: 

• The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site has been removed from the current draft of the 

Housing Element. 

• The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site was not proposed to accommodate lower-

income units.  

Steven Goetz requests that the Commission ask the City Council to direct staff to use a more transparent 

review process when a housing project is being approved under the ministerial procedures authorized 

by Senate Bill (SB) 35. The recommend the City disclose in its final determination letter on the project’s 

consistency with the SB 35 standards, the reason or reasons the City uses when it finds that a project 

complies with a particular SB 35 standard. They provided their insights for the 1451 Park Road project. 

Staff share with them that they could not say whether the final letter of determination would provide 

the information I have requested. They request that the City provide reasoning when the City finds that 

a project complies with a SB 35 standard. Passage of SB 35 warrants the City revisit this standard 

procedure for the review of projects eligible for ministerial approval. Public disclosure of the reason or 

reasons supporting a project’s finding of consistency with SB 35 standards is one way the City can 

demonstrate to its constituents that the City is appropriately applying General Plan and zoning 

requirements to projects that would otherwise require discretionary review without the passage of SB 

35. It is important that the Commissioners communicate soon to the City Council any concerns about 

the transparency of the review process for SB 35 housing projects. Two projects are being reviewed now 

and they have deadlines for the receipt of documentation from the City on their compliance with SB 35 

objective planning standards. 

Response: Implementation of SB 35 is a topic that is outside the scope of the Housing Element. 

Michael Hayes questions whether developers would entertain the idea of developing part of the City 

Cemetery but given the nature of real estate development in California, he would not be surprised if it 

might be an option at some point in the future. Further, some politicians, including the current Mayor, 

have indicated that Benicia is one of the few cities in the Bay Area that owns a Cemetery, and that the 
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City should not be in that type of business. Comments like this suggest that there may be a point in the 

future where the City would try to sell of part of the cemetery for development. They reiterate their 

concerns about using the cemetery for housing development as it would prevent future generations of 

local residents the option of being buried there. They provide a correction for information provided by 

Benicia staff. Staff state that no burial plots have been sold in the cemetery parcel that is being looked at 

for development. That is probably correct, however their Dad put together the Benicia City Cemetery 

survey book has stated that in the 1850s and 1860s specific burial records were spotty at best and that 

the locations of all the burials are not known. Having worked for Benicia Parks Dept in the past, they 

have asked long time coworkers if they have ever dug up human remains in areas where the maps show 

there were not supposed to be known burials. I was told that while it is not common, it has happened in 

the past. In the 1800s some burials were simply marked with a wooden headboard. Numerous fires that 

have swept the hillsides thru the 1800s have destroyed these wooden grave markers. Thus, it may be 

possible that human remains could be uncovered if excavation for housing on the cemetery parcel. I 

would also like to add that while no written records have surfaced to confirm this, my Dad was told by 

longtime resident, Charlene Irwin, in the 1970s that the area of the City Cemetery at the top of the hill 

where the parking lot is now and where the City piles extra dirt and chipped bark is where the Chinese 

were buried in the 1800s. According to their Dad, Charlene was told that by the then City gravedigger in 

the 1940s. This all illustrates that if you go digging anywhere up in the Cemetery, you might find human 

remains. 

Mike believes the small green space in the Southampton area must be preserved to prevent unhealthy 

overcrowding in this community. More development will decrease the home values of this area, has the 

potential to increase crime and overburden our fire, police and school services. Furthermore, the city of 

Benicia has not demonstrated the ability to manage existing obligations or costs to infrastructure like 

roads, sewer, water or EV stations. Adding more homes that steal valuable open space and wildlife and 

jeopardize the health and well-being of our existing residents would be irresponsible actions by our 

elected officials. 

Response: The City is aware of the uncertain historical record regarding 19th Century burials at the City 

Cemetery but does not have any specific information identifying historic burials in the portion of the 

cemetery parcel identified for possible residential development.  The City is aware of the need for 

further due diligence should this site be carried forward.  The required due diligence would either be 

completed prior to the sale of this property through the SLA process, or scoped into the SLA RFP. 

Paul Leimone expresses their gratitude for the time and effort the City put in to developing a plan. They 

share their concern that some of our open space may be used for housing. They believe water is a big 

concern given that residents are being told to cut their water usage and now the City is trying to develop 

housing. They recommend the City first figure out how to recycle water waste. They don’t believe single 

family housing should be changed to allow fourplexes to be built, which is believed to increase 

congestion on streets not designed for them. 

Response: 

• There are no open space sites in the current draft of the Housing Element . 



E-74 

• If new sites are proposed for development, City and State regulations would require analysis of 

growth impacts and resulting mitigation strategies to ensure new development does not 

substantially impact infrastructure needs. 

David Wagner believes it makes sense to at least consider the area off Southampton and Hastings for 

some sort of development in a reasonable fashion. We can't have the entire responsibility fall on the 

neighborhoods south of 780. They want to continuously state the need for at least a small playground or 

park area in the area around the middle school. They understand Benicia is a small town and residents 

like that, and that Southampton is more of a suburban feel, but everyone needs to do their part to stem 

the housing crisis, while also generating income for the City. We can't sit back and say we want to help 

those experiencing homelessness without adding to the housing stock. Those of us who are 

homeowners must think how it was as renters and how hard it is now to even consider being 

homeowners. They may misunderstand the proposal, but question why the land where the two 

churches are on Southampton and Turner is being designated, since they imagine there will be no 

homes built there. 

Response: 

• The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site has been removed from the current draft of the 

Housing Element. 

• Multiple church sites are included in the Housing Element because State law allows 

redevelopment of underutilized parcels with housing. Multiple church owners have expressed 

interest in developing their site with housing. 

Tony Morgado believes the City needs to respect the original open space planning and not intrude into 

current open spaces with housing. The City needs to explain why the State of California and by 

consequence, the City of Benicia has to plan for additional housing. The State of California does not have 

the power grid nor the water supply to support more residents. In regard to the open space in the 

Southampton site, though not documented in formal transfer documents the admission that it is clear 

that the intent at the time of the transfer to the City was for this parcel to remain as open space. The 

suggestion is to formalize this status by updating or filing appropriate documents to record a covenant 

or deed restriction requiring it to remain open space. This would formalize the acknowledged intent and 

remove the question for future reviews. They understand that the State mandates a report and holds 

Cities hostage for compliance. However, this type of governmental bureaucracy leads to a waste of time, 

money and resources. As stated in many documents, though there are no requirements to submit a plan 

for additional housing units, we are not required to build them. I assume that the State can change the 

rules at any time by legislation and change the rules requiring building. They suggest including provisions 

in the housing element that the State must meet in order to comply with any future mandated building. 

For example, in order to build the recommended housing, the State must provide a stable PowerGrid, 

with no black or brown outs, which meets 125% of the States peak power needs. In regard to water, the 

State must provide water storage that meets 125% of normal needs with at least a 10-year surplus of 

water storage capacity to combat future drought situations. 

Response: 

• There are no open space sites in the current draft of the Housing Element. 
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• Per California Government Code sections 65580-65589.11, the California Department of Housing 

and Community Development has authority to review any action or failure to act by a local 

government that it determines is inconsistent with an adopted housing element or Housing 

Element Law. This includes failure to implement program actions included in the housing 

element. To date, no jurisdictions in California have won a lawsuit in response to rejecting 

Housing Element law. The City plans to comply with State law and avoid costly legal 

ramifications.  

Andre J. Stewart submitted the following comments:  

• States that Benicia’s housing growth has been below half a percent since 2010. We need 800 

plus units. We need to ensure we step up for underrepresented groups, which was pointed out 

in the report. They state that Citizens with disabilities comprise over 10% of our total population 

There is inadequate housing for citizens that seek assisted and retirement living. They believe 

folks would like to move out of their houses but don't want to leave Benicia. They believe using 

2019 data may be incorrect regarding housing costs. Such costs have increased dramatically 

since 2019; therefore, more folks are in crisis regarding rent payments, thus increasing the 

current 32% of residents with cost burden and severe cost burden status. 

• States that page 25 of the Housing Needs Data Report, reflects that 30% of Black people are at 

the poverty level and represent 3 to 4% of the population. This is a large percentage of a 

population that, in many cases, moved to town. They ask if there is outreach being done to 

share resources with affected populations. They Human resources board is seeking to answer 

this. In addition, 8% of 70% of the population is white and lives below poverty. They ask what is 

being done to help this group. This group has a high percentage of single mothers. Page 34 of 

the Housing Needs Data Report points out there is no desire to build low-income housing. What 

is being done to educate the population that this low-income housing term is a stop thought 

statement that is being misused to create fear? Page 35 of the Housing Needs Data Report 

states substandard housing is not an issue, where is this coming from? They find it hard to 

believe. 

Response:  

• The Housing Element has multiple programs in place to enhance accessible dwelling unit options 

for people with disabilities and seniors. Program 3.02 in the Housing Element requires that the 

City adopt a reasonable accommodation ordinance addressing rules, policies, practices, and 

procedures that may be necessary to ensure equal access to housing for those with disabilities. 

In addition, Program 4.01 establishes a rehabilitation grant or reimbursement program to assist 

homeowners, particularly for mobile home park residents and lower-income households, with 

rehabilitation needs to provide weatherization, accessibility retrofits, or other rehabilitation 

services. Furthermore, Program 5.01 take actions to address significant disparities in housing 

access and needs for all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, gender, sexual 

orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry, familial status, source of income, or 

disability and any other characteristic protected by the California Fair Employment and Housing 

Act, Government Code Section 65008, and any other state and federal fair housing and planning 

law. 
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• HCD, in collaboration with California’s various Councils of Governments (COGs), developed pre-

approved, data packages for the 5th and 6th cycle Housing Element updates. Because the data 

has been pre-approved (for COGs to use in preparing their Housing Element updates), it is not 

subject to further review by HCD. Therefore, 2019 data from the State is used in this Housing 

Element. 

• This comment references a report from ABAG referencing Bay Area statistics. In Benicia, only 3.2 

percent of the population is Black/African American. The City does not have current city-level 

data on the proportion of people below the poverty line who are Black/African American. 

However, various consultations with fair housing advocates and housing service providers 

service providers conducted as part of the Housing Element Update noted a shortage of housing 

resources for those who are experiencing homelessness and a need for a comprehensive system 

to identify affordable housing resources and tenant protection, particularly for seniors, the 

disabled, gender equality/familial status, and communities of color. The programs and policies in 

this Housing Element are intended to address these gaps in housing support for lower-income 

individuals, especially in marginalized communities. 

• This comment references a report from ABAG referencing Bay Area statistics, and this 

information is not accurate for Benicia nor featured in the Benicia Housing Element. In Chapter II 

of the Housing Element, programs under Policy 1.03 intends to educate the public on affordable 

housing topics and solicit public participation by all economic segments of the community to 

implement the Housing Element. 

• This comment references a report from ABAG referencing Bay Area statistics, and this 

information is not accurate for Benicia nor featured in the Benicia Housing Element. Appendix A 

and Appendix B in the Housing Element evaluate the substandard housing conditions in Solano 

County and Benicia. Program 4.04 in Chapter II of the Housing Element assists the mobile home 

owner in accessing state or federal funds for improvements to substandard or dilapidated 

mobile home parks and units or in converting the park to resident ownership. In addition, 

Program 4.07 will conduct a windshield survey of substandard homes twice during the next 

eight years, and use the Code Enforcement program as the primary tool for the City to identify 

and confirm dwelling units that are unsafe to occupy. 

Matt Campbell submitted the following comments:  

• Requests that all opens lands associated with the Benicia Historical District be removed from the 

Housing Element opportunity lists. There are several reasons which have been listed in prior 

communications. Among them: 

• The historic Benicia Arsenal is an integral element of Benicia’s history and needs to be 

protected from future developments that would cause us to lose this piece of historic land 

forever. 

• The land is incompatible for high density housing, and development would inject residents 

into an industrial area and put them in close proximity to hazard emissions, petrochemical 

substances, and industrial noise and traffic. 

• In Jan 2023, the sites will have been on the opportunity list for a length of time that will 

make them eligible for development of 20% low-income housing with even less oversite 

requirements than this SB 35 process, and this needs to be avoided. 
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• The area is not zoned residential but rather zoned for mixed use with a residential 

component.  

• Proclaims they’re frustrated that the City continues to allow more and more condos be 

considered for areas east of East 5th St. Our area has enough of this type of house, and other 

areas of Benicia need to absorb their fair share. What we need on the east side of town is a 

park, and this historic area of the Benicia Arsenal with its sweeping views of the waters and the 

Carquinez Straits makes a perfect area to place one. Its open spaces were once enjoyed by 

countless visitors and dignitaries to the base back when it was operational, and it should 

continue to be enjoyed that way for future generations. 

Response: 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• Most sites in the Arsenal will not be eligible after January 2023 for by-right development if 20 

percent of housing proposed is affordable. State law indicates that sites identified in two 

consecutive prior housing elements are made available to accommodate by-right development 

if at least 20 percent of the housing on those sites be affordable to lower income households. 

Most sites in the Arsenal were not on two consecutive prior housing elements. 

• The State accepts mixed-use zoning that allows residential development as an option for the 

City to meet their Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments:  

• The Housing Element has a disproportionate impact on disadvantaged neighborhoods. The fair 

housing assessment in Appendix B suggests that the City is proposing a disproportionate share 

of new units in the eastern side of the city, specifically in Census Tract 2521.02. Appendix B 

analyzes available data to identify integration and segregation patterns and trends, racially or 

ethnically concentrated areas of poverty or affluence, disparities in access to opportunity and 

disproportional housing needs, including displacement risk. Appendix B shows Census Tract 

2521.02 at the low end of the spectrum of living conditions in the city and that it also houses 

populations with special needs. The Housing Element site inventory proposes to place in the 

eastern side of the city 37% of all new units and 46.8% of new lower-income units. This census 

tract currently accommodates only 14.8% of the city’s population and 15.1% of the city’s 

housing units. The disproportionate share of new housing in the eastern side of the city can 

constitute a form of environmental racism, which is the concept of locating low-income housing 

closer to environmental hazards and degraded environments than the general population. The 

Housing Element places this disproportional burden on the most environmentally challenged 

area of the city as shown in Appendix B, Figure 3-9: Local TCAC/HCD Environmental Score “Less 

Positive Environmental Outcome.” This figure identifies census tracts that have lesser access to 

environmentally positive outcomes. Figure 3-9 shows Census Tract 2521.20 with a score in the 

7th percentile, meaning it is the area of the city with the least positive environmental outcomes. 

The disproportionate environmental burden in the eastern side of the city is also shown in 

Figure 3-34: Local CalEnviroScreen Percentiles (prepared by the California Environmental 

Protection Agency) which identifies areas that are disproportionately affected by environmental 
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pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative health effects, exposure, or environmental 

degradation. Census Tract 2521.02 scores in the 45th percentile, making it the census tract with 

the highest environmental burden in the city. 

• The Housing Element creates this disproportionate impact through two programs that 

implement Policy 2.04: Disperse affordable housing throughout the city to avoid concentration 

in any one part of the city. Program 2.02 proposes to revise land use policies in the next update 

of the General Plan to establish efficient land use and development patterns. Program 2.03 will 

annually evaluate the inventory of sites to meet Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 

requirements and shall rezone for sufficient sites as needed. Neither of these programs avoid 

concentration of affordable housing in any one part of the city. 

• The Housing Element contains statements that minimize the findings from Figures 3-9, 3-34 and 

3-46 in Appendix B. Page 73 makes the following statement regarding Figure 3-34, which shows 

Census Tract 2521.02 scoring in the 41st to 50th percentile range, the highest score in the city 

for neighborhoods with environmental burdens: 

“just west of E. 2nd Street, the overall environmental burden scores drop significantly to the 

13th and 15th percentiles and population characteristics are generally indicative of healthy 

living conditions throughout Benicia, scoring in less than the 35th percentile for population 

characteristics throughout the city.” The above statement does not acknowledge the fact that 

residential development west of East 2nd Street is protected by a 1,500+ foot buffer from the 

industrial uses to the east, which may help reduce the environmental burden on neighborhoods 

west of E. 2nd Street. Such a buffer does not exist for the residents of Census Tract 2521.02, and 

the Housing Element does not dispute the fact that this census tract bears the greatest pollution 

burden of any tract in the city (CT 2521.02 at 45th percentile vs. Citywide at less than 35th 

percentile). The residents of this census tract are in close proximity to environmental hazards 

and degraded environments compared to the general population in Benicia. 

• The analysis on Page 73 of Appendix B minimizes the findings of Figure 3-9 that the eastern side 

of the city has neighborhoods that experience the least positive environmental outcomes 

compared to the rest of the city. “The area east of E. 2nd Street scores in the 7th percentile 

according to TCAC/HCD; however, this area only has residential uses in the southern-most areas, 

adjacent to a high-scoring residential tract. The census tract with the low TCAC/HCD 

environmental domain score is geographically large and most of its land area is outside of 

Benicia city limits. Given that only a small portion is residential, it is likely that these residents 

experience more similar conditions to the adjacent residential neighborhoods and the score in 

the 7th percentile is not reflective of actual conditions for these residents.” 

• The fact that most of the land area for this census tract is outside the city limits (largely open 

space and rural residential) is irrelevant to the conditions inside the city limits where most all of 

the industrial and residential development evaluated by the TCAC/HCD is located. No evidence 

is provided to substantiate that the conditions experienced by the residents of Census Tract 

2521.02 are similar to residents in other Benicia census tracts or that the TCAC/HCD evaluation 

in wrong. Page 11 of the state guidelines for including environmental justice principles in 

General Plans states “depending on the data and information available, local governments 

should consider whether there are disadvantaged communities in geographic units that are 

smaller than a census tract to ensure that all disadvantaged communities are recognized.” 
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• Page 114 of Appendix B contains unsupported statements regarding Figure 3-46 which shows 

46.8% of the new low-income units allocated to the eastern side of the city. “The City has 

identified slightly greater capacity for lower income units in areas with higher rates of pollution 

burden compared to moderate and above moderate-income capacity. Most undeveloped and 

underdeveloped land remaining in the city is in these areas with higher pollution burdens; 

however, construction of new housing in closer proximity to pollution sources, such as the 

eastern side of the city closer to the Valero Refinery and Port of Benicia, has the potential to 

impact quality of life of these residents while not altering existing patterns. To address this, the 

City has included Program 5.04 to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources to improve conditions 

for current and future residents across the city.” The City provides no information to show that 

most of the undeveloped and underdeveloped land remaining in the city is located in the 

eastern side of the city. Rather than avoiding the concentration of low-income housing in 

neighborhoods with high pollution burdens, the Housing Element chooses to put more housing 

in harm’s way, with the promise to mitigate pollution sources and provide amenities to improve 

conditions for residents. The City has the ability to completely avoid steering low-income 

residents towards this adverse environmental exposure. The City can remove the parcels from 

the sites inventory that are located in the Arsenal Historic District which have the greatest 

exposure to the heavy industrial uses located there, while retaining the sites that locate new 

housing away from these environmental burdens. This optional course of action is not even 

mentioned in the Housing Element." 

• The Housing Element provides other data in Appendix B that identifies disadvantaged 

populations that reside in the eastern side of the city who are disproportionately impacted by 

the proposed inventory of sites. They point out the following figures:  

• Figure 3-8: Local Median Income shows that households residing in one of two Census Block 

Groups in Census Tract 2521.02 fall within the lowest median income category listed for 

Benicia; 

• Figure 3.17: Local Racial Demographics, shows one of two Census Block Groups located 

within Census Tract 2521.02 is one of the lowest income areas of the city with a non-white 

population of 41.4% (the city’s non-white population is 34.9%); 

• Figure 3-21: Single-Parent Female-headed Households with Children in Benicia, shows 

households in Census Tract 2521.02 reside in relatively lower-income neighborhoods that 

have the city’s highest percentage of single-parent female-headed households (greater than 

20%, compared to 10.2% of households citywide); and 

• Figure 3-23: Population with a Disability in Benicia shows Census Tract 2521.02 is among the 

Benicia census tracts where residents living with disabilities are found at marginally higher 

rates and coincide with the city’s relatively lower-income and environmentally adverse 

census tracts. 
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• The Housing Element should evaluate other data that can help describe conditions experienced 

in Benicia’s disadvantaged communities. The Housing Element describes the City’s Housing 

Choice Voucher (HCV) Program which provides rental assistance to low, very low, and extremely 

low-income households through Section 8 of the Housing Act of 1937. Identifying which 

neighborhoods have the market rents that fall within the levels supported by HCV Program 

might help address disparities in housing opportunities for these households. The Housing 

Element indicates that the Housing Authority administers the HCV Program to 372 participating 

households. Page 58 of Appendix B identifies a concentration of 47 HCV users north of Rose 

Drive. It would be helpful to provide a map or table to show the distribution of HCV users 

citywide according to census tract. They point out the following tables:  

• Table 3-4: Residential-Zoned Land Capacity and the RHNA, estimates that 511 new units 

could be accommodated by land in the city currently zoned for residential use. It would be 

helpful to provide a map or table to show the distribution of these units by census tract. This 

data could show whether or not current zoning policies concentrate affordable units at 

specific sites. 

• Table 2-21: Housing Units by Year the Structure was Built (Appendix A: Housing Needs 

Assessment, page 45) shows the general ages of the housing stock in Benicia. This data 

could help understand whether housing in an area is more likely to have rehabilitation 

needs or is more likely to be redeveloped if the area is rezoned for higher densities. It would 

be helpful to provide a map or table to show the age characteristics of housing within each 

census tract in the city. 

• The State advises local governments to “evaluate whether low-income areas are 

disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to 

negative health effects, exposure, or environmental degradation. The statute does not include a 

definition or process for determination of disproportionate pollution burden or other hazards. 

However, it is important that local jurisdictions broadly analyze possible disproportionate 

burdens to further the protective intent of Government Code section 65302(h)”, [this is the 

State statute promoting environmental justice principles in General Plans]. The State’s guidance 

on how General Plans evaluate environmental justice issues recommends that General Plans 

“propose methods for providing for the location of new schools and residential dwellings in a 

manner that seeks to avoid locating these uses in proximity to industrial facilities and uses that 

will contain or produce material that because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or 

chemical characteristics, poses a significant hazard to human health and safety”.  The 

disproportionate impact of the Housing Element can be corrected by eliminating the proposed 

new units from the Arsenal Historic District. The City can avoid the concentration of affordable 

housing in the eastern side of the city by removing parcels from the Housing Element site 

inventory that are located in the Arsenal Historic District. Removing residential as an eligible use 

of land in the Arsenal would create the following benefits: 

• Removes parcels in the Housing Elements sites inventory that are most vulnerable to the 

environmental burdens and potentially create new liabilities for the city; 

• Protects the historic resources of the Arsenal Historic District from development that could 

result in removing this area’s listing on the National Register of Historic Places; 

• Protects the viability of heavy industrial uses in the industrial park and the waterfront; and 
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• Increases the likelihood that low-income housing can occur on sites located in areas with 

fewer environmental burdens and improved fair housing opportunities. 

• The Housing Element sites inventory gives the city the option to strategically remove sites to 

avoid locating housing in unsafe areas, to preserve historic resources in the Arsenal Historic 

District and to avoid conflicts with the heavy industry operating in the Arsenal. The Housing 

Element provides 511 new units through existing zoning, so another 239 new units would be 

needed through rezoning other parcels for residential use to meet the 750-unit RHNA target. 

The Housing Element sites inventory provides over 1,400 new units outside the Arsenal Historic 

District boundary that can be used to meet RHNA through rezoning parcels for higher density 

residential uses. The sites for housing in the Arsenal Historic District are not needed to meet the 

RHNA target. Parcels in the Arsenal Historic District provide an estimated 340 new units; some 

of these parcels are already zoned for housing while other parcels are proposed for rezoning for 

residential use. The Housing Element sites inventory provides more than enough sites to meet 

RHNA and to rezone the Arsenal Historic District to remove new housing sites and improve land 

use compatibility with the operations of the heavy industry located there. 

State law allows the City to reduce housing capacity on a parcel or parcels as long as it 

concurrently rezones other parcels to provide an equivalent increase in housing capacity. 

Parcels in the Housing Element sites inventory have the capacity to rezone sufficient land to 

demonstrate that there would be no net loss in housing capacity by the elimination of future 

housing from the Arsenal Historic District. 

• The City should  use City-owned open space to provide new units in the Housing Element sites 

inventory. Using a small portion of the 1,810 acres of city-owned open space north of the 

freeway for housing should be considered by the City. Staff has reported that several city-owned 

open space areas in Southampton that were included in an earlier version of the sites inventory 

have been removed because developing these sites for housing would conflict with the city’s 

original intent to preserve these areas as open space. If the intent of the city fathers was to 

preserve this land as open space in perpetuity, they would have required the developer to 

create a homeowner’s association to own and maintain this land. The Southampton open space 

is owned by the city and maintained by all city taxpayers. The fact that a city council fifty years 

ago decided to acquire this land and zone it for open space does not bind future city councils 

from rezoning this land for other purposes to address community needs and priorities. 

• The Council has received numerous letters from Southampton residents about the value open 

spaces provide to wildlife habitat and the problems created by the traffic that comes with new 

housing. These comments could be made by the neighbors of other vacant lots elsewhere in 

Benicia that are being considered by the City as housing sites. One advantage of using the City-

owned open spaces is the ability to develop housing on only a portion of the parcel, leaving the 

majority of the parcel available for trails and landscaping and other improvements for the 

benefit of the community. Park improvements will be needed to serve the additional population 

accommodated by new housing. Other advantages of the parcels of City-owned open space 

previously included in the list of housing opportunity sites is that the parcels are reasonably 

close to services, have good access, and are in areas of high opportunity to facilitate economic 

mobility for low income households. 
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• In the Bay Area where existing homeowners have become the gatekeepers for new housing, 

meeting our need for more housing will mean making tradeoffs. New housing should respect 

existing height limits and design standards and preserve of our historic resources to maintain 

the small-town character of Benicia. New housing should be higher density than single-family 

construction to respect our urban growth boundary that preserves the natural areas outside 

Benicia. And any new housing in Southampton open space should be limited to a small fraction 

of the 1,810 acres that the City owns, be close to shopping and services, and be located and 

designed to preserve views, improve wildlife habitat and provide other amenities and benefits 

for the community. 

• The City has the ability to rezone some of the City-owned open space parcels for residential use 

and add them to the sites inventory. Such an action would significantly improve the ability of the 

Housing Element to provide fair housing opportunities for low-income residents. Earlier versions 

of the housing opportunity sites for the Housing Element identified four sites in City-owned 

open space for consideration as opportunity sites. These four sites encompass 67 acres, which 

represents only 4% of the City-owned open space in Southampton. Preliminary information 

provided by the City indicated there are no deed restrictions on these parcels that prevent their 

use for housing. If 10% of the acreage in each of these four sites were developed for housing at 

30 units/acre, that would provide 200 new units for the Housing Element sites inventory in an 

around a neighborhood identified in the Fair Housing Assessment as a “Local Racially 

Concentrated Area of Affluence,” (Appendix B: Figure 3-18). The remainder of these four sites 

could be used for park and open space improvements. 

• The Housing Element should add a policy or program to prevent displacement of existing low-

income residents from redevelopment. Most policies currently proposed to address 

displacement involve assistance with down payments for first time homebuyers, increasing 

housing throughout the city, reducing costs for construction, making housing denser, and 

implementing the inclusionary housing ordinance. How do these programs keep a person 

already living in a low-rent apartment building from being displaced if the owner of the building 

wants to redevelop for a taller and larger apartment building? 

• The City should expand Program 4.06 to cover low-income tenants who could be displaced 

when the un-restricted unit they rent is being replaced with a taller and larger apartment 

building, or are these tenants already covered by this program. They also ask if the Housing 

Element can offer a program that will give tenants displaced by redevelopment preference for 

locally-available affordable housing. They state that they City can enhance Program 4.05. 

Response: 

• Program 2.03 is written in accordance with State law to ensure that the City does not experience 

a net loss of housing availability. The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address the environmental 

concerns pointed out by the commenter by employing tools under the City's jurisdiction. 

• On Page 114 of Appendix B, the Housing Element states that “Environmental health conditions 

are less desirable than economic and educational conditions in Benicia, as described in the 

Environmental Health section of this assessment. This is largely due to pollution and possible 

contamination due to sources such as proximity to the Valero Refinery, the Port of Benicia, and 

other industrial uses on the eastern side of the city.” The Housing Element explicitly 

acknowledges the differences in environmental conditions based on proximity, but it does not 
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explicitly state that there is a greater buffer from industrial uses to the east because that is 

clearly stated in the text and visibly clear in the maps. The  City will add additional language 

about the 1500-foot buffer, rather than make a general statement about proximity, but it will 

not change the analysis.  

• The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address the environmental concerns pointed out by the 

commenter by employing tools under the City's jurisdiction. The Housing Element text 

comparing environmental concerns within Census tracts was written using local knowledge of 

typical wind patterns in Benicia and proximity to polluters. The City does not have access to 

environmental data that is more granular than Census tract-level data. Therefore, the City 

cannot compare data from this area in the southern portion of tract 2521.01 to compare it to 

the neighboring tract in Benicia. The City will add a statement to that effect in Appendix B of the 

Housing Element. 

• The Housing Element statement about developable land is based on aerial views and City 

knowledge of developable parcels in the city. The Vacant Lands Inventory documented the 

undeveloped lands in the city that are not zoned Open Space.  City Council directed to distribute 

affordability throughout the city, with a 60/40 ratio of affordable/moderate unit distribution.  

This distribution could receive further consideration with the sites refinement discussion that 

will follow HCD’s first review.    

• The City will add language to programs in Chapter II that address the stock of affordable 

housing, concentrations of poverty, housing types, and environmental conditions to specifically 

call out the neighborhoods that experience a concentration of these issues. 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• The City evaluated Open Space parcels throughout the City.  While most are either deed 

restricted to open space uses or lack suitable characteristics to accommodate housing 

development, several were deemed to be reasonable candidates for housing development. 

However, these sites were removed from the Housing Element due to the clear intent for these 

parcels to remain as open space at the time they were transferred to the City, though not 

perfected  in the recorded deeds. 

• The City has programs in the Housing Element to reduce displacement in the type of situation 

the commenter raises. These issues are addressed by the following programs in Chapter II: 

Program 4.01, Program 4.03, Program 4.04, Program 4.06, and Program 4.07. However, the City 

will add anti-displacement language to Programs 4.03 and 4.04, and the City will add language in 

Program 4.07 to indicate requirements for relocation assistance for displaced tenants. 

• This is already part of what is required under Program 4.06 

• The City Attorney will review the legality of implementing housing preferences in City-owned 

housing developments. 

• Neither the City nor Benicia Housing Authority have staff capacity or resources available to 

enhance Program 4.05 beyond what is currently written. 
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Jennifer Campbell submitted the following comments:  

• They are the owner of a 151- year-old home and are expected to adhere to the standards of the 

Benicia Historical Design Review Commission to have any changes or additions approved by the 

City before we are allowed to proceed with external home improvement projects. They 

conclude that when they purchased our house, they understood the social contract, the 

agreement they have with the City of Benicia, to adhere to strict guideline and standards set 

forth by the Benicia Historic Preservation Review Commission to preserve the historic nature of 

our home to protect the integrity of Historic District C. They question why the City of Benicia 

does not hold up their end of this agreement by allowing builders to put apartments and condos 

that are completely out of compliance with the preservation and conservation plan of Historic 

District C. The provisions of the 1451 Park Road and Jefferson Ridge projects, as part of the rules 

of SB 35, state that these projects must comply with objective standards. These objective 

standards must be uniformly verifiable by reference to an external and uniform benchmark or 

criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant or proponent and the 

public official prior to submittal and not involve any personal or subjective judgment by a public 

official.  

• The Benicia Arsenal Historic District was designated as Historic District C in order to preserve its 

legacy and ensure that future development or improvements reflected the heritage and style of 

the past it represented. As I demonstrated earlier, this designation established a social contract 

between residents in the historic district, the citizens of Benicia, and the city government 

whereby the residents of the historic district agreed to put in the extra expense, time, effort, 

and abide by strict rules around architectural style and the use of more expensive, original-style 

materials in the use of repair or upgrade in exchange for a promise from the city government to 

preserve the historical essence of the area and only approve plans for the area that conformed 

with its establish architecture as well as its historical land use. 

• So, what are the socially agreed objective standards for the area? What are the criteria and 

benchmarks? What have the citizenry of Benicia already agreed to? To find answers, we must 

look at the available, verifiable and knowable history of this historic district to determine that. 

Jefferson Street and Jefferson Ridge were the areas where all of the Benicia Arsenal’s leadership 

lived, and the buildings reflected a elevate style for the housing of the base’s non-commissioned 

and commissioned officers. It was not the location, at any historical point, for high-density 

barrack style buildings. This an available and knowable fact just by simply walking the 

neighborhood or by picking up a book like “Benicia, Portrait of an Early California Town, An 

Architectural History by Robert Bruegmann.” The historical fact that no barracks ever existed 

along the street and ridge has established the benchmark and the criterion by which the 

heritage, style, and type of any new structures in the Benicia Arsenal Historic District must 

comply. 

• In summary, these current projects do not comply with a historically established objective 

standard for Historic District C. They are large, multi-family units resembling barracks; a form, 

function and style of building that was never located along Jefferson Street and Jefferson Ridge. 

They urge this city council to deny approval of the current forms of these projects for not only 

this reason, but to also preserve the social contract, the trust, and the integrity it has with its 

citizens. At the very minimum they encourage the applicants to review, revise, and resubmit the 

1451 Park Rd. plans so that they conform with the type and style of homes along Jefferson 
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Street. The most appropriate historical addition for the Jefferson Ridge area would be to put a 

park on this land, resembling as it once was when the officers during the Civil War presided on 

Jefferson Street’s Officer’s Row. If this land is built on with this massive amount of 138 

apartments and condominiums, its historic preservation and most likely its position on the 

National Register of Places as Historic District C will be lost forever, so therefore they also ask 

that it be eliminated from the Benicia Housing Element list.  

Response: Implementation of SB 35 is a topic that is outside the scope of the Housing Element. 

Corinne Koopowitz received a notice that mentions "How the City will grow and address the changing 

needs of the community". They believe it implies that the City believes the City will grow but want 

opinions. They believe that is a contradiction and manipulative. If the Planning Commission or City 

Council is trying to tell people that the City is required to build homes, or affordable housing, then I 

would like to see that requirement in writing. They ask that the City listen to their opposition. Benicia 

had a small town feel and even that is being lost.  

Response: Per California Government Code sections 65580-65589.11, the California Department of 

Housing and Community Development has authority to review any action or failure to act by a local 

government that it determines is inconsistent with an adopted housing element or Housing Element 

Law. This includes failure to implement program actions included in the housing element. To date, no 

jurisdictions in California have won a lawsuit in response to rejecting Housing Element law. The City 

plans to comply with State law and avoid costly legal ramifications. 

Marilyn Bardet submitted the following comments:  

• She endorses and incorporates the comments submitted on the Housing Element Update by 

professional planners, Natalie Macris, and Steve Goetz. Her letter dated April 19, 2022, on the 

scoping for the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Housing Element/Climate 

Vulnerability Assessment Update is pertinent to their comments on the HEU. She calls for a 

General Plan Amendment to permanently eliminate residential as a permitted use in the Arsenal 

Historic District/lower Arsenal area because of two major reasons:  

• The obvious incompatibility of residential with major industrial uses in the port waterfront 
area where Valero's and Amports' facilities are ever-present existing sources of pollution, 
hazards and risks to which future residents and sensitive receptors (families, children, 
elderly, immune compromised) would be vulnerable, and from which there are very limited 
ways for those future occupants to be protected from those facilities' physical hazards and 
also air, soil and water pollution. State agencies would be involved in any proposed 
mitigations: EPA's DTSC, BAAQMD, the Water Board and State's Port Authority. Allowing 
residential including affordable housing within the Arsenal Historic District would potentially 
locate from 400 - 500 future residents in harm's way. The City should not be relying on 
""Buyer Beware"" notices, represented primarily by real estate disclosure statements (see 
SB 35 project applications), to be conveyors of detailed information about existing hazards 
and major sources of chronic pollution. While SB 35 projects are exempted from CEQA, 
leaning exclusively on such a flawed law, and thereby seeming to escape evaluation of such 
known existing hazards and pollution sources is an irresponsible position of a city 
government. The primary job of elected officials is to be looking forward and proactively 
engaging in protecting the health and safety of current and future residents as the General 
Plan's Health and Safety chapter outlines. This is an issue of environmental justice. 
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• Of equal and paramount concern is saving the Arsenal Historic District's incomparable Civil 
War era Officers' Enclave from destruction. Identified in the Arsenal Historic Conservation 
Plan [AHCP] as ""sub District C"", a national treasure listed in 1976 on the National Park 
Services' National Register of Historic Places, to this day, this district is visibly intact as 
designed by the Army under orders of President Abraham Lincoln and served as the central 
heart of the Arsenal's command structure from the mid-19th c until the Arsenal's closure in 
1964. District C has 11 original historic structures—the Clocktower Fortress, commanding 
officers' living quarters and their administrative buildings surrounded by open space 
grounds— the surrounding landscape setting of Officers' Row of the Jefferson Ridge, 
inclusive of the assembly area where the Arsenal flagpole originally stood. These landscapes 
are deemed ""cultural landscapes"" of District C. The 1993 Arsenal Historic Conservation 
Plan, though it needs updating, represents the intent of the City and community, as affirmed 
in the General Plan, for preserving the National Register district's distinct character as a 
venerable asset that invites the development of historic tourism, as the General Plan 
envisions. The draft HEU does not specify, describe, or characterize the distinctions 
conferred on the Arsenal Historic District and particularly District C. Why not? Staff 
presentations have also not used proper names, such as are used on historic maps and 
other official materials and the AHCP, such as ""Officers' Enclave"" or ""National Register 
District C"". The scant description in the HEU does not accurately represent the distinctions 
and values of these esteemed cultural assets. It is not surprising, then, that such prestigious 
distinctions have not been accounted for in the SB 35 project applications for residential 
development within the Arsenal Historic District. Distinctions that must be named and 
discussed for their value to the City, state and nation: In 1936, the Arsenal earned 
California's official state landmark status; and in 1976, the National Park Service of the U.S. 
Dept of the Interior listed 4 subdistricts on the National Register of Historic Places as 
distinguished in the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan, [AHCP, Figure 2, p.7 "National 
Register Districts and Properties of the Benicia Arsenal""] Generalized references to the 
Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan protections are not sufficient to inform the public of our 
major cultural elements, including the cultural landscapes along Jefferson Ridge that have 
been integral to the design of Officers' Row since 1859. Many residents have no knowledge 
of the Conservation Plan, let alone, the history of the City and the Arsenal's role in its 
foundation and subsequent prominence through the Civil War era, the 20th century's world 
wars, the Korean War and peacetime defense, until the Arsenal closed in 1964. But City 
elected officials are expected to understand and promote those values and historical 
relevance.  

• SB 35 projects are now being evaluated under minimum objective standards, if approved, would 

destroy District C in every way pertinent to its integrity, character and standing on the National 

Register as a unified, intact district. Over the past twenty-five years issues cited in one and two 

were deliberated by staff, planning commission, council, and the public. Concern for protecting 

historic resources and for addressing environmental hazards in the lower Arsenal port area that 

would impact the Arsenal Historic District and its future uses have still not been resolved. These 

issues were previously raised during controversy in 1994-1995 over a large- scale industrial 

development proposal for the Port of Benicia, submitted by Koch Industries, for a petroleum 

coke storage and shipping terminal facility that was planned to serve all 5 Bay Area refineries. In 

the aftermath of public outcry and defeat of Koch Industries' proposal, a number of housing 

development proposals, beginning in 2001, were floated and subsequently withdrawn for 

residential infill in the Arsenal Historic District's National Register District C. A culminating public 
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defeat of the Draft EIR for the Lower Arsenal Mixed Use Specific Plan, reviewed through two 

attempts at certification between 2006-2007, meant that upwards of 115 units of infill housing 

proposed for parcels along the Jefferson Ridge, Park Rd and Grant St, were not permitted. Now, 

however, given two projects that could ruin the Arsenal Historic District forever, the city claims 

that SB 35 allows for no avenue of appeal of any ministerial decision for approval that would be 

made by its own staff.  

• The reasons cited above in one and two, which are more fully accounted for in my April 19th 

letter, request that the following parcels be removed from the HEU's "Vacant Lands" inventory 

and those cited as "Opportunity Sites" for residential infill, and also, those parcels previously 

permitted for residential use in "mixed use districts". From HEU's Figure 3.1.E. City of Benicia 

Sites Inventory #5, they request removal of the "Considered "suitably zoned": Parcels # 123, 

124, 6, 7, 2, 3, 4, 5; as well, those parcels proposed for zoning changes and/or zoning overlay: 

Parcels # 52, 53, along Grant St. and Parcel #45, at 1471 Park Rd. Included are the two SB 35 

project application sites at 1451 Park Road Project (categorized as a "Core Site"), and 7.9 acres 

on the Jefferson Ridge, the "Jefferson Ridge Project".  

• A prime example of a city-owned property that should be removed from the HEU: 1471 Project 

Road, Parcel #45, which is in every aspect equally unsuitable for residential development of any 

kind as are the parcels cited above within District C and Grant St parcels. Parcel #45 lies within 

the boundaries of former Benicia Arsenal and is within the Arsenal Historic District. [See Figure 

3, Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan. p 9]. Because it lies within the former boundaries of the 

former Benicia Arsenal it would require DTSC clearance with regard former possible 

contamination from former military uses. The 1471 Park Rd parcel is triangle-shaped and fronts 

onto Park Rd. Its location on Park Rd would put future residents entering and leaving the 

development in daily danger. Park Rd cuts up from the lower Arsenal industrial area to connect 

to a major intersection at Bayshore Rd and Industrial Way, at the entrance to the Valero 

refinery. Park Road is the ONLY and busiest, heavily truck-trafficked road that cuts through the 

eastern side of town connecting the lower Arsenal industrial area to the industrial park. Park 

Road is particularly important to both Valero's refinery and Asphalt Plant, as well as Amports LLC 

car import business operations, whose headquarters and parking lots border Park Rd. For 

example: Park Rd is used by huge tractor-trailers hauling cars from the port to Amports' other 

parking areas along Park Rd., just north of the 1471 Park Rd parcel. The parcel at 1471 Park Road 

is bounded on the north by 2 lanes of the I-780 freeway that form a low overpass over Park Rd.; 

just north of those lanes, there is a flyover of I-680 lanes connecting to the Benicia/Martinez 

bridge. The parcel's eastern side, bounded by Park Rd, is also where Valero's 6 active pipelines 

run parallel to the road, running from the refinery, and then following a course along the base of 

the Jefferson Ridge's northern side to Valero's tanker dock at Bayshore Rd at Army Pt., the dock 

owned and governed by the State of California's Port Authority. On the east side, Amports uses 

the property across Park Rd and bordered by Oak Road as a parking lot for cars offloaded at 

their shipping terminal. Further, the parcel is approx. 2,500 ft from Valero's southern tank farm 

and less than a mile from Valero's Asphalt plant. 

• In regard to the need to build affordable housing, while the serious aim to provide affordable 

housing is necessary and laudably noble, how can this aim be justly and equitably realized by 

current means, wherein, for example, SB 35 projects are required to build only 10% affordable 

of the total number of units proposed for maximum density? And, since SB 35 streamlined 
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approval processes lie outside the purview of CEQA, it appears that ""environmental justice 

issues"" are given no attention by SB 35, e.g., consideration of conditions of a specific location 

where such a density infill project could be developed. Ergo, those projects' potentially 

significant impacts related to environmental justice could remain uncharacterized, veiled by SB 

35 proscriptions against CEQA. The implications of SB 35, and by example and precedent, how 

the streamlined review is being conducted for the two SB 35 projects proposed for the Arsenal 

Historic District, are ominous for Benicia, since SB 35 projects are likely to be proposed for 

"vacant lands" and "opportunity sites" throughout the community to fulfill RHNA numbers. 

• In regard to the "underserved" East Side, they are particularly concerned about how future 

anticipated increases of residential infill will improve and/or adversely impact Benicia's East 

Side, which is still considered to be "underserved", lacking services and amenities, as described 

by a City study initiated in 1985 on East Side conditions. How will the full impacts to the East 

Side be accounted for if ALL projects proposed for the East Side were to be developed apropos 

the HEU, whether as Opportunity Sites or Vacant Lands, in addition to any and all SB 35 projects 

approved now or in the future for the East Side? The full scope of cumulative effects of the HEU, 

should development of all parcels represented be developed, must be evaluated as part of the 

HEU DEIR. Right now, those SB 35 projects for the Arsenal Historic District will not have had 

analyses of potential cumulative impacts on future residents, pertinent to environmental justice 

issues. Such evaluation is currently left uncharacterized and excluded from the prospective 

review of SB 35 projects. 

• The Climate Vulnerability Assessment Update allows for projected increases in population. The 

lack of a substantial "passive recreation" park on the East Side is a glaring problem. The CVAU 

cites the importance of parks that provide shade and respite outdoors for residents during long 

hot summers. Where is this concern represented in the HEU as related to existing conditions on 

the East Side? Parcels considered now for development on historic landscapes within the 

Jefferson Ridge's District C are the last substantial green "open spaces" left on the East Side and 

within the old Arsenal's central historic core. This fact has not been recognized by the HEU but 

should be. 

Response: 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• Implementation of SB 35 is a topic that is outside the scope of the Housing Element 

• The Housing Element does not have authority designated by the State to require that low and 

very low income units be built on sites identified in the Sites Inventory. It only designates where 

housing may be built. 

• The Housing Element EIR would evaluate the City’s standards for services for impacts to the 

physical environment resulting from the Housing Element. 

• The Jefferson Ridge property is directly adjacent to the Commanding Officers Quarters and the 

Clocktower, both of which are owned by the City.  The open lawn and parking areas surrounding 

and between the two buildings are managed by the City and included in the Parks, Trails & Open 

Space Master Plan. The Jefferson Ridge site itself is in private ownership. 
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Natalie Macris submitted the following comments:  

• Requests that the Jefferson Ridge and other Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan sites be removed 

from the list of potential housing sites in the Draft Housing Element. As explained in more detail 

in my April 16, 2022, letter to the City Council, the 12 Arsenal sites, shown in Draft Housing 

Element Figure 3.1.E, should be removed due to: 

• The health and safety hazards of siting housing in an active heavy industrial area that 

includes the Valero refinery, the Port of Benicia, and the adjoining Interstate 780 freeway; 

and 

• The potential for high-density housing, especially streamlined projects enabled by state law 

(Senate Bill [SB] 35), to overwhelm the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, a nationally 

significant historic gem that deserves careful planning. 

• Asks that the City review the draft sites inventory with the intent to remove the Jefferson Ridge 

and other Lower Arsenal parcels from the list of potential housing sites, for the following 

reasons: 

• The Lower Arsenal is not a safe place for housing. Jefferson Ridge is right next to the Port of 

Benicia, with aboveground Valero fuel pipelines running along the northern boundary of the 

site. Other potential housing sites in the Lower Arsenal are also surrounded by heavy 

industry. The recent Port fire and news of ongoing air quality violations at the Valero 

refinery are just current examples of why a heavy industrial area is not a good place for 

housing. The existing Housing Element calls for 153 units of very low- and low-income 

housing on Jefferson Ridge. Even if that number were realistic, which seems doubtful, there 

are serious health, safety, and environmental justice issues with siting that much housing, 

especially low-income housing, in a heavy industrial area, with all the hazards and nuisances 

it would create for residents. 

• Jefferson Ridge is the heart of a nationally significant historic district that deserves careful 

planning. Jefferson Ridge is the city’s most historic place – and it’s a historic district, not just 

a collection of historic buildings. It’s a place that’s important in state and national history, as 

well as local history. The entire district is on the National Register of Historic Places, which 

makes it very special. The recent Senate Bill (SB) 35 proposals there have shown how high-

density housing development will completely overwhelm the historic nature of the place. A 

change.org petition opposing the SB 35 proposals because of their impact on the historic 

district has 800 signatures and is still growing. There is community support for preserving 

the historic district and planning for it more carefully. Removing the Jefferson Ridge parcels 

from the Housing Element is an important first step. 

• The City can meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation on other sites. City staff and the 

consultant team have done an excellent job of scouring the city for housing opportunity 

sites. They found some very interesting possibilities for sites throughout the city with a 

range of housing types and densities – places where housing could work well, for the people 

who live there and for the city as a whole, whether it’s downtown, in other commercial 

areas, or in residential neighborhoods. These sites have more than enough housing unit 

potential for the City to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation. 

The Housing Element update is an exciting opportunity to do some creative and far-reaching 

planning for Benicia’s future. I hope you will take advantage of it. 
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• States that the City has identified many other sites where development of housing would be 

more appropriate and would easily meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation. These 

sites are in existing residential neighborhoods, close to services and away from hazardous 

industrial activity. They offer ample opportunities for replacing the housing development 

potential of the Arsenal. The fact that the City has removed some of these logical infill sites from 

consideration while continuing to designate housing in the Arsenal raises serious environmental 

justice concerns. The process to date has created the unfortunate impression that the City will 

quickly remove sites in response to sentiments from residents of existing, established 

neighborhoods, but has no qualms about placing future residents—many of them low-income— 

in a heavy industrial area, where they will face air pollution, noise, truck traffic, and other 

hazards and nuisances not experienced in other parts of Benicia. The Draft Housing Element 

designates the 12 Arsenal sites for 340 units, of which 176 would be “lower income.” Those 

numbers represent almost 50% of the City’s total Regional Housing Needs Allocation (750 units), 

and more than 50% of the lower income housing allocation (339 units). Ironically, the Draft 

Housing Element contains a policy (5.03) and a program (5.04) that try to address the health and 

safety hazards that residents on the east side of town already face due to heavy industrial 

uses—and yet it plans for almost half the city’s new housing to be in the Arsenal, even closer to 

industry. By removing the Arsenal parcels from consideration for housing, the City can resolve 

this contradiction and begin planning more responsibly and creatively for the Arsenal and 

Benicia as a whole. The City can meet its housing obligations in more appropriate locations and 

retain the Arsenal as an important place in the history of the city and the nation. 

Response: As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration. 

Cynthia and Mike Herd submitted the following comments:  

• Express their gratitude for serving in the job capacities for the best interests of their charming 

community of Benicia. They realize your efforts to comply to the California state law of 

providing affordable housing. However, their concern is the proposed development of 62 units 

at corner of Southampton and Hastings Drive. Obviously on Southampton Road, there are 2 

churches, Benicia Middle School, 2 huge apartment buildings, converted condo complex, 

Southampton shopping plaza, etc. It is one of the most traffic congested streets in this city! They 

provide the following suggestions: 

• Traffic study of Southampton Road when school is in session. (Can hardly drive on this street 

when school is out.) 

• Require a traffic light at Southampton and Hastings. 

• Require an extra turn lane from Southampton into affordable housing of 62 units. (Estimate 

at least 100 cars there.) 

• Consider affordable housing in the Open Space off Cambridge from Rose Drive to Cooper. 

Past the Benicia Highlands Condominiums, it is vacant.  

• State that overall, the City’s consideration and respect for the residents of Benicia would be 

greatly appreciated by all. Please view the online petition to save Southampton Open Space 

currently up to 883 signatures and increasing. 
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Response: 

• The Hastings and Southampton Open Space site has been removed from the current draft of the 

Housing Element  

• If new sites are proposed for development, City and State regulations would require analysis of 

growth and traffic impacts and resulting mitigation strategies to ensure new development does 

not substantially impact infrastructure and circulation needs.  

• The City has evaluated the open space site suggested by this commenter, which includes 

multiple parcels.  Most of the parcels are deed restricted to open space uses, with other 

constraints on the remaining parcels preventing site development for uses other than park, trail, 

and open space uses. 

Kathleen Brown share that it has come to their attention, what they consider an emergency, that there 

are proposed high density housing, apartment buildings, at the Arsenal Park. They clarify that they are 

not a Planner, or a lawyer, but a concerned citizen. They agree that we need more affordable housing 

but believe that modern apartment buildings would ruin the historical area that is in the Arsenal Park. 

They don’t think it is too late to stop this development. I know that SB 35 makes the situation more 

complex. I read Mayor Young’s letter to the Editor in the Herald that describes his visit to Senator 

Wiener. Mayor Young describes SB 35 as “not a good law.” He says he is opposed to it. He describes 

being treated “dismissively.” They ask that the City should not give up easily. They want to confirm is it is 

true that there is the “opportunity to remove sites from the inventory” of sites identified as possible 

locations for Affordable Housing. They also ask if the City can amend the General Plan and the City’s 

zoning regulations in case there are any inconsistencies. They ask the City to preserve the history and 

heritage of this special place for generations to come. They ask for the community to imagine a different 

long-term plan and future for that area. They ask the City to stop large apartment buildings that are 

incompatible with the historic area being built.  

Response: As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration. 

Amir Firouz submitted the following comments:  

• Benicia has a very high unit cost for its waste-water treatment, roughly 6 times that of city of 

Dixon and 3.5 times that of the cities of Fairfield- Suisun. I have not investigated yet the cost for 

other Cities in Solano County, but my guess is that it would confirm the same trend, that Benicia 

has one of the highest costs for wastewater treatment plant. Since low-cost housings are eligible 

for low-cost water/sewage rates in Benicia and the allocation of the low and very low-cost 

housing is proportionally very high in Benicia, then each new housing unit costs Benicia 

residents more than for similar house in Fairfield-Suisun or Dixon. Basically, looking at it 

objectively, it is more expensive to build and maintain a house in Benicia than in other Cities. It 

makes sense to build a project where it costs less to build and maintain unless it is a 

state/county policy for their own reason. Therefore, the State/county should compensate 

Benicia for added cost of forcing Benicia to build it in more expensive areas to comply with their 

policies. The City of Benicia has had the lowest population growth rate among Cities in Solano 

County, in the last two decades, almost 0% based on Table 2.1 of this report. The state and 

county are expected to grow at very low annual rate in the next decade, less than 0.8% per year. 
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And if Benicia is to follow its own previous natural growth rate, it would grow much less than 

the state or county. The basic requirement of the new housing units for Benicia and other cities, 

appears to completely ignore this previous trend and appears to be proportional to total 

number of the existing housing (with some minor modifications for some other factors). It 

appears then that the program is trying to stimulate a higher growth rate for Benicia, by 

providing cheap subsidized housing. I am not sure what is the rational for this. If this is desirable 

outcome for the state, and county, then they should participate in sharing the cost to 

implement this plan. 

• This report is mainly concerned with describing and advocating for benefits of the programs 

proposed in the report. By contrast, when it comes to discussing the costs of the program, the 

report is mainly silent. Except for a very few secondary items for which cost figures were 

produced in this report, I could not find any mention of the total cost of the programs (total 

housing), nor the cost of the main components of the programs (the four categories of housing), 

proposed in this report. It is as if a cost/benefit analysis of the programs recommended in the 

report is not necessary and has no bearing on the decision making process. This approach seems 

to be completely irrational and unjustified. I would recommend that cost estimate for the first 

costs as well as recurring costs of the program for its main components to be included in the 

report. The overall thrust of the report. The following four (4) implicit assumption appear to 

have shaped this report and its programs: a) the number of proposed housing and its 

distribution have already been decided and cannot be modified; b) the City of Benicia is 

obligated to comply and implement the program as it is now and cannot modify it; c) the City of 

Benicia is obligated to implement the program no matter what is the initial costs of the program 

to the City; d) the City is obligated to commit to pay for the  recurring costs of the program in 

future years. In order to make the report more easily readable and understandable, I 

recommend that these basic implicit assumptions to be made explicit. 

• Since the state of California is mandating how many housing units, and in what combinations of 

cost categories the City has to build, then the State has to compensate the City for the costs 

associated with the land, building, maintenance, water, and other services and utilities imposed 

on the City by the mandate, above and beyond what would have been built based on the natural 

growth rate for the City. The authors of the report, as the consultants/advisors hired by the City, 

should investigate, and advise the City not only about what are the City's obligations to the 

State/ County, but also advise and advocate for the City about what are the State/County 

obligations to the City. Does state have a right to force unfunded mandates on the Cities? The 

report should have dedicated a section to options available to the City's for: a) challenging or 

appealing details and extent of the programs; b) guiding the City on how to recuperate some of 

funding obligations that is forced on the City by seeking compensation from the State/County 

agencies that have mandated these obligations to begin with. 

• On page iii in the Table of Contents, there is a line item with a duplicate and wrong page 

number. 

• The City administration is cautioned that setting the precedent of opening the open space for 

private use will stay with the City and its residents long after the present administration is gone 

and replaced by officials with quite different agendas and interests. They might want to use the 

open spaces then for causes much less "noble" than affordable housing. Also note that the deed 

to the housing in Southampton development area excludes underground mineral and natural 
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gas/ oil . etc. Those hydrocarbon and mineral rights are owned by other private entities. If you 

allow the open space for use by private/commercial use, then the owners of those mineral 

rights may pressure the City to allow them access to the open space in order to exploit and 

extract those minerals (that is their property) directly from the open space area. Do we want to 

see a bunch of oil/gas pumps all over our open space areas, similar to the landscape in southern 

California in the last century and some still there? 

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 1: The report describes a system-wide problem 

that is primarily caused by the state and federal rules, regulations, and policies. However, the 

solution that the report advocates for falls only on the shoulder of the local population and 

administration (the City), without making any reference to the main cause of the problem or 

suggest ways to directly influence those causes. Please note that the more successful the local 

governments are at subsidizing low-cost housing, the more businesses and state/federal 

governments will count on that as a part of their employees’ "effective" compensation and 

therefore, will adjust the real paycheck of their workers downward. Moreover, unlike the 

State/Federal government, the City does not have the power to decide state/federal budget 

priorities; increase minimum wage; reduce the wealth gap between rich and the poor; regulate 

interest rate; impose rent control; stop large funds from buying houses for investment and drive 

up home prices and rental; impose surtax on vacant houses or on secondary residences, in order 

to drive down the cost of housing for first time home buyers. The preceding are the primary 

causes of the reduction in affordable housing. Only the Federal and State governments have the 

authority, and sufficient means, to address the causes of the previous problems and reduce 

their impact on affordable housing. It is irrational, unrealistic, and unfair to expect the City to 

solve the problems that are caused by Federal/State governments' policies.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 1: Another cause of reduction in 

housing/rental places, which the City might have a role to play, is absence of effective local 

regulation to limit "Airbnb" type of vacation home rentals, since studies have shown that these 

types of short term rentals reduce the available long-term housing/rental for local population 

and increase the price of remaining housing/rentals. The commenter observed on the Airbnb 

website that there are multiple vacation short term rentals presently operating in Benicia. These 

are potential housing and condo residences that are not available to home buyers or long-term 

renters, and moreover they have driven up the prices for the remaining housing/rental. The 

present report has completely ignored this subject. I recommend a comprehensive treatment of 

this subject to see their effect at present, and formulation of effective policies by the City to 

limit their negative impact on housing/rental availability, especially in the affordable category.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 2 reads: "The current housing affordability 

crisis is not unique to Benicia, but local solutions to the crisis must be." This is a misleading 

statement. It gives the false impression that we have a choice since we are free to choose our 

"local solution". Yes, we have a choice for secondary issues like the exact location or look and 

color of the housing, but we do not have a choice to decide the primary issues of who pays for it 

and how many units we have to provide.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 3 reads: “Analyze the differences between 

what was intended and what was achieved.” This report partially (for the first 6 years) describes 

what was achieved and what was intended but does not analyze cause(s) of this discrepancy. 

The description of the situation is not the same as analysis of the situation.  



E-94 

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 3 reads: "The RHNA for Benicia is shown in 

Table 1.1, whereby Benicia must have the appropriate zoning in place to allow 750 new units to 

be built through the year 2030." It is not clear how this mandate was decided and allocated to 

Benicia. It is presented here as something to be obeyed and not questioned. According to Table 

C.1 and Table 1.1, why the required number of housing goals for the City of Benicia has 

dramatically increased from 327 in the previous cycle by 2.3 times to 750, even when the total 

number of housing units built in the previous cycle was only 39? How about other cities in 

Solano County? The County total increased by about 1.5 times only.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 4 reads: "While the City is not responsible for 

the actual construction of these units, Benicia is, however, responsible for creating a regulatory 

environment in which the private market could build these additional homes. This includes the 

creation, adoption, and implementation of City-wide goals, policies, programs, and zoning 

standards, along with economic incentives to facilitate the construction of a wide range of 

housing types." Somehow this report uses euphemism that Benicia shall create "economic 

incentive" to mean in plain English that Benicia shall use its general fund to subsidize market 

price houses so that the effective price paid by the occupants drops into Very Low/Low 

category. I suggest that the report to use straight forward language rather than convoluted 

construct, this will make the text simpler to understand.  

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, the sentence on page 5 reads: "For the General issues, the goals, 

policies, and programs of each element must be internally consistent. This Housing City will 

need to update the Land Use Element and Land Use Diagram to retain consistency across its 

policies. Consistency between the Housing Element and the General Plan will continue to be 

evaluated whenever an element of the General Plan is amended. The City will continue to 

ensure that the Housing Element’s goals and policies are consistent with—and supported by—

goals and policies in the other elements of the General Plan or make amendments as necessary 

to maintain consistency." Is the report saying that the City's actions will be consistent with the 

General Plan, and when it cannot be, then the City will amend the General plan so that the 

General Plan is consistent with the City's actions? 

• The proposed programs in Chapter II require full or partial funding from the General Fund of the 

City of Benicia. Some of them might require small amount of funding, while others might require 

substantial funding support. However, I have not located any information regarding an estimate 

of the magnitude of financial obligation that the City is undertaking by complying with this 

written document. I am not sure how all these diverse programs can be evaluated and agreed to 

unless some estimate of the actual present and future cost plus the administrative cost to the 

City is known.  

• In Chapter III, on Figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E are the housing sites in this Figure cross-referenced 

in Tables in Appendix D? 

• In Appendix B on page 2, the sentences in reference state: " The countywide average was 12.2 

percent between 2000 and 2021. The city with the 2021 was the smallest city, Rio Vista, with a 

54.1-percent increase." These annual growth rates are an order of magnitude too high. Real 

cities do not grow by 12% to 54% per year over 21 years. They also differ from the values in the 

table below. Please verify and correct both. The commenter has not checked all of these 

numbers. They ask that the City please also check all other figures and numbers make sure they 

have not made similar mistakes.  
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• In Appendix B, on Table 2-1 Population Growth Trends, 2000-2021, the Average Annual Growth 

column in this spreadsheet for some unknown reason appears to be using the wrong equation. 

It uses the values of the Total Change column to its left and then divides them by 11 for some 

unknown reason. Please correct the spreadsheet. The commenter has not checked all the 

spreadsheets, and they ask the City to review them all and make sure they are error free.  

• In Appendix B, on Table 2-40 Assisted Units At Risk Of Conversion, they state that the numbers 

for Total Units cannot be less than the Affordable Units. They ask that the City transpose the 

values.  

• In Appendix B, on Table 3-7: Performance Scores For Benicia Unified School District, 2019, the 

City should check the numbers. The correct Chronic Absenteeism Rate for Mary Farmar 

Elementary appears to be 8.0%. No real school can function with 80.0% absenteeism. 

• In Appendix C, on page C-1, the sentence reads: "From January 2015 through December 31, 

2020, the City low-income unit and three low-income units were approved and built." The 

reported period is only 6 years and not the full 8 years. 

•  In Appendix C, on page C-1, the sentence reads: "However, housing goals and policies have 

been restructured and revised to some extent to eliminate redundancy, clarify the intent, 

address new State law, or respond to needs identified by the public and City staff (unless stated 

otherwise, programs have been carried forward)." What does "carried forward" mean? Why are 

all programs carried forward?  

• In Appendix C, on Table C.1 Progress During Previous Planning Period, 2015-2020, the goal of 

(94+54) very low and low categories, out of a total of 327 units (i.e., more than 45%) appears to 

be very high. Why such a high percentage? Was it mandated by the State/County, or it was set 

voluntarily so high by the City of Benicia? It is more expensive to build in Benicia due to its hilly 

terrain, compared to typically flat areas such as Fairfield and Vacaville. The period reported is 

only 6 years of the total 8 years of the plan. We should by now have an estimate for the 

remaining two years. What is the estimate for the remaining two years? Why the actual 

constructed projects fell so much below the goal? Was it because the goals were totally 

unrealistic? Was it an unforeseen market condition? Was it a failure of the City to execute 

properly to achieve the goal? Why this report of more than 400 pages has not provided and 

analysis of this discrepancy? If we do not understand the past failures, we may be doomed to 

repeat it in the future. 

• In regard to Program 2.03 in the large table of Appendix C, what exactly it is? Is there a fund that 

is tied in litigation and therefore the City cannot access it? And what does delete mean? Does it 

mean the City is giving up on getting part or whole of the moneys in the fund? 

• The City provide a column showing site number as marked on figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E for 

ease of cross referencing.  

• Regarding Appendix E on page E-9, if the Figure is not coordinated with Figures 3.1.A through 

3.1.E. 

Response: 

• No conflict of interest has been determined. 

• Figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E in the Housing Element display the list of sites currently under 

consideration for the Sites Inventory. There are no open space sites in the current draft of the 

Housing Element. The map displayed in Appendix E is a picture of an exercise conducted at the 
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April 6th Open House, where the City presented a larger variety of site options for residents to 

rank their site preferences for housing development. The sites included in the Sites Inventory for 

the Public Draft Housing Element are a refined list of the site options presented in Appendix E. 

The text that precedes this picture in Appendix E explains the exercise. 

• There are no open space sites in the current draft of the Housing Element. 

• Availability of water and wastewater supply and infrastructure in Benicia is analyzed in Chapter 

V. Constraints. 

• Benicia is required to plan for the RHNA unit numbers by zoning enough land to accommodate 

the RHNA. 

• The State (HCD) requires timeframes and milestones be included for each program in the 

Housing Element, many of which are required by State law.  Optional programs have been 

preliminarily assessed by the City for time and cost implications. 

• The City will add text in Chapter 1 to make it more explicit that complying with the requirement 

to plan for the RHNA is required to gain compliance and that the RHNA is final. 

• The City is not required to build the housing units called for in the RHNA, but to zone land to 

accommodate the RHNA. Funding sources including state funding sources when applicable are 

included for each program. 

• The City will revise the Table of Contents to remove a duplicate entry with the wrong page 

number. 

• The City is required to adopt a compliant Housing Element to be eligible for state funding and to 

stay in compliance with state law.  

• The City Council will consider a Short Term Rental Ordinance in September 2022 outside of the 

Housing Element Update process. 

• Detailed information in response to this comment is in Appendix C: Review of the Previous 

Housing Element. 

• In Chapter 1, Introduction, additional text on page 3 reads: “State housing element law 

(Government Code Section 65580 et seq.) requires regional councils of government (COGs) to 

identify for each city and county its “fair share” of the RHNA provided by HCD. The Association 

of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is the COG for the nine-county Bay Area, which includes 

Solano County. ABAG adopted the RHNA in December 2021 for the period June 30, 2022, to 

December 15, 2030 (see Table 1.1). Benicia’s share of the county’s housing need is determined 

by Solano County through the Regional Housing Needs Plan, adopted on September 16, 2021. 

The plan contains the RHNA and takes into account several factors in preparing the RHNA, 

including projected households, job growth, regional income distribution, and location of public 

transit.” Check out the specific methodology prepared for all jurisdictions in Solano County here: 

https://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/regional_housing_needs_allocation_and_h

ousing_element.asp. The City will add additional text to this section clarifying the ramifications 

of failure to implement the RHNA in compliance with State law. 

• The City has not established programs that would use General Fund dollars to directly subsidize 

affordable housing construction. The text in the Housing Element uses specific terminology 

defined by the State, but the City attempts to maintain a readable document. 

• Yes, that is what the excerpted text quoted in this comment is saying. 

https://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/regional_housing_needs_allocation_and_housing_element.asp
https://www.solanocounty.com/depts/rm/planning/regional_housing_needs_allocation_and_housing_element.asp
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• The State (HCD) requires funding sources be included for each program in the Housing Element, 

many of which are required by State law.  Optional programs have been preliminarily assessed 

by the City for time and cost implications. 

• On pages 35 and 40 (the pages preceding the referenced maps that appear in Chapter III), the 

text states that the sites shown in Figures 3.1.A through 3.1.E are listed in the tables in the 

chapter and Appendix D. 

• This error noted in the comment on page 2 of Appendix B has been revised in the Housing 

Needs Assessment. 

• This error noted in the comment on Table 2-1 of Appendix B has been revised in the Housing 

Needs Assessment. 

• This error noted in the comment on Table 2-40 of Appendix B has been revised in the Housing 

Needs Assessment. 

• Data collection and tabulation is a time-intensive process, and the City does not yet have data 

available for the number of units constructed in 2021 or 2022. Therefore, the City has included 

data for the 6 years that have data available. 

• "Carried forward" means that the existing program from the previous Housing Element has been 

continued in this updated Housing Element due to reasons provided in table that comprises the 

majority of the chapter. 

• Programs have been carried forward either to comply with State law or continue to implement 

the community's vision and General Plan. 

• The city has not developed housing to meet the RHNA in the 5th cycle planning period due to 

market conditions and regulatory barriers, which are discussed in detail in Chapter V, 

Constraints. 

• The Housing Trust Fund program has not been implemented by the City since the early 2000’s, 

and it currently does not exist. Due to limited staff resources and time, the City has opted to 

remove this program and pursue other programs in the Housing Element Update that will focus 

on bringing the City into compliance with State law and yield larger results to populations in 

need. 

• This Excel spreadsheet is provided by the State Department of Housing and Community 

Development, and it is locked. Therefore, the City cannot revise it to add a new column with 

reference numbers. The APNs and site numbers in the site-by-site tables in Chapter III provide 

reference images and information for the lower-income sites and sites with a proposed zoning 

change. 

• The figure in question is a picture taken from a mapping exercise conducted at the Open House 

on April 6, 2022. This image is included in this chapter to show the results of the exercise, which 

are also summarized on pages E-4 and E-5. 

Kristen Valperga shared that it has come to their attention, what they consider an emergency, that there 

are proposed high density housing/ apartment buildings, at the Arsenal Park. They clarify that they are 

not a Planner, or a lawyer, but a concerned citizen. They agree that we need more affordable housing 

but believe that modern apartment buildings would ruin the historical area that is in the Arsenal Park. 

They don’t think it is too late to stop this development. I know that SB 35 makes the situation more 

complex. I read Mayor Young’s letter to the Editor in the Herald that describes his visit to Senator 

Wiener. Mayor Young describes SB 35 as “not a good law.” He says he is opposed to it. He describes 
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being treated “dismissively.” They ask that the City should not give up easily. They want to confirm is it is 

true that there is the “opportunity to remove sites from the inventory” of sites identified as possible 

locations for Affordable Housing. They also ask if the City can amend the General Plan and the City’s 

zoning regulations in case there are any inconsistencies. They ask the City to preserve the history and 

heritage of this special place for generations to come. They ask for the community to imagine a different 

long-term plan and future for that area. They ask the City to stop large apartment buildings that are 

incompatible with the historic area being built.  

Response: As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration. 

Belinda Smith, from the Benicia Historical Society, submitted the following comments:  

• I believe that the draft Housing Element poses a significant detrimental effect on the city’s 

historic districts. The proposed Housing Element has included parcels in the Benicia Arsenal 

National Register Historic District and parcels in the Benicia Downtown Historic District on 

Housing Element sites inventory. The Housing Element also proposes a housing overlay 

ordinance that would change land use zoning, increase density, and increase building heights. 

• The downtown commercial area has been recognized by the City as a historic district since 1969 

(Benicia General Plan Chap. 3 Community Identity pg. 102). The Benicia Arsenal was occupied by 

the U.S. Army until its closure in 1964, at which time the City took possession. In 1976 structures 

and landscapes in the Arsenal and downtown area were documented in the Historic American 

Building Survey. Also, in November of 1976 the Benicia Arsenal was listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places as the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, which consists for four 

geographic areas – Districts A through D. Further in October or 1987 the City enacted a special 

historic overlay district. In 1989 the City applied the Historic Overlay District to the downtown 

commercial and residential area centered along First Street, and the Benicia Arsenal Historic 

District, based on extensive surveys and documentation. In 1990 and 1993, the City prepared 

and adopted conservation plans for both overlay districts. General Plan Goal 3.1 Maintain and 

enhance Benicia’s character and its policies and programs to achieve that goal using the 

documents mentioned above are intended to promote the conservation, preservation, 

protection, and enhancement of each historic district. Historic districts are a composition of 

landform, historic and contributing structures, landscapes, streets, visual appearance, views, 

etc. The whole is greater than the sum of its parts. If a historic district was like a chess game, 

and you started substituting checkers for chess pieces, would you still be playing chess? And 

although it’s the same board you wouldn’t have any kind of game at all. If the City continues to 

ignore the whole of each district, we will not have any historic districts. To the extent that the 

proposed housing overlay ordinance promotes new structures in Benicia’s two historic districts 

it has the potential to greatly diminish the historic integrity of those districts. Benicia’s 

downtown, centered on First Street from the waterfront to Military, is the historic and cultural 

heart of the city. Recognizing the importance of Benicia’s historic downtown, the City created an 

expanded the downtown historic district and adopted the Downtown Historic Conservation Plan 

(DHCP) in 1990 (amended 1992). Lastly, in 2007 the City adopted the Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan (DMUMP). The Historical Society is not opposed to housing in the downtown 

historic district; in fact, housing has been a part of the downtown area since it was established. 
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However, we are concerned that the proposed housing overlay ordinance that is included in the 

Housing Element and its’ application to downtown, and especially the Town Core area will result 

in the dilution of this historic commercial district, and lead to demolition of existing commercial 

structures in favor of residential-only structures. The DMUMP allows for 40’ height and 2 ½ 

stories and allows for residential development on the ground floor on parcels along First Street 

as long as the residential use is behind the ground floor commercial space. The difference in 

density from the housing overlay ordinance may provide for a few more housing units but can 

drastically change the street profile and commercial nature of First Street. Staff has stated that 

the housing overlay ordinance will not override the DMUMP, however when you look at the 

three areas that will alter the DMUMP, land-use, height, and density, it changes the core 

components of the DMUMP. The DMUMP was a thoroughly vetted community process that is 

now being set aside. Will the housing overlay ordinance override the DHCP as well? It should be 

noted that in the event of conflict between the DHCP and the DMUMP, the DHCP prevails. 

Another concern is the placement of garages on street frontages. Within the Downtown Historic 

District, in both the Town Core and Town Core Open areas, alleyways are used which has limited 

the number of driveways on street frontage and helps reinforce the pedestrian nature of these 

historic streets. When the City defines the elements of the housing overlay ordinance, it should 

not allow additional driveways on streets in the Downtown Historic District for parcels with alley 

access. 

• The proposed Housing Element update includes the Benicia Arsenal Historic District C in the 

housing inventory. This jeopardizes District C’s listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

and could result in delisting from the National Register. The Arsenal Historic District C should be 

removed from the Housing Element sites inventory. The proposed housing overlay ordinance 

must not be applied to the Benicia Arsenal Historic District C since that addition of new 

structures will overwhelm and diminish the historic integrity of District C. While we support 

additional housing, any new housing in District C will come at great cost to its integrity, 

cohesiveness, and unity. The Housing Element as proposed is in conflict with General Plan Goal 

3.1 to Maintain and enhance Benicia’s historic character. 

• The Historic Society opposes including any parcel in the Benicia Arsenal Historic District in the 

Housing Element site inventory and the application of the housing overlay district in the Benicia 

Arsenal Historic District C and Town Core. The recommend that driveways be prohibited on 

parcels in the Town Core Open that have alley access,  the redevelopment of any non-historic 

structure in the Town Core Open that do not have alley access shall be required to create alley 

access for any proposed parking, and that the Secretary of Interior Standards be applied to any 

development project proposed in the Downtown Historic District. They believe that Benicia is 

fortunate to have a historic identity, something that distinguishes it among Solano County cities. 

It is our hope that you will choose to protect our historic districts and retain Benicia’s identity.  

Response: 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• The Housing Element does not construct housing in Downtown Benicia. It identifies sites that 

are available for housing development in the next eight years. The Overlay Zone proposed on 
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sites in Downtown Benicia do not entirely alter development standards on these sites, and the 

development standards proposed for change with the Overlay Zone (i.e., height limits, ground 

floor residential uses) do not conflict with existing on-the-ground historic uses in Downtown 

Benicia. The City is committed to celebrating and preserving the historic character of Downtown 

Benicia while ensuring that housing in Downtown Benicia is accessible for all. 

• The Housing Element does not construct housing in Downtown Benicia. It identifies sites that 

are available for housing development in the next eight years. The Overlay Zone proposed on 

sites in Downtown Benicia do not entirely alter development standards on these sites, and the 

development standards proposed for change with the Overlay Zone (i.e., height limits, ground 

floor residential uses) do not conflict with existing on-the-ground historic uses (including 

building heights and driveways fronting streets, and more) in Downtown Benicia. The City is 

committed to celebrating and preserving the historic character of Downtown Benicia while 

ensuring that housing in Downtown Benicia is accessible for all. These comments will be further 

considered as the City refines the overlay zone in the coming months.  

• Application of the Housing Overlay Zone in Downtown Benicia will preserve existing historic 

character in the Downtown while expanding development provisions in Downtown Benicia to 

allow equitable access to housing throughout the city.  

• The parcels in the Housing Element in Downtown Benicia do not adjoin an alley, so it is not 

possible to create alley access due to the built environment and parcel layout in the vicinity.  

• The Secretary of Interior's Standards are already evaluated as part of the California 

Environmental Quality Act for a discretionary permit but are not objective and therefore cannot 

be applied to a project that would require a ministerial permit.  

Betsy Henderson submitted the following comments:  

• Expresses that they do not support the proposed housing overlay ordinance which would allow 

residential use in the ground floor and buildings of three stories on First St. They believe that the 

City needs to preserve the views, charm, commercial-residential balance, and historic resources 

of our downtown. They share an example from the One Bay Area community which chose to 

allow unfettered development after 2008 and lost their historic downtown is Redwood City, 

according to a new neighbor who used to live there. Let's learn from their mistakes and save 

what our community loves most about our town. 

• Believes that Elizabeth Patterson said it very well. Thank you for noting my strong opposition to 

the proposed development inside the Arsenal Historic District. 

They reference Elizabeth Patterson’s comment from Joint Study Session: “Dear Council 

Members and Commissioners: I am writing to request that the Jefferson Ridge and other Arsenal 

Historic Conservation Plan parcels be removed from the list of potential housing sites in the 

Draft Housing Element. As explained in more detail in Elizabeth Patterson's April 16, 2022 letter 

to the City Council (attached), the 12 Arsenal sites, shown in Draft Housing Element Figure 3.1.E, 

should be removed due to: 

• The health and safety hazards of siting housing in an active heavy industrial area that 

includes the Valero refinery, the Port of Benicia, and the adjoining Interstate 780 freeway, 

and 

• The potential for high-density housing, especially streamlined projects enabled by state law 

(Senate Bill [SB] 35), to overwhelm the Benicia Arsenal Historic District, a nationally 



E-101 

significant historic gem that deserves careful planning. The City has identified many other 

sites where development of housing would be more appropriate and would easily meet the 

City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation. These sites are in existing residential 

neighborhoods, close to services and away from hazardous industrial activity. They offer 

ample opportunities for replacing the housing development potential of the Arsenal. The 

fact that the City has removed some of these logical infill sites from consideration while 

continuing to designate housing in the Arsenal raises serious environmental justice 

concerns. The process to date has created the unfortunate impression that the City will 

quickly remove sites in response to sentiments from residents of existing, established 

neighborhoods, but has no qualms about placing future residents—many of them low-

income—in a heavy industrial area, where they will face air pollution, noise, truck traffic, 

and other hazards and nuisances not experienced in other parts of Benicia. The Draft 

Housing Element designates the 12 Arsenal sites for 340 units, of which 176 would be 

“lower income.” Those numbers represent almost 50% of the City’s total Regional Housing 

Needs Allocation (750 units), and more than 50% of the lower income housing allocation 

(339 units). Ironically, the Draft Housing Element contains a policy (5.03) and a program 

(5.04) that try to address the health and safety hazards that residents on the east side of 

town already face due to heavy industrial uses—and yet it plans for almost half the city’s 

new housing to be in the Arsenal, even closer to industry. 

• By removing the Arsenal parcels from consideration for housing, the City can resolve this 

contradiction and begin planning more responsibly and creatively for the Arsenal and Benicia as 

a whole. The City can meet its housing obligations in more appropriate locations and retain the 

Arsenal as an important place in the history of the city and the nation. 

Response: 

• The Housing Element does not construct housing in Downtown Benicia. It identifies sites that 

are available for housing development in the next eight years. The Overlay Zone proposed on 

sites in Downtown Benicia do not entirely alter development standards on these sites, and the 

development standards proposed for change with the Overlay Zone (i.e., height limits, ground 

floor residential uses) do not conflict with existing on-the-ground historic uses (including 

building heights and driveways fronting streets, and more) in Downtown Benicia. The City is 

committed to celebrating and preserving the historic character of Downtown Benicia while 

ensuring that housing in Downtown Benicia is accessible for all. 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

Karen Massey is responding to the City’s request for comments on the Public Review Draft Housing 

Element, on behalf of the owners of the property located at 1043 Grant Street and identified as Site 51 

in the City’s Draft Housing Site Inventory. They applaud Staff’s efforts to date on the draft Element and 

commend the City for producing a draft that is both responsive to the requirements of State housing law 

but also to the needs and desires of the local community. In particular, we support the City’s efforts to 

maintain an adequate supply of housing that supports inclusivity and equitability, not only in the type of 

housing provided, but also by its dispersion so as to avoid concentrations of affluence. Continuing to 

identify housing sites within the Lower Arsenal is not only consistent with the area’s historic use and the 
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City’s existing land use practice, but also directly supports the City’s overarching housing goals of 

inclusivity and dispersion while at the same time preserves open space. Approximately 43 acres of land 

designated as Lower Arsenal under the City’s General Plan currently allow for residential uses, including 

multifamily and mixed use residential, and at least four of the sites on the City’s Housing Site Inventory 

have been included on prior inventories. The addition of new Arsenal sites, and moreover the 

development of these types of underutilized infill sites, would serve to revitalize an area that has 

historically accommodated a range of uses, including housing, and properly locate housing opportunities 

more proximate to services and transit and away from open space. Future development within the 

Arsenal will be required to adhere to the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan which provides design 

guidelines for new development and ensures the historic integrity of the district and historic structures 

are safeguarded. These guidelines and regulations are in addition to those of the underlying zoning 

district which further restrict the type and intensity of uses allowed and will dictate new development in 

the area. The City’s Design Review process will help ensure any new development is consistent with the 

character of the area, is compatible with adjacent existing development and does not detract from 

Benicia’s historic heritage. The required environmental review process will analyze any potential 

environmental impacts associated with new development to further ensure compatibility and that any 

new potential impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level. For these reasons, with these 

existing safeguards in place, we support efforts to provide an adequate supply and mix of housing types 

throughout the City, including in the Lower Arsenal. Finally, we would like to note the land use and 

zoning identified for Site 51 was incorrectly stated in the draft Element and should be revised to 

correctly reflect the Mixed Use: Lower Arsenal Land Use Designation and General Commercial Zoning 

District for the parcel. 

Response: 1043 Grant Street is included on the Sites Inventory in the Housing Element. The typo on the 

land use and zoning listed in the Housing Element will be corrected. 

Marilyn Bardet submitted the following comments:  

• The overarching goal of the Benicia General Plan is sustainability. When considering sites for infill 

residential, there should be evaluation of the proximity of such parcels to existing services, 

shopping, and public transit. The Housing Element Update proposes parcels within the Arsenal 

Historic District's Jefferson Ridge, Grant Street, and at 1451 and 1471 Park Rd, and thus ignores the 

General Plan's sustainability goals, policies, and programs, as well as the Climate Action Plan and 

Climate Vulnerability Assessment that accord with state laws that would reduce our carbon 

footprint. A primary aim is to reduce residents' "VMT" vehicle miles traveled to and from basic 

services and employment. It makes no sense to include parcels that cannot pass this fundamental 

test. Further, having to provide new services and infrastructure to these areas would be a huge cost 

born by the City -e.g., taxpayers.  

• The California legislature's "over-reach" is expressed in SB 35: The state of California gave authority 

to local governments to determine local land use, and a general plan was required by the state to be 

created to guide future development. Right now, SB 35 denies the right of local governments to 

control their cities' futures in accordance with their established general plans' goals, policies, and 

programs and in keeping with the public's interests and concerns to protect residents' health and 

safety through environmental reviews under CEQA, which SB 35 denies. Further, certain state laws 

are inconsistent with each other and thus create conflicts for cities to abide by them. Our General 

Plan and Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan call for preserving the character of our most valuable 
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heritage sites, including National Register District C inclusive of its historic structures and cultural 

landscapes. SB 35 does not allow for those protections and would permit destruction of the district, 

its character and integrity. My letter of July 7th gives particular examples and reasons why all 

parcels cited in the Housing Element Update that lie within the Arsenal Historic District must be 

removed from consideration. This includes the parcels under current review for development under 

SB 35- the Jefferson Ridge and 1451 Park Rd. Again, they call for a General Plan amendment that 

would exclude residential as a future permitted use in the Arsenal Historic District for all the reasons 

previously stated.  

• The issue of environmental justice is a key component of the social realm of sustainability. Page 5 of 

the Housing Element says that the City in not required to prepare an Environmental Justice Element. 

Yet the state guidance on the subject says, "Locate new housing in a manner that seeks to avoid 

locating these uses in proximity to industrial facilities and uses that will contain or produce material 

that because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a 

significant hazard to human health and safety." This means keeping development's future residents 

out of harm's way, away from major sources of hazards and pollution. This Draft Housing Element 

compounds past planning mistakes by the City, steering more affordable housing in harm’s way, 

thus making a case that the City must prepare an Environmental Justice Element for the General 

Plan and adopt it as part of this new Housing Element. 

Response: 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• Implementation of SB 35 is a topic that is outside the scope of the Housing Element 

• Per Senate Bill 1000, the State requires Environmental Justice Elements be prepared if the city 

has a Disadvantaged Community, as defined by data mapped in CalEnviroScreen. Census tracts 

with a cumulative CalEnviroscreen Score of 75 or higher are designated as Disadvantaged 

Communities. Under this legal definition, the city does not contain any Disadvantaged 

Communities, and therefore no Environmental Justice Element is required. The identification of 

sites in the Housing Element does not create a Disadvantaged Community under State law. 

Friends of Blake Court believe that the land surface of the church-as listed-owned property at the end of 

the Blake Court is unfit for and unsafe for human habitation. The "cleanup" survey that removed the top 

layer of soil and replaced it with "clean soil" only removed the top foot or so of the contaminated Blake 

Court surface, and that was only on part of the property and not the entire property now under 

consideration for development. It would take an investigation of at least the top 5-10 yards of depth of 

the entire property under consideration to determine the degree of contamination. They believe that if, 

hypothetically, a three- or four-story building were constructed there, the building would need to be on 

top of a two story underground parking facility to accommodate the enormous additional parking needs 

for such a development, considering that Blake Court is a tiny cul-de-sac with no available additional 

street parking. So, we now need to determine the safety of soil up to 45 feet deeper. Since the church 

property abuts an area rich in animal life and has a wide variety of all kinds of animals and birds, the 

subsoil most likely has pathogen spores, such as anthrax, and a wide variety of viruses causing serious 

human illnesses. The owner of the property in question bears a major moral responsibility in projects 
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such as this one, to promote the security, safety and health of children and their parents. If, for 

example, 50+ families lived there, or, say, approximately 200 people, the life, good health, benefits, and 

satisfactions of these people is a clear moral and ethical responsibility of the property owner. When any 

multi-unit dwelling owner in Benicia acts immorally, irresponsibly, and/or unethically, they are subject 

to the moral judgments and good will of the community around them. Not only the high risks to health 

of living on that property are of immediate concern. The many months of construction proposed would 

contaminate the whole neighborhood every day over many months, and the residual contamination 

would be a severely unethical experiment in slow poisoning while the site is being excavated and 

developed. If hundreds of new residents were living in the constructed in the Blake Court neighborhood 

and a predictable and unfortunate set of emergencies: stroke, heart attack, drug abuse, gas stove 

explosion, broken water pipe, falling down a stairwell, and more, or head-on crash (DUI) at the 

intersection of Rose Drive and Blake Court, already a very busy traffic area, it could become impossible 

for ambulances, fire trucks, and other emergency assistance to be provided in time to save lives. Thus, 

the responsibility for those lives, and those children, remains with every member of the Planning 

Commission and the City Council and cannot be erased by any evasions or excuses. True leadership by 

our elected Benicia officials can be best summarized in four words: "The Buck Stops Here." 

Response: As of the August 16th City Council meeting, the City Council has directed City staff to remove 

the Blake Court site from the current draft of the Housing Element. 

Kathy Kerridge submitted the following comments:  

• I have gratitude toward staff for a comprehensive and well thought out document. They think 

the maps and the site inventory are tremendous. They visuals help and they appreciate all of the 

work that went into this. They are aware that this is mandated by state law, and I know that the 

city does not build projects or housing. Nevertheless, they hope that this is only the first step in 

having a more dense and diverse community. The whole Bay Area desperately needs housing 

and low-income housing. One only has to look at the median value of homes to understand why 

we have so many people who are homeless and in their RVS and vehicles. This is a disgrace in 

such a wealthy area, and something must be done about it. The city should consider giving its 

land to a developer with the condition that all units be affordable and that they be kept that 

way in perpetuity. They firmly believe that building all types of housing in a denser way will help 

alleviate our housing problem. Having spread out housing only contributes to climate change as 

it contributes to vehicle miles driven and it puts a tremendous burden on families who must 

endure long commutes at the expense of their family time. Denser development helps alleviate 

that problem. Single family zoning is one of the worst things that happened to America. I live on 

the West side of town in an older neighborhood with in-law units, duplexes, small apartment 

complexes and lots with 6 or 8 small housing units on them with a bit of yard. If all of our 

development had been this way, we might not have quite the crises that we have today. I love 

my neighborhood and love the mix up of housing types. I only wish that we were doing more to 

promote that throughout Southampton and Water’s End. I appreciate the efforts that the state 

is making at the state level to increase housing. I don’t think the cities will ever do it on their 

own. It takes the state that can see all the problems that localities have created to clear the way. 

If cities can’t do more to solve these problems, then I think we may see even more aggressive 

action on the state level as more businesses have problems finding employees and the homeless 
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crises get even worse. I attempted to see what I could come up with on my own by looking at 

the inventory and shared it in the attached document. 

• The City could exclude most of the lower Arsenal. I do not object to housing in an historic area. 

Frankly, I think that area would be better with a park at the center and housing throughout. It 

has not been attractive since I got here 37 years ago. But I do have serious concerns about 

building so close to so many industrial facilities. Maybe keep it tucked away for the future when 

we will be off fossil fuels. Blake Court is similar. I don’t think there would be traffic problems and 

I think the density there is fine, but I am concerned about building anything over a former toxic 

waste dump. Before we do that, there should be testing done by multiple people that extend far 

down into the soil and far beyond the boundary. I would not trust the state testing without 

doing it independently. If testing showed nothing, then that could be added. I have not included 

Blake Court or the core of the Arsenal in my inventory. In general, I put only parcels that the 

owner indicated they would like to develop. I deleted a couple of parcels that probably contain 

low-income housing now. We don't want to make the problem worse. I excluded one site, Site 

36: 507 Claverie Way, in my neighborhood and would ask that the city exclude it too. It contains 

the Workshop, the only restaurant in the neighborhood and the only restaurant serving Creole 

food in Benicia, and Rod’s Bait and Tackle, which provides vital services for all of the fishermen 

using the 9th Street boat launching ramp. These are unique businesses which cannot be 

replaced. It would be slated for only 2 units of housing. This should be zoned commercial. I 

question the inclusion of the Yuba site because of sea level rise. That would leave you short of 

low-income units. You need more low-income units in more places. Why aren’t there any at the 

Raley’s shopping center or the cemetery site? Certainly, low-income units would be appropriate 

in both places. Or maybe we would need to change the zoning on site 45 as a tradeoff. 

Response: 

• The City has identified several City-owned sites for housing development in the Housing 

Element. Multiple sites are proposed for entirely lower-income development. However, at the 

direction of the City Council and public input, on most sites in the Housing Element, the City has 

proposed to provide a mix of units at various income categories to avoid segregation by 

socioeconomic status in Benicia.   

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• As of the August 16th City Council meeting, the City Council has directed City staff to remove the 

Blake Court site from the current draft of the Housing Element. 

• Existing businesses would remain on this site after the Housing Element is adopted. The 

property owner of this site retains the right to preserve or develop their property as they see fit.  

• The character of this neighborhood is largely residential, and, if the property owner is interested 

in housing development, existing businesses have the opportunity to relocate to more heavily 

commercial areas of the city. 

• The Yuba site as proposed in Chapter III contains 308 lower-income units. As shown in Table 3.5 

of Chapter III, the Housing Element contains a surplus of 561 lower-income units. Therefore, the 

removal of the Yuba site would not leave the City with a deficit of lower-income units to meet 

the RHNA. 
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• The projected residential unit yield on the Yuba site was adjusted downward to remove 

development potential from low-lying areas that could potentially be subject to flooding risks. 

• The Safety Element will address sea level rise and flooding issues. 

• Both the Southampton Shopping Center and the Benicia Cemetery site are larger than 10 acres 

in size. Per California Government Code Section 65583.2, “a site larger than 10 acres shall not be 

deemed adequate to accommodate lower income housing need unless the locality can 

demonstrate that sites of equivalent size were successfully developed during the prior planning 

period for an equivalent number of lower income housing units as projected for the site or 

unless the locality provides other evidence to the department that the site can be developed as 

lower income housing.” The City has elected to not locate lower income units on these sites due 

to the limitations of State law. 

• The City already rezoned 498 Military East to MU-I, which has the highest density limitations for 

residential uses in the city. The City is proposing to allow 30 units per acre on the King Solomon 

Baptist Church site, which is the second-highest residential density limitation in the city. The 

Housing Element's realistic development capacity assumptions are listed in Section 3.1.2 of 

Chapter III and are applied equitably across applicable sites unless otherwise specified. 

• On 502 East N Street, the property owner is interested in redeveloping the site with the 

inclusion of moderate-income housing, and this site does not currently contain deed-restricted 

housing. This site is not proposed for a rezoning in the Housing Element Update, so existing uses 

on the property can be changed at the discretion of the property owner in accordance with the 

Zoning Code.  

• The Church Street Sites are smaller than 0.5 acres. Per California Government Code Section 

65583.2, "a parcel smaller than one half acre is considered inadequate to accommodate housing 

affordable to lower income households, unless the housing element demonstrates development 

of housing affordable to lower income households on these sites is realistic or feasible." The City 

has elected to not locate lower income units on these sites due to the limitations of State law. 

Betsy Henderson is concerned that the list as it stands misrepresents our city. It is much more built out 

than the list indicates and perhaps the new housing, etc. that occupy some of supposed vacant 

properties have not even been counted as built. By my count, the built out and duplicate findings 

represent more than a third of the Vacant listings and more than half of the Non- Vacant ones. Also, 

they strongly oppose development of any of the proposed Arsenal sites. They should be parkland and 

preserve the National Register Historic property. Lastly, has the City calculated the water demand 

increase that would accompany the higher density development/growth mandated by the State? Could 

it be accommodated? At what expense? How does that fit in with the State's goal of 20% urban water 

use reduction? She provided her own analysis and claims that it is has a sufficient number of sites for 

the inventory for the City to consider. It includes the following sites: 

• 1: Scout Site 

• 6: 1451 Park Rd 

• 8: E Street Lot #1  

• 9: E Street Lot #2 

• 10: 498 Military East (this could have more units) 

• 11: 1401 East 5th 

• 12: 475 Military East 
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• 13: 502 East N Street, trailer Court (don't displace what low income we have now) 

• 14: 385 Military East 

• 15: 456 Military East 

• 17: King Solomon Missionary Baptist Church (could have more) 

• 18: 356 East I Street 

• 19: Senior Center and Adjacent Land, 

• 20: 1030 West 6th Street 

• 21: 255 Military West 

• 22: 1400 Military West 

• 23: East N Street 

• 24: West 2nd Street Site 

• 25: West 5th Street Site 

• 26: East 6th Street Site 

• 27: East 6th Street Site 

• 28: 612 East I Street 

• 29: 600 Block of East I Street 

• 30: Yuba Site (vulnerable to sea level rise) 

• 31 701 Southampton Road 

• 32 Southampton Shopping Center (development of shopping centers is happening all over) 

• 35: 2170 Columbus Parkway 

• 37: 560 First Street 

• 39: Benicia Fire Museum Site 

• 44: 827 First Street 

• 45: 1471 Park Road 

• 46: Church Street Sites (why not a couple of low-income units) 

• 48: Benicia Cemetery Site (why not a couple of low-income units) 

• There are issues with the following sites:  

• W L & W 11th - Built Out (BO)  

• Grant Ct & Capitol Dr – BO 

• 1st & Harbor Vista Ct – BO 

• Daniel Hills Ct – BO 

• W K & W 7 x2 - Dup, on Non-Vacant List 

• W J & W 3 – BO 

• Corte Del Sol & El bonito Way – BO 

• St Augustine & E 2 – BO 

• W 6 & W J – BO 

• 635 W I - Does not exist/BO 

• W E & W 3 – BO 

• John's Pl & W 6 – BO 

• E 7 & E J - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• 900 E 2 - Dup, see Non-Vacant List 

• 60 Wingfield Way – BO 

• W 4 & W I x3 - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• 123 E N – BO 

• Harbor Vista Ct & E 2 – BO 

• Mills Dr & Cambridge – Tiny 
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• 1201 W K – BO 

• E 5 & E O - Nothing available - 780 offramps 

• E 6 & E N - Dup, see earlier in this list 

• W - 2 - Where? 

• Adams St & Park - Arsenal. Where? May be dup 

• Adams St & Washington - Arsenal. Where? 

• 230, 150, & 187 E L - already key city facilities and parking 

• 802 Southampton R - already key shopping center 

• Solano Square - already key shopping center (my Safeway!) and in addition to unacceptable 
duration of rebuilding, existing homeowners to north would not accept multistory going up 
between them and their water views 

• 507 Claverie Way should be 511 Claverie Way 

• 202 E J - already 2 story apartments 

• E N & E 2 - Where? 

• 1367 E 2 - important medical lab and shopping center 

• 827 First - Don't want garages on First St - pedestrian safety issue 

• 163 E H - Dup, see Vacant List 

• 800, 808, 888 E 7 - Dups, on Vacant List 

• Along E 7 - Dup, on Vacant list 

• 1043 Grant - Dup, on Vacant list 

• 1025 Grant - Dup, on Vacant list 

• Grant & Polk - is under an I780 overpass 

• 100 Block of W E - Where/ may be Dup of Vacant list 

• 882 Blake Ct. - Remediated? Too many residents oppose 

• 111 W H - Dup, see Vacant list (and no more parking lots allowed downtown!?) 

• 150 Riverhill Dr. - should not have City cemetery on the chopping block 

Response: 

• The commenter's definition of "built out" is unclear. According to the UC Berkeley Terner 

Center, "No cities are in fact 'built-out'….Build-out is a political judgment, and cities that 

determine themselves closer to build-out are cities that are politically more hostile to 

development" and "Most cities could easily add large numbers of new housing units if they 

rezoned" (Built-Out Cities? How California Cities Restrict Housing Production Through 

Prohibition and Process, 2020). As part of the Housing Element, the City is proposing to rezone 

or has recently rezoned currently developed sites to provide opportunities for new housing 

development.  

• Sites listed as "duplicate" by this commenter are sites that can currently accommodate some 

residential development under current zoning but are also proposed to be rezoned as part of 

this Housing Element to accommodate additional residential development. In the revisions to 

the Draft Housing Element, the City will include those "duplicate" sites only on Table B to reduce 

reader confusion. 

• The City has evaluated the development potential for each site on this list using historic 

development trends. There are no sites in the Housing Element that are too small to be feasible 

for housing development, given these historic trends. 
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• The City is proposing to include select developed sites in the Housing Element due to the high 

potential for redevelopment of these sites in the next eight years. The Southampton Shopping 

Center and Solano Square, if redeveloped with housing, would retain the existing businesses and 

redevelop the sites with mixed-use development. If the Solano Square site was redeveloped, it 

would be required to adhere to City requirements for building height limitations. The City 

facilities referenced by the commenter are City-owned, and the City has included these sites per 

direction from the City Council to identify City-owned underutilized sites in Benicia for inclusion 

on the Sites Inventory. 

• The commenter's note that the Claverie Way site address should be changed is incorrect. The 

City has confirmed their records and can confirm that the site identified is 507 Claverie Way. 

• The inclusion of 827 First Street in the Sites Inventory of the Housing Element does not require 

the development of housing on that site. If the site was developed with housing, the Downtown 

Mixed Use Master Plan would regulate parking on First Street, and the Housing Element does 

not propose to change that regulation.  

• The City Cemetery is not proposed to be redeveloped with housing as part of the Housing 

Element. The City proposes to include a small unused portion of the larger site at 150 Riverhill 

Drive (2.75 acres of a 20 acre parcel) in the Sites Inventory for the Housing Element. This site is 

owned by the City, and the City Council directed City staff to identify City-owned underutilized 

sites in Benicia for inclusion on the Sites Inventory. 

• As of the August 16th City Council and Planning Commission meeting, the City Council has 

directed City staff to keep the Arsenal sites on the Housing Element Sites Inventory for further 

consideration.  

• Availability of water and wastewater supply and infrastructure in Benicia is analyzed in Chapter 

V. Constraints. 

Vohra submitted the following comments:  

• The Blake Court site 1 Blake Ct. is uninsurable; an insurance company informed them that not 

only was that no longer possible, but that they wouldn't provide us an earthquake Insurance 

quote either because no responsible insurance company would provide a policy to any building 

located so close to a hillside due to being likely to have future landslides. If they would not even 

give us a quote, living on Rose Drive, what will they do for a building located on the steep 

hillside itself? They believe that Cell phone reception, including 911, is unpredictable. There is 

very poor TV reception and even variable quality is often interrupted. In case of fire, medical or 

other emergency what If occupants of a new development can't even be sure a 911 call will 

work? The traffic on Rose Dr is above reasonable capacity. The quiet nature preserves are part 

of Benicia charm and attractiveness. The state that residents also have a need for quiet 

enjoyment of our property; we need the thinking space and quiet to work. There are toxic 

hazards at end of Blake Ct that can cause hydrogen cyanide, hydrogen sulfide, and arsenic. They 

question if there are any City staff, Planning Commissioners, or City Council that have a direct or 

indirect conflict of interest on this proposed, including a personal profit potential from this 

project. They ask about the performance bond and the financial commitment to ensure timely 

completion and that any damage to Rose Drive area homes and neighbors is addressed. 
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• Fairness in Benicia City housing is only fair when it is fair for the whole spectrum of the city 

residents. They claim that Single Family zoning covers about 40 percent of the land area of 

Benicia and that this percentage is among the lowest in the State of CA. Thus, Benicia does not 

have the sublet discrimination that might be attached to a much higher percentage of single-

family only zoning. Benicia is a model of leading the way for fairness for other cities. State 

mandates for adding even more affordable housing units recently imposed on Benicia, do not 

ensure concern for fairness to existing Benicia residents. Zoning changes now being considered 

by Benicia Councils and Commission to implement the new mandates may achieve some goals 

and prevent or destroy equally worthy goals such as scenic views, new bicycle paths along 

Benicia streets, or smooth traffic flows instead of regular snarls and increased accidents and 

injuries. Residents are concerned for our residents and provide extensive support for the 

portion of our population that has the lowest portion of income per household or individual. 

They share examples:  

• Full-time police officer assigned to help unhoused individuals and families 

• Numerous religious and non-profit organizations that provide food and other assistance for 

those in need. 

• Benicia is the only city in CA that has a diversity and inclusion officer as a city employee. 

• Benicia is years ahead of other cities in the Diversity Plan. 

• The State appears unconcerned by the expropriation of our open space by forcing development 

most city residents don't want. Government of the people, by the people and for the people, as 

we constituted our government based on liberty and freedom, suggests that people should 

direct government, not vice versa! This expropriation leads to overbuilt and crowded 

neighborhoods emerging, focused on many places where people invested their whole lives and 

families in the homes they bought. They did not expect to be crowded by high-density 

apartment buildings. Traffic will increase because we don't have adequate public transportation 

infrastructure to handle the population growth we have now. Insufficient parking within these 

new developments which appear to not yet have a mandate to ensure completed adequate 

roads and lanes and off-street parking be required for all such developments will lead to 

overcrowded accident-prone residential streets. Those who purchased homes with the 

expectation of living in an uncrowded and charming small Bay Area city with beautiful and 

historic open space are disillusioned by the latest legal tactics by the state of CA to force 

unwanted development. The Fair Housing law ends up being an unfair housing law because it is 

biased against one segment of the population.  

Response:  

• As of the August 16th City Council meeting, the City Council has directed City staff to remove the 

Blake Court site from the current draft of the Housing Element. 

• There are no open space sites in the current draft of the Housing Element. 
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Dana Dean commented that the narrative about the Yuba site is indicating there are two buildings on 

the site and there aren’t. There is a facade and a trailer. Would like this corrected for the record. 

Response:  

• The Yuba site exhibit has been edited to address this comment. The site number in this draft is 

Site 25. 

Karen Massey commented that for Site 45 at 1043 Grant Street (previously Site 51)  in Chapter III and 
Appendix D: Table B 

• The proposed General Plan Land Use is incorrect; no GPA is planned, it should be Mixed Use 

Lower Arsenal (not Office Commercial) 

• The realistic capacity is incorrect; it should be 6 units consistent with Draft EIR, July version of 

the HEU and preliminary yield study we shared with the City 

Response:  

• The proposed General Plan Land Use has been edited in accordance with this comment. The site 

number in this draft is Site 45. The unit numbers have not been edited as the reduced unit 

numbers were in response to the comments regarding realistic capacity in the HCD comment 

letter. 

Councilmember Trevor Macenski commented on certain findings in the November 22, 2022 letter from 

HCD: 

• Realistic Capacity finding: In response to the shopping centers, I think it's unrealistic to think 

that all our commercial/shopping center space will be redeveloped. So I will ask do we have any 

direct exchanges with those property owners that own these properties? Also what is the 

impact if we remove all the shopping centers? Also, if they are not developed in this term, are 

they subject to the maximum density if not developed?   

• Nonvacant Site Analysis finding: How many redevelopment project has the city completed in 

the last two or three cycles? 

• Environmental Constraints finding: With sites 45, 35, 32, 31, 122 and 123 I was wondering if 

BAAQMD’s siting distance for DPM emissions from the freeway were identified as an 

environmental constraint? HRAs for high volume roadways would be required for residential 

uses in these locations and I’m curious if you feel that it affects the realistic build out of the 

parcels? 

• Land Use Controls finding: Noted height limitations in relation to the comment from HCD which 

asked for additional analysis of maximum height limits as a potential constraint. 

• Design Review finding: I just wanted to make sure that our response includes the City Councils 

efforts with the City Manager to consolidate and streamline our multiple boards and 

commissions. 

• Processing and Permit Procedures finding: Given the complexity of our Downtown Mixed Use 

Master Plan and the HPRC's oversight and triggering thresholds,  are we in response to this 

going to identify a streamlined process ? 

• Potential Additional Housing Programs to Address Constraints finding: Are we going to consider 

the removal of our height limits as this is a governmental constraint. Did we do any analysis to 
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see how many units could be created if this constraint wasn't in place with our existing sites 

inventory? 

Response:  

• Realistic Capacity finding comment: The Solano Square site has been removed from the 

calculation towards meeting the City’s RHNA in this draft. The site is still proposed for rezoning 

and is included in the Chapter III sites exhibits for the purposes of rezoning. Written property 

owner interest has been received from the owner of Southampton shopping center. That 

documentation has been included in Appendix F of this draft. Nonvacant sites that are included 

in two consecutive housing element must allow residential development that includes 20% or 

more affordable units through a by right or ministerial approval process. 

• Nonvacant Site Analysis finding comment: No revisions have been made in response to this 

question. Table 3.1 provides a list of residential developments in Benicia and nearby 

jurisdictions. 

• Environmental Constraints finding comment: No revisions have been made in response to this 

comment. The objective standards of the General Plan address noise.  The California Building 

Code imposes certain requirements for life safety, including filtration.  In addition, there are a 

number of existing dwellings of  various unit types and household income in proximity to the 

freeway, within Benicia and the broader Solano County/Bay Area region. We do not believe 

proximity is a constraint to housing production in this location. 

• Land Use Controls finding comment: Additional analysis of maximum height and other 

development standards has been conducted and described in Chapter V. Constraints, Section 

5.1.3 g). The analysis concluded that existing and proposed height limits are not a constraint to 

residential development at the densities proposed in this Housing Element. 

• Design Review finding comment: Revisions related to this comment have been made in Chapter 

V. Constraints, Section 5.1.17 Design Review. 

• Processing and Permit Procedures finding: Revisions to provide more information about 

processing and procedures have been made in Chapter V. Constraints, Section 5.1.17 Design 

Review and Table 5.12 Timelines for Permit Procedures. 

• Potential Additional Housing Programs to Address Constraints finding: In Chapter II. Goals, 

Policies and Programs revisions have been made to Program 1.06 and new Program 1.17 has 

been added to address identified constraints. 

The Benicia Historical Society (BHS) expressed their agreement with the Housing Element Update’s 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) findings that the Housing Element Update will cause irreparable harm 

to Benicia’s historic districts and will have significant effects. They describe how Benicia is described 

through a google search, with characteristics like “small town” and “historic charm”. They describe how 

the city is described on the City’s website. They also describe the purpose of the California Main Street 

Program in relation to Benicia’s Main Street. They share that it was reported that 17,507 people visited 

the City’s historic depot in 2022 at the January 12, 2023  City’s Tourism Committee meeting. They provide 

facts related to Historic districts with the intent to refresh the City’s memory, including: 

• The City’s downtown commercial area has been recognized by the city as a historic district since 

1969 
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• The Arsenal’s structures and landscapes and downtown area were documented in the 1976 

Historic American Building Survey 

• The Benicia Arsenal was listed on the National Register of Historic Places consisting of four 

geographical areas, District A through D in 1976 

• The City established a special historic overlay district in 1987, and in 1989, applied it to the 

downtown commercial and residential area and the Benicia Arsenal Historic District  

• The City prepared and adopted conservation plans for both overlay districts in 1990 and 1993 

• In 2007, the City adopted the Downtown Mixed Use Master Plan (DMUMP) 

They share that Historic Districts are to be preserved and not ignored as an asset for the City or else the 

City will lose its identity. They do not believe that the City’s objective design standards protect the City’s 

historic districts. They state that preservation needs expert opinion and public review to protect the 

historic district’s unique character. They provide the following suggestions:  

• Adopt the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Housing Element Update to meet the 

State’s deadline and eliminate potential significant impacts to the historic districts  

• Update/revise the City’s objective standards for historic preservation, conservation plans and 

other relevant documents and measures for consistency with the Secretary of Interior Standards 

for historic preservation 

• Adopt sites in the historic districts to meet the RHNA if needed during the planning period, under 

the condition that appropriate historic preservation measures are in place 

They share that BHS’s objective is to preserve history and heritage for future generations in Benicia They 

share their hopes that the City will protect its historic districts and retain the City’s identity.  

Response: The Council did not select the alternative that the commenter is advocating for. 

Lisa Wolfe expresses that the reason for their comment is to save Benicia’s historical areas, buildings, and 

culture. They express their shock to learn about the City locating a housing site on the local historical 

cemetery, placing housing on top of the local City gym, along Jefferson Ridge, and in the historical 

district. They do not believe that placing housing near and on historical sites is not the answer. They share 

that some of the local politicians are not long time residents. They share that they were born and raised 

in Benicia and, alongside other longtime local families, take pride in the City’s historical structures and 

areas and is saddened by the City potentially interfering with the City’s history. They express their 

appreciation for former Mayor Patterson’s and Former Mayor Hayes’s leadership on the issue and 

opposition to this. They express their love for Benicia and are generationally embedded into the City, like 

many others. They hope that their letter is considered. 

Response: The Council chose to remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. 

Steven Goetz writes that the amount of sites included in the Housing Element and their distribution will 

have adverse impacts. Specifically, those adverse impacts would be: 

• Loss of local authority over approval of future housing projects 

• Concentration of lower-income housing in one part of the city 

• Concentration of lower-income housing in the most environmentally challenged area of the city 
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• Significant degradation of Benicia’s historic districts 

Mr. Goetz feels the city should reduce the number of sites in the Housing Element as it is more than they 

need to meet their RHNA. He has concerns about the fair housing analysis in the Housing Element – 

including how it analyzes the distribution of sites and the impacts on some of those sites. 

Response: The Council did not select the alternative that the commenter is advocating for. 

Olivia Johnston shared that they are a long time resident that supports affordable housing, however, urges 

the City to not change the zoning of the Benicia cemetery and objects to any portion of the cemetery 

becoming a housing site. Ms. Johnston also shares that the area adjacent to the site is dense and 

experiences traffic issues. Ms. Johnston believes that this site can be removed with the city still being 

able to fulfill the its RHNA. Ms. Johnston is supportive of affordable housing that is fairly distributed. She 

believes that locating housing near the cemetery will disrupt nature and wildlife. She shares that she 

walked the cemetery trying to imagine housing and believes that it would be a serious incursion for the 

historic cemetery. She observed that most of the sites are located on the eastern side of the City, that is 

already dense and has a variety of affordable housing. She then urged the City to adopt the 

Environmentally Superior Alternative. She quoted Steve Goetz who state that the level of rezoning 

proposed will significantly damage the character of Benicia’s two historic districts and cemetery, as well 

as burdening the City’s eastside while concentrating new lower income units near heavy industrial sites. 

This quote also shares that the City is proposing sites in excess of what is required of them and meets the 

definition of “overkill”. Ms. Johnston requests that the City protect the City’s historic and cultural 

resources and this can be done through adopting the Environmentally Superior Alternative project. She 

asks that the city keep the cemetery intact for the present community and generations to come. 

Response: The Council chose to remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. 

Sandy Kovalcik expresses that her husband and her support the Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). They ask that the City consider their opinions. 

Response: The Council did not select the alternative that the commenter is advocating for. 

Natalie Macris requests that the sites within the Arsenal Historic Conservation Plan be removed from the 

Housing Element. They believe that removing these sites would prevent negative effects to historical 

sites, environmental justice impacts, and keep regulatory control within the City. They believe that the 

sites within the Arsenal will create environmental justice issues due it being a heavy industrial area. She 

believes that the scale of new housing would destroy the most historic part within the Arsenal Historic 

district. Ms. Macris believes that the City will lose regulatory control over future housing proposals if they 

comply with state law. She believes that housing could still be developed in more appropriate areas in the 

City, particularly the downtown to still meet the RHNA and comply with the general plan. Ms. Macris 

references policies within the General Plan that support the idea that the Arsenal was not intended for 

large-scale neighborhoods. They share that non-traditional mixed-use and live/work housing that 

prioritizes safety and historic preservation works best in the Arsenal. She supports this with referencing 

pages 28 and 47, Goal 2.11, and Policies 2.11.1 and 2.11.2 that support mixed-use and live/work uses in 

the Arsenal district, as well as preserving the historical significance of the area. She believes that 

removing the Arsenal sites from the proposed Housing Element will allow the City to be more careful and 

holistic when planning for the Arsenal to comply with the General Plan. 

Response: The Council did not select the alternative that the commenter is advocating for. 

Jean Walker expressed their support for the City’s planning department’s efforts toward the 2023 -2031 

housing element to meet the City’s housing needs. 
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Response: No edits were made in response to this comment. 

The Benicia Cemetery History Committee provided written comments that were expressed at the January 

24, 2023 City Council meeting that considered the proposed Housing Element Update. They express their 

gratitude for incorporating those comments into the written record. They suggest that these comments 

are provided to the City Attorney.  

The committee feels that recommended changes to the Housing Element may have a significant negative 

impact upon National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources listed 

properties, as well as significant negative impacts to the contributing context to those listed Historic 

properties. They stated the City failed to provide timely notice under CEQA to those with plots in the 

cemetery. They stated the cemetery is listed as a state and federal historic district and residentia l 

development is not compatible next to the cemetery for multiple reasons including traffic and 

preservation of the cemetery’s park-like setting. The committee listed state laws pertinent to the 

cemetery. The committee requests that the cemetery site be removed from the Housing Element and that 

the City Council adopt the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the EIR. 

Response: The Council chose to remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. 

Leann Taagepera writes to request that the City remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. She 

cites caselaw about the cemetery needing to remain in use as a cemetery. 

Response: The Council chose to remove the cemetery site from the Housing Element. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments: 

• Unfortunately, the HEU Subsequent Draft accommodates twice the RHNA (1,650 units), with 

72.5% of the lower-income units concentrated in a census tract (CT 2521.02) that contains the 

city’s oldest neighborhoods which represent only 14% of the city’s households and are shown in 

the HUE’s Fair Housing Assessment to be the most environmentally challenged neighborhoods 

in Benicia. This compares with three contiguous census tracts across town in the Southampton 

neighborhood (CT 2521.04, 2521.05 and 2521.06) which represent 42% of the city’s households, 

with the city’s highest median incomes, but without any lower-income RHNA units. This HEU 

clearly conflicts with General Plan Policy 2.04 to “disperse affordable housing throughout the 

city to avoid concentration in any one part of the city”. 

Response: 

• Program 2.03 is written in accordance with State law to ensure that the City does not 

experience a net loss of housing availability. The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address 

the environmental concerns pointed out by the commenter by employing tools under 

the City's jurisdiction. 

• On Page 114 of Appendix B, the Housing Element states that “Environmental health 

conditions are less desirable than economic and educational conditions in Benicia, as 

described in the Environmental Health section of this assessment. This is largely due to 

pollution and possible contamination due to sources such as proximity to the Valero 

Refinery, the Port of Benicia, and other industrial uses on the eastern side of the city.” 

The Housing Element explicitly acknowledges the differences in environmental 

conditions based on proximity, but it does not explicitly state that there is a greater 
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buffer from industrial uses to the east because that is clearly stated in the text and 

visibly clear in the maps. The  City will add additional language about the 1500-foot 

buffer, rather than make a general statement about proximity, but it will not change the 

analysis.  

• The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address the environmental concerns pointed out by 

the commenter by employing tools under the City's jurisdiction. The Housing Element 

text comparing environmental concerns within Census tracts was written using local 

knowledge of typical wind patterns in Benicia and proximity to polluters. The City does 

not have access to environmental data that is more granular than Census tract-level 

data. Therefore, the City cannot compare data from this area in the southern portion of 

tract 2521.01 to compare it to the neighboring tract in Benicia.  

• Programs in Chapter II address the stock of affordable housing, concentrations of 

poverty, housing types, and environmental conditions to specifically call out the 

neighborhoods that experience a concentration of these issues. 

• These comments focus on the HEU’s Assessment of Fair Housing in Appendix B. The City uses 

Appendix B to demonstrate that the HEU affirmatively furthers fair housing in Benicia. This letter 

includes examples of how that analysis is incomplete, contains unsubstantiated conclusions, 

ignores data contained in the HEU that conflicts with its conclusions, and misrepresents data in 

Table 3-10. It concludes with examples of how the City has rejected opportunities that were 

presented to affirmatively further fair housing. 

Response: This paragraph summarizes the other comments in the letter. Responses provided for 

each of the comments where they are individually stated. 

• The City misrepresents the distribution of RHNA Capacity by Census Tract to hide barriers to 

housing opportunities in three census tracts and the concentration of lower-income RHNA 

capacity in one census tract. 

Appendix B analyzes Table 3-10 – Distribution of RHNA Capacity by Census Tract. The narrative 

on page 113 concludes that three census tracts north of I-780 are built out, surrounded by open 

space or have only a few vacant infill lots remaining. The narrative goes on to make the 

following conclusion completely contrary to the facts in Table 3-10. “The remaining tracts, which 

do include viable and available land for residential development, have units identified at a mix of 

affordable levels in generally similar proportions”. 

How are lower-income RNHA units in “generally similar proportions” when 70% are in CT 

2521.02, 18% in CT 2520, 8% in CT 2521.05, 1% in CT 2521.06 and 4% in 2521.08? 

How is the RHNA capacity distributed in “generally similar proportions” when 55% is in CT 

2521.02, 11% in CT 2520, 2% in CT 2521.05, 20% in CT 2521.06 and 6% in 2521.08? Keep in mind 

a typical census tract in Benicia holds between 11 and 18 percent of the city’s households. 

Response: The words “in generally similar proportions” have been removed from the sentence 

referenced in the comment. 

• Table 3-10 is incomplete because it is missing CT 2521.07 with 1,461 households, and which 

received 24 units of RHNA capacity.  
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Response: Census Tract 2521.07 has been added back in to Table 3-10.  

 

• The table also provides no percentages of existing households by census tract or percentages of 

RHNA by census tract to help identify areas of the city with barriers to housing opportunities 

and areas with concentrations of lower-income RHNA capacity. 

 

Response: The percentages of existing households in each census tract and the percentages of 

lower, moderate and above moderate RHNA capacity in each census tract have been added to 

Table 3-10. 

 

• Additionally, the AFFH Indicator in Table 3-10 for environmental health, the “CalEnvironScreen 

Score”, shows scores that conflict with the CalEnviroScreen scores evaluated in Figure 3-34 of 

Appendix B which show different rankings in environmental health of the census tracts 

compared to the rankings shown Table 3-10. 

 

Response: The CalEnviroScreen ranges in Figure 3-34 by census tract have been added to Table 

3-10 replacing the data previously in Table 3-10 to align the CalEnviroScreen data in Figure 3-34 

and Table 3-10. 

 

• The Assessment of Fair Housing ignores City Council actions that rejected affordable housing 

options in Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAA). 

The narrative on page 114 states: 

“Tract 2521.05 has one of the highest median incomes and the lowest percentage of low- to 

moderate income households of tracts that include RHNA capacity. The unit capacity is very low 

and generally supports moderate and above moderate-income development based on zoning 

and the size of available lots. Tract 2521.05 has high median income, a low poverty rate, a small 

proportion of the population that identifies as non-White, and one of the best CalEnviroScreen 

scores in the city, but is designated as a RCAA by HCD, as discussed previously in this assessment. 

This neighborhood was largely built out in the 1970s to 1990s with little to no remaining land to 

support the size of project that is typically needed to make an affordable development feasible. 

As such, no lower-income units have been identified in this area“. 

The above narrative ignores the fact that the City Council rejected affordable housing options in 

this RCAA. The Public Review Draft HEU (July 2022) included Site 56 in CT 2521.05, a 3.13-acre at 

822 Blake Court, residentially zoned for 73 units and with property owner interest. This site was 

removed by the City Council on August 16, 2022. Appendix D of the HEU Subsequent Draft 

includes APN 0086691040 and APN 0086694030, both vacant with residential medium-density 

zoning for a total of 28 units and located in CT 2521.05, but not used for RHNA units. 

Response: At the August 16, 2022 City Council meeting, the City Council directed City staff to 

remove the Blake Court site from the Housing Element. There are 28 moderate and above 

moderate units of RHNA capacity still identified in this area of the city in the Housing Element. 
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• The Assessment of Fair Housing fails to evaluate if good faith efforts to increase housing 

opportunities to the city’s RCAA have been taken. 

Page 114 promotes a false narrative that the City has removed barriers to housing in CT 2521.05 

through programs: “However, to combat the existing RCAA conditions, the City has included the 

City will implement Programs 1.06, 1.12, 1.15, 2.01, and 3.08 continue to support construction of 

high-density housing in areas with better access to opportunities and to encourage construction 

of ADUs in higher income areas to facilitate income integration and economic mobility for lower-

income residents.” 

• Program 1.06 consists of the General Plan and zoning revisions for other census tract far 

removed from the RCAA and thereby protecting its status. 

• Program 1.12 consists of 22 Accessory Dwelling Units for “neighborhoods with higher 

median incomes” which may or may include this RCAA. 

• Program 1.15 consists of five lot consolidations which have no projected yield in units. 

• Program 2.01 consists of the existing Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, but how many 

affordable housing units can be included in the RCAA when its RHNA capacity is 

projected at 28 units solely for moderate and above moderate incomes? 

• Finally, Program 3.08 consists of rezoning to allow single room occupancies for Group 

Residential housing, with 10 residential care beds in “areas of concentrated affluence”. 

Yet the HEU fails to demonstrate any track record for such outcomes. 

The above programs adopted by the City contrast vividly with the City’s documented rejection of 

an option to develop three vacant, residentially-zoned parcels for a combined 101 units in this 

RCAA. 

Response:  

• Program 1.06 which called for rezoning, has been implemented. While the program 

didn’t call for rezoning in this area of the city, the overall strategy to identify suitable 

housing sites and address fair housing, including through programs in Chapter II, is 

dependent on the implementation of Program 1.06. 

• Program 1.12 has been edited to specifically mention that implementation efforts will 

focus in the RCAA. 

• Program 1.15’s quantified objective isn’t limited to 5 lot consolidations and doesn’t 

refer to any specific potential lot consolidations. The objective is for the City to help 

facilitate at least 5 lot consolidations citywide during the planning period, including 

potentially in the RCAA. 

• Program 2.01 encourages use of the City’s inclusionary housing regulations for any 

qualifying project in the city, including in the RCAA and is not limited to sites identified 

in the Housing Element. 

• Program 3.08 applies in all areas of the city where this use is allowed. The city doesn’t 

track group home applications but there are some group homes located in this area of 

the city. 
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• The City misrepresents data to hide barriers to housing mobility to higher opportunity areas. 

The third paragraph on page 114 provides unsubstantiated conclusions from the distribution of 

RHNA capacity shown in Table 3-10. 

“With the exception of tract 2521.05 and 2521.06, all tracts with identified capacity to meet the 

RHNA include lower-, moderate-, and above moderate-income units. This will facilitate and 

encourage mixed income development, combat patterns of income segregation, and will provide 

housing mobility opportunities for a range of households”. 

The above conclusion ignores the fact that CT 2521.05 and 2521.06, when combined with CT 

2521.04, form a contiguous geographic area of Southampton neighborhoods in northwest 

Benicia that, according to Table 3-10, contain 43% of the city’s households with the city’s 

highest median incomes. Yet, this area of the city receives no lower-income RHNA capacity in 

the HEU Subsequent Draft. Program 1.06 concentrates all lower-income RHNA units in four 

other tracts, with 72.5% of these units in CT 2521.02 (East Side) where median incomes are far 

lower than the three Southampton tracts. How does this kind of distribution of RHNA units 

“facilitate and encourage mixed-income development, combat patterns of income segregation, 

and provide housing mobility opportunities for a range of households” as stated on page 114? 

Response: 

• Program 2.03 is written in accordance with State law to ensure that the City does not 

experience a net loss of housing availability. The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address 

the environmental concerns pointed out by the commenter by employing tools under 

the City's jurisdiction. 

• On Page 114 of Appendix B, the Housing Element states that “Environmental health 

conditions are less desirable than economic and educational conditions in Benicia, as 

described in the Environmental Health section of this assessment. This is largely due to 

pollution and possible contamination due to sources such as proximity to the Valero 

Refinery, the Port of Benicia, and other industrial uses on the eastern side of the city.” 

The Housing Element explicitly acknowledges the differences in environmental 

conditions based on proximity, but it does not explicitly state that there is a greater 

buffer from industrial uses to the east because that is clearly stated in the text and 

visibly clear in the maps. The  City will add additional language about the 1500-foot 

buffer, rather than make a general statement about proximity, but it will not change the 

analysis.  

• The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address the environmental concerns pointed out by 

the commenter by employing tools under the City's jurisdiction. The Housing Element 

text comparing environmental concerns within Census tracts was written using local 

knowledge of typical wind patterns in Benicia and proximity to polluters. The City does 

not have access to environmental data that is more granular than Census tract-level 

data. Therefore, the City cannot compare data from this area in the southern portion of 

tract 2521.01 to compare it to the neighboring tract in Benicia.  
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• Programs in Chapter II address the stock of affordable housing, concentrations of 

poverty, housing types, and environmental conditions to specifically call out the 

neighborhoods that experience a concentration of these issues. 

 

• The City minimizes the concentration of lower-income units in the East Side through false 

comparisons of data and omission of conflicting facts. 

The third paragraph on page 114 states: 

“However, while there is a concentration of units in tract 2521.02, it is not a concentration of 

sites. Over one-third of the individual sites in the inventory, regardless of unit capacity, have 

been identified in tract 2520. This is because, while there are more individual sites in tract 2520, 

they are typically smaller infill lots that can support fewer units, compared to fewer, larger lots 

located in tract 2521.02 that can support more units. This distribution of sites has been identified 

based on available land that is suitably zoned for residential development. Table 3-10 presents 

how the distribution of sites by income will help to combat existing fair housing issues in Benicia 

through facilitation of mixed-income communities and providing opportunities for additional 

housing opportunities in higher resource areas and areas, in combination with programs 

identified in Chapter 2”. 

General Plan Policy 2.04 calls for the dispersal of affordable housing, not for the dispersal of the 

sites for affordable housing. The policy states: “Disperse affordable housing throughout the City 

to avoid concentration in any one part of the City”. 

The distribution of RHNA units by this HEU is not based on available land that is suitably zoned 

for residential development as stated on page 114. Rather, the Sites Inventory and Analysis of 

the HEU Subsequent Draft shows this distribution of RHNA units is largely based on rezoning 

vacant land formerly used for industrial purposes or located adjacent to industrial activities, for 

conversion to residential uses. Additionally, this distribution of RHNA units is based on 

documented instances of removing vacant land suitable for residential development in 

Southampton from the RHNA distribution. 

Page E-74 in Appendix E (Public Outreach) of the HEU Subsequent Draft references another 

example where vacant land in a high-income Southampton census tract suitable for residential 

development was removed from consideration for RHNA. “The City evaluated Open Space 

parcels throughout the City. While most are either deed restricted to open space uses or lack 

suitable characteristics to accommodate housing development, several were deemed to be 

reasonable candidates for housing development.” 

These sites included APN 0086212010, a 13.83-acre vacant city-owned site at the corner of 

Southampton Rd/Hastings Drive in CT 2521.06 where a portion would be rezoned at 30-

units/acre for a total of 62 units (April 19, 2022 Draft Housing Opportunity Sites Table). 

A July 7, 2022 staff report to the Planning Commission documented removal of this site from 

consideration. 
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“Staff has reviewed and analyzed the available records regarding the Southampton and Hastings 

Roads parcel and it is clear from the records that the intent at the time of the transfer to the City 

was for this parcel to remain as open space. However, it appears that this designation was never 

perfected, that is, there is no recorded covenant or deed restriction requiring it to remain open 

space. Nor is there any designation on the applicable subdivision maps indicating that the parcel 

would be used only as open space. Based upon the demonstrated intent for this parcel to remain 

open space, this site is not included in the draft, nor are any other open space sites”. 

The above documentation clearly shows that there was no legal barrier for the City to rezone 

one of several parcels considered “to be reasonable candidates for housing development” to 

further fair housing opportunities in a high-income census tract that otherwise has no lower-

income RHNA units according to Table 3-10. 

Response: The sites included in the Housing Element have been rezoned to allow residential 

development and have been analyzed as to their suitability for residential development (see 

Chapter III and Appendix D). The removal of sites in Southhampton including the open space site 

were removed after good-faith analysis and outreach concluded they were not suitable for 

residential development. 

• The City excuses the concentration of lower income units in the East Side by false claims of 

improving environmental conditions in the East Side. 

The narrative on page 113 evaluates the largest proportion of the RHNA lower-income units in 

the East Side as shown in Table 3-10 (72.5% of the total) and concludes that they will be 

“incorporated into existing neighborhoods with infrastructure and amenities.” This conclusion 

ignores the analysis of the environmental health conditions on page 141 which finds “Most 

undeveloped and underdeveloped land remaining in the City is in these areas with higher 

pollution burdens; however, construction of new housing in closer proximity to pollution sources, 

such as the eastern side of the city closer to the Valero Refinery and Port of Benicia, has the 

potential to impact quality of life of these residents while not altering existing patterns. To 

address this, the City has included Program 5.04 to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources to 

improve conditions for current and future residents ….” 

A program to alleviate and mitigate pollution sources in the East Side does not correct the 

absence of fair housing opportunities in the three high-income Southampton census tracts. 

Furthermore, the HEU Subsequent Draft does not address prior comments to the Planning 

Commission on January 10, 2023 which documented that Program 5.04 has no funding 

commitment during the planning period and would be completely ineffective for alleviating and 

mitigating pollution burdens (see also the enclosed comment letter to the City Council dated 

January 25, 2023). The HEU Subsequent Draft fails to further fair housing opportunities as 

required by the State. A valid analysis on the RHNAs impact on patterns of integration and 

segregation and access to opportunity cannot be provided without maps showing the 

boundaries of the census tracts used to describe the city’s neighborhoods, and comparative 

percentages of households and RHNA capacity for these census tracts. Appendix B is 

incomplete, contains unsubstantiated conclusions, ignores data contained in the HEU that 

conflicts with its conclusions, and misrepresents data in Table 3-10. 
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• Program 2.03 is written in accordance with State law to ensure that the City does not 

experience a net loss of housing availability. The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address 

the environmental concerns pointed out by the commenter by employing tools under 

the City's jurisdiction. 

• On Page 114 of Appendix B, the Housing Element states that “Environmental health 

conditions are less desirable than economic and educational conditions in Benicia, as 

described in the Environmental Health section of this assessment. This is largely due to 

pollution and possible contamination due to sources such as proximity to the Valero 

Refinery, the Port of Benicia, and other industrial uses on the eastern side of the city.” 

The Housing Element explicitly acknowledges the differences in environmental 

conditions based on proximity, but it does not explicitly state that there is a greater 

buffer from industrial uses to the east because that is clearly stated in the text and 

visibly clear in the maps. The  City will add additional language about the 1500-foot 

buffer, rather than make a general statement about proximity, but it will not change the 

analysis.  

• The purpose of Program 5.04 is to address the environmental concerns pointed out by 

the commenter by employing tools under the City's jurisdiction. The Housing Element 

text comparing environmental concerns within Census tracts was written using local 

knowledge of typical wind patterns in Benicia and proximity to polluters. The City does 

not have access to environmental data that is more granular than Census tract-level 

data. Therefore, the City cannot compare data from this area in the southern portion of 

tract 2521.01 to compare it to the neighboring tract in Benicia.  

• Programs in Chapter II address the stock of affordable housing, concentrations of 

poverty, housing types, and environmental conditions to specifically call out the 

neighborhoods that experience a concentration of these issues. 

 

• The City rejected the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the HEU Environmental Impact 

Report, which had the potential to affirmatively further fair housing by reducing the 

concentration of affordable housing in any one part of the city. 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) states that the land inventory analysis of the HEU 

must demonstrate whether the units identified to meet the RHNA are distributed throughout 

the community in a manner that affirmatively furthers fair housing. The letter shows that the 

Fair Housing Assessment of the HEU Subsequent Draft does not affirmatively further fair 

housing. Table 3.10 identifies the distribution of RHNA capacity by census tract. The 

Environmentally Superior Alternative (Alternative 6.4 “Removal of All Opportunity Sites in a 

Historic District” or “ESA”) removes the 17 housing opportunity sites in the city’s two designated 

historic districts. These sites are responsible for the significant adverse impacts to these historic 

districts and which the proposed project adopted by the City on January 24, 2023 cannot avoid. 

The Arsenal Historic District is part of CT 2521.02 (East Side) where this HEU proposes to place 

55% of the all RHNA capacity and 72.5% of lower-income RHNA capacity. Figure 3-9 in Appendix 

B shows CT 2521.02 is the area of the city with the least positive environmental outcomes. 

Figure 3-34 of Appendix B shows CT 2521.02 is the area of the city bearing the highest 

environmental burdens. The Downtown Historic District is located in CT 2520, which has the 

city’s 2nd highest percentage of lower-income RHNA units (14%), the city’s highest poverty rate 
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and the city’s highest percentage of lower-income residents (See Table 3.10). Removal of 

housing opportunity sites from the Arsenal Historic District and the Downtown Historic District 

will reduce the concentration of lower-income RHNA in overburdened census tracts and 

increase the likelihood that lower-income residents will find housing in areas of Benicia with 

better opportunities. The Draft EIR finds that the ESA reduces impacts to aesthetic resources, 

energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous material, hydrology 

and water quality, public services, population and housing, and transportation when compared 

to the proposed project. 1 

The Draft EIR also finds the ESA includes an adequate inventory of housing sites to meet the 

required Regional Housing Needs Allocation and provides an appropriate buffer.2 The findings 

adopted by the City for the Final EIR claimed that the City could not adopt the ESA because it did 

not have the time to prepare a Fair Housing Assessment for the ESA. Yet, here we are, seven 

months later, and the City is still working on a HEU that can be found by the HCD to comply with 

State law. 

Response: The Council did not select the alternative that the commenter is advocating for. 

• The City rejected parcels considered to be reasonable candidates for housing development to 

further fair housing opportunities in higher-income higher-resource census tracts. 

The record developed by the HEU process shows the City rejected four parcels in two 

contiguous high income Southampton census tracts (CT 2521.05 and 2521.06) that were 

considered “to be reasonable candidates for housing development”. These parcels collectively 

were estimated to accommodate 165 multi-family units in census tracts that have no lower-

income RHNA capacity shown in Table 3-10 of Appendix B. These are clear examples of 

opportunities to increase housing mobility in an area of Southampton that is low-density, high-

income, and high resource and represents a stark contrast with the rest of the city. The record 

also fails to provide any examples of strategic actions taken by the City to increase housing 

affordability and access that are unique to these two census tracts. This comment letter 

demonstrates that the HEU Supplemental Draft has a disproportionate impact on disadvantaged 

neighborhoods and favors the limitation of housing mobility and access to high-income high-

resource neighborhoods. The General Plan and zoning amendments triggered by Program 1.06 

locate a disproportionate share of RHNA capacity in the eastern side of the city closer to 

environmental hazards and degraded environments than the general population, meeting the 

State’s definition of “environmental racism”.3 This is in stark contrast to the few General Plan 

and zoning amendments triggered by Program 1.06 

Response: The sites included in the Housing Element have been analyzed as to their suitability 

for residential development (see Chapter III and Appendix D). The removal of sites in 

Southhampton including the open space site were removed after good-faith analysis and 

outreach concluded they were not suitable for residential development. 
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Steven Goetz submitted the following comments:  

• The HEU Revised Subsequent Draft does not address evidence which supports claims that the 

City Council has taken actions to reject affordable housing options, rezoning opportunities, 

and misrepresent data. 

The actions from City Council have led to an attempt in the HEU Revised Subsequent Draft to 

add 1,650 housing units, surpassing the state requirement of 750 units. Additionally, it is 

pointed out that a significant portion of lower-income units (72.5%) is concentrated in a specific 

area of the city that only accounts for about 14% of the city’s current housing stock. The more 

affluent neighborhoods have no proposed lower-income units, including three contiguous 

census tracts across town in the Southampton neighborhood which account for 42% of the 

existing housing stock. Previous comments made, dated August 9, 2023, highlighted issues with 

the HEU's Assessment of Fair Housing. City responses to these comments have not been fully 

addressed and the same concerns. Lastly, the letter provides further examples of how the HEU 

narrative may misrepresent or contradict data in the Assessment for Fair Housing. 

Response:  This part of the letter is a summary. See below for responses to individual points. 

• The HEU Revised Subsequent Draft conclusions in the Assessment for Fair Housing, 

misrepresent or contradict the data and the HEU’s record. 

The narrative from page 133 states that sites are spread throughout the city, avoiding the 

Southampton neighborhood due to hilly terrain, low-density housing, and limited services. It’s 

also stated that developing high-density housing near Southampton Road and south of I-780 is 

recommended for cost-effective deed-restricted affordable housing and reduced transportation 

costs for residents. However, sites cannot be “well-dispersed from east to west across the city” 

when the Southampton neighborhood which accounts for 41% of the housing stock, only 

accounts for 3% of the HEU’s sites. Additionally, the city owns nearly 1,800 acres of open space 

in this area which is suitable for some housing development. Access to transit and services in 

these neighborhoods isn’t “minimal” enough to “largely avoid” this area for housing according 

to Figure 3-25 which states transit scores are greater here than the residential portion of the 

East Side. The Southampton census tracts have access to multiple schools and shopping centers, 

making them more convenient in terms of services as well. Despite this, only 2% of the lower-

income RHNA capacity is allocated to Southampton census tracts, while the East Side census 

tract accommodates 72.5% of Benicia's lower-income RHNA capacity.  

Response:  The words “in generally similar proportions” have been removed from the sentence 

referenced in the comment. The sites included in the Housing Element have been rezoned to 

allow residential development and have been analyzed as to their suitability for residential 

development (see Chapter III and Appendix D). The removal of sites in Southhampton including 

the open space site were removed after good-faith analysis and outreach concluded they were 

not suitable for residential development. In addition, Programs 2.04, 2.05 and 2.05 have been 

added to Chapter II to address these comments. 
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• The Sites Inventory Analysis misrepresents the HEU’s potential impact on neighborhood 

segregation and diversity. 

Page 134 states that Figure 3-17, Local Racial Demographics, the largest number of lower 

income units are identified on sites in areas with relatively low proportions of non-White 

households, and where 60.0 to 70.0 percent of the population is White. However, This figure 

contains no information on the number of lower income housing units. It does show the location 

of RHNA sites, but at a scale that is nearly unreadable. 

Page 135 of the Revised HEU Subsequent Draft highlights the intention to provide equal housing 

access and promote integration by distributing units for various income levels in neighborhoods 

with different diversity levels. It mentions that around 29.8% of above-moderate-income units 

are in high-diversity areas, 14.7% of lower-income units are in lower-diversity areas, and none 

are in areas with diversity scores between the 70th and 79th percentile to encourage mobility 

and diversity. Page 28 describes the Diversity Index, a measure based on various factors like 

race, age, income, and gender identity. The map used to show Benicia’s diverse neighborhoods 

is very poor. Figure 3-13, the map illustrating diverse neighborhoods, is hard to read due to its 

small size and doesn’t show any block group data for much of Benicia. The main point here is 

that Figure 3-44 shows that most unit capacity is in more diverse neighborhoods, with only 13% 

in less diverse areas. Therefore this Revised HEU Subsequent Draft doesn't significantly promote 

fair housing opportunities and maintains the current diversity levels, making it unlikely for less 

diverse neighborhoods to change. 

Response:  The sites included in the Housing Element have been rezoned to allow residential 

development and have been analyzed as to their suitability for residential development (see 

Chapter III and Appendix D). The removal of sites in Southhampton including the open space site 

were removed after good-faith analysis and outreach concluded they were not suitable for 

residential development. In addition, Programs 2.05 and 2.05 have been added to Chapter II to 

address housing mobility. 

• The Sites Inventory Analysis overstates conclusions about the HEU’s potential effect on access 

to opportunity. 

Previous comment letters have extensively discussed the HEU data, highlighting that 72.5% of 

the lower-income RHNA capacity is concentrated in an area with higher pollution burdens, 

which could impact residents' quality of life due to new housing construction near pollution 

sources. The Draft also mentions that the city anticipates that mixed-use zoning in the Eastern 

Gateway Study Area will create new job opportunities and promote fair housing by constructing 

affordable housing in an amenity-rich, income-integrated neighborhood. Additionally, the 

analysis of job creation in the Eastern Gateway Study Area, projecting 22 net new jobs over the 

planning horizon is misleading. The analysis assumes that redevelopment projects won't take 

advantage of mixed-use zoning rules allowing residential uses on the ground floor. 
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Additionally, the text mentions that other sites identified for lower-income RHNA are in the 

Downtown Priority Development Area, offering access to various services. However, commenter 

has concerns about the potential misleading nature of the HEU and the City's response to 

comments regarding its impact on disadvantaged neighborhoods, analysis of lower-income site 

locations, rejection of fair housing options, and program effectiveness. 

Response:  Programs 2.05 and 2.05 have been added to Chapter II to address housing mobility. 

Steven Goetz submitted the following comments: 

• The new Program 2.04 will not affirmatively further fair housing. 

The introduction of Program 2.04 in the HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft raises concerns 

about its effectiveness in promoting fair housing. This program intends to identify 75 lower-

income units in specific Census tracts. However, there are discrepancies in the Census tract 

numbers mentioned, and Site 35 is in a different tract. The HEU claims that Program 2.04 

complies with certain California Government Code sections, but it does not provide a clear 

description of these requirements. Upon examining the Government Code sections, it is evident 

that affirmatively furthering fair housing involves addressing disparities, promoting integration, 

and complying with civil rights and fair housing laws. There is no requirement to disperse lower-

income units evenly across the city. 

The comments also address the concentration of lower-income units in the East Side Census 

tract, which conflicts with the goal of dispersing affordable housing throughout the city to avoid 

concentration. Program 2.04, if implemented, would reduce the concentration of lower-income 

units in the East Side but may not significantly change the overall segregation patterns. A map of 

the Census tracts used in the analysis is requested to better understand the distribution of 

RHNA capacity. The 75 lower-income units included in HEU Program 2.04 are potentially 

dispersed over such a wide area to maintain the status quo in these lower-density and affluent 

Census tracts. 

Response:  This program has been revised. 

• Implementation of the new Program 2.05 is uncertain and potentially ineffective.  

The HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft introduces Program 2.05, which would establish a 

“Religious and Institutional Facility Housing Overlay” with potential provisions to allow 

construction of affordable housing projects and accessory dwelling units. A recent court ruling in 

California, Desiree Martinez vs. City of Clovis (F082914 - April 7, 2023), found zoning overlay 

programs do not meet the minimum density requirements of 20-units/acre provided in state 

law, given that parcels in overlay zones can still develop without providing any housing that 

would meet a jurisdiction’s RHNA. HEU Program 2.05 could conceivably worsen the 

concentration of lower-income units in one area of the city if the only parcels rezoned for the 

proposed 30 lower-income units are located in the East Side Census tract. 

Response:  This program has been revised. 
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• Appendix B: Assessment of Fair Housing does not satisfy state law. 

Appendix B: Assessment of Fair Housing in the HEU Revisions to Subsequent Draft remains 

unchanged despite comments made during the second public review period in August. These 

comments questioned the analysis of the distribution of projected units by income category, 

access to high resource areas, and other fair housing indicators in comparison to citywide 

patterns. Many of these comments pointed out that the analysis in Appendix B lacks support 

from the data it contains. The narrative in Appendix B is criticized for reaching conclusions that 

misrepresent or contradict the information found in the HEU and the data in Appendix B on 

various topics, including the suitability of city-owned open space for affordable housing, the 

distribution of lower-income units in a Census tract with heavy industry and pollution burdens, 

and the effectiveness of proposed housing programs in addressing specific areas. 

Response: August and October comments have now been summarized in Appendix E. 

Furthermore, the document highlights that the city not only ignores substantive public 

comments made on Appendix B but also fails to include public comments submitted on the 

Revised Subsequent Draft prepared by the city for the second public review period in August 

2023. Finally, there’s a page numbering gap between pages 114 and 132 in Appendix B, and the 

term "Berkshire" should be replaced with "Southampton" on Appendix B, pages 20 and 35. 

Response:  Summaries of more recent comment letters have now been included in this 

appendix. 
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Appendix F 
Written Property Owner Support





From: Victor Randall
To: Danielle Crider
Cc: Suzanne Thorsen
Subject: RE: Interest in Rezone to MU-I
Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 2:56:03 PM

Thanks Danielle—it’s a small lot, but we should add any that identify their interest.  I also would like
the two of you to consider whether we should consider expanding the EG boundary as an approach
for CC consideration?

Vic
 

From: Danielle Crider <DCrider@ci.benicia.ca.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 2:48 PM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Cc: Suzanne Thorsen <SThorsen@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Interest in Rezone to MU-I
 
Hi Vic,
I wanted to let you know that the owner of 535 Military East is interested in rezoning, potentially to
MU-I. It’s a property immediately adjacent to the Eastern Gateway area, but its already developed. 
Not sure if that helps with the housing element.
 

  
Danielle Crider (she/her)
Senior Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street
Benicia, CA 94510
707-746-4324
DCrider@ci.benicia.ca.us
www.ci.benicia.ca.us
 

Alternate Fridays Closure Notice:  The City of Benicia City Hall and Fire Administrative Offices are
closed for business on alternating Fridays. A calendar and additional information are available at this
link.   
 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D92C8A86ED744D239D6C9591359AE84B-VRANDALL
mailto:DCrider@ci.benicia.ca.us
mailto:SThorsen@ci.benicia.ca.us
mailto:DCrider@ci.benicia.ca.us
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From: Victor Randall
To: Suzanne Thorsen
Subject: FW: 625 E. H Street Zoning
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 5:02:09 PM

The Andersons are supportive of the upzone.  

They did express a strong interest in developing Bottle Hill as a park. 

Vic
 

From: ValJean Anderson <valorie83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 12:31 PM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Re: 625 E. H Street Zoning
 
Hi Vic,
 
City Hall room 1 is great.  See you this afternoon.
 
Thank you!
Val
 
On Wed, Mar 30, 2022 at 12:19 PM Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us> wrote:

Hi Val:

I have reserved Conference Room 1 at City Hall. This is just inside the L Street entrance.
 
Please let me know if you prefer that I come your way to meet.  Alternately, we could sit outside
in the courtyard if you prefer that.

Thanks,
Vic
 

From: ValJean Anderson <valorie83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 11:01 AM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Re: 625 E. H Street Zoning
 
Hi Vic,
 
We'd prefer an in person meeting.  Thanks!
 
Warmly,
Val

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D92C8A86ED744D239D6C9591359AE84B-VRANDALL
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On Wed, Mar 30, 2022 at 10:56 AM Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us> wrote:

Hi Val:

yes, 4:10 today would work for me.  I’m including a Teams link here, which I can also forward as
an Outlook invitation.
 
_____________________________________________________________________________
___

Microsoft Teams meeting
Join on your computer or mobile app
Click here to join the meeting
Learn More | Meeting options
_____________________________________________________________________________
___
 
If you prefer to speak by phone or to meet in person at City Hall, that would be just fine as well. 
Please let me know your preference.

Thank you,
 
Vic Randall
Senior Planner
746-4278
 
 

From: ValJean Anderson <valorie83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 10:35 AM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Re: 625 E. H Street Zoning
 
Hello Vic,
 
Would 4:10 today work for you? 
 
Warmly,
Val Anderson
 
On Tue, Mar 29, 2022 at 4:48 PM Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us> wrote:

Good afternoon Val:

I would be happy to meet with you and Casey.  Would Thursday at 2:300 work for you and
Casey?  

mailto:VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us
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If not, I have availability between 2:30-4:00 on Thursday, or tomorrow from 10-11:30, or 2-
5:00. 
 
Or, if you prefer, I will need to work some this weekend and could find a time to talk with you
then. 
 
If none of these times will work for you, please feel free to offer times that could work for
you next week.
 
Respectfully,
Vic Randall
 

From: ValJean Anderson <valorie83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 4:11 PM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Re: 625 E. H Street Zoning
 
Hello Vic,
 
May Casey and I please schedule to meet with you about the rezoning?  We are potentially
interested in developing the property but would like to ask a few more questions.  Thank
you.
 
Warmly,
Val Anderson
 
On Wed, Mar 16, 2022 at 5:04 PM Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us> wrote:

Val:

thank you for making the time to join us today, and for this follow up.  You and Casey
should feel free to reach out if you would like to discuss any details.  Scheduling is helpful,
but not necessary.  

We’ll keep updating the project website here: 
https://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/housingelement, including recordings from the 1/25 City
Council/Planning Commission Study Session, and the 3/2 Community Workshop. 
 
I’ve attached the meeting notice for next Tuesday’s City Council Housing Element Study
Session, which was just published. 
 
Respectfully,
 
Vic Randall
Senior Planner
707-746-4278

mailto:valorie83@gmail.com
mailto:VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us
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From: ValJean Anderson <valorie83@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2022 4:47 PM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: 625 E. H Street Zoning
 
Hi Vic,
 
Thank you for answering our questions today.  Casey and I will take the next week to
research further and talk to our developer friends to gather more information.  We are
interested but we would like to research our options more fully before committing one
way or the other.
 
Warmly,
Val Anderson

mailto:valorie83@gmail.com
mailto:VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us


From: mariomrealty@aol.com
To: Evan Gorman
Subject: Re: Quick Update
Date: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 2:13:30 PM

Hi Evan,

Thanks for your response and tomorrow is fine for the info.. 

This will also confirm that I as Managing Member/Owner of American MP Capital Investments LLC

that owns the subject Parcel # 0089052160 are agreeable to the propose Land use of Residential

Development. 

Mario Mapoy

3958 Valley Ave. Suite B

Pleasanton CA 94566

T 510-912-4818

Email: mariomrealty@aol.com

-----Original Message-----

From: Evan Gorman <EGorman@ci.benicia.ca.us>

To: mariomrealty@aol.com <mariomrealty@aol.com>

Sent: Wed, Nov 16, 2022 12:32 pm

Subject: Quick Update

I apologize Mario,
 
I was out sick yesterday and am running behind on getting you your response. I will follow up with
the information you requested by the end of the day tomorrow.
 
Thank you,
 

  
Evan Gorman
Associate Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street
Benicia, CA 94510
707-746-4276
EGorman@ci.benicia.ca.us
www.ci.benicia.ca.us
Alternate Fridays Closure Notice:  The City of
Benicia City Hall and Fire Administrative
Offices are closed for business on alternating
Fridays. A calendar and additional

mailto:mariomrealty@aol.com
mailto:EGorman@ci.benicia.ca.us
mailto:EGorman@ci.benicia.ca.us
http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/


information are available at this link. 
 

 
 

https://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/cityholidays


From: Victor Randall
To: Richard Bortolazzo
Cc: Suzanne Thorsen
Subject: RE: 827-857 First Street
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 7:30:30 AM

Mr. Bortolazzo:

thank you for your phone call last week, and this confirmation of your interest in having your
property at 827 First Street included in the Housing Element as an opportunity site.  We will update
our contact information per your request below.  I do anticipate future correspondence to primarily
be by email or phone.  We will seek to keep you informed as the discussion moves forward in the
coming weeks.
 
Please note that we will continue to post key project documents, presentations, and meeting
recordings to the project website.  You might find it helpful to sign up for the project listserv there.
 Please note that the City will be hosting a Housing Element Study Session at this Tuesday’s City
Council meeting. 
 
Please feel free to reach out by phone or email should you have questions or wish to discuss this
further.
 
Respectfully,

Vic Randall
 
 

 
Vic Randall
Senior Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street
Benicia, CA 94510
707-746-4278
www.ci.benicia.ca.us
 

Alternate Fridays Closure Notice:  The City of Benicia City Hall and Fire Administrative Offices are
closed for business on alternating Fridays. A calendar and additional information are available at this
link.   
 
 
 

From: Richard Bortolazzo <RichardB@coldwellbanker.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2022 4:08 PM
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: 827-857 First Street

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D92C8A86ED744D239D6C9591359AE84B-VRANDALL
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https://granicus_production_attachments.s3.amazonaws.com/benicia/60eb6f5c27a67533b8ff87246daa83f60.pdf
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https://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/cityholidays
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Dear Mr. Randall:  I am responding to your letter, dated March 9, 2022,  to Robert and Ellen
Whitehead regarding the above referenced real estate.  I am the managing partner of the
subject property. In that letter you asked whether the owners of the property would be
interested in having the property included in the Benicia Housing Element  as a housing
opportunity site.  The owners  are agreeable to such a designation along with zoning changes 
that would allow increased residential potential. 
 
In the future, please address all your correspondence to me at the following address: PO Box
1, Benicia, California.  My phone number is 707-333-6835.   My email address if
richardb@coldwellbanker.com.
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely, Richard Bortolazzo 

Wire Fraud is Real

Before wiring any money, call the intended recipient at a number you know is valid to confirm the
instructions. Additionally, please note that the sender does not have authority to bind a party to a real
estate contract via written or verbal communication.

mailto:richardb@coldwellbanker.com


From: Karen Massey
To: Victor Randall; Suzanne Thorsen
Cc: Sean Finn
Subject: Housing Element Update - Housing Sites Inventory
Date: Monday, February 28, 2022 3:39:01 PM

Good Afternoon Suzanne (& Vic),
Per our conversation last week, I am reaching out on behalf of the owner of the property located at
1043 Grant Street, Benicia (APN 0080-150-260) to express an interest in being included on the City’s
Housing Sites Inventory as part of the Housing Element Update process.
 
The property is located in the Lower Arsenal and designated for Mixed Use under the City’s General
Plan. It is currently an under-utilized site with only a portion of the site developed with a small
commercial building. With the appropriate zoning and entitlements, the site offers the potential for
redevelopment as housing or mixed use within the City’s desired timeframe of 2031. Additionally,
the site is located immediately adjacent to two Lower Income Repeat Sites which are currently
shown on the City’s 2015-2023 Housing Sites Inventory.
 
Please let me know if you require any additional information in order to be considered for inclusion
on the inventory. We look forward to attending the upcoming virtual workshop on 3/2 to learn
more.
Thank you,
Karen
 
Karen Massey
KJM Planning Consultants, LLC
707-490-8467

mailto:karen@kjmplanningconsultants.com
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From: Victor Randall
To: Suzanne Thorsen
Subject: Fwd: Rezoning
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2022 11:56:13 AM

FYI.  Will respond later.

Thanks,

Vic Randall

Begin forwarded message:

From: Yahoo <leodaniel@sbcglobal.net>
Date: March 31, 2022 at 11:34:01 AM PDT
To: Victor Randall <VRandall@ci.benicia.ca.us>
Subject: Rezoning
Reply-To: Yahoo <leodaniel@sbcglobal.net>


Hi Randall,

I own the property at 1115 West 5th Street. It is 1.63 archers and has 3
homes on it. I am interested in rezoning and have a few questions. I was
not able to attend any of the meeting so far. Can you provide me with the
general information on the process? Most importantly would be the cost
and how this may effect the property tax.  

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D92C8A86ED744D239D6C9591359AE84B-VRANDALL
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WRI WEST GATE SOUTH, LP 
15 Southgate Avenue, Ste. 201 

Daly City, CA 94015 

November 22, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 
Danielle Crider 
Senior Planner, Community Development Department 
City of Benicia 
250 East L Street 
Benicia, CA 94510 

Re: Southampton Center Inclusion in 2023 - 2031 Benicia Housing Element 

Dear Danielle: 

Our entity owns Southampton Center, the grocery-anchored shopping center located at Southampton 

Road and Interstate 780 in the City of Benicia, California. We understand that our property is included 

on the Sites Inventory List in the City’s 2023-2031 Draft Housing Element as a Priority Housing site, and 

that the City has recently processed a zoning change to enable a mixed-use residential project in the 

future on our site. We support this effort and are selectively already pursuing similar mixed-use 

developments at multiple other shopping center properties our parent company also owns elsewhere in 

the San Francisco Bay Area and beyond. We believe a mixed-use project with multifamily over retail 

could be viable at Southampton Center in the future, as soon as during the later years of the 2023-2031 

term of the Housing Element currently being processed.  

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely,  

WRI WEST GATE SOUTH, LP 

Michael Strahs 
Authorized Agent  

cc: Sunil Plaha  

MStrahs
Strahs Signature



From: Steve Fretwell
To: Victor Randall
Subject: Fretwell/FBC
Date: Friday, June 24, 2022 5:13:12 PM

Hi Vic,
Of course I know you are out of the office till July 5th. I finally heard from the last Board  Member and we now
unanimously wish to have our site removed from the Zoning overlay. We are hoping to avoid its going to the
Planning Commission so if you get this while out of town and are inclined to help do that I appreciate it very much.
I'm so sorry all this occurred right before you planned to be gone.  You mentioned in your recent email that you
would be checking for my email (or a phone call.)
You've been very sympathetic to my concerns and very helpful with useful information and I don't take that for
granted.
Thanks you again. I trust your travel is for pleasure, not business.
Take care,
Steve

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:safretw@aol.com
mailto:Vrandall@ci.benicia.ca.us


From: Sathya rao
To: Jason Hade; Sathya rao
Subject: Housing Opportunity sites Property Owner Meetin
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2022 12:18:52 PM

Good afternoon Mr. Hade,
I'm Sathya Rao, representing Carquinez Properties LLC.  Carquinez properties holds a real
asset in vacant lot on 601, East H.Street.  

We have been contemplating developing that lot to put residential units on the lot.  With that
reference we have received communication from your office periodically on the interest by
Benicia City Planning in aiding/encouraging property owners to develop the vacant lots. 

We have missed participating in many of these calls. However, that does not mean that we are
not interested in the interest of the Benicia city planning.  We would like to engage going
forward in these conversations.  
On this subject, we recently received a notice suggesting that above mentioned property is
being considered as part of City's Regional housing needs allocation and appropriate zoning
policies to meet those housing element requirements. 

Our position has been the same to take opportunity to put residential housing units on the lot
and we are financially funded to start the project.  We will be pleased to know that our project
will help meet the city's housing requirement goals. It would be mutually beneficial for city
planning and Carquinez Properties LLC.  With that said, we would be interested in pursuing the
city's plan of re-zoning our property. If such consideration is going the accomplish city's goals,
we would be happy to participate in that effort.  It will also benefit Carquinez Properties'
objectives. 

Hence, we would like you to consider our request and reach out to me to discuss our plans
and if required to change the plans due to changed zoning.  You can reach out to me via email
or phone at (925)285-4290.

Thank you,
Sathya Rao
(925)285-4290
Managing Parner
Carquinez Properties LLC

mailto:sathrao@hotmail.com
mailto:JHade@ci.benicia.ca.us
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INTRODUCTION 

The Solano County Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) Housing Element Collaborative 
completed public outreach at the local and regional levels as part of the regional Solano County 
Collaborative effort to encourage community involvement and comply with the requirements of state 
law. These efforts included: 

 Project Website  

 Stakeholder Consultations 

 Housing Element Introduction Workshops  

 Housing Needs Assessment Workshops  

 Fair Housing Workshops  

 Developer Workshops  

 Community Survey 

PROJECT WEBSITE  

The Solano County Housing Element Collaborative project website, www.Solhousingelements.com, 
is a clearinghouse for all information related to the project, with information in English, Spanish and 
Tagalog. Community members can visit the site to access all public materials; learn about the latest 
project updates and opportunities to get involved; sign up for email updates; and submit comments 
directly. The website also includes recordings of all past meetings.  

The project website also includes direct links to each of the Solano County Collaborative jurisdictions’ 
websites to promote each city’s and the county’s specific outreach, share updates, and highlight 
upcoming opportunities for involvement, including individual Housing Element meetings. The 
project web page launched in March 2022 and is regularly updated to reflect ongoing community input 
opportunities and advertise draft work products.  

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATIONS 

To ensure that each jurisdictions solicits feedback from all segments of the community, consultations 
were conducted with service providers and other stakeholders who represent different socioeconomic 
groups.  

From December 2021 through April 2022, staff consulted with 10 stakeholders from 8 organizations 
that provide services in the Solano County region to obtain input on housing needs and programs. All 
stakeholders provided feedback via one-on-one interviews or with email responses. Representatives 
from the following organizations were interviewed: 

 North Bay Housing Coalition, December 9, 2021 

 Community Action Partnership Solano, Joint Powers Authority (JPA), December 14, 2021 
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 Legal Services of Northern California, December 22, 2021 

 Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California, January 6, 2022 

 Solano-Napa Habitat for Humanity, January 28, 2022  

 Agency on Aging, January 24, 2022 

 Urban Habitat, February 16, 2022 

 North Bay Regional Center (NBRC) in April 2022 

In each consultation, the stakeholders were asked all or some of the following questions, depending 
on the type of organization interviewed: 

 Opportunities and Concerns: What 3 top opportunities do you see for the future of housing 
in this jurisdiction? What are your 3 top concerns for the future of housing in this 
jurisdiction? 

 Housing Preferences: What types of housing do your clients prefer? Is there adequate rental 
housing in this jurisdiction? Are there opportunities for home ownership? Are there 
accessible rental units for seniors and persons with disabilities?  

 Housing Barriers/Needs: What are the biggest barriers to finding affordable, decent 
housing? What are the unmet housing needs in this jurisdiction? 

 Housing Conditions: How would you characterize the physical condition of housing in this 
jurisdiction? What opportunities do you see to improve housing in the future? 

 Equity and Fair Housing: What factors limit or deny civil rights, fair housing choice, or 
equitable access to opportunity? What actions can be taken to transform racially and 
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity (without displacement)? 
What actions can be taken to make living patterns more integrated and balanced? 

 How has COVID affected the housing situation? 

Based on conversations with the Community Action Partnership Solano JPA, there is a need for more 
permanent supportive housing programs with wrap-around services to support unhoused individuals, 
populations with mental illness, and the growing number of low-income families. Stakeholders 
suggested that the Cites and the County leverage the existing momentum in the stakeholder 
organizations to create a permanent supportive housing program, where the jurisdictions can pool 
their resources together and equally distribute projects. One stakeholder disclosed that they have 
funding for assisting jurisdictions with needed affordable housing but finding adequate sites is the 
barrier. Stakeholders also identified that there are substantial racial disparities in housing among 
communities of color, recommending that jurisdictions do more through code enforcement, primarily 
ensuring there is water and heating in low-income housing units, or passing ordinances that protect 
tenants from living in substandard housing.  

Based on a conversation with Fair Housing service providers, there is a need for fair housing education 
among landlords and tenants, specifically on the topics of enforcement of fair housing laws and rental 
discrimination practices. Stakeholders encouraged the jurisdictions to contract with fair housing 
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providers to offer services such as housing resources and tenant protections to vulnerable populations 
such as seniors, low-income seniors, and disabled residents. . Stakeholders also identified that single-
family housing stock in need of rehabilitation should be acquired, repaired and rented to supplement 
the affordable housing shortage. 

A demand that was stressed among all stakeholders was the need for more affordable housing and 
homeownership opportunities. Strategies for achieving this include community land trusts and mixed-
use housing. Stakeholders voiced that senior have experienced isolation as result of the COVID-19 
pandemic and are in need of socialization. Housing that supports wrap-around services and is located 
near transit routes was identified as a strategy. Stakeholders also identified the cost of land as a barrier 
to developing affordable housing.  

Representatives from the North Bay Regional Center and North Bay Housing Coalition expressed 
that residents with intellectual disabilities typically require supportive services (case management, 
grocery delivery, and/or other services) to be successful and may even require that a caretaker live 
with them. As a result, there is a need for more one- to two-bedroom affordable housing units. The 
lack of affordable housing in the region makes it hard to find affordable one- and two-bedroom units. 

HOUSING ELEMENT INTRODUCTION WORKSHOPS 

The Solano County Housing Element Collaborative made diligent efforts to encourage public and 
stakeholder participation in the Housing Element update process at the regional and local scale. The 
first two workshops introduced the Housing Element requirements and process and were held during 
the lunch hour on Wednesday, January 26, 2022, and the evening of Thursday, January 27, 2022. There 
were 13 participants in attendance at the January 26 meeting, and 9 participants in attendance at the 
January 27 meeting. The Housing Element Introduction workshops were advertised with flyers in 
English, Spanish, and Tagalog. The workshops were conducted virtually to ensure accessibility for 
residents throughout the county and in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The focus of these 
meetings was to provide high level demographic information and an overview of the Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA) and to solicit input from stakeholders and the public regarding housing 
needs and opportunities. Polling was conducted as part of each workshop. The combined results are 
summarized in the following charts.  
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HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT WORKSHOPS  

The Solano County Housing Element Collaborative held two virtual workshops to present the 
findings of the Housing Needs Assessment section of the Housing Element. The two workshops were 
advertised with flyers in English and Spanish. The workshops were conducted virtually to ensure 
accessibility for residents throughout the county and in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
meetings were held on Wednesday, March 30, during the lunch hour and in the evening. Nineteen 
participants attended the lunch workshop, and eight participants attended the evening meeting. 
Spanish translation was offered at both meetings. The presentation included statistics and initial 
findings from the Housing Needs Assessment for individual jurisdictions as well as for Solano County 
as a whole. Participants identified teachers as a group with housing needs and were interested in 
identifying strategies for supporting Community Land Trusts, and for helping seniors to age in place. 
Participants were also interested in learning more about the consequences jurisdictions face if they do 
not meet their RHNA, and the methodologies used for identifying overcrowded units. 

FAIR HOUSING WORKSHOPS 

On June 1, 2022, the Solano County Housing Element Collaborative held two virtual Fair Housing 
Workshops to present an overview of the requirements of the new Affirmatively Furthering Fair 
Housing (AFFH) Requirement (AB 686) in the Housing Element, and to gather feedback from 
participants on their experiences with fair housing barriers they may have encountered. One workshop 
was held over the lunch hour, and one was held in the evening to offer two opportunities for 
participation. Across both workshops, 86 percent were attendees from the Solano County region. The 
remaining 14 percent noted that they did not live in Solano County but had some other interest in the 
Housing Element process. Polling was conducted to gather feedback and input on fair housing 
concerns in the county. The results are summarized in the following charts. 
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DEVELOPER WORKSHOP 

A summary will be included once the workshop is complete.  

HOUSING SURVEY 

In March 2022, the Solano County Housing Element Collaborative launched a housing survey to 
gather information on housing needs and concerns in the county. The survey was available on the 
Solano County Housing Element Collaborative website from March 17, 2022, to June 16, 2022. A 
countywide email blast was sent three separate times reminding residents of the survey. In addition, 
each City and the County announced the survey on their individual websites and through their 
individual distribution lists. The survey was available in English, Spanish, and Tagalog. 

The housing survey yielded 156 survey responses, 1 of which was completed in Spanish (only 1 percent 
of the responses were in Spanish, even though 16.4 percent of residents countywide speak only 
Spanish). Among respondents, approximately 65 percent lived in the City of Benicia; 9 percent in the 
City of Suisun City; and the remaining 18 percent resided in the cities of Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, 
Vacaville, and Vallejo and the unincorporated county. About 44 percent of respondents worked in 
Solano County and 55 percent worked outside of the county. Approximately 29 percent of 
respondents have lived in their homes for more than 20 years, and 78 percent lived in a single-family 
home. About half of respondents (52 percent) said their homes were not in need of repairs, and 35 
percent answered that their homes needed minor repairs (peeling paint, chipped stucco, etc.). The 
majority of participants (56 percent) would like to see more small and affordable single-family homes 
built; 46 percent of respondents said they would like to see more senior housing; and 35 percent would 
like to see accessory dwelling units.  

Participants were asked to select the top three greatest barriers to the availability of adequate housing. 
The following were the top barriers identified: 

 64 percent cited issues related to high prices in rents 

 35 percent cited sales price  

 21 percent cited lack of adequate infrastructure such as water, sewer, electricity, and internet  

 55 percent of respondents cited roadway improvements 

 44 percent of respondents cited enhancing livability of neighborhoods 

Additionally, participants were asked to prioritize population groups based on who needs more 
housing and support services in Solano County. The responses were ranked as follows: 

 37 percent selected seniors  

 32 percent cited homeless individuals  

 20 percent selected persons with disabilities  

These additional comments were received: 

 Cities should explore community land trusts to provide more homeownership opportunities.  
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 More green spaces, parks and such are needed, to provide the neighborhood with much-
needed mental-health benefits of nature. Equity, fair housing, complete neighborhoods, 
improving connectivity between housing and jobs and services are priorities.  

 The diversification of housing being built is important, such as by including duplexes or 
medium density housing. Improving connectivity between housing and jobs and services are 
priorities.  

 Preservation of green and open space is important.  

 There are needs for affordable rentals for young adults and/or students.  

 Evacuation needs, building equity for disadvantaged communities and promoting 
environmental justice are priorities. 

The following charts summarize the 156 responses to the housing survey.  
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Enhance the livability of neighborhoods. For example,
provide new sidewalks, traffic‐calming measures, bike

lanes and street lighting, and encourage mixed‐use
(commercial/office and residential) projects that

enhance these features.

Roadway improvements

Ensuring that the housing market in your community
provides a diverse range of housing types, including

single‐family homes, townhouses, duplexes, and
apartments to meet the varied needs of local residents.

Establish special‐needs housing for seniors, large
families, farmworkers/service workers, and persons
with disabilities, including shelters and transitional

housing for the homeless.

Integrate affordable housing throughout the
community to create mixed‐income neighborhoods.

Establish programs to help at‐risk homeowners keep
their homes.

New housing should take into consideration public
health and socioeconomic situations that have arisen

or have come to light as a result of the COVID‐19
pandemic.

Provide additional income to downtown businesses to
make them more solvent.

Phase in new developments so that they do not
overwhelm existing residents and impacts can be

assessed before building more.

13. How important is each of the following concerns to you 
or to the people you represent in your organization?
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